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OVERCOMING BARRIERS TO ETHNIC DIVERSIFICATION OF THBOARD:
A FUNDRAISING ARGUMENT
BY
Anjali Lalani

ABSTRACT

This research explores current research on boéed and ethnic diversity, the board’s
relationship to the success of the organizatiorerdity’s impact on team process and product,
ethnic participation in American philanthropy, bars to board diversification, as well as
primary data from large arts organizations in majetropolitan areas. Through a
comprehensive review of the literature as well aaraey sent to 74 major arts organizations in
diverse communities in the United States, thisaegeconcludes that although fundraising is a
barrier to diversification, it is likely not theiprary barrier.

While the topic of diversity is widely discussedtime nonprofit field, actual
implementation of ethnic diversity on boards isesely lacking Nonprofit Governance Index
2012).According to BoardSource, 82 percent of Americangmofit board members are
Caucasian with nearly 30 percent of boards compsskedly of Caucasian peoplednprofit
Governance Indef012, 9). Also from BoardSource, “at best, ondave boards has made
concerted efforts to increase board diversitydfprofit Governance Inde2010, 30). This is in
stark contrast to the fact that minority populas@me increasing at a greater rate than Caucasians
(US Census Bureau 2010e).

This research also makes a case for organizatonsést in ethnic diversity on their
boards through the lens of fundraising. As commesibecome more ethnically diverse, donors

will also become more diverse, and securing divbosed members will become a key way to



attract ethnically diverse donors. The results sttt diversifying a board takes a great deal of

time and investment, but will yield excellent reswdn multiple fronts if managed well.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

While the topic of diversity is widely discussedtire nonprofit field, actual
implementation of ethnic diversity on boards isesely lacking Nonprofit Governance Index
2012).According to BoardSource, 82 percent of Americangnofit board members are
Caucasian with nearly 30 percent of boards compssledy of Caucasian peopledgnprofit
Governance Inde012, 9). Also from BoardSource, “at best, onava boards has made
concerted efforts to increase board diversitydprofit Governance Inde2010, 30). This is in
stark contrast to the fact that minority populasi@me increasing at a greater rate than Caucasians
(US Census Bureau 2010e). In a keynote speech atiéan University, Aaron Dworkin,
Founder and President of Sphinx, particularly fecusn arts organizations, stating, “the lack of
diversity in the arts is so acute that nobody camydt’s an issue” (2013).

Current research and practice-based wisdom reconsrtbat boards should be diverse,
although ethnic diversity is not always specifiBdferent types of diversity can affect a board’s
effectiveness in different ways. For instance,lico found that occupational diversity was
related to better fundraising results, while gerdieersity was negatively associated with
fundraising results (1996, 1313). Despite the ‘tradfs” that may be involved with board
diversification, there are other broader argumémtboard diversity (Callen et al. 2010, 122).
Nonprofit researchers suggest having a diversedmsenrds the message that the board is
working on the behalf of its constituency, whichurdikely 80 to 100 percent white (e.g. Carver
2006; Odendahl and Diaz in Burbridge et al. 200&hiRson 2001). Some research also
recommends diversity regardless of constituentesgrtation because diversity brings “new
insights and perspectives” into the boardroom,ileatb more quality decision-making (Brown

2005, 324).



This research explores the prominence of fundrgisapacity as a barrier to the ethnic
diversification of large nonprofit arts boards. Tie&ationship of board diversity to fundraising is
tangential, but important. It is common that ases organization becomes established and
continues to grow its budget, its board also gr@athiasen 1990). One of the reasons this
happens is so that an organization can bolstéuntraising through board donations and
connections (Mathiasen 1990). Because fundraisiag essential role of the large nonprofit
arts board (e.g. Brown and Guo 2009; Callen 2G10; Mathiasen 1990), it is important to
understand what ethnic diversity can do for oh®drganization’s fundraising.

Because of the relatively little research on haard diversity affects the board, this
research also addresses how ethnic diversity irgemyp affects a group’s performance. Overall,
research shows that a team’s composition is retatéd processes and outcomes, although
conclusions are not uniform. The research cledrbyns that increased diversity can help a
team’s process and performance, but it will notaglsvhappen automatically. In fact, team
members’ attitudes regarding diversity were coesity linked to the outcomes (Brown 2002b;
Chatman et al. 1998; Ely and Thomas 2001). Thigastg both that proper management of
diversity can encourage positive outcomes andrthglecting to manage diversity can lead to
poor outcomes.

One way to make the argument that boards shoufddse diverse is to point out that
different ethnicities are interested in fundraisargl board service. Ethnic participation in
philanthropy is robust, if somewhat different thvanite or traditional participation. The research
in this vein is also outdated and inconsistent,tabes show some consistent findings. Most

important for this paper is that African AmericaAsjan Americans, Hispanics, and Native



Americans value a personal connection when givigidtaFor these populations, being solicited
by people they personally respect encourages gi@ng way to ensure the personal connection
is to have board members who are familiar withabwestituents of the organization. For
instance, if an Asian American sits on a boardigh&a chance they have networks in Asian
American communities that are served by the orgdioia. Even if every prospective Asian
American donor does not respect that particulardogmber, it is much more likely that he
would have connections to other respected commigatjers than would a Caucasian person.
Diversifying the board is a good way of extendihg brganization’s reach in new communities.
The fact that nonprofit boards are overwhelminghjiter suggests that even though
research supports diversification, there are Sicamt barriers to the process. The research as a
whole suggests that insulla@cruitment practices, a board culture of exclugjvack of genuine
commitment, lack of self-awareness, and finanmalcerns are the major barriers to
diversification. Of these, recruitment practiced arboard culture of exclusivity are the primary

issues.

Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this research, | will use th¥ang definitions:

- Diversity: “A mix of people in one social system avhave distinctly different, socially
relevant group affiliations” (Cox, Jr. and Beale9T91).

- Surface-level diversity: “Differences among teanmmbers in overt demographic
characteristics...Such characteristics, including agr, and race/ethnicity, are often
reflected in physical features” (Harrison et al0201030).

- Social category diversity: “Explicit differences ang group members in social category
membership, such as race, gender, and ethniceyih(ét al. 1999, 745).

- Deep-level diversity: “Differences among team membgsychological characteristics,
including personalities, values, and attitudes”r(idan et al. 2002, 1031).



- Functional diversity: There are three subsets oétional diversity: “(1) diversity in the
different functional areas within which team mensbleaive spent the greater part of their
careersdominant function diversity)2) diversity in the complete functional
backgrounds of team membefgrctional background diversityand (3) diversity in
team member functional assignmefitsctional assignment diversity)Bunderson and
Sutcliffe 2002, 878).

- Informational diversity: “Differences in knowleddpases and perspectives that members
bring to the group. Such differences are likelptise as a function of differences among
group members in education, experience, and espéftiehn et al. 1999, 743).

Typology

Diversity seems to be defined more and more logsslyne definition may not work for
every group (Boyers 2012; Gazley et al. 2010). DaanKnippenberg and Michaéla C.
Schippers recognized that much of the focus ofecuinresearch is on “demographic diversity
and diversity in functional and educational backma’ but then they suggest that “many other
dimensions of diversity may influence group procass performance, and therefore deserve
research attention” (2007, 521). Similarly, Boardf®e suggests that “by focusing on defining
board diversity in terms of skills and aptituddycard can create a structure for matching
organizational needs with acceptable candidate¥'Zp Janet Boguch writes, “there is no one
right definition of diversity for nonprofit boardsoften use the word ‘diversities’ with my
clients to get them to consider the broadest defmpossible” (2005). These broad definitions
extend the conversation around diversity beyond sélor, age, or other visible traits. The
problem with this type of definition is that it$® broad that it also allows boards to ignore many
of the most basic types of diversity, such as agkedhnicity, because they have a diversity of
skills.

In 2001, “The Association of Fundraising ProfesaisrDiversity Committee define[ed]

diversity as ‘1. The quality or state of being diffint. 2. The quality or state of encompassing



people of a different race, ethnicity, gendergiel, physical ability, age, sexual orientation and
income as regards to the composition of staff avatdi” (Quoted in Gitin 2001, 80). Today, the
same organization sets this definition: “Diversatyd Inclusion in Fundraising — seek to achieve
a broad representation of experiences, perspecnesultures to ensure that the best possible
thinking, ideas, opportunities and solutions anesadered; intentionally create a respectful and
welcoming environment that is open to all; and apg@te the unique contributions of every
member of the community” (Association of Fundragsirofessionals 2012). This shift in
definitions is subtle, but it represents the maxeards a broader definition of diversity.

Deborah Foster, Executive Vice President of Uniéaly of America defines the goal of
diversification as “to respect and appreciate resegion, skin color, gender, nationality, sexual
orientation, gender identity, physical abilitiegeaparental status, work and behavioral styles,
and the perspective of each individual shaped by ttation and experiences” (2006). The most
encompassing definition comes from van Knippenle¢r@.: “Diversity refers to differences
between individuals on any attribute that may leathe perception that another person is
different from self. In principle, diversity thusfers to an almost infinite number of dimensions,
ranging from age to nationality, from religious kgmund to functional background, from task
skills to relational skills, and from political gezence to sexual preference” (2004, 1008).

The definition that will be used for this reseairsh‘a mix of people in one social system
who have distinctly different, socially relevanbgp affiliations” (Cox, Jr. and Beale 1997, 1).
The “socially relevant” aspect of this is importdittor example, people differ in shoe size, but
the social importance of this is very limited comgzhto, say, political party or occupation” (1).

Researchers attempt to categorize the differgrastyf diversity in many different ways.

It's important to understand the different categstecause, “while potentially controversial, it



may be quite desirable for a nonprofit board t@keusively homogeneous on one dimension
yet diverse on others” (Miller 1999, 5). One instanvhere this might be appropriate would be a
women'’s foundation that made the decision not ¢tuse men on its board. The most common
categorizations of diversity are based on whettagtstare visible or not (e.g. Fletcher 1999;
Gazley et al. 2010; Gitin 2001; Horwitz 2005).

“Surface-level diversity” describes immediatelgwal attributes (Horwitz 2005, 221).
Similarly, Milliken and Martins differentiate betwa“observable or readily detectable
attributes” such as ethnicity, age, gender, abditg “less visible or underlying attributes” such
as religion, sexual preference, and socioeconotatas(1996, 403). Jehn et al. write about
“social category diversity,” which “refers to exgti differences among group members in social
category membership, such as race, gender, [amaicdy” (1999, 745). This differs slightly
from surface-level or observable diversity becam®al category membership could also
include sexual preference, religion, or politicaliefs, which are less visible but still part of a
self-identified social category.

The opposite of this is termed “deep-level divgrswhich describes differences in
beliefs and values (Horwitz 2005, 221). This caanldude differences in political beliefs or
religion. Jehn et al. also address this categotlyair research, but they call it “value diversity”
(1999, 745). Among these less visible categorié®) @commends that private identities should
be considered, “such as recovering alcoholic, ineewivor, and other identities that affect us
profoundly while not being obvious to others” (208D). Other researchers also suggest that
differences in personality traits should be con®Ede part of diversity discussions (van

Knippenberg and Schippers 2007, 521).



Another category of diversity refers to backgroamd experience. This is often called
“functional diversity” (Bunderson and Sutcliffe ZB@878). Jehn et al. use the term
“informational diversity” to encompass “differencesknowledge bases and perspectives that
members bring to the group” (1999,743). Functiahatrsity includes differences in occupation,
education, and skills.

The categories of diversity are not perfect. Ne dithotomy (surface-level vs. deep-
level) encompasses all the different types of divgrHowever, the easiest way to categorize is
based on the visibility of traits, a distinctioraths important because “when differences between
people are visible, they are particularly likelyetooke responses that are due directly to biases,
prejudices, or stereotypes” (Milliken and Martir@06, 404).

Miller appropriately writes, “diversity is an abatt concept” (1999, 5). It is important to
be clear about what type of diversity is being ddhowever, because different traits have
different effects on nonprofit boards (Siciliand®89. For instance, Siciliano’s research found
that gender diversity led to “a negative assoamtidor levels of funds raised,” while age
diversity was “linked to higher levels of donatid$996, 1313). Also, boards are making gains
on some levels and not on othdd(profit Governance Inde2012). BoardSource measures
gender, age, and racial diversity on nonprofit dean the United States with idonprofit
Governance IndexThe current distribution of gender and age iserequitable than race or
ethnicity, by a good margin (10). This discrepaiscyhy this research focuses on ethnicity

alone.

Significance of Research

Current research regarding board diversity is is@iant, usually outdated, and difficult

to find. This research pulls together claims ohetldiversity’s benefits from different academic



fields to collectively make the argument that ethaiversity is beneficial to a board. By drawing
on a wide variety of existing research and applymtgpendent research, the author explores the
arguments for and barriers to the ethnic divergiifan of boards through the lens of fundraising.
This research can be used to encourage nonpraiitiledbecome more ethnically diverse by
helping them understand the true benefits of ditxevghile also preparing them for the many

issues that may arise.

Methodology

In addition to a complete literature review, a baeline survey was sent to 74 nonprofit
arts organizations with budgets at or exceedingn#lion dollars. The survey was only sent to
organizations in Atlanta, New York, Houston, ChicaBallas-Fort Worth, DC Metro Area, Los
Angeles, Miami, and San Francisco, based on rdsearcducted at Pennsylvania State
University ranking the most diverse metropolitaeaa in the United States (Lee et al. 2012).
The budget size was chosen because BoardSourgegaés its largest organizations at or
above ten million dollars in its 20T2onprofit Governance Indg%). The survey cover letter
and body are included in Appendices A and B. Theesuwas initially e-mailed March 14, 2013
and closed April 18, 2013. One reminder e-mail s&s March 22, 2013. 11 responses were

collected from the survey at a response rate qfetbent.



CHAPTER 2

THE BOARD

Given the remarkably rapid growing rate of diversit the United States, it is alarming
that, as of 2012, “nearly 30 percent of all nonpiodards [are] composed of solely Caucasian
people” Nonprofit Governance Inde3012, 9). This is even more surprising given thergion
that has been paid to board diversity. Board dityehgs become a hot topic in nonprofit
literature (e.g. Boyers 1995; Copeland-Carson 28@#profit Governance Inde2010, 2012),
but this has not led to actual diversification ardwace and ethnicity. The ethnic composition of
boards has not changed much since 1993 (BoardSwmuvgalker and Davidson 2010, 5).
According to BoardSource, 63 percent of nonprdfitsorporated diversity into the
organization’s core values,Nonprofit Governancéndex 2012, 18) yet 82 percent of board
members are Caucasian (9). BoardSource also finandat best, one in five boards has made
concerted efforts to increase board diversitfloiiprofit Governance Inde2010, 30) even
though 41 percent of those boards have writtenrsiityestatements (28), which often detail a
board’s definition of and commitment to both orgational and board diversity (Walker 2009).
Nonprofit researcher Francie Ostrower also condutlat boards “are not resisting the inclusion
of minorities (who fit their class criteria), bugither are they making the level of effort thatythe
claim” (2002, 59).

Although researchers do not always offer explamatior the lack of ethnic diversity on
nonprofit boards, they do offer some findings et be helpful to our understanding of the
current situation. De Vita and Roeger found thatrjprofits with larger budgets are more likely
than those with smaller budgets to have peopl®loir ©n their boards” (2009, 10). But a larger
boardsize is correlated with decreased ethnic divemityhe board (De Vita and Roeger 2009,

2010; Ostrower 2007). The size of the organizagioa the size of the board are not necessarily
9



correlated. De Vita and Roeger also found thah@lgh all groups of color are
underrepresented in the sector (Baltimore-Washimgtea), Latinos are the most
underrepresented” (2010, 24). This is not a proldety for mainstream nonprofit organizations.
Ostrower found that even among nonprofits servimgaxily minority constituencies, there are a
significant number of boards that have no minamgresentation on the board (2007, 18).

This extreme lack of diversity on today’s nonpraittards makes it more difficult to
study because there are not many examples to wark fThis does not mean that questions are
not being asked, merely there isn’t enough stasisinformation for quantitative research. As a
case in point, Siciliano had to drop ethnicity frber analysis of 240 YMCA organizations
because “96 percent of the board members were Sant41996, 1315). And, specific to this
research, nonprofit arts organizations have beenddo have the least ethnically diverse boards
(Abzug et al. 1993; De Vita and Roeger 2009, 20TRjs points to the need for further research

in the field but also to the limitations of secondeesearch given the few workable examples.

Is a Good Board Ethnically Diverse?

Who serves on the board can have an impact onrgfamiaation as a whole (e.g. Brown
2005; Callen et al. 2010; Gardyn 2003; Gazley .e2@10; Siciliano 1996). Callen et al.
importantly note, however, “that various decisitimst organizations make concerning the
structure and composition of their boards invohaelé-offs. Characteristics that help the board's
monitoring role may be associated with weaker i raise resources. The presence of staff
on the board, or the size of the board are exarh(2840, 122). They also found that “the
impact of various board characteristics on orgdiupal performance is contextual” (122). For

instance, they found that “the coefficients ona@rboard characteristics associated with

10



resource dependencies (board size and donor peesarfandraising committees) are
significantly greater for less stable nonprofitaritfior more stable nonprofits” (123).
Siciliano’s research also showed that differepeats of board composition affected
different aspects of organizational performance:
Results revealed higher levels of social perforneaartd fundraising results when board
members had greater occupational diversity. Gedigersity compared favorably to the
organization's level of social performance but gatiwe association surfaced for level of

funds raised. The diversity in board member agegrmgs was linked to higher levels of
donations. (1996, 1313)

Callen et al. found a strong association betweerptesence of major donors on the board and
organizational efficiency, but noted that causatityild not be established (2003, 493).

In spite of the “trade-offs” mentioned by Callera&t(2010, 122), most research and
practical guidance on nonprofit boards suggestalgiod board should comprise diverse
members (e.g. Brown 2002Mpnprofit Governance Inde2010; Ostrower 2007; Robinson
2001). A small amount of research suggests thadéhsographic composition of the board has
little or no effect on the board’s performance (\émn Walt et al. 2006; O’Regan and Oster
2005). Much of the research reports that board neesndew diversity as important (e.g.
Fletcher in BoardSource 1999pnprofit Governance Inde2010; Ostrower 2002). Thoughts
about board diversity generally come from threéed&nt points of view: researchers, board
members, and staff members.

In Benefiting from DiversityBoardSource writes, “boards are expected to septean
organization’s constituency” (BoardSource 2012prAj these same lines, John Carver says:
“Boards need to work on behalf of the ownership.n@hip input — in all its diversity — is the
only morally defensible foundation for board demis” (Quoted in BoardSource 2012). Carver
goes on to argue that “the need for diversity igeadr by representational integrity” (Carver

2006, 276). William Brown found that a higher pertage of minority members on a board was
11



positively associated with political orientatiorD(®b, 50). Odendahl and Diaz also suggest that
“the overwhelming rationale for diversity is to lexft constituencies served” (in Burbridge et al.
2002, 101). BoardSource suggests a more holigtanede for diversification: “The chief reason
for developing a heterogeneous board is to promxgpéoration of a wider range of ideas and
options, to reach forward-looking decisions, antiétier represent community needs and
interests” (2010, 104).

Maureen Robinson, a highly regarded boards exgarms that “the list of board
members, and their identifiers — gender, natiopaléce, ethnicity, profession, community
status, prestige — tells a story about what thammmgtion values and therefore wants to possess
in its leadership body” (Robinson 2001, 38). Boanai$e similarly claims that “people will
consciously or unconsciously draw conclusions aldht an organization stands for based on
the composition of its board,” suggesting that@aléy and ethnically diverse board will send a
positive message in a diverse community (2010, .18 )ough not specifically addressing
ethnic diversity, Abzug and Galaskiewicz similaclgim, “board members come to represent the
organization and become a basis for its legitimdaiyns. The composition of boards, then, is of
central importance to nonprofits” (2001, 51). Ferttthigh levels of ethnic homogeneity on
many boards raise questions about nonprofit boatulity to be responsive to the diversity of
the constituencies served by their nonprofits” (@ser 2007, 3). For instance, a black trustee
interviewed by Francie Ostrower claimed that thok laf diversity on the board was limiting the
board’s ability to do outreach in minority commuest (2002, 61). Aaron Dworkin claims that
for arts to be relevant in today’s society, thegdhéo ethnically represent the community (2013).
Likewise, if boards want to be relevant to theimeounities, it is important that they be

somewhat representative. BoardSource suggestsdhed members can contribute to an

12



organization’s communications and outreach by “gbuating diverse perspectives that reflect
audience needs and interests” (2010, 214). Midkaisler, Executive Director of The John F.
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts, writes tlatding diverse representatives can help the
organization understand and address the needs o¢lwvant communities” (2010, 24). He
specifies that this does not happen purely by brgpgninority members onto the board, but
requires those minority members to actively makeneations between the organization and
his/her community (24).

Many board members also connect board diversitly ant organization’s ability to fulfill
its mission. Ron Lutz, a healthcare executive ahdaad member of Dallas Challenge claimed
that “the board’s homogenous makeup was harminghhaty’s ability to carry out its mission”
(in Gardyn 2003, 1). Similarly, Dionne Muhammack tiresident of Celebrity Personal
Assistants in Atlanta and board member of the B Girls Clubs of Metropolitan Atlanta
claims that “a diverse board can heighten a charanedibility” (in Gardyn 2003, 2).

BoardSource also promotes “diversity for the sakaiversity, even without pointed
constituent representation” suggesting that dityersan help a board be more innovative and
also because it can “set an example” for the refteoorganization (2012). BoardSource finds
that diversity on a board prevents near-sightedbgsbreed[ing] varying opinions, approaches,
attitudes, and solutions” (2012). Brown also sutgébat increased board member diversity
relates to organizational performance by providingrds with new insights and perspectives”
(2005, 324). Similarly, Gazley et al.’s researchatodes, “board diversity as it relates to
stakeholder diversity may offer an additional seur€ collaborative capacity” (2010, 618).
Additionally, Walker and Davidson write that “ind®r to function at the highest level, nonprofit

boards need to ensure that their members reprds@nse points of view” (2010, 2). While not

13



specifically addressing ethnic diversity, Chaiaktdiscuss the importance of having different
types of capital on the board (2005, 141). Thewnbiedown into intellectual, reputational,
political, and social capital and claim that “tresets of a highly capitalized board should be
balanced and diversified” (140).

Quantitative research shows an inconsistent relsitip between board diversity and
board performance. William Brown’s research supgmbttis hypothesis that racially diverse
boards perform better than non-diverse boards (Br2902b, 50). O'Regan and Oster, however,
found no systemic relationship between board pelstemographics and performance (2005,
205). Van der Walt et al. also found that whileg“flact that diversity does not necessarily
enhance the performance of the board when measutedns of specific outcomes, they
(research findings) may also indicate the fact thatboard may not be able to influence the
actual performance of the organization” (2006, 144e researchers might agree that if boards
do not have influence over organizational perforoegamhey also do not influence organizational
fundraising capacity. But their research addressgsorate boards in New Zealand, which may
account for the difference in findings from nonproésearch (129).

When analyzing the applicability of the quantitatiesearch, Brown’s (2002b) research
most closely aligns with that of this paper. Brospecifically addresses racial diversity on
nonprofit boards (Brown 2002b), while O’Regan arsted only address age, gender, and
occupation when researching the effects of ind@idiemographics on board behavior (2005,
221). Finally, Van der Walt et al.’s research sampbkes their conclusions less relevant to this
research (2006, 129). This suggests that whilgyjpdls of diversity may not uniformly affect all
types of boards, it is more likely than not thdiret diversity has a positive impact on nonprofit

board performance.
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According to the 2018lonprofit Governance IndeXethnic diversity rated as highest
priority, highest value to mission, and least $atison” by chief executives (29). In her in-depth
research of four major arts institutions, Ostrofeemd that “members of all four boards,
characterize diversity as something they suppette¥e is important, and regard as an
increasingly necessary focus of attention” (20®, he elite board members interviewed cited
visibility, the changing population, and doing tinght thing as reasons for diversification (39).
She follows this up saying that all four boardsevaiso “overwhelmingly white” (39). Similarly,
in 1999, board leaders “felt that achieving divigrsias the right thing to do for both ethical and
business reasons, they also saw that establishdhgese board indicates that the organization
cares about and is supported by the entire comwgiuikitetcher in BoardSource 1999, 18).

In contrast to O’Regan and Oster (2005) and Van/Mal et al. (2006), in a study of 240
large not-for-profit organizations in Canada, Bifzais et al. found that the respondents with the
most diverse boards also perceived themselves eseffective (2009, 3). Brown also
concluded that the “most important predictor ofdogerformance was the board’s awareness
about diversity,” (2002b, 51). In this instancealperformance was defined using a 42-
guestion self-assessment survey of executive dirgeiddressing the analytical, contextual,
educational, strategic, interpersonal, and politib@ensions of the board (49). These findings
suggest that board member attitudes can actuddéigtahe ability of a board to successfully
diversify and perform (51).

Executive directors and staff members have strathigfis about the benefits of having a
diverse board (Brown 2002a; Burbridge in Joint Atfy Groups 2002Nonprofit Governance
Index2010). Burbridge reported that 66.2 percent ohftation employees agree or strongly

agree that board diversity is the most importaeador foundation improvement (Burbridge in
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Joint Affinity Groups 2002, 70). Research also shithat ethnic diversity is perceived to be
more valuable to organizational mission by exe@utlirectors than both age and gender
diversity (Nonprofit Governance Inde2010, 30). Further, executive directors are thstle
satisfied with their board’s ethnic diversity inngparison to both age and gender (29). This
shows that executive directors believe that etdiniersity on the board is important to their
organization, yet there is little satisfaction wikie extent to which their boards have diversified.
Brown interviewed an executive director who claintieat racial diversity on his board “was
good for design of programming, but not for fundelepment” (Brown 2002a, 380).

Despite the research, which consistently recommerdeased board diversity,
BoardSource found that “only 20 percent of boam#elreached consensus to a great extent
about the value of expanding board diversity. 2@t have reached no consensus at all”
(Nonprofit Governance Inde2010, 30). Brown claims that “understanding hoelusiveness,
diversity, and other board practices relate to tdqarformance is critical” (2002a, 383).
Hopefully increased understanding of exactly hovedsity affects board performance would

help practitioners with implementation.

The Board’s Role in Fundraising

BoardSource writes, “fundraising is embedded ineexations for most boards” (2010,
12). Researchers, board members, and staff allth@ds an expectation (e.g. Callen et al.
2010; Carver 2006; Gitin 200Nonprofit Governance Inde2010; Ostrower 2007).
BoardSource goes as far as to say that “fundratségins with the board, because board
members hold the level of understanding and comeritmecessary to fulfill the organization’s

mission” (2010, 167). Very little research quessidnat the board has a role in fundraising, but
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the extent to which they should be involved is dethde.g. Carver 2006; Gitin 2001; Mathiasen
1990; Ostrower 2007).

In her guide to board management, Jan Masaoka<ldat board members have two
essential roles in fundraising. They should apprevenue strategy and each individual must
help implement the strategy in some way (2009, 234§ goes on to claim that “board member
fundraising helps keep the organization independdnit accountable to the community — in a
way that no other funding vehicle can” (218). Sarly, Francie Ostrower lists fundraising as
part of the “board’s basic responsibilities” (20Q2). Chait et al. also list fundraising, along
with advocacy and community relations as part ef‘tifficial duties” of a board (2005, 22).
Another nonprofit researcher, Karl Mathiasen disegshe lifecycle of a board, with the final
cycle being that of an institutional board (199B). He claims that at this stage, “fund-raising
probably has now become a major, if not the prialcifocus of the board’s activity” (12). This
suggests that as a board grows larger and moregen&tadraising becomes a more essential
part of their role. Similarly, Peter Drucker clainithe board is the premier fundraising organ of
a non-profit organization,” indicating a very diteelationship of the board to fundraising
(Quoted in BoardSource 2010, 169). Karen Brookskiwp President of Brooklyn Academy of
Music (BAM) also noted that large board sizes areeth by fundraising (Hopkins, pers. comm.)

Aside from the dictum that boards should fundraissearchers suggest that boards can
contribute to fundraising efforts either indirectlydirectly (Callen et al. 2010; Carver 2006;
Gitin 2001; Ostrower 2007). Indirectly, boards cagate “an environment that attracts
philanthropy, developing skills that generate pititeopy, and building an infrastructure to
sustain philanthropic activity” (Gitin 2001, 79)atver also writes that “the board’s challenge is

to make sure there is enough philanthropic funttinkeep the organization afloat” (Carver

17



2006, 23). He goes on to suggest that fundraisamgoe an important part of a board’s role, but
does not necessarily have to be (323). Similaralled et al. suggest board fundraising is both
indirect and direct as the board’s function iséatiance the nonprofit’s ability to raise resources
particularly, direct contributions” (2010, 122). &dSource recommends that boards engage
both in indirectand direct fundraising (2010, 170).

Board members and staff also see board fundragsingey to organizational success.
Ostrower found that “more than any other role, gatieg funds was clearly, consistently, and
uniformly highlighted as critical by trustees of falur boards” (2002, 63). Similarly, 66 out of
121 community foundation executives surveyed idieatifundraising as the foundation board’s
number one role (Brown and Guo 2009, 539). Thegnilesd the board’s role in fundraising “as
facilitating and negotiating optimal relationshipat support the growth of assets in the
foundation” (539).

Moving beyond the board’s identified role, seveesiearchers have sought to determine
what boards are actually doing with regard to famging (Bell et al. 2006; Callen et al. 2010;
Nonprofit Governance Inde2010; Ostrower 2007). Callen et al. found thatrieare more
effective fundraisers when an organization is ursté2010, 122-123). This is presumably
because fundraising is most needed when an ordemzs unstable. In their most recent
national survey, BoardSource found that a highergrgage of large boards require personal
contributions from board membesdnprofit Governance Inde2012, 26). Large boards also
have the highest average percent of board membang gersonally (26). Alternatively, in their
survey of 1,602 nonprofit organizations, the Nofipi®esearch Collaborative found
organizations with budgets from one to three milldollars had the highest percentage of board

giving, but organizations with budgets above tehioni dollars had the highest percentage of
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boards that had a set minimum gift (2012, 6). Amellargest minimum required gift for
organizations with budgets above ten million dalbaas an extraordinary $100,000 (6).
BoardSource’s survey also found that 53 percepketutives and 54 percent of board members
list fundraising as the most important area in ngfedhprovementlonprofit Governance Index
2012, 8). In an earlier national survey, Ostroweves that “most respondents rated their boards
as doing a ‘good’ or ‘excellent’ job in all areascept fundraising” (2007, 12). And in a survey
of 1,932 nonprofit executives across the countrgnGassPoint and the Meyer Foundation
found:
73 percent of executives chose stronger fundraisidpe board improvement that would
be the most helpful to them; no other board roleamtribution got even ten percent of

responses. And executive focus on board fundraegpgars to be universal; these
responses did not vary at all by organization Rell et al. 2006, 11)

Also important for this research, Ostrower foundtthvhen looked at alone, arts boards
are “significantly more likely to be actively engahin fundraising” because they rely
heavily on private funding (2007, 17). But whensartonprofits were compared to
nonprofits with similar structures, arts boards enpeérformed with regard to fundraising
a7).

The Nonprofit Research Collaborative also empleasibe role of fundraising on
today’s nonprofit boards, but questions its impoce& Their survey found that “gifts
from board members accounted for one to ten pemfeall philanthropic contributions
received by the organization [surveyed] in 201Lggesting that board member giving is
only a small portion of the organization’s fundmags (2012, 8). This challenges Michael
Kaiser’'s belief that “organizations with boardsttda not help with fundraising virtually

never succeed over a long period of time” (2010, 18
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Conclusion

The above research shows that board diversity itagmmard performance on four levels.
According to Ostrower, board diversity can impabbard’s ability to engage its community
(2002, 61). Also, board diversity sends a messhget a board’s values (e.g. Abzug and
Galaskiewicz 2001; Brown 2002b; Fletcher in Boawai$e 1999; Ostrower 2007). On this level,
physical representation of the community on thedhéends accountability to the board’s work
and intentions (e.g. Carver 2006pnprofit Governance Inde2010; Odendahl and Diaz in
Burbridge et al. 2002). Board diversity can alspaat overall governance (e.g. Brown 2002b;
Chait et al. 2005\ onprofit Governance Inde2010; Ostrower 2007; Robinson 2001).
Specifically, BoardSource claims that diversityaohoard fosters better decision-making (2012).
Finally, although there is significantly less raséain this regard, board diversity has some
relation to fund development (Callen et al. 2012B;1Siciliano 1996, 1313). Arguably,
fundraising is the one area (of community engagénaecountability, and governance) that the
board has the most direct influence because thegaat themselves. BoardSource suggests that
“as primary advocates and vested donors who arentibed to the organization, board members
are in the best position to ask others to make gifid to secure volunteers to seek gifts from
others” (2010, 167). And because fundraising isagonresponsibility of the nonprofit board
(e.g. Callen et al. 2010; Carver 2006; Gitin 209@nprofit Governance Inde2010; Ostrower

2007), this research seeks to explore the conmechetween board diversity and fundraising.
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CHAPTER 3

THE EFFECTS OF ETHNIC DIVERSITY
ON TEAM PERFORMANCE

The research to date on the effects of diversitteam performance has been conflicting.
Some research says that higher diversity leadsote tension and lower team morale, (e.g.
Chatman and Flynn 2001; Pelled et al. 1999; Thatehal. 2003;) while other research shows
that team heterogeneity leads to more quality d@wssand higher morale (e.g. Cox et al. 1991;
Hoffman and Maier 1961; Sommers 2006; Thatchel. @083; Watson, Johnson, and Zgourides
2002). Often results are conflicted even withinngle study as different types and amounts of
diversity have different effects on different aggeaf team process and performance (e.g.
Bunderson and Sutcliffe 2002; Earley and Mosako@8kiO; Ely and Thomas 2001; Jehn et al.
1999; Mannix and Neale 2005; Milliken and Martirg96). And a few studies were unable to
find a link between diversity and team performafid¢erwitz and Horwitz 2007; Umans et al.
2008; Watson, Kumar, and Michaelsen 1993). Relatoresensus, however, shows that a team’s
make-up does affect its processes and outcomesm@joe take away from the research that has
been found is that the nuances of diversity in éaam and the way it is managed has a large
impact on whether or not diversity will help or harteams productivity.

Extant research measures the success of teamityinmsed on four areas: performance
or final product, process, conflict, and learniNgpasurements of team performance evaluate the
quality of solutions and products at which divetesems are able to arrive. Process describes how
productive the decision-making process is. Thituthes the ability of diverse groups to correctly
and accurately identify problems. Conflict descsiliee team’s cohesiveness and morale among
group members. And learning measurements indicatevell team members learn from one

another in the process of decision-making.
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Diversity's Effect on Teams

Performance

Diversity has been shown to increase team perfocenéBunderson and Sutcliffe 2002;
Earley and Mosakowski 2000; Hoffman and Maier 138arwitz and Horwitz 2007; Jehn et al.
1999; Pitts 2005; Watson, Johnson, and Merritt 1998tson, Johnson, and Zgourides 2002;
Watson, Kumar, and Michaelsen 1993). BundersonSartdiffe found that intrapersonal
functional diversity positively affected informatigharing and performance (2002, 875). Pitts
found that teacher diversity increased a passoratbe Texas Assessment of Academic Skills,
suggesting that diverse leadership has a positipact on groups being led (2005, 626).
Watson, Johnson, and Zgourides also found thatcathyndiverse teams performed higher on
team project tasks (2002, 1). Hoffman and Maieo &sind that the “greater the differences in
perceptions among the group members, the highayuakty of their problem solving” (1961,
406).

Some research also shows that diversity leadsdotpam outcomes, whether or not the
group process is affected (Pitts 2005; Watson, skarand Merritt 1998). Milliken and Martins’
review of the literature showed, “diversity in obssble attributes has consistently been found to
have negative effects on affective outcomes (glgntification with the group, satisfaction) at
both the individual and group levels of analysigygesting the possibility that the deep-seated
prejudices some people hold against people whditiezent from themselves on race and
gender may be adding to the difficulty of interaatfor these groups” (1996, 415-416). Watson,
Kumar, and Michaelsen, however, found that oveetithere was no difference between the
quality of process or performance for homogeneaulsheeterogeneous groups (1993, 590).

Horwitz and Horwitz also found that “...bio-demograptiversity was not significantly related
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to team performance. Similarly, no discernible effef team diversity was found on social

integration” (2007, 987).

Process

Findings suggest that not only can diversity leatigher team performance, it can also
lead to better team processes (Earley and Mosak®sl; Ely and Thomas 2001; Hoffman and
Maier 1961; Jehn et al. 1999; Mannix and Neale 280Biken and Martins 1996; Sommers
2006; Thatcher et al. 2003; Watson, Kumar, and Eetsen 1993). Watson, Kumar, and
Michaelsen found that heterogeneous groups weterlzt“identifying problem perspectives
and generating solution alternatives” (1993, 598)their literature review, Milliken and
Martins found that “diversity in observable attriesi may affect the cognitive outcomes (number
of alternatives considered, quality of ideas, degrecooperation in complex tasks) in groups in
potentially positive ways” (1996, 416). Also, Sonmsigesearch of racially mixed jury members
showed that white participants “made fewer inaceustatements when in diverse versus all-
White groups” (2006, 606). Diverse groups also spaore time making decisions than
homogenous groups, suggesting that “racially dezgreups may be more thorough and
competent than homogenous ones” (608). Mannix aealeRE literature review similarly found
that “it has consistently been shown that individwexposed to opposing minority views exert
more cognitive effort, attend to more aspects efdiuation, think in a divergent way, and are
more likely to detect novel solutions or come tavriecisions” (2005, 47).

As with team product, the research does not alwhgsy a positive relationship between
team diversity and process. Diversity didn't infige “process variables, such as group
communication, conflict and effectiveness in prableolving” in Umans et al.’s research (2008,

243). These process variables also did not infleevark outcomes (243). Chatman and Flynn
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concluded, “greater demographic heterogeneitydegtéup norms emphasizing lower
cooperation among student teams and officers feanbusiness units of a financial services
firm” (2001, 956). Similar to Milliken and Marting€996 research, Chatman and Flynn imply
that this could be because of prejudice and assangof difference (971). They further suggest
that “an increased emphasis on cooperative normggposed to demographic diversity] may

have enhanced their efficiency and effectivene3g1}.

Conflict

One might expect that even if diversity leads ttidseoutcomes, it might lead to more
team conflict because of differences in opinion aaldies. This is not necessarily the case, as
Hoffman and Maier’s research shows that the “highelity of solutions associated with group
heterogeneity were not obtained at the sacrifich@f acceptance by the group members”
(1961, 416). Further, Hoffman and Maier concludesien on problems designed to produce
emotional conflict, the heterogeneous groups predwsolutions that were better than or at least
as good as those of the homogenous groups” (4@8ley\Fand Mosakowski found that “after
forming ways to interact and communicate, highliehegeneous teams appeared to create a
common identity” (2000, 45). Faultlines have alset shown to reduce conflict and increase
morale and performance (Thatcher et al. 2003, 2&3)n et al. also found that social category
diversity, or “explicit differences among group meens, such as race, gender, and ethnicity,”
(1999, 745) positively affected group member mo(akl).

Along with their positive findings, Earley and Md&savski also found that “moderately
heterogeneous groups showed many communicatiotepnsbrelational conflict, and low levels
of team identity” (2000, 45). Pelled et al. alsoneato the conclusion that increased diversity led

to more emotional conflict and further, that taskftict was better for task performance than
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emotional conflict (1999, 1). However, most of tkeearch suggests that increased conflict is

not a primary issue with regard to team diversity.

Learning

Another important effect found in the researcta increased diversity tends to lead to
more learning within the group regardless of thalityaof outcome (Ely and Thomas 2001;
Mannix and Neale 2005; Milliken and Martins 1996ly and Thomas found that the process of
embracing difference as valuing opportunities &arhing “communicated to all employees that
they were valued and respected and encouragedttheatue and express themselves as
members of their racial identity groups. These eispef the way they functioned afforded
opportunities for cross-cultural learning, whichhanced the group’s work” (2001, 265). Mannix
and Neale’s literature review similarly found thdtile team outcomes might be better or worse
after implementing diversity, in general diverdi#ég to more learning (2005, 47).

Milliken and Martins found throughout the literaguthat “in addition to affecting the
quality of task performance and members’ affectaactions, diversity can have important
effects on organizational outcomes because the gsitign of some organizational groups has
symbolic significance for both internal and extéstakeholders” (1996, 417). Further, they
found that diverse group members tend to commumiceatre formally and less often with each
other, they communicate more frequently with peapitside the group. The authors further
suggest “diversity may allow a group to betterifu#ny boundary-spanning role it might have
as well as to manage relations with the outsidetitments on whom the group depends for
resources, information, and/or acceptance” (41fgs€ findings suggest that the benefits or
pitfalls of diversity are influenced by how membetgside the group perceive the value of

diversity and interact with the group.
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In contrast, Ely and Thomas’ research found thagfoups that were diverse because of
a desire to reach multiple constituencies or marKetterracial/interfunctional tensions...inhibit
learning and people’s ability to be maximally effee at work” (2001, 265). This implies that
the relational conflict caused by diversity in arteactually leads to worse outcomes. Ely and
Thomas also found that when groups were diversausecof a desire to be fair, racial identity
led to “apprehension for white people and feeliafgowerlessness for many people of color.
This made it difficult for people to bring all relent skills and insights to bear on their work,

thus compromising their ability to learn from omether and to be maximally effective” (266).

Influencing Factors

Aside from broad conclusions about diversity’s efffien teams, the available research
suggests that several factors greatly influencetheunt and type of effect diversity will have
on a group. The amount of time a team works togetdften alters the effects of diversity on the
product and process. The type of diversity in atedso affects different aspects of a team’s
success. The amount of diversity also shifts patreictures, which can affect the teams work
product and process. And finally, the team envirentrdescribes the attitudes in the team
regarding diversity and the overall goals of themesuch as find a good solution, learn from one

another, or to reach out into the community mofeagively.

Time

According to the research, negative impacts ofrbgtneity on a group tend to fade over
time (Chatman and Flynn 2001; Earley and Mosako®8Ri0; Harrison et al. 2002; Pitts and
Jarry 2009; Pelled et al. 1999; Milliken and Mastit96; Watson, Johnson, and Merritt 1998;
Watson, Kumar, and Michaelsen 1993; Zellmer-Bruhal.e2008). Earley and Mosakowski

found that although initially both moderate andhygheterogeneous teams performed worse
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and showed more tense team process than homogenesisby the end of their study,
heterogeneous teams outperformed homogeneous (2@ats 45). Pitts and Jarry found that the
“negative relationship between ethnic diversity anghnizational performance does indeed
lessen with time and stability” (2009, 503). Mikik and Martins found that even the “negative
affective outcomes of diversity in observable htites appear to decrease with the amount of
time that the group stays together” (1996, 415-416)

Watson, Kumar, and Michaelsen found in 1993 thaetpositively affected process and
performance for both homogenous and heterogenegoupg) suggesting that if a homogenous
group were outperforming a heterogeneous groupeabéginning of a process, they would still
outperform the diverse group at the end (590).9881 Watson, Johnson, and Merritt found that
time affected a team’s performance, but the adaee teduced diverse teams’ initial advantage
(161). Similarly, Chatman and Flynn found that #¢fiects of diversity on team performance
faded over time, suggesting that ultimately diigrdoes not add or detract from a team’s
quality (2001, 956). Also not claiming that the eedult of diversification is positive, Zellmer-
Bruhn et al.’s research showed that perceived \stylke similarity decreases over time (2008,
55). This suggests that any assumptions that dibtalv a group interacts and performs lessen in

their impact over time.

Type of Diversity

Ultimately, researchers don’'t know what types okdsity make a uniform difference
when looking at team process and performance (Maamil Neale 2005, 43). However, most of
the research suggests that ethnicity, as a vidifierence, has the largest impact on work
outcomes (Cox et al. 1991; Mannix and Neale 2008ikén and Martins 1996; Sommers 2006;

Umans et al. 2008; Zellmer-Bruhn et al. 2008). iell-Bruhn et al. found that ethnicity has the
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largest impact on perceived difference, even thaegider is also a type of social category
diversity (2008, 53). Umans et al. also concluded gender diversity did not lead to the same
negative work outcomes as did racial diversity @3). In their literature review, Mannix
and Neale concluded that race and ethnicity hawdatigest impact on team process and
outcomes (2005, 47). Milliken and Martins also daded, “greater negative effects have been
found for diversity on race and gender than foedity on age” (1996, 415).

One rationale for the findings that show sociaégary diversity as having a large impact
on work outcomes is that “groups that were divers@age and ethnicity were more likely to
perceive greater value incongruence, and this pgocewas more relevant than actual value
incongruence” (Mannix and Neale 2005, 47). Earley Blosakowski also found that “diverse
measurements of heterogeneity over the three stdeimonstrated the importance of team
members’ perceptions” (2000, 46). Throughout ttexditure, Milliken and Martins also found
that “the possibility that the deep-seated prejesli®ome people hold against people who are
different from themselves on race and gender magddeng to the difficulty of interaction for
these groups” (1996, 415).

Cox et al. suggest that ethnic diversity in paitc brings different cultural behaviors
that add value to work process (1991, 827-828)yTscovered that “groups composed of
people from collectivist cultural traditions,” sual Asians, Latin Americans, most Africans,
Hispanics, Asian Americans, and Black Americanspldiyed more cooperative behavior than
“groups composed of people from individualistictawl traditions,” such as northern and
western Europeans and North Americans (827-82&ujport of racial diversity, Sommers
found that “racial composition also had clear efean deliberation content, supporting the

prediction that diversity would lead to broadeommhation exchange” (2006, 606). Knouse and
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Dansby suggest that status could be more of agtoedif success or failure than gender or
ethnicity (1999, 491). They found that “groups tbamtain powerful higher status minorities or
women tend to have less conflict than those wilk [gowerful members of subgroups” (491).

Aside from social category diversity, task-relatidersity or differences in professional
background impacted team performance (Bundersorsataiffe 2002; Horwitz and Horwitz
2007; Jehn et al. 1999; Milliken and Martins 1998Qrwitz and Horwitz’s research found
support for the “positive impact of task-relatededsity on team performance” (2007, 987).
Similarly, Milliken and Martins found that skill-lsad diversity had “some cognitive benefits at
the board, top management group, and organizatiasklgroup levels” (1996, 416).
Alternatively, dominant function diversity (baseq particular experiences) has been shown to
have a negative effect on process and performd@awederson and Sutcliffe 2002, 875). In a
similar vein, “informational diversity positivelyfluenced group performance, mediated by task
conflict. Value and social category diversity, tasknplexity, and task interdependence all
moderated this effect” (Jehn et al. 1999, 741).

As an extension of both ethnic and professionatmdity, value diversity affected team
process and performance (Jehn et al. 1999, 74tauBe ethnicity, gender, and professional
background help shape peoples’ values, it is likieat any types of diversity result in value
diversity. Jehn et al. found that overall, “valueadsity decreased satisfaction, intent to remain,

and commitment to the group” (741).

Amount of Diversity

A few of the studies researched for this paperestird how much diversity makes a
difference in a team (Earley and Mosakowski 2000olse and Dansby 1999; Thatcher et al.

2003). Thatcher et al. concluded, “distributiordefnographic characteristics that team members
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possess can greatly influence conflict experieaoesoutcomes” (2003, 232). Their research
showed that very diverse groups and those withmajorities “had higher levels of conflict and
lower levels of morale and performance” than growftk more moderate levels of diversity
(217). Similarly, Knouse and Dansby concluded ¢hainall amount of diversity is optimal for
team performance (1999, 491). Alternatively, Eadag Mosakowski’'s research of team
members from different countries showed that homogs groups and highly heterogeneous
groups outperformed moderately heterogeneous tearggesting that a power dynamic shifts as

diversity increases or decreases (2000, 26).

Team Environment and Goals

The purpose and atmosphere of a team also influsadeprocess and product
(Chatman and Flynn 2001; Ely and Thomas 2001).Gaatand Flynn discovered that “the
extent to which an organization emphasized indi@iidtic or collectivistic values interacted
with demographic composition to influence sociaéraction, conflict, productivity, and
perceptions of creativity” (2001, 749). FurthegyHound that the “purported benefits of
demographic diversity are more likely to emergenganizations that ... encourage people to
categorize one another as having the organizaiinie'sests in common, rather than those that
emphasize individualism and distinctiveness amoegbers” (749). Specifically addressing
nonprofit boards, Brown found that positive diversittitudes on the board greatly contributed
to board performance (2002b, 50). Ely and Thomsa fa@lund:

The perspective on diversity a work group heldueficed how people expressed and

managed tensions related to diversity, whetherethndso had been traditionally

underrepresented in the organization felt respeaeldvalued by their colleagues, and

how people interpreted the meaning of their radnhtity at work. These, in turn, had
implications for how well the work group and its migers functioned. (2001, 229)
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The research as a whole finds that diversity cabdmeficial or harmful based on how
the diversification process is managed. Brown ctaitthe positive association between
[the board’s awareness about diversity] suggestsntiportance of attending to group
attitudes and encouraging board members to valggsiiy as instrumental to board

performance” (Brown 2002b, 51).

Conclusion

There are four main influencing factors on a dsegtleam’s success: time, type of
diversity, amount of diversity, and team environiamd goals. Time and type of diversity
appear to have the biggest impact on success,diegdp the research. But there is potential for
the management of team environment to have sigmificnpacts as well. The attitudes with
which an organization approaches diversificatiargligy of product, team process, conflict, and
learning can guide how team members behave andiperiheir success. Part of the reason
ethnicity has been shown to have the greatesttefteca team’s product and process is because
perceived difference can have as great an impattteogroup as real difference. An
organization’s ability to direct perceptions anghestations may increase its ability to overcome

the various barriers to diversification.
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CHAPTER 4

ETHNIC GROUPS AND GIVING MOTIVATIONS

The main ethnic groups for which philanthropic giyistudies can be found are:
Caucasian, African American, Hispanic or Latinoja@hsAmerican, and Native American, with
significantly less information on the latter. Itdgficult to build a consistent history of giving
patterns for each ethnic group with the researetiave because methodology and scope vary
greatly. Furthermore, much of the research isixa&Bt outdated and the findings are not
uniform. Not much has been written about any ofatimicities’ giving habits since 2005. It is
probable that research based on the 2010 UniteesST&nsus findings is in progress now and
publications will soon follow.

The importance of understanding ethnic givinggrag and priorities is hard to deny
given that African American, Hispanic, Asian Ameng and Native American populations in
the United States are increasing at far greates tlian Caucasians (US Census Bureau 2010e).
The US Census predicts that there will be no migjosice by 2024 and current minorities will
comprise 57 percent of the population by 2060 (lé89Ds Bureau 2012). Further, as education
and net worth of these populations increases (U&@eBureau 2010a, 2010b, 2010c, 2010d),
so does the ability of minorities to give (Havehale2006, 545). Increased wealth, however,
does not imply greater rates of philanthropic giviAspects of each culture determine ways of
and priorities for giving that must be understooddentify whether or not a population is
capable and/or interested in donating to an irg#ituIn a wide-ranging 1999 study, Smith et al.
concluded that “knowledge of people's ethnicitysinet help to predict the proportion of their
total yearly household expenditures or total nunadfdrours a year they give outside their
nuclear family; but knowledge of people's ethnicibes help to predict the forms and

beneficiaries of giving and volunteering outside ttuclear family” (154).
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This chapter explores the philanthropic motivagiand giving beneficiaries of the main
ethnic groups in the United States: African AmangaHispanics or Latinos, Asian Americans,
and Native Americans. The research reveals onenmimotivator for all ethnic groups: a sense
of personal connection to the cause or organizatimle this does not necessarily have to be to

staff or board members, it usually implies a peas@onnection to the solicitor of funds.

African American

Motivations

African Americans are motivated to give for a vayrief reasons. For older generations,
the experiences of living through the civil right®vement influences their giving (Mottino and
Miller 2005). For younger African Americans, thesestill a desire to help “uplift” those who are
disadvantaged, by providing educational resourndga@b skills (40). It is clear that the past
experiences as minorities create different motoredifor giving (Mottino and Miller 2005). The
difference found in the motivations between youmgs( 1960s) and older African Americans
demonstrates the ability of a culture to changelawd that change affects philanthropic
behavior. As African Americans continue to attaiorexwealth, their motivations for giving are
likely to change. According to Carson, “black philaropy is shaped by the social, economic,
and legal climates faced by African Americans #edent points in history” (2005, 6).

Kutner and Love did an extensive study of minasitieroughout the United States in
2003 through the AARP on donors age 45 and old¥3R Their research revealed that the top
three motivations for older African Americans age/ing to those with less, an organization’s
history and performance, and the feeling that greymaking a difference (41-42). Mottino and
Miller found similar motivations in the 2005 studf/58 African American donors of all levels in

the New York metropolitan area, such as: “Propengio Do,” “Give Back,” “Uplift Others,”
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“It's Satisfying,” and “It Connects Me with...” (@ted in Mottino and Miller 2005, 40). The first
two reflect traditional values, while the lattergh expose “a different kind of motivation

growing out of traditional practice but respondingcontemporary conditions” (40). Mottino and
Miller were able to conclude that the desire tarfehate past injustices” was a common theme

across all African American donors (43).

Beneficiaries

Historically, African American giving has been fead on gifts to the church (Carson
2005; Smith et al. 1999). The church continueseta lbop priority of African American donors,
but there is a shift happening toward more indigitaed giving (Carson 2005). Carson makes
the argument that although African Americans hashaed history and skin culture, the
community has become more individualized (9). Helattes this shift to increased wealth
among African Americans and diminished racial dimaration, which allows donors to feel
comfortable giving beyond race-focused issues #&Ner donations to churches are also
unsurprisingly linked to decreased church atteneamt¢he African American community (9).
Still, older generations of African Americans wenest likely to give their largest gifts to
churches or religious organizations (Mottino andléi2005, 38). It is important to note that
religious giving in this sense was not only becaafae religion but also because “they see the
churches as a center for community development. (@8ttino and Miller do not indicate how
churches use gifts to support community development

Education is also seen as a mode of community dprrednt (Carson 2005; Mottino and
Miller 2005; Newman 2002). Major educational ingiibns play a large role in African
American philanthropy (Carson 2005; Mottino andI®ti2005). Newman discovered that the

largest African American annual gifts usually gdhie church and major educational
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institutions, such as alma mater universities (2@02. Mottino and Miller furthered these
findings by specifying that younger generationsev@ost likely to give their largest gifts to
educational institutions or programs rather thatn&church (2005, 39).

Kutner and Love, through their research with t#eR&, found that African American
giving by older people tends to focus on homelessriegunger, minority rights, religious
institutions, tutoring, and neighborhoods (2003, Regardless of age, Carson argues that
African American donations are no longer limitedegoto the church or even to African
American-specific organizations and causes (200pb,Mottino and Miller’'s interviewees listed
giving to “some group or groups in need of resosiredove other causes (2005, 37). With a
slightly different emphasis, all of the younger isédn Americans focused their philanthropic
intents on “those without access and to work tovgaiedter equality of opportunity but with less
focus on racial or ethnic background (than the abgulations)” (37). This marks a trend of
newer and younger donors giving outside of ra@tidhic boundaries, but still giving to
“‘communit[ies] of need” (37).

As African American giving priorities change, s@tovill nonprofit organizations
wishing to secure their donations. As donors mavayafrom African American causes, Carson
argues, organizational excellence will determinerglphilanthropic dollars are spent (2005,
10). Carson further makes the argument that norgnafanizations not “focused on African
American causes...that want to solicit gifts frofniéan Americans without their input and
without boards and staff who fully represent theedsity of the community will ultimately not

be successful” (11).
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Hispanic
Motivations

Overwhelmingly, the research on Hispanic philanplyrstresses the importance of a
personal connection with the person asking or wighorganization directly (Aguirre and Min
2002; Brooks and Carter 2008; Kutner and Love 2088yman 2002; Ramos 1999; Rivas-
Vasquez 1999; Royce and Rodriguez 1999). Roycdraadiguez noted that all the terms and
phrases that arose from their interviews were “tehin relationships — with individuals, with
the material world, and with the spiritual realm9@9, 14). The emphasis on relationships and
the intimacy of giving was uniform throughout detresearch.

Ramos’ 1999 research showed that Hispanic donéies fliom mainstream
philanthropists in that they are not persuadeddnebts and tax incentives to give. Rather,
“familial and culturally based factors, such agase of responsibility to one’s relatives and kin,
seem to drive these donors' giving” (150). In higlg of 35 wealthy Latino donors, Ramos
discovered that “almost to a person, the chief wation for, and interest in, engaging in
philanthropy was a sense of personal responsibildydesire to give back to the Latino
communities from which they came, and, in the psec& help accelerate Latino community
rights and opportunities within US society” (16Bpyce and Rodriguez also came to this
conclusion in their study with a broader surveyebias1999 (14). Kutner and Love’s 2003
extensive study of over 2,069 individuals overdle of 45 (not all Hispanic) also found that
Hispanic Americans are motivated to volunteer Isgm@se of personal responsibility to help
others, and personal satisfaction (44-45). No m#teemethodology, survey sample, or the
method of giving analyzed, the research showssiage of “personalism,” family, giving back,

and community are major motivators for Hispaniamgv(Royce and Rodriguez 1999, 14).
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Beneficiaries

The literature presents contradictions regardirgtypes of organizations and causes to
which Hispanics give their time and money. Ram@®res the main priorities of Latino donors
are: community self-help and empowerment, youtheaxhetation, and culture and the arts (1999,
163-165).He goes on to conclude that along with volunteeaind an ask from a community
leader or other respected and trusted individuagst donors expressed a preference for giving
to address immediate needs, including: direct @sgie to family members and friends; civic,
educational and advocacy programs targeted eslyetcidlatino youth; and community cultural
events and celebrations” (166).

While other research generally supports Ramosiriigg] Ramos does not acknowledge a
preference for religious giving. Alternatively, Ris-Vasquez found the most consistent giving
priorities to be family-related organizations, edifiign, and religion (1999, 123). De la Garza and
Lu also acknowledge that churches and religiouaruggtions were a high priority for Hispanic
donors (1999, 59 ortés references a 1999 study by Smith et al¢iwtuund that “all three
subgroups [Guatemalens, Mexicans, and Salvadocansijibute relatively little time and money
to mainstream charities except for churches” (Smithl. 1999 in Cortés 2002, 50). Aguirre and
Min reiterate these findings in their own 2002 stutbilicon Valley Hispanics give more
directly to their personal networks as opposedg@anized charity. The one exception is the high
level of giving to churches” (10). While Aguirr@eéMin do not specify the types of churches
that receive donations from Hispanics, Ramos caleduhat Protestant giving is on the rise even
though the Catholic Church is the traditional besafy (Ramos 1999, 159).

Along with the church, the other consistent themidispanic giving is the tendency to
give within the Hispanic community. At the very eaf “giving back” is the tendency of

Hispanics to give in remittances. Carlos Tortolerthe Mexican Fine Arts Center Museum in
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Chicago said that “the third largest source of nexein Mexico is remittances” (Tortolero in
Newman 2002, 51), which demonstrates the sheer rinobthis type of giving occurring.
Hispanic donors also demonstrate their desireve within the community. Ramos finds that
“although Latino donors prefer to support Latinmstituencies in need and Latino community
causes, they generally give as much — and sometimes — to mainstream organizations”
(1999, 149). While the claim that Hispanic dongire equally (or more) to mainstream
organizations is not found in other research, Rastagement that Latinos prefer to support
their own community is consistent with other resbgAguirre and Min 2002; Newman 2002;
Rivas-Vasquez 1999). Some of Ramos’ claim that &h&s were giving to mainstream
organizations could have arisen because of his lganfiplonors was limited to wealthy
Hispanics (1999, 180). Rivas-Vasquez conductedgatatudy more regionally dispersed and
discovered that there is a disconnect between eahweges Hispanics say they support and where
their contributions go (1999, 125). Only 15 percefnthe donors interviewed expressed an
interest in donating to issues relating to Hispgsynichile 68 percent of the donors donate to
Latino nonprofits (125). Rivas-Vasquez argues thigtcontradiction between statement and
behavior “is important because it suggests thgbitkesome respondents’ indications, causes that
serve their own communities are especially likelwin their support” (126).

The final theme that emerged is a distrust of &drimstitutions and formal giving.
Because Hispanics value a personal connectiodatih¢hat Hispanics generally feel
disconnected from mainstream nonprofits affectstiom they choose to give (Aguirre and Min
2002). Aguirre and Min reported, “several of thegendents articulated that they are indeed
suspicious of organizations with which they do nate a personal connection, either through a

trusted supporter, staff person, or a board mem2&02, 21). The researchers further gathered
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that “many of the respondents stated that wherddegio donate or volunteer, they look to see

if the organization or cause soliciting their cdmiition represents the Hispanic community and
whether it demonstrates a genuine understanditigeafulture, traditions, language, and need”
(21). One of Rivas-Vasquez'’s interviewees echoeddlsentiments: “In the Hispanic

community, people give to people they know andctiigse kind of slides in” (Quoted in Rivas-
Vasquez 1999, 122). This implies that an orgaropathay not need to represent Hispanic causes
or program Hispanic works to solicit a donationh@tinterviewees spoke of supporting friends
and their causes, being “aware of the people whaowming the organizations,” and not wanting
to support administrative costs (Quoted in Rivasdueez 1999, 122). All of the research
suggests that the presence or absence of a pecsomaction will influence Hispanic giving

more than any specific cause.

Asian American

Motivations

Within the Asian American population in the Unit8thtes, family influence appears to
be a major motivator of giving (Chao 1999; Shao5)94\ll of the donors interviewed by Chao,
“cited family influence as a major, if not the onfgason why they feel obligated to give” (1999,
192). Shao also concludes that “Asians give becatgeir understanding that benevolence,
compassion, interdependence, and basic respdutifieankind are necessary ingredients to
living, first in their families, then in their owethnic communities, and then in the greater
society” (1995, 56). It also appears that “pas$ovra cause...respect and confidence in the
leadership of the nonprofit, and identificationtwihe social and business peer group represented
by the board are all critical in decisions abouhaatting significant time and money to an

organization” (Chao 1999, 193). This suggestsitiadard members are part of a peer group a
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donor wishes to be associated with, the donor iericely to make a gift. Kutner and Love’s
2003 research mirrors these results (43). Wheredfwnd Love’s research differs is that they
found that a sense of personal responsibility aardgnal satisfaction were the top motivations
for volunteering (43). Only 17 percent of donostdd “tradition in family” as a top motivation
for giving (43). This may indicate a shift in pribes because both Chao as well as Kutner and
Love focused their research on donors over theotg® and Kutner and Love’s later research

involved a significantly larger sample than thatGdfao (Chao 1999; Kutner and Love 2003).

Beneficiaries

In general, Asian American giving priorities clogalign with mainstream priorities.
Asian Americans want appropriate and visible acedgment (Chao 1999, 194), volunteering
is a strong indicator of donations (194), and apeal ask from a respected person will garner a
larger donation (193). This has not always beerc#ise. Shao’s earlier practice-based research
found that Asian giving is commonly related to sfieally Asian causes and to the preservation
of culture (1995, 57). She also writes that tradbundations is increasing and that Asian
Americans do give to non-Asian groups. “Howevercpwing the inequitable giving of
mainstream America toward the needs of the Asiarrgan communities, Asian Americans
have focused on giving primarily to Asian groups9). This is supported by Chao’s research,
who also indicates that this pattern is changingsian Americans become more
“Americanized” (1999, 193).

In a later study, Chao found that the causes A&mmricans give to vary individually,
but there are also larger preferences within tfferéint countries of origin. For instance, she
found that Japanese Americans have a focusedshiareivil rights issues (1999, 192). Indeed,

different giving priorities emerged within the syuaf Chinese philanthropy conducted by Ho
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and Yuen in 2011 and thorean American Philanthropieport released by Give2Asia in 2011.
Although there is not specific literature on eadfedent Asian culture, the differences show that
the priorities for Asian American giving are notifonm. There are some priorities, however,
that repeatedly appear in the research available.

There appear to be different giving priorities diiferent generations of Asian
Americans. Chao states that “the more Americanfegdn Americans are likely to give to
formal nonprofits, to US entities and to pan-Astdwarities. In contrast, the more foreign-
oriented tend to give more informally to familyieinds and mutual aid associations; to charitable
causes in their home country and to ethnic-spec#icses” (1999, 193). And although limited to
Chinese donors, Ho and Yuen found that first-gar@rammigrants tend to give to their home
countries (2011, 1). Give2Asiakorean American Philanthropyeport concluded that as
Korean Americans become more Westernized, theingjivecomes more formal and spreads
beyond particularly Korean causé®(ean American Philanthrop3011).

When Asian Americans give formally, cultural orgaations appear to be a main priority.
Vishakha Desai of the Asia Society claimed thatéHnts, culture and appeals for the country of
origin are important to foreign-born Asians” (DesaNewman 2002, 44). Kutner and Love later
concluded that Asian Americans are more likely taiother ethnicities (including Caucasians)
to support museums, theaters, libraries, or othkum@l arts organizations (2003, 10). Also of
primary concern was an organization’s effectiver{esand Yuen 2011Korean American
Philanthropy2011; Kutner and Love 2003). Kutner and Love fothmt Asian Americans are
more inclined to donate based on an organizatioass performance (2003, 43). More than any
other ethnicity, Asian Americans find it importahat their money is used effectively and are

more interested in seeing “measureable results’giitbYuen 2011, 1). This suggests that
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regardless of the cause, donors are unlikely te tgvan organization unless they are “convinced
of the worthiness of its cause, its transparenclyedfectiveness, and ultimately, the impact of
their dollars” Korean American Philanthrop3011, 10). Two thirds of that statement has no

connection with the specific charitable subjecaqrersonal connection to the organization.

Native American

Of all the minorities discussed in this paper, wew the least about Native American
populations. The 2010 Census indicates that Naiyrilations are increasing (US Census
Bureau 2010e). But even with the US Census, infaonas limited. Education levels, net
worth, and other indicators of wealth such as ine@me not included in the census (US Census
Bureau 2010a, 2010b, 2010d). This remains an areadd of further research to fully
understand the scope and direction of Native Araerghilanthropy. Stately, however, writes
that Native American giving, while hidden, is stgof2002, 82). As of 2001, Indian gaming
nations give $58 million to charitable causes ewear (82). She further writes that 38 percent
of those gifts go to non-Native American organizasi (82). Another issue with the literature on
Native American giving is that most of the reseatobs not to appear to be rigorous. With the
exception of Diana Newman'’s 2002 and Berry and Gh2@01 research, the studies used for
this paper based their findings on history and do&d personal experience as opposed to formal

research.

Motivations

Native Americans have a long history of giving, efhsuggests that the act of giving is a
core part of their culture (Berry and Chao 2001ruiro of Regional Associations of Grantmakers
2013; Peck 2002; Waterman Wittstock 2007). Waterkvatstock suggests that in fact,

Thanksgiving was essentially a charitable act enpidrt of Native Americans towards the
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Pilgrims (2007, 2). She states, “20,000 years titical education taught deeply the lesson of
cooperation over competition. Giving was ingraimedll modes of relationships” (3). This
history is apparent in the “oral record” (6). Pet&o argues that because the practice of giving is
ingrained in their culture, Native Americans “da meed to be taught how to give” (2002, 61).
Most, if not all, Native American cultures in Norfmerica “revere the practice of seeing and
meeting the needs of others” (61). The Forum ofiéted Associations of Grantmakers also
suggests that many Native Americans “give as amsit part of their way of life” (2013).
Sharing is referenced as another motivation foingivn the Native American community (Berry
and Chao 2001; Forum of Regional Associations @in@nakers 2013; Stately 2002). Berry and
Chao suggest that because the Euro-centric conteptnership is foreign to Native Americans,
“giving and sharing connect the individual to hisher ancestors and to nature” (2001, 38).
Native Americans inherently value philanthropy, lkely do not relate to how they are being

asked to give (Peck 2002, 61).

Beneficiaries

Because of the lack of available research, itffecdlt to determine to which types of
organizations Native Americans give. Peck arguasNiative Americans tend to approach
charitable organizations with distrust because these historically harmed under the pretense
of “charity” (2002, 58). Peck further argues thbéfore a nonprofit organization can effectively
serve American Indians, much less raise funds ftesnpopulation, it must acknowledge and
address this historically well-deserved distrus8)( Newman and Berry and Chao were the only
researchers to list some specific giving prioritiesrough her research, Newman discovered that
“Native Americans give primarily to address currantl immediate needs,” (2002, 64) but she

also lists education and scholarships, culturadgmeation and the arts, economic development,
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youth, health care, and services for the elderyy/likaly beneficiaries (63). The Forum of
Regional Associations of Grantmakers also acknogdedhe Native American desire to
“recognize immediate needs” (2013). Berry and Ctlaon that Native American giving tends
to be local and community based (2001, 29). Thearehers then claim that Native American
tribes that have become wealthy from gaming anort&s‘tend toward more visible mainstream

institutions and causes such as the United Way,Resds, and museums” (39).

Conclusion

The most relevant information to surface out of therature review is that all of the
ethnicities studied place importance on the pelsuetare of giving. This personal connection
can either be to the organization (through volummgeor board involvement) or to the person
asking for the donation (Aguirre and Min 2002; CH&99; Peck 2002; Ramos 1999; Rivas-
Vasquez 1999; Royce and Rodriguez 1999). As in stiigam philanthropy, personal
relationships must be cultivated before a gift Wwél made. With each ethnicity, it is important to
be asked by “respected leaders and peers in ti@meinity or profession for support of
organizations or causes with which they have peisexperience — either as a beneficiary or a
volunteer” (Ramos 1999, 150). It is then not swipg that the results of Kutner and Love’s
survey “indicate that African-Americans, Asian-Antans, Hispanic-Americans and non-
Hispanic whites are more similar than dissimilathaeir actions and motivations to give of their
time and money” (2003, 10).

As shown in the following tables, several commimentes and values appeared in the
research across all ethnicities. A sense of comiyeomes up repeatedly and is exhibited
through remittances, donations to ethnic-specHieses, and a general desire to help one’s

neighbor. Also important and pervasive is a donseisse of personal responsibility to give back
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to the community. (See Table 1.) The most condistetivator for giving is a personal
connection to a cause or organization but a desirgsre back to one’s own community, give to
those with less, and to feel a sense of persotiafasaion also rank high as motivators. (See
Table 2.) Beneficiaries are less consistent evéninveach ethnic group, but a majority of
donations still go to family and friends in needido education. (See Table 3.) And while the
themes, motivations, and beneficiaries set fortiis chapter by no means cover all giving by
different ethnic groups, they do provide a genguadie to the nonprofit looking to start

broadening their donor base beyond traditional c@sian donors.
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Table 1. Themes/Values

Redressing pas

injustices

Personal

responsibility

Table 2. Motivations for Giving

African
American

[ X

Hispanic

Asian American

Native

American

Give to those
with less

African

American

Hispanic

Asian American

Native
American

Organizational

excellence

Satisfying

Sharing
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Table 3. Primary Beneficiaries

African Hispanic Asian American| Native

American American

Education

Elderly

Family and
friends,
including

remittances

CHAPTER 5
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BARRIERS TO BOARD DIVERSIFICATION

Research shows that there are five major barmessi¢tcessful board diversification.
Board recruitment is often an insular process whareent board members look to their personal
networks to fulfill vacancies on the board (De \atad Roeger 2010; Ostrower 2002, 2007;
Pease & Associates 2003;). A negative, or unwelagnboard culture can also prevent
diversification (The Denver Foundation 2007; Fletch999; Gitin 2001; Ostrower 2002;
Vallejos Bartlett 2003; Walker and Davidson 2010d as subsets of board culture, tokenism
and some board structures can act as barrierseosdication (The Denver Foundation 2007,
Fletcher 1999; Gardyn 2003; Pease & Associates)200@ research also shows that a general
lack of commitment to diversity on the board andhi@ organization as a whole will adversely
affect successful diversification (Brown 2002a; Denver Foundation 2007; Gitin 2001; Pease
& Associates 2003). An inability to accurately pave the board’s success with diversification
also inhibits the process (Brown 2002a; Gitin 20@dase & Associates 2003). Finally,
fundraising concerns limit the board’s ability toersify (Brown 2002a; Callen et al. 2009;

Fletcher 1999; Gardyn 2003; Ostrower 2002).

Recruitment

Cumulatively, research shows that insular recruitinpeactices are the primary reason
that more boards are not more ethnically diverse (Denver Foundation 2007; De Vita and
Roeger 2010; Fletcher 1999; Gardyn 2003; Gitin 20&hprofit Governance Inde2010;
Ostrower 2002, 2007; Vallejos Bartlett 2003). Tésuies with recruitment are twofold. First,
board members draw from their personal networksmtbeking for prospects, which limits their
selection to who they know (De Vita and Roeger 2@etcher 1999; Ostrower 2002, 2007).

These practices then lead board members to conttlatiéhere are not available minority
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candidates when in reality, current members arenjoislooking in the right places (The Denver
Foundation 2007; Fletcher 1999; Gardyn 2003; G0A1;Nonprofit Governance Inde2010;
Ostrower 2002; Pease & Associates 2003; Vallejadd&282003).

Ostrower’s early research concludes, “the comjwsdf the boards (which she studied)
is closely connected to the way in which they reaaraw members” (2002, 1). She also found
that “when trustees seek to diversify, they singtiend their same criteria and priorities to new
groups” (46). A white trustee told Ostrower thats*board would ‘love’ to have more ethnic and
racial diversity, as long as those recruited arealthy and respected and think the way we do™
(46). This severely limits the pool of prospectd aomewhat negates the benefits of added
diversity on the board. Ostrower’s 2007 researgpsetted her findings from 2002:
“Emphasizing friendship with existing board memba&ssa recruitment criterion was negatively
associated with having any minority members” (2Q3), In a more recent study, De Vita and
Roeger found that “nonprofits use personal andgzibnal networks as a primary means of
recruiting” (2010, 13). This suggests that a lgrgd of the reason boards are not increasing their
diversity is that their recruitment practices hdtzehanged.

The issues with recruitment add to the “myth thiedre are no qualified (minority)
candidates” (Vallejos Bartlett 2003, 8). Ostroweathly sums up the issue:

Trustees themselves often say that it is very t@fohd minority members to give and/or

raise money. Yet these boards have also provectoessful in initiating and
undertaking the actions needed to find and rethnoge whaare available. (2002, 45)

The Denver Foundation also found that there is @¢anception that individuals of color do not
have wealth, expertise or wisdom to contribute'0204). This sentiment is echoed repeatedly

throughout the research (Gitin 200Mgnprofit Governance Inde2010; Ostrower 2002; Pease &
Associates 2003) and was also mentioned severastimthe survey conducted for this study.

An extension of this issue is that trustees sonediassume that because there aren’t many
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minorities in their audiences or among their dontirere are no minorities interested in the
mission of their organization or available for ksbgervice. Ostrower points out that “while
members of a particular ethnic community may noinbelved with an institution in larger
numbers, this does not necessarily indicate adaahkterest in the mission of the institution”

(2002, 56).

Board Culture

If recruitment practices are the major playeriieventing diversification, then
cumulative research suggests board culture is Hjermlayer in preventing diversification from
being successful (The Denver Foundation 2007; két&999; Gitin 2001Nonprofit
Governance Inde2010; Ostrower 2002; Vallejos Bartlett 2003; Walkad Davidson 2010).
While issues with board culture can prevent theuidng of minority members, the larger
problem is that board culture often creates an mmiadable environment for diverse members.
BoardSource writes, “it is not enoughrezxruit a diverse board. The board must become a
cohesive unit that makes use of what every boarmlmee can offer” (2010, 117). Issues with
board culture reflect problems with language, isg@nty, exclusivity, and tokenism, to name
just a few (e.g. The Denver Foundation 2007; Fetd®99;Nonprofit Governance Inde2010).
For instance, if a board culture welcomes disagesgrand debate, it is likely to have an easier
time diversifying than a board that discouragesfany of conflict (e.g. The Denver Foundation
2007; Fletcher 1999; Ostrower 2002; Walker and Bsom 2010).

Ostrower’s research shows that “whatever the raciathnic background of those being
recruited, whether white or not, trustees seek/tacethose who they fear will ‘cause a flap™

(2002, 41). Ostrower also concluded that “many avtriistees’ receptivity to greater diversity

[on the board] would likely weaken were it to be@associated with substantial changes in the
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character of the board and organization” (41). hilse, Brown suggests that “often, latent
prejudice and stereotypes are not addressed ipgifoufear of disturbing group norms and
possibly losing members” (2002b, 51). A board adtilnat values agreement and efficiency
above all else will unlikely be welcoming to divensiembership. Trower calls this the “culture
of yes,” which “develop[s] when raising objectiathgring meetings is not only frowned upon
but is actively discouraged” (2013, 130). Fletciveites, “monocultural boards that bring in new
groups (whether racial, ethnic, or other categarfediversity) must adapt to the differences if
they expect new members to remain and be prodi¢i®99, 18). An unwillingness to allow
conflicts into the boardroom may not essentiallycklrecruitment of diverse members, but it is
likely to keep them from bringing their friends orthe board. For instance, a minority board
member interviewed in Walker and Davidson’s nati@uavey of board members of color felt
that white board members “like to claim that thayé people of color on the board, but they
don’t want me to challenge the status quo andyealdl diversity” (Quoted in Walker and
Davidson 2010, 9). This research suggests thaedsier for racially diverse members who are
unlikely to challenge current board practices o ppboard. But if the recruit has differing
views, their different skin color may act as aniaddal barrier to full inclusion onto the board.

Kathleen Fletcher’s research on Planned Parentt\estern Affiliates cited use of
language as an issue for minority board member@9(123). White members sometimes used
language in a way that was viewed as paternabstiminority members (23). This was also
evident in BoardSource’s 20Nbnprofit Governance Indedne board member was
interviewed as follows:

Finding people who fit our diversity needs and vhlaoe the time to contribute is

sometimes hard, especially when it comes to youagéiess affluent people who would
add a lot to our board. Everyone says ours is ¢is¢ liard they have ever served on, but
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it takes intelligence and a commitment in time thaiteveryone has. (Quoted in
Nonprofit Governance Inde2010, 28)

While probably not intentional, this board memisemnisinuating that “younger and less affluent
people” may not have the “intelligence” to be boarembers, which casually discounts an entire
group of prospectdNonprofit Governance Inde2010, 28).

This type of language is symptomatic of a lardeisen on nonprofit boards. Gitin
interviewed a young Latino man who waited fifteerags before being considered to serve on a
community board. “He found an attitude of elitismtbe board after finally joining and was
surprised that the board members did not recoghzéarriers they created that limited his
participation” (Gitin 2001, 83). Walker and Dawuiss interviews also pointed to exclusivity as
a barrier to meaningful diversification. One boardmber of color stated, “the board members
are strictly about wealth and influence, not otblalis. The conversations do not always include
you, if you are not part of their ‘group’ (QuotadWalker and Davidson 2010, 8). This
suggests that after successful recruitment, baaegdsnot be fully utilizing their new members.

Tokenism was also a large issue viewed by resees@s well as identified by board
members of color (The Denver Foundation 2007; ReEtd999Nonprofit Governance Index
2010). Fletcher discovered that “although nomirgagiommittees told people of color that they
were not expected to represent their communitpyactice they were actually asked to do so”
(1999, 20). Because of this, members of color ‘dalight between their sense of responsibility
to represent their community and their desire ém8lin as just another board member” (20). In
either situation (representing a community or biegan) minority board members are hindered
from substantively adding to the quality of the lib& he Denver Foundation found that being
asked to speak on behalf of their race was a negae for younger board members of color

(2007, 6). Another side of tokenism is when minobibard members are underutilized. Kaiser
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writes, “it is frequently considered enough to havaority representation on the board and staff.
And too often, these minority representatives ale they do not have to make any additional
contribution to the institution, that their preseran the board is sufficient” (2010, 24). Treating
minority board members as token members not omlitdithe benefits of diversification, it also
hurts future recruitment efforts. A board membeéeiviewed in the 201B8lonprofit Governance
Indexclaimed, “Often we've added people to ‘hit a quotay to regret it,” suggesting that the
board will be hesitant to try again (QuotedNanprofit Governance Inde2010, 30).

Some of the research also shows that the structirdoard can affect the success of
diversification efforts (Fletcher 1999; Gardyn 208&ase & Associates 2003). Fletcher found
that the “inflexibility of the scheduled meetinge” for one board became a barrier for younger
members of color because they had to work whem tihéer white counterparts did not (1999,
22). Fletcher appropriately notes, however, thistwould also be a barrier for younger white
members (22). Addressing another aspect of boardtste, Pease & Associates found that
“nonprofit boards of directors that have board bodrd leadership terms that are either very
short or very long have the most difficult time ileqmenting changes to inclusiveness practices”
(2003, 14). Short terms do not allow enough tintddtow-through on initiatives and long
terms don’t allow enough opportunity for turnovd).

At the heart of issues with board culture is & larespect for board members of color.
When diverse members are brought onto the boarthbudurrent board members are unwilling
to accept change or be sensitive to the needsteardyths of new members, diversification
ceases to be beneficial for the organization. Aslustve board culture is likely not malignant,
but exists out of ignorance. This begs the quesifamhat kind of information board members

are getting. Nonprofit service organizations amacptioners recommend formal orientation

53



programs for new board members (Hoff 2013; Mas&dl¥; Nonprofit Governance Index
2010). While 77 percent of boards do have strudtoreentation programs, BoardSource claims
that the quality of orientation programs could improved, although they do not describe how
(Nonprofit Governance Inde2010, 8).

Some level of cultural training will be necesstaryull organizations out of their current
practices. BoardSource suggests that diversitgitrgican help a board become more inclusive
and yet only 13 percent of boards are conductict staining Nonprofit Governance Index
2012, 18). Similarly, The Denver Foundation suggésat inclusiveness training is essential in
training the individuals within an organization“ttevelop a greater awareness and
understanding of cultural and power dynamics and they affect individuals, workplaces, and
societies” (*Your Inclusiveness Guide”). The Denf@undation also recommends that while a
consultant probably should be hired, the board,agament, staff, and possibly an
“inclusiveness committee” all need to participatdraining and implementation (“Your

Inclusiveness Guide”).

Lack of Genuine Commitment

Some of the issues with board culture as well asurinent stem from a lack of genuine
commitment to diversification (The Denver Foundat&)07; Fletcher 1999; Gitin 2001;
Vallejos Bartlett 2003). Without a real commitmémm both the board and the organization,
diversification efforts are unlikely to succeedt the most basic level, “inertia and lack of time
for board work combine to discourage organizatioosn expanding their recruitment horizons”
(Fletcher 1999, 15). Gitin also claims, “divers#ystill relegated to the status of a program or a

problem to be solved rather than embraced as ¢eatpailanthropy” (2001, 86).
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The Denver Foundation found that a “lack of cultw@mpetence or commitment to
inclusiveness” was preventing boards from divemdyin the Denver metro area (2007, 4). In
the same study, “survey respondents suggestetnbader organizational commitment to
diversity would make board service as a minorityenewarding” (5). A board member of color
also suggested that boards would be more divesdiie organizations made diversity
commitments: “We need CEOs with different priosti&/e won't get more diverse trustees and
staff without more CEOs who value inclusion” (Quibte Walker and Davidson 2010, 8). This
sentiment of “not enough diversity” also manifasdslf in boards that have too few minority
members. Fletcher found that “boards with only onewo members of color were perceived as
being less hospitable to people of color than thvage more diversity” (1999, 21). Similarly, in
his literature review, Brown (2002b) cites Rutled@®94) as suggesting that “minority
membership needs to be significant, 20 percentayento effectively combat marginalizing
contributions to the group” (Brown 2002b, 44).

A lack of genuine commitment to diversity likelygmens because change is difficult and
costly (Gitin 2001; Vallejos Bartlett 2003). Gitguggests half-hearted attempts at diversification
are due to “the very human fear of change, thentmogy, and the discomfort new people and
new ideas are sure to generate” (2001, 85). Silypildallejos Bartlett suggests, “it takes a long
time for an organizational culture to change, wtbeing truly inclusive often requires an

organization to do” (2003, 8).

Lack of Self-Awareness

The research clearly shows that denial is partfaat for today’s homogenous boards
(Brown 2002a; Gitin 2001; Pease & Associates 20P8ase & Associates go as far as to suggest

that “the most significant barrier that organizatidace is a perception that the focus of their
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work is not relevant to communities of color” (20@2). The authors note that this is especially
true in arts and culture organizations (12). Tleeaechers also found that, in an attempt to be
“color-blind,” organizations ignore the fact thatlture matters when providing services or
engaging in advocacy work or creating cultural isic experiences” (13). Similarly, Gitin
found that boards and organizations try to denyréee is an issue in the United States or in
their organizations, making it unimportant to addré€001, 86).

Most disturbing, however, is that boards seemetarmaware of their progress (Brown
2002a). In his survey of 99 nonprofits in the Lasgeles area, Brown found that most board
members and executive directors believe their Isoared inclusive (2002a, 376). “However, only
for executive directors did increased satisfactiorrelate with increased minority diversity of
the board. This implies that board members arénedlto express satisfaction with the diversity
of boards even when the boards are not that raclalerse” (378). Further, “almost 30 percent
of the executive directors feel that their boar@sennot aware of their impact on stakeholders;
they do not seek input from diverse groups; ang tleenot include nonboard members in
decision-making groups” (381). BoardSource alsemdyg reported that while 74 percent of
“chief executive [sic] perceive a high degree ajagement with diverse board members...when
we [BoardSource] ask whether the board has develamketailed plan to create an inclusive
culture...only 17 percent report yefg@nprofit Governance Inde2012, 18). There is a clear

disconnect between what board members, and sonse@ireeutives, believe and reality.

Financial Concerns

While fundraising concerns were not voiced as somagrrier by Planned Parenthood
board members, they did exist.

For example, expectations about giving led sonfedbthat their contributions could
never be appreciated because they were small ip&oson to what others on the board

56



could give. And while many Black professionals ebafford the minimum amount
prescribed by their respective boards, there resaidine related lack of sensitivity as to
venues for fundraising events, because there viirplaces in the community where
Blacks felt uncomfortable. (Fletcher 1999, 22)

This points to a fear that minority members maybwable to donate or fundraise as much as
their white counterparts. Handy implies a reasarthe disconnect between spoken fundraising
concerns and actual concerns. She writes that livaatt income are not listed as criteria for
recruitment, but “wealthy people may be recruiteder proxy criteria correlated with wealth,
such as ‘ability and/or willingness to donate fuiid®feffer 1973 in Handy 1995, 301) because
“wealth may be judged as too crass a criteriorafipointment to a board” (Handy 1995, 301).
Ostrower broadens the issue and claims that “easlsisivity is a major barrier to racial and
ethnic diversity” (2002, 53). Ostrower’s reseauciveiled a perception held by white trustees
that “the likelihood is if they're (prospective stiees) black...they’re not going to be very, very
rich. The likelihood is that they’re also not goitaghave the potential for raising money”
(Quoted in Ostrower 2002, 53). Fletcher also fotlrad “social class was an important issue,
especially because the desire for economic diyersierfered with the need for large donations
from members of the board” (1999, 22).

Brown similarly suggests that nonprofit organiaas face “financial limitations” and
their need to bring in money from board membersy'keep constituents from joining” (2002a,
382). The executive director of a fundraising basudreyed “expressed doubt that service
recipients or their families could participate e board, because of their limited financial
resources” (380). Likewise, Karen Brooks Hopkinglied that fundraising requirements can be
a barrier to diversification because as part ofdnegrsification efforts, she has “significantly

lower financial expectations” for minority membégkopkins, pers. comm.).
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Conclusion

The five barriers to diversification discussed ab(self-perpetuating recruitment, board
culture, lack of genuine commitment, lack of selfaaeness, and financial) all contribute,
usually in many ways at once, to a board’s ingbibitreap the benefits of a diverse membership.
Of these, the primary challenges are current reorrit practices and board cultures that do not
fully welcome new members. Fletcher appropriatedyl&ns, “it is not uncommon for boards to
raise objections to diversity, such as the fedosihg fundraising capacity, fear of creating
divisions on the board, and simple fear of the wwkni’ (1999, 24). This fear may be bred out of
ignorance. Particularly for boards that don’t agljvengage in training sessions, members may
be unaware of what is really necessary to diverpif§ling their information only from
conventional wisdom, and personal views and assongtFormal training through experienced
staff or outside diversity or board consultants rhayequired to pull boards out of their

institutionalized practices.
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CHAPTER 6

FINDINGS

An exploratory survey of 11 arts organizations viitlugets at or exceeding ten million
dollars was conducted from March 14, 2013 to Ap8) 2013. The survey was only sent to
organizations in Atlanta, New York, Houston, ChicaBallas-Fort Worth, DC Metro Area, Los
Angeles, Miami, and San Francisco, based on redsearcducted at Pennsylvania State
University ranking the most diverse metropolitaeaa in the United States (Lee et al. 2012).
Responses came from organizations in San FrandissoAngeles, New York, Houston, DC
Metro Area, and Chicago.

Overall board diversity was higher than was expkddnly one board reported 100
percent white membership, with half of the resparsiendicating 80 percent white membership.
This could be misleading as more inclusive orgdioma may have been more inclined to
respond to the survey. Three organizations indicttat their boards were “absolutely” diverse
and 60 percent of the respondents had a writtegrslty statement. This reinforces the previous
research that shows that many organizations hawétan diversity statement but few show
actual diversity in the boardroom.

The survey showed that perception of successdddiactual diversity, but not in a
uniform way. The one organization that selecteds;Yabsolutely” their board was ethnically
diverse showed the same percentages of diversityasther organizations that selected “Yes,
but very little” for the same question. This may he a problem for the field, but it is something
to keep in mind when finding out how willing an argzation might be to further diversification.
An organization that already considers itself talberse may not put in as much effort to

further diversification than one that has not y&iaed their ideal level of ethnic diversity.
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Interestingly, the board with the highest minopgyrticipation considered only selected “Yes,
somewhat” when rating their diversity.

Six out of the 11 respondents did not answer tlestipn asking whether their board’s
ethnic diversity contributes in a positive way leit fundraising efforts. The other five answers
all indicated a positive relationship between eaththversity of the board and fundraising.
Alternatively, only two respondents skipped thegiiom on the negative relationship of board
diversity to fundraising. Five respondents indidadesomewhat negative relationship with board
diversity and fundraising. This suggests that whdene respondents believe that diversity is
beneficial for fundraising, most respondents beithat diversity can be harmful to fundraising
and may not even consider a positive relationship.

This lack of clarity about the relationship of baa@iversity to fundraising mirrors the
research that already exists. Survey participdetrly indicated that both fundraising and board
diversity were priorities for their organizationmt the relationship between the two is not
understood. The fact that most survey participdisiot answer the question about a positive
relationship to board diversity suggests that etteest may be thinking about board diversity
and fundraising as two separate issues. And oéttves issues, fundraising seems to be of
primary importance.

With this in mind, nine respondents indicated thaard diversity is a priority for the
organization. The other two participants skippesd tfuestion. Of all of the questions in the
survey, this showed the most uniform responses.midjerity of respondents believe that board
diversity either helps or has no impact on boam @ganizational success, with the clear

majority indicating a positive relationship.
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This contrasts with an emphasis on fundraising lasaad priority. Over half of the
respondents ranked fundraising as the most impdotzard priority, followed by fiscal
oversight. 66.7 percent rated public and commumeiligtions as the lowest priority. And it
appears that connections to money are importatetrierifor board recruitment.

As expected, the giving requirements for theseraegdions were exceptionally high.
Specified amounts ranged from $15,000 to $50,000@ty. Based on the comments, it seems
that recruitment is an issue, whether or not padits label it so. One respondent said:

Like many other organizations, we focus on botledsity and community leadership in

our board candidates. Because of the under-repegsenof ethnic minorities in

executive suites and among high net worth indivgluae find that many of the diverse

candidates who fulfill our other requirements averecommitted and unable to bring as
much time or energy to the process as some oe#sdiverse candidates.

This highlights the emphasis of “high net worth”aagecruitment strategy as well as the level of
status they are looking for. This respondent waatked in Chicago, which has a white
population of only 45 percent (U.S. Census “Stat€dunty QuickFacts”).

For the most part, the survey results supporefigting research. The major way in
which the results differ from other research ig faadraising and recruitment issues as barriers
to diversification are of equal concern to the syrparticipants. The research to date mentions
fundraising, but does not focus on it as an impuarerrier. The survey results shows, however,
that fundraising is a primary issue. It may beggbr issue for the large arts organizations
studied here than for the nonprofit sector as alevhecause of the heavy reliance on board for

donations.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

This research focuses on the connections betweartg@organization’s fundraising and
its board diversity by ethnicity. By drawing togettresearch from different academic areas in a
way that has not been done before, the author nthkesetical connections between fundraising
and the ethnic diversity of an arts organizatidréard. Because fundraising is a central role of
today’s nonprofit arts board, using it as a drifegrethnic diversification may make a stronger
argument for change than past arguments of equaldycommunity representation.
Understanding exactly how ethnic diversity can pesly affect a board will make a stronger

statement than ambiguous statements about inclasidtiairness.

Main Findings

Boards are severely lacking in ethnic diversitgrethough the national service
organization for nonprofit boards strongly recomagediversity of all kinds (BoardSource
2010). This is due to multiple factors: insularrcggnent practices, a non-inclusive board
culture, inaccurate views of success and importdack of commitment, and financial
concerns. Of these, recruitment practices and sxewoard cultures are the main reasons that
boards are not more ethnically diverse. Most boas#sa self-perpetuating method of
recruitment, looking for new members within exigtipersonal and professional networks. This
limits the potential pool of applicants and als@e@xtends any ethnic minorities already existing
in that pool. Also, boards with exclusive cultumelsibit successful board diversification. By
avoiding disruptions in favor of efficient board etiegs, treating minority board members as

tokens, and being inflexible, boards block the pté benefits of having a diverse membership.
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Also barriers to diversification are a lack of faliganizational commitment, a lack of
self-awareness, and financial concerns. A lackrghoizational commitment can be seen with
the many boards that have written diversity statémbut have no meaningful diversity on the
board. And an inability to accurately perceive asscprevents boards from understanding the
true barriers to diversification, which makes theearly impossible to overcome. Finally, the
research shows that financial concerns do preweanids from being diverse. And although not a
primary barrier for boards as a whole, the sunesylts suggest that financial issues may be one
of the primary barriers for large arts organizasitwecause of their heavy reliance on board
giving. Board diversification, especially regardietipnicity, takes a lot of time, energy, and
money. It is only natural to see boards take thik phleast resistance.

The demographic composition of a board impactsutxess on four dimensions. Greater
diversity on the board broadens the board’s networkextends its ability to reach out to and
engage multiple constituencies. A board’s compasjtwhether diverse or not, sends a message
to stakeholders about an organization’s valuesoidtieally, a diverse board portrays more
inclusive values than a homogenous board. Incredisedsity on the board also positively
impacts the board’s quality of governance. And aede shows that board diversity is connected
to fundraising, but there is no consistent infoliorastrongly arguing that diversity helps or
impedes organizational fundraising efforts.

One of the most researched benefits of ethniasityes with regard to its effects on
teams. Although the findings do not uniformly makpositive connection between ethnic
diversity and team performance, there are fouofadhat can influence a team’s success. The
length of time a group is together and the typdieérsity appear to have the greatest impact on

a team. Research shows that any initial negatfeetsfof diversity fade over time. Ethnic
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diversity was also found to have the greatest impa@ team because of its immediately visual
nature. Even among visual attributes, ethnic ditseedfected group outcomes more than both
age and gender diversity. The most consistent reflseagarding the effects of ethnic diversity
on team product and process suggests that a tgantsptions and attitudes about diversity
greatly affect success. Likewise, a board’s atétudbout diversity affect the success of
diversification efforts. It is then important trets managers pay attention to the ways in which
they try to diversify their boards and how they @@ the process once diverse members have
been recruited.

Another significant driver to board diversity da@ the potential to reach untapped
donors. Current research is limited with regarthgiving patterns of different ethnic
communities, but the quickly changing demograpbidahie United States point to the
importance of reaching these potential donors.réeearch shows that different ethnicities do
actively participate in philanthropy, even if thbabits are somewhat different than traditional
donors. But across all ethnicities, the evidenerisng that if an organization can reach leaders
in diverse communities in a meaningful way, theamigation will be more likely to secure
donations from that community. One clear way to enpé&rsonal connections to minority donors
is to bring people with ethnically diverse sociatworks onto the board.

| conducted a survey of 74 arts organizationghnieally diverse American cities, of
which 11 responded. The survey results largely srigpe existing research discussed here, with
the exception that fundraising was more prominefetured as a barrier to recruitment and
board diversification. Some organizations, howest claim that board diversity helps their
organization’s fundraising efforts. This suggebts there is potential to continue to make the

claim that board diversity matters in terms of ftaising.
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The current arguments for board diversity are tgaiggarding benefits to community
engagement, outreach, and board work outcomestl{;lgaven the statistics, these are
arguments are not sufficient. Particularly for d&rds, it will be important to understand the
fundraising potential from minority populations. kliag the case for board diversity as a driver
for increased fundraising may be the strongestavtsymanagers can communicate with boards

primarily interested in and engaged in fundraising.

Limitations

There are not enough raw data specifically abdstlayards. Some of this is due to the
small sample studied here, but it also points ¢édfdéict that the statistics show such a prominence
of homogeneity on boards, there are few boardtuttyseven if they were to agree to
participate. It is also important to take into aoebthat participants of the survey may have been
willing to do the survey because they are alreatigrésted in diversity, so their answers would
trend toward the positive. Although we can makalzstantive argument based on the
combination of research presented, the fact isweado not have any significant information
about ethnic diversity on arts boards.

Another significant limitation of this researchtii@t much of the source material is
outdated. It is possible that this has been atiyt” for so long that in depth research is no
longer a priority. In particular, the research relyag ethnic participation in philanthropy has not

been updated since the 2010 Census.

Further Research

There is a need for further in-depth research atrd members and executive directors
in arts organizations to understand the dynamipsagtin these specific organizations. It would

be particularly helpful to locate arts boards trat ethnically diverse and research how, in
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practice, ethnic diversity affects them and thegamizations. Specifically, studies could be done
addressing how ethnic diversity on the board affétoe board’s donations as well as overall
organizational fundraising success. A good avenuéfther research would be to get expansive
statistical information on board composition iratedn to an organization’s contributed income
as a whole and specifically from the board.

It appears from this research that large arts lsoayay have the most difficult time
diversifying because of the elite status of theiartos and also because of their high giving
requirements, but further research could be cordiuct verify this. Are other sizes and types of
organizations better equipped to diversify by athy? Is this because of smaller giving
requirements or other factors? Research questiaisas these would help arts organizations
determine how to best structure their board focess in terms of ethnic diversification.

Some of the most important findings from this reskahow that ethnic diversification
needs to be managed for it to be successful. Futgearch could be conducted on what types of
management and training lead to successful diveasibn efforts. Who are the key players in
diversification efforts when they are effective?ddrstanding what kind of management tools
are needed for successful diversification effortaidd provide practical guidance to
organizations undergoing this type of work. Sortexditure exists in this regard, but there is a
need for more rigorous studies.

This research shows that there is a tangentidioakhip of fundraising to ethnic
diversity on an arts board. It also discusses thiagpotential of minority populations, but the
research this portion is based on is relativelylatgd. To make the strongest fundraising
argument for board diversity, it will be necesstryglo further research on ethnic participation in

philanthropy. Along with conducting research basedipdated Census data, more studies
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consistent in rigor and scope need to be condwatesks all ethnicities to fully understand what
the future of American nonprofits might look liKehis is particularly needed for Native
Americans. Future research could also attempt teermmannections between ethnic giving
priorities and beneficiaries specifically in contiex to arts organizations. What types of arts
organizations receive minority funds? Does it depem size, location, or staff and board
composition, to name a few? Having this type obinfation will be key in making a claim that

increased board diversity can lead to increasedréising.

67



APPENDIX A
SURVEY COVER LETTER
Dear Participant,

| am an Arts Management master’s student at Ameit@versity researching the relationship
between ethnically diverse boards and organizatieifiectiveness.

| hope you will consider responding to a brief yrthat will help me illuminate this
relationship. You were selected as a potentiaig@pant because you are located in an ethnically
diverse American city and your budget exceeds $illibm

The information you provide will remain anonymohst if you are interested in receiving an
aggregate report of my findings once the data leas lsollected, | will be happy to make this
available to you.

You may find the survey herhttps://www.surveymonkey.com/s/2T6Y55Q
The survey is designed to be completed in lesstdéraminutes.

If you would like to learn more about this reseanchvould be willing to have a short
conversation with me about this topic, please adnte by Monday, March 25 at
lahirae@gmail.conwith the subject heading “survey” or by telephan@53-508-2534.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
Anjali Lalani
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APPENDIX B

SURVEY
Introduction

This survey explores the relationship of fundrajsio ethnic diversity on arts boards. It should
take no more than ten minutes of your time. Therimftion you provide will remain
anonymous.

Questions
1. How do you identify new potential board membédrdfeck all that apply)

___Personal networks
__Professional networks
__Board referrals
__Advertisements
__Volunteers

__ Staff

__Other (please specify)

2. Do you consider your board to be ethnicallyedse?

__Yes, absolutely
__Yes, somewhat
__Yes, but very little
__Not at all

__Other (please specify)

3. Does your board’s ethnic diversity contributaipositive way to your fundraising?

__Yes, always
___Sometimes
___Seldom
__No, never
__ldon’t know

4. Does your board’s lack of ethnic diversity hingieur fundraising efforts?
__Yes, always
__Yes, sometimes

__No, never
__ldon’t know

69



5. Does your organization have a written diverstgtement?

__Yes
__No
__I'm not sure

6. Please indicate the statement that most clos#igcts your beliefs:
Having an ethnically diverse board:

__Helps the organization achieve its goals

___Sometimes prevents the organization from achgensngoals
___Doesn’'t impact the organization’s ability to amle its goals
__Other (please specify)

7. Please indicate the statement that most cleséigcts your beliefs about how ethnic diversity
impacts board effectiveness:
Having an ethnically diverse board:

___Helps the board to achieve its goals

__Sometimes helps the board to achieve its goals
__Makes it more difficult for the board to achietsegoals
__Doesn’'t impact the board’s ability to achievegitsls

8. Over the past ten years has your board:

___Become more ethnically diverse

__Become less ethnically diverse

__Remained about the same in terms of ethnic diyers
__I'm not sure

9. Rank the following in terms of their priorityrfgour board: (1 is the most important priority, 6
is the least)

___Fundraising

___Governance

__Leadership

__Fiscal oversight

__Planning

___Public and community relations

10. Is ethnic diversity on your board a priority f@ur organization?
__Yes

__No
__I'm not sure
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11. In your organization, who tends to drive divfezation efforts? (check all that apply)

__The Executive Director
___Board Committee
__The Board Chair

__ Staff

__Board in general
__Other (please specify)

12. What have been the major barriers/impedimentiset ethnic diversification of your board?
(check all that apply)

__Fundraising

__Language

__Exclusivity/Elitism
__Recruitment practices

__No viable candidates
__Tokenism

___Lack of institutional commitment
__Lack of board commitment
___Board’s inability to accurately perceive sucosgh regard to diversification
__None

__ldon’t know

13. What have been some of the major drivers far board’s ethnic diversification in your
organization? (check all that apply)

___Fundraising

__Better problem solving

__New insights and perspectives
___Community representation

___Community outreach

___Changing demographics of my community
__ldon’t know
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14. To the best of your knowledge, what is the ietbamposition of your board? (indicate
approximate percentages)

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% N/A

White
Hispanic
Black or
African
American
American
Indian and
Alaska
Native
Asian
Native
Hawaiian
and other
Pacific
Islander
Some other
race

| don’t
know

15.* Does your organization have a giving requiratrfer board members?

__Yes
__No

16. What is your organization’s giving requireménrtboard members? (please indicate the
minimum amount required, if applicable)

17. Do you perceive your giving requirement poksybeing a barrier to ethnic diversification of
the board?

__Yes
~_No

18. Is there anything else you’'d like to share alyour experience with building an ethnically
diverse board?

Conclusion

Thank you for taking time to complete this surviéyou would be willing to have a brief
conversation with me about this survey or any aspieygour board’s diversity, please e-mail me
atlahirae@gmail.conbby Monday, March 25 with the subject heading “syrt
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Thank you for your participation,
Anjali Lalani

*This question cannot be skipped.
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