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The National Asian Pacific Islander American Panhellenic Association (NAPA) serves to advocate the 

needs of its member organizations through the enrichment of the fraternal experience. The NAPA 

promotes and fosters positive interfraternal relations, communications, and the development of all Asian 

Pacific American Greek Lettered organizations through mutual respect, leadership, integrity, 

professionalism, and academic achievement. The NAPA also recognizes the importance of community 

involvement. 
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The Ideal Organizational Structure 
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Board Models 
  
There are various board governance models or styles.  No one is perfect for every board.    It may help a 
board understand their processes, outcomes, style and culture by considering the various models.    
(Most boards are a combination or hybrid of one or more of these.) 
  

1. The executive centered model of governance recognizes the fundamental role of the executive 
director in guiding board performance.  The executive director is the glue that holds the board 
together. They help recruit board members, orient them on key responsibilities, and negotiate the 
board‟s role. Such a model flips the traditional top-down orientation and recognizes that the 
executive must “manage” the board to achieve optimal results (Block, 1998; Herman & 
Heimovics, 1991). 

  
2. The policy governance model recognizes that the board must address strategic decision-

making and avoid operational issues. The model suggests that the board establish policies to 
guide staff decision-making, but should avoid direct involvement in issues that are not strategic. 
Strategic issues are identified as those that are long range and critical to the success of the 
organization (Eadie, 1998). Such a board aggressively evaluates the executive director providing 
guidelines for performance and expectations for results (Carver, 1997). 

  
3. Traditional board governance models recognize the top-down responsibilities of the board to 

oversee the operations of the organization. There is a clear distinction between the board and 
staff and interactions with board members are structured and controlled. Typically, the board is 
rather large and performs the critical function of raising funds for the organization. The board 
seeks prestige and influence in its membership and relies on the staff to provide guidance and 
direction. Committees conduct much of the work of the board with a staff member to assist the 
board in meeting its responsibilities. As a result, committees tend to report to the board 
propositions for approval (Houle, 1989). 

  
4. Strategic board model, as described by ASAE, encourages the board to use the strategic plan 

as the primary guide for taking action and performance measurement.  The staff is allowed to 
take all necessary actions so long as they fit within the bylaws, policies, budget and laws. 

  
5. The volunteer centered model places the board in the position of being more involved in the 

direct operations of the organization. Often such a board is present in young organizations with 
none or few paid staff. The board members are service providers, program coordinators, and 
administrators. They understand the intricacies of the organization because they are intimately 
involved in the fulfillment of its mission. They are deeply dedicated to the cause and often reflect 
a grassroots and collective orientation to solving community problems. Yet such board members 
can be troubled by the contradictory roles of being a board member and a volunteer service 
provider (Duca, 1996; Widmer, 1996). 
 

6. A corporate model of board governance is dedicated to outcomes and performance results. 
They emphasize the business of the organization and seek to ensure efficiency in the provision 
of services and programs. They are often bottom-line oriented which can distract from long-term 
missions and broader community needs. The culture of efficiency and performance drive the 
meetings, which are pragmatic and decision oriented. Often such boards are smaller and 
committees meet to solve specific strategic issues and then are disbanded until the next issue is 
identified (Alexander & Weiner, 1998; Bradshaw, Stoops, Hayday, Armstrong, & Rykert, 1998). 

 
(Robert C. Harris, CAE, www.thenonprofitcenter.com)  

 

http://www.thenonprofitcenter.com/
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Getting Your Organization in Gear 
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National Organization Constituents and Partnerships 
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Good to Great ɀ Getting There and Staying There 

The Hedgehog Concept 

 

Circle 1: Passion ɀ Understanding what your organization stands for (its 

core values) and why it exists (its mission or core purpose). 

Circle 2: Best at ɀ Understanding what your organization can uniquely 

contribute to the people it touches, better than any other organization on 

the planet. 

Circle 3: Resource Engine ɀ Understanding what best drives your 

resource engine, broken into three parts: time, money and brand. 

The critical step in the Hedgehog Concept is to determine how best to 

connect all three circles, so that they reinforce each other. You must be 

ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÁÎÓ×ÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎȟ Ȱ(Ï× ÄÏÅÓ ÆÏÃÕÓÉÎÇ ÏÎ ×ÈÁÔ ×Å ÃÁÎ ÄÏ ÂÅÓÔ 

tie directly to our resource engine, and how does our resource engine 

directly reinforce what we can do ÂÅÓÔȩȱ !ÎÄ ÙÏÕ ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ ÒÉÇÈÔȢ 

(Jim Collins, Good to Great and the Social Sectors)  
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Moving to Good Governance 
Digging into Organizational Change 

This is the third article in a series about successful organizations. It is based on a first 
article about why to use good governance and a second article about all the excuses 
not to. Thank you to readers who have made comments and added to my lists.  Two 
more reasons, suggested by readers, not to use good governance is that the ED does 
not support it and the other is that policy governance seems to be presented as an all or 
nothing situation to be wholly embraced. Those are great reasons! 

This third article is about how difficult it is to figure out if your organization is ready to 
move to good governance. I have used an analogy to gardening. Since it‟s the time of 
year when many of us are involved in this activity, it seemed right. Also, the nurturing 
and nature of gardens fits for me with the organic nature of organizations. 

There will always be those who just start gardening. These people usually have lots of 
money and lots of help and lots of time. They can do whatever they want and the 
outcome does not seem to matter. Some organizations are like this too -  though I don‟t 
know many! Most gardeners and organization leaders have to think seriously about the 
outcomes and the process, about how much money and time and help there is before 
setting off to make a change. If you are wondering if you are able to make a change to 
good governance, you might consider the following Six Factors and the Checkup 
Questions. 

Factor One: The Dream 

The reality of a beautiful garden begins with the dream of one. Once you have found a 
dream garden you need to be able to take this dream from your head, or a magazine or 
TV, and put this dream into words and onto paper. If you are going to build this garden 
with anyone else, then you need to ensure complete understanding of the dream. 

In a similar way the beginning of change to good governance requires a dream. What 
does good governance look like, sound like, seem like? Who uses good governance, 
why and how? You need to find these answers first because they define that ethereal 
carrot that will guide all your effort to change. Since this dream is by definition a 
corporate dream, it must be found and shared and articulated.  Corporate 
understanding and commitment to a dream is not an easy thing to do but is essential as 
the first factor for change. 

I was the Executive Director with a small charity who have had such a strong vision of 
good governance that it became pervasive in every part of the organization‟s life. When 
I look back, I can see that just like with any dream, the key people were able to excite all 
of us with the power of that vision. 

Check Up Question: 
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Is there clear and corporate understanding of the outcome of change?  

Factor Two: The Reality 

Moving the dream of a garden into reality requires serious consideration of what is and 
is not.  This means that the gardener who is translating a dream into what could be, 
needs to stop and take account of the current situation. Assessing is almost as hard as 
building a garden because letting go of a dream is a disappointment that everyone 
wants to avoid. The fact is that continuing with a dream that won‟t ever be real is just as 
disappointing.  

Having a dream of a garden that in reality needs to be carved out of the bush and dense 
undergrowth needs the gardener to face certain realities. One of these realities is that 
there is a lot of gardening to do before any flowers bloom. The current state of the 
garden; the amount of help to clear and dig; the amount of money it will take and that 
you have needs to all be considered.  Dreaming without taking appropriate action just 
passes time. 

In an organization, an interconnected assessment of the situation in the organization 
and the assessment of the reality of the dream is essential. Since the change to good 
governance is often sold as a package to organizations, it is necessary to take up a 
„buyer beware‟ approach as with any product and service. Investigate who is using good 
governance- in particular other organizations which are similar in size and perspective 
as well the experience and background of the seller. 

Assessing the reality of your organization to make any change is a matter of knowing 
your organization‟s capabilities and capacity very well. Ask yourselves if the dream of 
good governance is one that the organization can implement relatively easily. Consider 
the stage of development of your organization. If the organization is too immature or 
growing too quickly, any change would be too much. A critical mass of support of the 
change on the Board and senior staff who will make the commitment is necessary to 
bring about significant change. The cost both of people time and effort and likely for 
other resources like books, videos, facilitated sessions is high. 

I remember vividly a small town library Board Director calling me to talk about her 
dream to have good governance in their organization. She held this dream from a 
previous Board she had been on where she had seen the efficiency and the wonder of 
doing the right things well. This Director wanted this for her library and moaned that all 
the small town library Board Chairperson wanted to discuss at Board meetings was the 
details of next summer‟s County parade float. Unfortunately, this Director‟s dream was 
not to become reality since the critical mass for change was missing. As an 
organizational coach I had to advise the Director that  since the key people were not 
ready and willing to change, then change could and would not happen. The Director left 
the Board to their parade discussions. 

Check Up Question: 
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Does your organization have the capacity to change? 

Factor Three: Committing 

Sitting on the couch through the dreary winter months drooling over seed catalogues is 
a fabulous way to pass the time. That of course is all it does for a garden. Making the 
commitment to actually begin the gardening is the more difficult task. Many a garden 
didn‟t get done for the lack of a commitment to begin. 

For organizations, deciding to start a change is often difficult. Talking around the Board 
table and considering all aspects is a particular talent of Boards. I have known of 
Boards who have talked so long about good governance that some of the Directors 
think they must be using it! The anxiety around commitment leads some Board to try 
and anticipate more than is possible.  While it is a diligent action to anticipate all 
possible future events and enemy actions there must be a time to end the preparation  

All the emotions and personalities around making a commitment happen for a corporate 
entity the same as they do for a person. Commitment will be difficult for those Boards 
who have difficulty with consensus or who regularly leave commitment decisions to one 
or two Directors or the staff. Yet, like any commitment that matters and that will last, all 
the key people should be involved in the decision. Finding the corporate, rather than a 
personal approach to change, can be difficult because people differ about how to 
change. Some people use strong clichés like: „time for the rubber to hit the road‟ and 
„fish or cut bait‟ while others want to “consider all the angles „ and dislike a „cold turkey‟ 
approach.  Whatever the approach to change, the first step to bringing action to the 
reality of the dream of good governance is the moment of commitment. 

Check Up Question: 

Could your organization make a corporate commitment to change? 

Factor Four: Doing It  

Good gardening is a process not just an outcome. The ongoing-ness of gardening is 
what most gardeners love, not just the garden. While the impatient gardener works only 
for a single event like a summer wedding when the garden must be perfect; the patient 
gardener includes such events over the ongoing life of the garden. Successful 
gardeners plan to implement their dream through the different seasons on a continuous 
cycle.   

Organizations who commit to change must realize that change is ongoing as it is in a 
garden.  Having to complete the change to good governance within unrealistic timelines 
will frustrate all involved. While the setting of reality to the dream of good governance 
and the step to commit are difficult, successful change for organizations must 
acknowledge that change does not happen overnight. This is without a doubt the most 
serious point of misinformation about good governance. The fact is that good 
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governance takes years to achieve and does not happen with the inclusion of a set of 
policies and a strategic plan.  

I know of two school Boards who claim to use policy-based governance. Both took 
different approaches and different consultants to bring about the change. One took a 
long range approach to organizational change over a year the other happened over a 
weekend. The former School Board has made radical change to its Board table 
agendas; the latter still discusses school bus routes.  

Since change is a four letter word and no one likes to be changed but a wet baby, 
successful organizations prepare for the continuance of change after the commitment 
has been made.  The power of a vision will pull you forward on a certain level but the 
people will and work is essential.  Having made the commitment to begin assumes an 
understanding of what will happen next. For change to last it takes time to implement 
and time to take hold.  

Check Up Question: 

Is your organization able to manage the process of change? 

Factor Five: Sticking To It 

The challenges of gardening are due to happen. Disasters and the polite phrase, 
challenges, will happen in any garden: the drought, the flood, the pests. Good 
gardeners anticipate that challenges will come about…not if, but when and plan for 
them. There gardens are not destroyed by the challenges but rather meet them and 
overcome them as part of change.  

The fact is that will be challenges in every organization. There will be directors who 
sabotage any talk of change because they believe that their personal gift to your 
organization is to be oppositional on principal. There will be the senior staff person who 
thought the changes to governance sounded like something to keep the Board busy and 
who now see how much their position will have to change...and leaves. Or worse, stays 
and does nothing. There will be crises about members, staff, equipment, etc. 

I have been a Director on the Board of a national association who claimed to use policy 
governance yet any kind of a crisis was automatically brought to the Board table.  It 
didn‟t matter that there were rules, the policies, the motions about how and who should 
deal with critical or financial issues, in the heat of the moment, the Board reverted to its 
pre-change condition. It was a sad situation for Directors who were confused and 
frustrated and for the organization who could not manage the change process to which 
it had committed.  

Good governance, like good gardening, is not about how easy it is when things are 
going well but rather how to keep on when its tough. The intestinal fortitude required to 
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keep on with change and to realistically anticipate challenges to change is what 
separates the successful organizations from those who are not.  

Check Up Question: 

Is your organization able to manage the challenges of change? 

Factor Six: Ending it  

So now the garden has been completed according to the dream, the ongoing gardening 
process still happens and the cycle of visioning begins again, there is a point at which 
an end or a certain milestone in the change process is recognized.  

I‟m sure we all know gardeners who are never finished with their dream garden and are 
always ripping away at different sections to change it. These gardeners never seem to 
enjoy the results but just go on and on. Finding the balance between ongoing gardening 
and recognizing an ending is a difficult one for some gardeners and some 
organizations.  

I have worked with a Staff Association which is continually changing. It may be that the 
vision was not clearly defined enough to know the end or that there is a culture of loving 
change that the organization has. In any case, this organization has as difficult a time to 
hold onto Directors and staff because change is too emotionally difficult to maintain 
without a break.  

Organizations that have a culture within which they can both accept the hard work of 
change should also put some kind of limit on change. Acknowledging and celebrating 
success is a worthy part of change. As important as committing to begin is the 
commitment to end. I collect all kinds of ways that organizations celebrate endings from 
special events at their AGM‟s to quiet recognition of the efforts of people through the 
changes. It is my experience that this culture of gratitude and celebration is one of the 
most common to thriving organizations. 

Check Up Question: 

Can your organization bring an end to change? 

An AXI Associate, Carol Humphries is currently the Executive Director with the Reflexology Association of Canada. Carol is a 
passionate advocate of policy-based governance having used this model as a director and staff person at many different levels and 
types of organizations. As a consultant, Carol has helped international, national, provincial and local organizations to embrace 
policy-based governance. 

  

mailto:carol@axi.ca
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Why We Fail at Change 

Here's an observation on how most of us manage change; 

Even though our change projects fail, we resist changing how we implement change, finding it easier to 
blame those who resist changing when we implement change... 

While facilitating a Strategic Leadership Forum on the same topic, a slightly different version of the same 
observation was raised -- "Why don't we manage change with the same expertise we demonstrate when 
we talk about it?" -- That discussion generated a list of eight possible reasons. I relay them here as 
observations for discussion. 

1 - A lack of resources to do it right 

Nothing new here. Doing it right the first time always seems to cost more than we're willing to pay later. 
Change Management done right, like a meal cooked by a master chef, takes time. There are more fast 
food restaurants than fine restaurants, for a reason. The #1 reason I hear from folks when discussing 
Change is that "Doing it right, i.e. Getting involvement from the start, takes far too long." 

2 - We underestimate the future cost of getting it wrong 

This is the reason why we allow ourselves to be led astray by the reason above. What is the cost of a 
failed change project? Lost time? Or lost millions? Anyone who's been involved with a failed change 
project has a real sense of how much they've lost, but we seem incapable of taking the cost of that 
potential future loss into account the next time we're faced with a change project. 

We even have psychology on our side on this one. We're not very good at properly evaluating either 
future gains or loss. Most people would choose to receive $100 today rather than $150 a year from now. 

3 - Unrealistic expectations 

When we inform others of our intent to change we find it difficult to believe they will find any serious 
objections to it. Despite past experience, we expect change to be easy even though we have no evidence 
to support that belief. Our understanding of how people react to enforced change is coloured by the fact 
that we've already accepted the reason for the change and we've embraced those reasons as legitimate. 
We forget to that to most everyone else, the change is a surprise. 

4 - While we have the knowledge, we don't have the experience 

Book learning is one thing, performing under fire is another thing entirely. When surrounded by the 
politics of a change, by the angst and the fury, the concerns and the fear, it is difficult to step back and 
approach the bigger picture with informed objectivity. It is all too easy to get wrapped up in the excitement 
of the change and forget that everything we know about change applies to the change happening right 
now before us... not the next one, or the one happening in the organization next door, or the one in  the 
case study, but this one. Now. In other words, we can deal well with change in dress rehearsal, but 
opening night is where we separate the students from the leaders. 

5 - We don't know change management as well as we think we do 

Always a definite possibility. Perhaps we are applying what we know, and what we know just isn't so. If 
that's what's happening, then it's time to sit back and re-examine what we think is true. Post mortems -- 
the in depth analysis of dead projects -- is always a worthwhile activity. Otherwise we'll just keep doing 
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what we're doing and expecting different results. Which is, according to some folk dictionaries, the 
working definition of insanity. 

A useful exercise? Write down in point form what you 'know' to be true about change. Now comes the 
hard part... support each point with careful objective analysis and real life examples.  

6 - A failure to accept that change is a process, not an event, not just chaos 

It's one thing to talk competently of change management, and another thing entirely to truly believe in the 
concepts. Life would be so much easier if people would just 'change' and be done with it. Isn't that what 
management is there for, to make the hard decisions and then tell the rank and file what to do? No 
arguments, no backchat, no dissent? What a pity life doesn't follow the path of least resistance. 

7 - An unwillingness/inability to manage dissent 

Which relates nicely to the point above. It's one thing to manage change, but how do you deal with those 
who disagree with the change? Those who honestly, and with no intent to be a troublemaker... ask 
"What's in it for me?" and "Why should I change?" and those know it alls, who point out that this is not the 
best change possible. 

Not everyone deals well with dissent, and many would rather, if possible, avoid any conflict at all. These 
are not the best choices for organizational 'change agents'. No matter how well we manage change, 
there's no avoiding that it will create questions and challenges. If these are not well managed, then by 
definition the change isn't well managed. Dissent is part and parcel of the change process. If we can't 
accept that, then we must get out of management, we're not suited to the task. 

8 - We don't trust what we know to be true about how we embrace change 

This, for many, is the real stumbling block. How we respond to change is always 'personal' and personal 
'touchie feelie' approaches to change go against the grain in many organizational cultures. Having self 
confidence in the face of rampant skepticism is never easy. It's nearly always easier to fail according to 
the corporate book, than it is to attempt to succeed as an individual.  

As mentioned at the start, these eight observations arose out of a discussion about why we don't seem to 
implement change the way we talk about change. In the discussion, we made the assumption that these 
eight failings apply, even though we really want the change to occur. We ignored more destructive 
behaviors such as management really not wanting the change to move ahead or hidden agendas and 
other forms of deliberate sabotage. 

I'd be happy to receive back commentary that either adds to the above text of extends it to other reasons. 

Peter de Jager is a Speaker, Seminar Leader, Consultant and Futurist. Contact him at 
pdejager@technobility.com or read more of his work at www.technobility.com   

© 2003, Peter de Jager 

mailto:pdejager@technobility.com
http://www.technobility.com/
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The Three Shades of Change 

"What type of Change are you trying to implement?" To most people that's a nonsensical question. A 
typical response is, "Type? What do you mean 'Type of change?' We're implementing a Change! Change 
is Change!" Or, they might have some sense that they can distinguish different types of Change. Some 
changes are "easy", others are “difficult”... this is an "organizational change", while that one is a 
"Technological change". 

There are fundamental problems with distinctions of easy vs. difficult, and technological vs. 
organizational. They either fail to cover the entire spectrum of possible changes or the lines separating 
the categories are too fuzzy. 

At what point along the spectrum does a Change project shift from "easy" to "difficult"? Where do we 
place the Change "Learning to play the bagpipes"? Organizational? Technological? Or do we need 
another category? Painful? 

Another failing is that the distinction between one category and another doesn't provide us any benefit. 
How is "organizational" Change fundamentally different from "Technological" Change? Unless the 
scheme we use adds value to the process, it only adds confusion. What is required is a division which 
makes "sense". Usually, after such a scheme is proposed, the reader responds with, "Of course! Why 
didn't I think of that? It's obvious!" 

Perhaps worse than choosing inappropriate categories, is using no categories. This strategy leads to 
confusing assertions such as "People resist Change", spoken by people who have willingly embraced 
huge personal changes; gotten married, had children, moved house, learned a second language etc. etc. 
By continuing to think of Change as "one thing" they ignore the consequent contradictions.  

There is a way to split Change up into three distinct and useful categories. Consider the following division 
based on the "source" of the Change relative to us as individuals: 

Type I      – That which is done to us. 

Type II     – That which we do to ourselves. 

Type III    – That which we do to others. 

(Note: These could be broken down further into sub-categories. These deserve a discussion all of their 
own and will be the subject of future essays.) 

As a rule nobody likes Type I Change. We hate being told what to do. Why? Because it interferes with 
our definition of "self", it violates our sense of independence, freedom and control of our own destiny. This 
is the type of Change we're most likely to resist within the context of organizational Change. 

Type II Change is different, very different. We're in control. We're deciding for ourselves that doing 
something different is necessary. Because it's our decision, we don't "resist" our decision to Change. This 
does not mean Type II Change is easy. Learning to play those bagpipes or to speak Chinese, losing 
weight, moving to a new city, starting a new job or position, are all difficult tasks, but we don't resist them 
in the same way we resist when someone else tells us we have to do these things. 

Type III Change is Type I Change from the other side of the fence. If we're inflicting Type III Change, 
then they perceive it as Type I Change.  
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Relocating the Factory: 

Let's assume Management has decided, for a variety of reasons, to relocate the factory. This Change 
falls into all three categories depending on who's looking at the relocation. 

For Management, the relocation is obviously a Type II Change. It's their idea, they're in control. While 
relocating is difficult, it's something they've embraced by deciding it is necessary. Coping with this self 
inflicted Change is relatively easy. 

For Management, it's also a Type III Change. It is one they are going to inflict on their employees. 
Inflicting Change is different than coping with it. 

And for the Employees, this is a Type I Change. Change is forced on them by someone else. 

Where we typically make our mistake as management, and where Change becomes difficult, is we 
assume that because this is a Type II Change for us, it's a Type II Change for everyone else. 

Unless we take into account how we react to Type I Change and accept that our employees see this as a 
Type I Change, then the relocation will be unnecessarily difficult.  

© 2003, Peter de Jager ï Peter is a Change Management seminar leader, speaker and 
consultant. Contact him at pdejager@technobility.com or visit him at www.technobility.com 

  

 

 

 

  

mailto:pdejager@technobility.com
http://www.technobility.com/
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Removing Barriers To Organizational Change 

by Ken Hultman 

1. They believe the change process is being handled 
improperly 

 

2. They believe there isn't any need for the change 
 

3. They believe the change will make it harder for them to 
meet their needs 

 

4. They believe the costs outweigh the benefits 
 

5. They lack the ability to make the change 
 

6. They believe the change will fail 
 

7. They believe the change is inconsistent with their 
values 

 

8. They believe those responsible for the change can't be 
trusted 

 


