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An Evaluation of Organizational Commitment of 
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ABSTRACT
This study examined the antecedents to the organisational commitment of the board namely tenure, appointment to leadership role, board size and assessment of board performance. This study found that tenure on the board is positively correlated to continuance commitment and affective commitment.  This finding is consistent with Stephens et al. The results also show that leadership  affects board performance and affective commitment.  Board size does not influence affective commitment and perceptions of individual performance.  But board performance is significantly influenced by affective commitment. This study used a survey questionnaire patterned after Meyer and Allen’s  1990 study. 

INTRODUCTION
Organizational commitment has been described as a “psychological state that binds the individual to the organisation” (Meyer & Allen, 1990).  This indicates that the likelihood of turnover is less when this bind is strong.  Higher levels of organizational commitment lead to various outcomes favourable to an organisation such as better work performance and less incidence of absenteeism (Stephens, et al., 2004). What these observations suggest is that what the employees of the organisation do (performance) is as important (or more important) than whether they remain (commitment) in the organisation. For an organisation, therefore, it is vital to consider the relationship between organisational commitment and performance.
Meyer and Allen argued that the three components of organisational commitment, namely affective commitment, continuance commitment and normative commitment are separable – empirically and conceptually.  Although affective and normative commitment can sometimes overlap and are relatively independent of continuance commitment, these three components can be reliably measured (Meyer & Allen, 1990).  
Research on organizational commitment is dominated by the examination of regular employees to their respective organizations (Stephens, et al., 2004). This study extends the research on organizational commitment to independent directors. 
This study is important for several reasons.
High performing directors protect the interest of shareholders. Section 465 of the Companies Ordinance of Hong Kong imposes a statutory duty of care, skill and diligence on all directors. This duty expects directors to have : “(a) the general knowledge, skill and experience that may reasonable be expected of a person carrying out the functions carried out by the director in relation to the company; and (b) the general knowledge, skill and experience that the director has.”      
“Directors have both collectively and individually, a continuing duty to acquire and maintain a sufficient knowledge and understanding of the company’s business to enable them properly to discharge their duties as directors …” (Re Barings plc (No. 5) [1999] 1 BCLC 433 at 489, per Jonathan Parkr J, approved by the Court of Appeal at [2000] 1 BCLC 523, followed in Official Receiver v Chan Chun Yan [2004] 2 HKLRD 113. (Brewer, 2017)
These considerations presume that directors would be committed enough to the organisation to comply with their minimum statutory duties.
The effectiveness of the board of directors is enhanced when the individual directors are fully engaged and dedicated. Independent directors who are usually experienced decision makers in other organisations and who possess the expertise to advise and evaluate managers and who have the incentives to develop reputations, benefit the organisation since they avoid being associated with poorly-performing companies (Fama & Jensen, 1983).
Understanding and evaluating the level of commitment of directors assist in the functioning of the board as, for instance, in the formulation of strategies to achieve broad organisational goals and more specific objectives (timeliness of financial reports, accuracy of remuneration reports and disclosures, engagement of consultants, etc.). In this regard, it is important that board effort is directed to the achievement of objectives considered critical to the organisation and that their interests are aligned with those of the organisation.
Identification of the component of organisational commitment that needs improvement is advantageous  to both the organisation and the directors.  This could arise in situations where organisational goals are not aligned or are incompatible with the director’s own goals or aspirations.  For example, under exceptionally challenging business environment, it would not be desirable to expect directors to continue serving the organisation. Even directors who are highly committed are more likely to focus on projects they see as more instrumental in the development of their respective professional career (Meyer, et al., 2002). 

DEFINITIONS AND CONSTRUCTS 
Independence
Companies usually have two types of directors: executive and non-executive directors.  Executive directors belong to senior management.  Non-executive directors do not have any management function or responsibilities.  Non-executive directors are occasionally referred to as “outside directors”.  Non-executive directors are categorised as (i) independent non-executive directors (INEDs) and (ii) connected non-executive directors.  Apart from their directorship, INEDs have no other connection with the company.  As such INEDs could be the source of independent insights and judgment in board decision-making processes and deliberation. Connected non-executive directors, although not part of management, have ties with the company such as being a relative of a person belonging to the company’s senior management, a significant supplier or customer or shareholder. They also could have been former executives of the company and are therefore perceived  as not able to exercise independence in board deliberations (Tricker & Li, 2019).
Commitment
Affective commitment refers to the attitude and emotion towards the organization (Meyer and Allen, 1997).    It is characterised by the desire or the motivation to pursue a course of action based for instance on values or moral grounds (Meyer, et al., 2002).  
Normative commitment is the sense of obligation toward the organisation and is associated with moral responsibility.  This is also associated with sense of duty.  The signifies the feeling of obligation.  It develops when an individual has “internalised” norms of appropriate behaviour and has received benefits therefrom and sense a need to return the favour (Meyer, et al., 2002).
Continuance commitment refers to the intention to stay in the organization based on the rewards.  This is grounded on economic reasoning.  The rationale for continuing employment, according to is some research is based on: 1) scarcity of alternatives, or 2) significant personal sacrifice (Meyer, et al., 2002).

LITERATURE REVIEW
Studies on organisational commitment looked for associations between commitment levels and various consequences such as turnover, absenteeism and job effort (Stephens, et al., 2004). These studies have largely focused on paid employees as these have been the subject of seminal studies on organisational commitment conducted by scholars like Meyer, Mowday, etc.  Several studies have investigated organisational commitment of directors and top management. Garnes and Mathisen examined the organisational commitment of directors in  collaborative tourist organisations from the standpoint of corporate governance and their internal settings.  Their findings supported the view that boardroom behaviour influences organisational commitment of directors (Garnes & Mathisen, 2014). Nipper performed a comprehensive analysis of the relation between the tenure of the audit committee chairman and performance (quality of reports) and found that chairs with longer tenure are positively correlated with timely financial reporting.  Additionally, Nipper also found that chair tenure is negatively correlated with the prospect of accounting irregularities. He argued that longer tenured chairs could apply their firm-specific knowledge and use their relationship with management to reduce the risk of accounting wrongdoings (Nipper, 2021).  Mahajan et al examined the role of trust in top management and how it positively affects organisational citizenship and organisational commitment. They found that top management communication practices play a pivotal role in developing high levels of trust which results in improved organisational commitment (Mahajan, et al., 2012). Cao and Hamori investigated the impact on organisational commitment of management development practices and developmental assignments. They examined the effect of mentoring, training and support from senior management on organisational commitment.  They found that only “high responsibilities” significantly increased organisational commitment (Cao & Hamori, 2016). 
The commitment of volunteer directors and their self-reported performance were investigated by Stephens et al (Stephens, et al., 2004). They proposed and tested a model that analysed relationships between directors’ experience, leadership role, perception of individual and board performance and organisational commitment.  They found that tenure is positively correlated  with performance and affective commitment.  They also found that  directors with leadership role show more affective commitment and are more diligent.   

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES
Director Experience
Evidence is found that show that the length of time that a director serves on the board (tenure) is  positively correlated with continuance commitment (Stephens, et al., 2004). This is inferred from the presence of side-bets. Side-bet theory was introduced by Howard Becker as a way to explain organizational commitment. The theory refers to commitment as pursuing a consistent activity and this pursuit is reinforced by side bets that constrain one’s future” (Powell & Meyer, 2004). The consequence of side bets is that they amplify the cost of not pursuing a consistent activity.  In the context of organizational commitment, the line of activity refers to remaining in the company.
Becker broadly categorised side bets into: (a) generalised cultural expectations; (b) self-presentation concerns; (c) Impersonal bureaucratic arrangements; (d) individual adjustments to social positions, and (e) non-work concerns (Powell & Meyer, 2004). Generalized cultural expectations (for example, how long should one remain in a job). These expectations, when disregarded, could have unfavouable consequences. Self-presentation concerns refer to an individual’s effort to display a public image that is consistent with a specific behaviour and any inconsistency in this regard will negatively affect that image. Impersonal bureaucratic arrangements refer to an organization’s reward system for long-term employment tenure.  Individual adjustments to social positions relate to an individual’s attempt to fit in a situation but makes that individual less fit for other situations.  This may happen when a person dedicates personal resources (time, talent, energy) to acquire competencies that are useful only to the organisation but not elsewhere. Non-work concerns are side-bets that do not specifically relate to the organisation.  These may arise when an individual builds relationships in a community would be significantly affected if that individual were to cease working for the organisation and find employment elsewhere.  
Side-bets could affect an employee’s commitment to the organisation. High value side-bets would make leaving the organisation more costly (Stephens, et al., 2004). In the case of directors, side-bets could take the form, for example, of significant relationships with fellow directors that could be important in advancing their careers or even their own businesses.  Due to the existence of side-bets, a director would find it costly to leave the organisation as this would mean significant personal sacrifice.  In this regard:   
Hypothesis H1a:  Directors who serve longer on the board will have higher levels of continuance commitment due to a significant personal sacrifice.
The working relationships that directors build with fellow directors during the length of their tenure on the board will manifest in higher level of affective commitment.  In this regard:
Hypothesis H1b: Directors with longer tenure on the board will report higher levels of affective commitment to the board.
Newly-appointed directors are handicapped by the lack of understanding of board procedures and the lack of familiarity with corporate issues and exigencies.  These handicaps are overcome with the passage of time and the director adds more value to the board.  In this regard:
Hypothesis H1c: Directors with longer tenure on the board will report higher levels of performance in their role as director.
Director Leadership Role
Directors who show readiness to dedicate time, talent and personal resources to pursue the organisation’s goals are likely to be nominated to leadership roles by their fellow directors.  Directors with leadership role are likely to have side-bets like useful acquaintances and political relationships.  Relinquishing their leadership role would mean a significant amount of psychological and economic sacrifice.  In this regard,     
Hypothesis H2a: Directors with leadership responsibilities will show higher levels of continuance commitment based on personal sacrifice.
Directors with leadership role are perceived to be reliable and resourceful.  Reliability and resourcefulness are attributes have been linked to affective commitment (Stephens, et al., 2004).  Directors with leadership roles develop meaningful relationships with fellow directors and are likely to be more appreciative of the concerns of the board. In this regard:
Hypothesis H2b: Directors with leadership responsibilities will show higher levels of affective commitment.
Directors with leadership roles dedicate more time and energy on the businesses of the board.  They also promote board projects and initiatives more than the other directors who do not have leadership responsibilities. Leadership gives directors a strong feeling of fulfilment and improves confidence. In this regard,
Hypothesis H2c: Directors with leadership responsibilities will perform better than directors without leadership experience.
Director Attitudes Towards Board Performance
Directors create value for the organisation and also for their fellow directors. Effective boards are likely to have better information flows, more meaningful relationship among members and more contribution to the organisation.  Losing the opportunity to be part of an effective board would be an unwelcome setback for the director and the organisation.  In this regard:
Hypothesis H3a: Directors who give a higher assessment of the performance of the board will show higher levels of continuance commitment based on personal sacrifice.
Affective commitment refers to the “relative strength of a person’s identification with and involvement in the organization” (Mowday et al., 1979 as cited in Stephens et al., 2004).  The members of an organization seem to be inclined to strongly identify with a successful organization and strive to be more actively involved in it.  In the same manner, directors who believe that they are part of an effective board will show enhanced levels of affective commitment.  Competent and dedicated directors help in making other directors perform better. It follows that: 
 Hypothesis H3b: Directors who give a higher assessment of the performance of the board will show higher levels of affective commitment to the board.
When a director believes that the board he or she is serving is not competent and performing poorly, he or she may still rate his or her performance as comparatively good, despite the personal feeling that he or she has not given his or her best.   On the contrary, if a director believes that the board is performing well, his or her benchmark of director performance is raised. The director will rate his or her performance as comparatively low against such benchmark even where he or she feels he or she has performed well.  This means that there is negative correlation between self-assessment of individual performance and the assessment of board performance.
Hypothesis H3c: Directors who give a higher assessment of the performance of the board will assess their individual performance less highly.
Board Size
Research on organisational commitment suggest that commitment in larger organisations is lower due to the impersonal nature of relationships and the difficulty to identify with these organisations  as compared with smaller ones.  In the case of boards, there would be less occasions to build meaningful relationships as larger boards are also more impersonal. As the strength or relationship is influenced by affective commitment, it follows:
 Hypothesis H4a: Directors on large boards will show lower levels of affective commitment than those on smaller boards.
Directors would have fewer opportunities to make meaningful contributions  in larger boards since board tasks may be allocated to more individuals.  An unintended consequence of this is that it is easier for directors to avoid tasks, a situation that may be more noticeable in smaller boards. Therefore:
Hypothesis H4b: Directors on large boards will assess their individual performance lower than will those on smaller boards.
Self-reported Performance  
Mowday et al., found only a modest relationship between organisational commitment  and job performance although they cautioned that other factors have been found  to affect performance such as role clarity and reward systems, etc (Mowday, et al., 1979).  Side-bets that accrue to a director like beneficial relationships, self-presentation concerns and reputation may decrease in value if fellow directors perceive mediocre contribution and effort on the part of that director.  This affects the continuance commitment of directors. To safeguard the side-bets, directors will put more effort in accomplishing their tasks which may result in the perception that they are highly performing. In this regard:
Hypothesis H5a: Directors showing higher levels of continuance commitment on the basis of personal sacrifice will assess their performance more highly.
Directors with fewer opportunities for rendering services outside of the organization will dedicate more energy and time to the board and will consequently contribute more (Stephens, et al., 2004). In contrast, directors who have more opportunities to provide services outside of the organization will experience competing demands for their time and attention and will probably focus less on their tasks on the board. In this regard:
Hypothesis H5b: Directors showing higher levels of continuance commitment on the basis of few alternatives will assess their performance more highly.
Meyer and Allen suggest that identification with the mission and values of the organization reflects normative commitment (Mowday, et al., 1979).  Directors whose values are aligned with those of the organization will strive to contribute more and fulfill their responsibilities on their own accord. In this regard:
Hypothesis H5c: Directors showing higher levels of normative commitment will assess their performance more highly.
In discussing the predictive validity of their findings, Mowday et al suggest that although there was only a modest relationship  between organisational commitment and concurrent performance, there was some evidence of correlation between commitment and subsequent performance (but no evidence was found between performance and subsequent commitment) (Mowday, et al., 1979).   Further, Meyer and Allen suggest that among the three components of organisational commitment it is affective commitment that is expected to have a positive impact on performance (A Three-Component Conceptualization of Organizational Commitment as cited in Stephens, et al., 2004). Directors who have emotional attachment to the board are more motivated to contribute more to board performance than those who are not emotionally attached. The reason is that those who lack the inner conviction to perform could  possibly exert less effort than those who want truly wish to perform (affective).  In this regard:
Hypothesis H5d: Directors showing higher levels of affective commitment will assess their performance more highly.

METHODOLOGY
The study was conducted by way of a specifically designed survey questionnaire. This is appended to this paper as Appendix A. The questionnaire components were based on Stephens, et al., 2004 which used items from Meyer and Allen’s Commitment in the Workplace: Theory, Research and Application (1997).  The questionnaires were sent by email to the respondents after a brief introduction of the study was given by the researcher to the respondent by telephone.  The sample size for this study was 20 actively serving directors selected by snowball sampling method.  This method relied on referrals from initially sampled respondents who introduced other individuals serving as directors of companies in Hong Kong. 
Some respondents serve as independent directors in more than one company. In these cases, these respondents were asked to complete the questionnaire in respect of each of the companies of which they were acting as director.  Interestingly, the responses of the same respondent with respect to each company were similar but not uniform.       
The snowball sampling method has several limitations.  These include, among others, the non-randomness of the selection procedure, the lack of correlations between sample size and selection probabilities, the reliance on the subjective judgments of informants, and confidentiality concerns. The approach, however, is efficient and less costly.
Measures
Predictors
The research hypotheses referred to director experience, size of the board, leadership responsibilities and board performance together with the three commitment components and self-reported performance as variables predicted to influence the commitment levels the individual directors.
V1 Length of time was based on respondents’ response to the question “How long have you been serving as member of this board?”
V2 Size of the board was the respondents’ answer to the question “How many people serve on this board?”
V3 Leadership responsibilities  was determined by responding to the question “Are you currently serving in an elected leadership role?” The responses were given “0”  for no leadership role and “1” for “with leadership role”. 
The evaluation of board performance was done using the three items in Section B of Appendix A. The items showed Cronbach’s α of -0.368. The mean of the three items was the final measure of board performance.     
Board Performance

	Item
	N
	Mean
	Median
	Mode
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	B1
	20
	3.90
	4.00
	4.00
	0.788
	2
	5

	B2
	20
	5.30
	5.00
	5.00
	0.571
	5
	7

	B3
	20
	6.00
	6.00
	6.00
	0.000
	6
	6


	Scale Reliability Statistics – Board Performance

	 
	Cronbach's α

	scale
	-0.368

	Note. item 'B1' correlates negatively with the total scale and probably should be reversed

	


Self-reported Performance
Self-reported performance was evaluated using the seven items in Section C of Appendix A.  Cronbach’s α of this seven-item scale is 0.724. The dependent variable – self-reported performance -  is the mean of the seven items. 
	Self-reported Performance

	 
	N
	Mean
	Median
	Mode
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	P1
	
	20
	
	2.85
	
	3.00
	
	3.00
	
	0.489
	
	1
	
	3
	

	P2
	
	20
	
	2.95
	
	3.00
	
	3.00
	
	0.224
	
	2
	
	3
	

	P3
	
	20
	
	3.00
	
	3.00
	
	3.00
	
	0.000
	
	3
	
	3
	

	P4
	
	20
	
	2.20
	
	2.00
	
	2.00
	
	0.523
	
	1
	
	3
	

	P5
	
	20
	
	3.50
	
	3.00
	
	3.00
	
	0.688
	
	3
	
	5
	

	P6
	
	20
	
	2.30
	
	2.00
	
	2.00
	
	0.470
	
	2
	
	3
	

	P7
	
	20
	
	3.10
	
	3.00
	
	3.00
	
	0.447
	
	2
	
	4
	

	



	Scale Reliability Statistics – Self-reported Performance

	 
	Cronbach's α

	scale
	
	0.724
	

	



Commitment Variables
Respondents were asked to complete an organisational commitment questionnaire comprising 23 items using a seven point Likert scale. Reliability checks were performed on the three components of organisational commitment.   
	Normative Commitment Items

	 
	N
	Mean
	Median
	Mode
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	Q1
	
	20
	
	2.55
	
	3.00
	
	3.00
	
	0.945
	
	1
	
	5
	

	Q2
	
	20
	
	4.65
	
	4.00
	
	4.00
	
	1.040
	
	4
	
	7
	

	Q3
	
	20
	
	5.65
	
	6.00
	
	6.00
	
	1.137
	
	2
	
	7
	

	Q4
	
	20
	
	6.25
	
	6.00
	
	6.00
	
	0.550
	
	5
	
	7
	

	Q5
	
	20
	
	6.10
	
	6.00
	
	6.00
	
	0.641
	
	4
	
	7
	

	Q6
	
	20
	
	4.85
	
	5.00
	
	5.00
	
	0.366
	
	4
	
	5
	

	

	 

Scale Reliability Statistics – Normative Commitment Items

	 
	Cronbach's α

	scale
	
	0.590
	

	Note. items ‘Q1’ and ‘Q6’ correlate negatively with the total scale and were reversed

	



	Affective Commitment Items

	 
	N
	Mean
	Median
	Mode
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	Q7
	
	20
	
	4.40
	
	4.00
	
	4.00
	
	1.142
	
	3
	
	7
	

	Q8
	
	20
	
	5.95
	
	6.00
	
	6.00
	
	0.826
	
	4
	
	7
	

	Q9
	
	20
	
	5.20
	
	5.00
	
	5.00
	
	0.410
	
	5
	
	6
	

	Q10
	
	20
	
	4.25
	
	4.00
	
	4.00
	
	0.444
	
	4
	
	5
	

	Q11
	
	20
	
	3.00
	
	3.00
	
	3.00
	
	1.026
	
	2
	
	7
	

	Q12
	
	20
	
	3.95
	
	4.00
	
	4.00
	
	0.826
	
	3
	
	7
	

	Q13
	
	20
	
	5.55
	
	6.00
	
	6.00
	
	0.945
	
	2
	
	6
	

	Q14
	
	20
	
	2.70
	
	3.00
	
	3.00
	
	0.571
	
	1
	
	3
	

	

	 Scale Reliability Statistics – Affective Commitment Items

	 
	Cronbach's α

	scale
	
	0.756
	

	Note. items ‘Q11’ and ‘Q12’  correlate negatively with the total scale and were reversed.

	



	Continuance Commitment Items

	 
	N
	Mean
	Median
	Mode
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	Q15
	
	20
	
	2.65
	
	3.00
	
	3.00
	
	0.587
	
	1
	
	3
	

	Q16
	
	20
	
	2.30
	
	2.00
	
	2.00
	
	0.571
	
	2
	
	4
	

	Q17
	
	20
	
	1.95
	
	2.00
	
	2.00
	
	0.224
	
	1
	
	2
	

	Q18
	
	20
	
	1.95
	
	2.00
	
	2.00
	
	0.224
	
	1
	
	2
	

	Q19
	
	20
	
	4.95
	
	5.00
	
	5.00
	
	1.146
	
	2
	
	7
	

	Q20
	
	20
	
	2.05
	
	2.00
	
	2.00
	
	0.394
	
	1
	
	3
	

	Q21
	
	20
	
	5.00
	
	5.00
	
	5.00
	
	1.026
	
	1
	
	6
	

	Q22
	
	20
	
	1.90
	
	2.00
	
	2.00
	
	0.308
	
	1
	
	2
	

	Q23
	
	20
	
	2.90
	
	3.00
	
	3.00
	
	0.788
	
	1
	
	5
	

	

	 Scale Reliability Statistics – Continuance Commitment Items

	 
	Cronbach's α

	scale
	
	0.802
	

	Note. items ‘Q15’ and ‘Q19’ correlate negatively with the total scale and were reversed.

	


The reliability of the normative commitment items was low even if items Q1 and Q6 were reversed. The measure for normative commitment was the mean of the normative commitment items.  The reliability of the affective commitment items was acceptable after reversing  Q11 and Q12. The measure of affective commitment was the mean of affective commitment items. With respect to the continuance commitment items, reliability was acceptable after reversing Q15 and Q19. The measure for continuance commitment was the mean of the continuance commitment items.

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

	Correlation Matrix – H1a

	 
	 
	Tenure
	Continuance

	V1
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Continuance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	0.211
	
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.372
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	


Hypothesis H1a is modestly supported. 

	Correlation Matrix – H1b

	 
	 
	Tenure
	Affective

	V1
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Affective
	
	Pearson's r
	
	0.448
	*
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.048
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	



Hypothesis H1b has significant support.  

	Correlation Matrix – H1c

	 
	 
	Tenure
	Board Performance

	Leadership
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Board Performance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	0.225
	
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.340
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	


Hypothesis H1c is modestly supported.    

	Correlation Matrix – H2a

	 
	 
	Leadership
	Q23

	Self-reported Performance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Q23
	
	Pearson's r
	
	0.055
	
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.819
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	


Hypothesis H1a is not supported. 

	Correlation Matrix – H2b

	 
	 
	Leadership
	Affective

	Leadership
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Affective
	
	Pearson's r
	
	0.207
	
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.382
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	



Hypothesis H2b is modestly supported.  

	Correlation Matrix – H2c

	 
	 
	Leadership
	Board Performance

	Leadership
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Board Performance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	0.225
	
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.340
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	



Hypothesis H2c has modest support.   Note that  there are only three  respondents who have leadership roles. 


	Correlation Matrix – H3a

	 
	 
	Board Performance
	Continuance

	Board Performance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Continuance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	-0.217
	
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.357
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	



Hypothesis H3a has moderate support.  
	 Correlation Matrix – H3b

	 
	 
	Board Performance
	Affective

	Board Performance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Affective
	
	Pearson's r
	
	0.648
	**
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.002
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	



Hypothesis H3b is strongly supported. 

	Correlation Matrix – H3c

	 
	 
	Board Performance
	Self-reported Performance

	Board Performance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Self-reported Performance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	0.626
	**
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.003
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	


 
Hypothesis H3c is strongly supported.  




	Correlation Matrix – H4a

	 
	 
	Board Size
	Affective

	Board Size
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Affective
	
	Pearson's r
	
	-0.070
	
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.769
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	



Hypothesis H4a is not supported.  
 
	Correlation Matrix – H4b

	 
	 
	Board Size
	Self-reported Performance

	Board Size
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Self-reported Performance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	0.032
	
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.892
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	



Hypothesis H4b is not supported. 

	Correlation Matrix – H5a

	 
	 
	Q23
	Self-reported Performance

	Continuance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Self-reported Performance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	-0.007
	
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.015
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	



Hypothesis H5a is not supported.  


	Correlation Matrix – H5b

	 
	 
	Self-reported Performance
	Q17

	Self-reported Performance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Q17
	
	Pearson's r
	
	0.479
	*
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.033
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	



Hypothesis H5b is supported.  


	Correlation Matrix – H5c

	 
	 
	Self-reported Performance
	Normative

	Self-reported Performance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Normative
	
	Pearson's r
	
	0.121
	
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	0.612
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	



Hypothesis H5c is weakly supported.  

	Correlation Matrix - H5d

	 
	 
	Self-reported Performance
	Affective

	Self-reported Performance
	
	Pearson's r
	
	—
	
	 
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	—
	
	 
	

	Affective
	
	Pearson's r
	
	0.875
	***
	—
	

	 
	
	p-value
	
	< .001
	
	—
	

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

	


 
Hypothesis H5d has strong support.  
Discussion
Stephens et al referred to tenure, leadership role, board size and board performance as antecedents to commitment of the board. This study found that tenure on the board is positively correlated to continuance commitment and affective commitment.  This finding is consistent with Stephens et al. The results also show that leadership modestly affects board performance and affective commitment.  This is reasonable in the sense that directors who display more affective commitment will probably be considered for leadership roles in the organisation. This also explains the impact of leadership on perceived performance of the board. Board size does not affect affective commitment and perceptions of individual performance.  This is consistent with Stephens et al. Board performance is significantly influenced by affective commitment.  It is also positively correlated to leadership and self-reported performance.  This means that emotional dedication is a driver of performance. A director who perceives himself or herself as performing well also shows a significant level of affective commitment. This is consistent with the findings of Stephens et al. There is also a significant positive correlation between a directors’ perception of their performance and the lack of alternatives for their services.  This suggests that the lack of alternatives could be a reason why a director would dedicate more time and attention to the organisation.  
Implications

The findings of this study should assist organisations in promoting organisational commitment among its directors and top management.  Longer tenure induces affective commitment which in turn could impact performance. Boards should promote practices that enable its members to identify with the goals, aspirations and values of the organisation.  If circumstances allow, organisations should also create opportunities so that members of the board could demonstrate their leadership potential.   





















Appendix A – Survey Questionnaire
Please click (√ ) on the appropriate box 
Please mark “”  or  “x” on the appropriate box 
How long have you been serving as a member of this board?
	Q
	
	Less than
 1 year
	1 – 2 years
	3 – 4   years
	5 – 6 years
	7 – 8 years
	9 or more years

	V1
	Length of time 

	
	
	
	
	
	



How many people currently serve on this board?
	Q
	
	No. of directors

	V2
	Board size 

	



Are you currently serving in an elected leadership role (chairman of a committee, etc.)?
	Q
	
	Yes
	No

	V3
	Leadership role 

	
	




Section A : Organizational Commitment Items

	Q
	Normative Commitment Items
	Strongly disagree
	Moderately disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neutral
	Somewhat agree
	Moderately agree
	Strongly agree

	1
	There is no obligation to continue serving the board.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	It would not be right to leave the board now.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Not performing my board duties would not make me feel guilty.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	This board deserves my loyalty.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Because of my obligation to the people in the board, I would not leave it now.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	I owe a great deal to the board.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




	Q
	Affective Commitment Items
	Strongly disagree
	Moderately disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neutral
	Somewhat agree
	Moderately agree
	Strongly agree

	7
	Spending many years on the board would make me happy.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	I enjoy talking about this board with others.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	This board’s problems are my own.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	I would continue to be connected to this board wherever I am.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	This board in not a family that I am a part of.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	I have no emotional attachment to this board.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	This board is important to me personally.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	There is no sense of belonging to this board.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	






	Q
	Continuance Commitment Items
	Strongly disagree
	Moderately disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neutral
	Somewhat agree
	Moderately agree
	Strongly agree

	15
	Failing to fulfill my tasks in this board does not concern me.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	It would be very hard for me to leave the board right now, even if I wanted to.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	There are not enough opportunities in other organizations for me to even think about leaving the board.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	The lack of available alternatives for my time keeps me from leaving the board.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	I carry out duties as a director out of necessity as much as I desire.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20
	Resigning from the board right now would have numerous negative consequences for me personally.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21
	Remaining in the board but not fulfilling my responsibilities would not affect me at all.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	I stay in this board because I would not receive the same benefits in any other capacity.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	23
	If I had not already put so much of myself into this board, I might consider serving elsewhere.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	









Section B: Board Performance 

Please rate your level of agreement with each of the following statements

	Q
	Board Performance Items
	Strongly disagree
	Moderately disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neutral
	Somewhat agree
	Moderately agree
	Strongly agree

	B1
	I am very satisfied with the performance of this board of directors.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B2
	Board members contribute valuable input and advice that influence important decisions for the company.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B3
	This board adds a great deal to the company as a whole.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Section C: Self-reported Performance
Please rate yourself on the following items as compared to other members of this board.
	Q
	Self-reported performance Items
	Below average
	Slightly below average
	Average
	Slightly above average
	Above average

	P1
	Time spent fulfilling board responsibilities.
 
	
	
	
	
	

	P2
	Involvement in board-related activities.

	
	
	
	
	

	P3
	Attendance at board meetings.
 
	
	
	
	
	

	P4
	Number of useful quality contacts that were introduced to the board.

	
	
	
	
	

	P5
	Involvement in developing and implementing board strategy.

	
	
	
	
	

	P6
	Contributions of resources other than time to further the objectives of the board.

	
	
	
	
	

	P7
	Overall contribution to the board.
	
	
	
	
	





Scales
	V1: Length of time in years
	Values 

	Less than 1 year
	1

	1-2 years
	2

	3-4 years
	4

	5-6 years
	6

	7-8 years
	8

	9 or more years
	10

	 
	 

	V2: Board size
	 

	No. of individuals on the board
	 

	 
	 

	V3: Leadership role
	 

	No leadership role
	0

	With leadership role
	1

	 
	 

	Section  A: Commitment items (Q1 to Q23)
	 

	Strongly disagree
	1

	Moderately disagree
	2

	Somewhat disagree
	3

	Neutral
	4

	Somewhat agree
	5

	Moderately agree
	6

	Strongly agree
	7

	 
	 

	Section  B: Board performance scale items (B1 to B3)
	 

	Strongly disagree
	1

	Moderately disagree
	2

	Somewhat disagree
	3

	Neutral
	4

	Somewhat agree
	5

	Moderately agree
	6

	Strongly agree
	7

	 
	 

	Section  C: Self-reported performance items (P1 to P7)
	 

	Below average
	1

	Slightly below average
	2

	Average
	3

	Slightly above average
	4

	Above average
	5
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