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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to examine the 2009 to 2016 financial performance of the US Hockey
Inc., using financial effectiveness indicators and financial efficiency ratios.
Design/methodology/approach – With the assistance of financial trend analysis, archival data were
used to examine the financial performance (evaluated by net income), financial effectiveness (indicated by
total assets and total revenues) and financial efficiency (examined by programme services ratios and return
on assets) of US Hockey Inc.
Findings – On average, the financial performance of the organization was positive ($30,895 net income per
year). Financial effectiveness was steady with increases in assets and revenues. Financial efficiency was poor
with 79% of revenues spent on programme services and 1.45% average return on asset.
Research limitations/implications – The results can be generalized to similar national non-profit
sports federations but not corporate sports entities with dissimilar financial goals.
Practical implications – The results revealed that national non-profit sports federations can boost their
financial performance by maintaining a double strategically focus on both financial effectiveness and
financial efficiency.
Originality/value – The study used both financial effectiveness and financial efficiency measures to
evaluate the financial performances of a national non-profit sports federation – a neglected approach similar
studies.

Keywords Trend analysis, Financial performance, Non-profit organization, Financial efficiency,
Financial effectiveness

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
USA Hockey, Inc. (USH). (2018) is the national non-profit sports organization (NNSO) that
governs the sport of hockey in the USA –with a mission to:

[. . .] provide the foundation for the sport of ice hockey in America; help young people become
leaders, even Olympic heroes; and connect the game at every level while promoting a lifelong love
of the sport.

The core values of USH are sportsmanship, respect, integrity, the pursuit of excellence at the
individual, team and organizational levels, enjoyment, loyalty and teamwork (www.
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usahockey.com/). USH, as most NNSOs, is overly overdependent on external funds for
survival, making them vulnerable and unable to sustain their mission, services and/or
programmes (Cordery et al., 2013; Dayson, 2013; Denison and Beard, 2003; Drees and
Heugens, 2013). In this study, organizational performance (OP) refers to the combined
measurement of effectiveness and efficiency geared towards ascertaining the degree to
which organizational goals are attained (Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018b;
Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c). Specific to NNSOs, OP can be divided into two broad categories:
on-field performance (measured as win-loss records and championships won) and off-field
performances (indicated as financial performance and mission accomplishments). The
purpose of this paper is to evaluate the 2009-2016 financial performance of USH using
financial effectiveness indicators and financial efficiency ratios.

In this study, financial performance is the combined evaluation of financial effectiveness
and financial efficiency in the realization of the desired financial goals of an NNSO as USH.
As used in previous studies, financial performance can be formulated as (Omondi-Ochieng,
2018a; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c):

Financial performance ¼ Financial effectiveness þ Financial efficiency (1)

Financial effectiveness is the ability of organizations to use the proper choice of activities,
efforts, initiatives, strategies and/or policies to generate long-term and sustainable financial
performance. For instance, NNSOs that are financially effective tend to be less dependent on
external revenues from corporate sponsorships and government grants and are also better
at accumulating additional revenues from internal programmes, memberships and/or events
(Hall et al., 2003; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c).
Additionally, financial efficiency is concerned with minimizing financial waste during
operations by optimally allocating and utilization of scarce financial resources (Omondi-
Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c). By being financially efficient, an NNSO can save
on cost, time, resources, while boosting productivity. In this study, financial effectiveness is
the capability of USH to achieve its financial goals as measured by revenues generated and
assets accumulated.

The structure of the rest of the paper is as follows: justification of the study; conceptual
framework and research questions; theoretical frameworks; literature review; methods;
results; discussions and managerial implications; and finally, conclusions and research
implications.

2. The motivation for the study
Using a variety of methodological approaches, empirical research into the financial
performance of NNSO is in the upward trajectory and growth (Omondi-Ochieng, 2016;
Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c; Winand et al.,
2012). Some of these studies used qualitative measures from surveys and interviews and
aggregate fundamental measures (Ritchie and Kolodinsky, 2003; O'Boyle and Hassan, 2014;
Mathieu et al., 2012; Madella et al., 2005; Bayle and Robinson, 2007). Other researches have
concentrated on the financial performance of for-profit sports organizations such as
professional sports teams using a variety of financial indicators as revenues and expenses
(Pinnuck and Potter, 2006; Panagiotis, 2009; Ozawa et al., 2004; Nowy et al., 2015; Ecer and
Boyukaslan, 2014; Dimitropoulos and Tsagkanos, 2012; Dimitropoulos, 2010). However, just
a hand-full of these studies have examined the financial performance of NNSOs using
financial ratios, a much better measure of the financial health than opinions surveys and
interviews (Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c;
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Ecer and Boyukaslan, 2014). This study will attempt to add and possibly narrow this gap in
the use of financial ratios in evaluating the financial performances of NNPOs. Additionally,
most previous studies adopted a problem-based approach, i.e. examining the financial
vulnerability and problems of non-profits in general (Helmig et al., 2014; Parsons and
Trussel, 2008; Denison and Beard, 2003; Dayson, 2013) and sports organizations in
particular (Wicker et al., 2013; Hamil and Walters, 2010; Cordery et al., 2013; Cordery et al.,
2013). Such problem-centred approaches may not be of much help to non-profit managers
facing serious vulnerability threats caused by financially distressful austerity measures by
many governments (Hall et al., 2003; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c). Under such difficult financial
climate, a solution-based approach adopted by this study may be more warranted especially
where the managers are ready and willing to implement financial strategies that can make
the NNPOs more effective by increasing effectiveness and efficiency. In other words,
managers of NNSOs need more solution-based empirical research that can enable them to
learn fast and adapt well to reposition their organizations for better financial health while
realizing their mission. We, on the other hand, adopt a solution-based approach by
researching some possible strategies NNSOs can adopt to boost their become financial
health. A solution-based approach is a more direct means of examining the financial health
of NNSOs which can also boost overall competitiveness. Moreover, the key findings of this
study are that the financial performance of NNSOs can be greatly enhanced by the combined
effects of financial effectiveness and financial efficiency.

Additionally, the present research provides an interesting and new perspective on the
studies of NNSO, by using simple financial ratios which make it clearer and easier for
interpretations by donors, managers and/or stakeholders, highlighting financial trends
which can help detect overall financial performance strengths and weaknesses, adding
additional measure of financial transparency and accountability which can be used to
comply with donor requirements and using resource dependency theory to further add to the
clarification and understanding of the many possible variations into the causes and
catalysts of the financial performances of NNSOs.

3. Conceptual framework and research questions
This study argues that sustainable financial performance is the ultimate goal of most
NNSOs as captured by two components, namely, financial effectiveness and financial
efficiency, in a three-stage conceptual framework (Figure 1). The prescriptive framework
stresses the inter-correlation between the two components in assessing the financial

Figure 1.
Linking financial
performance to
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performance of NNSOs based on the following reasons. First, financial effectiveness relates
to the ability of a NNSO to acquire needed but scarce financial resources such as assets and
revenues. Second, upon acquiring these scarce financial resources, the resources can be
efficiently used in providing operational services and programmes at low costs. This is so
because in a climate of scarcity the majority of donors are increasingly demanding for more
accountability, thrift and transparency (Alexander, 2000). Additionally, rising competition
for revenues, medals and international recognition has pushed NNSOs to attempt to be both
effective and efficient – a very difficult endeavour to accomplish. The major issues
addressed in this study is to ascertain whether USH has been both financial effective and
financially efficient from 2009-2016.

Through the development of a conceptual framework that links financial performance to
financial efficiency and financial effectiveness (Figure 1), is a broader way of analysing,
monitoring and adhering to what may lead to the realization of the mission and vision of a
NNSO. The framework can enable sports managers to identify the function of each
component, thus having the ability to change, adopt or take corrective action/s when needed.
The present study attempts to provide answers to the following research questions:

RQ1. WasUSH financially effective as indicated by its ability to generate revenues?

RQ2. WasUSH financially effective as indicated by its ability to accumulate assets?

RQ3. WasUSH financially efficient as indicated by its programme service ratios?

RQ4. WasUSH financially efficient as indicated by its return on asset (ROA) ratios?

RQ5. Did the financial performance of USH improve as indicated by yearly net income?

By answering the five questions, this paper presents a framework for the application of
financial effectiveness and financial efficiency in measuring the financial performance of
USH.

4. Theoretical framework: resource dependency theory
The resource dependence theory (RDT) was propagated by Preffer and Salancik in 2003
with the view that organizations are dependent on their external environments for scares
resources (i.e. knowledge, networks, contracts, loans among other critical resources)
(Barman, 2008; Malatesta and Smith, 2014) and that the ability to acquire and maintain
resources is essential to the survival of an organization (Hodge and Piccolo, 2005; Jung and
Moon, 2007). RDT adds that organizational effectiveness results from three important forces
–the firm’s ability to manage resources (Bingham and Walters, 2013; Nienhüser, 2008), the
firm’s capacity to secure critical resources from the environment (Wry et al., 2013; Pfeffer
and Salancik, 2003) and the firm’s ability to adapt to changing and challenging
circumstances (Mitchell, 2014). RDT stresses that for organizations to succeed, they must
gather, harness and secure internal and external critical resources and capabilities required
to survive by interacting and co-opting (a mixture of corporation and competition) with
other firms and individuals beyond their boundaries (Macedo and Carlos Pinho, 2006; Rivas,
2012; Verbruggen et al., 2011).

However, a firm’s inability to produce its own resources often leads to interdependence
on external resources. Such dependence on external resources can make the organization
lose control, become vulnerable leading to a reduction in autonomy and power (Casciaro and
Piskorski, 2005; Miles et al., 1999). Put in another way, with increased dependence on
external resources, the autonomy of the organization decreases (Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003;
Froelich, 1999). Additionally, when internal and external resources become scarce, most
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organizations react by seeking alternatives elsewhere, which may shift power as the
autonomy of the organization decreases (Drees and Heugens, 2013; Hillman et al., 2009;
Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003).

RDT can be used to help understand how scarce resources are acquired and maintained
organizational survival and success in sports. Previous sports-related studies that have used
RDT include Coates et al. (2014), Vos et al. (2011) and Wicker et al. (2013). Specific to sports
organizations, resource scarcity may be due to lack of funds, volunteers, equipment or
facilities, which often paralyse their capability to handle associated challenges. In the event
of serious resource scarcity, an organization must adjust, do without, reduce services/
programmes or seek alternatives external to the organization.

In sum, the key to organizational survival is the ability to acquire and maintain resources
(Hodge and Piccolo, 2005). Moreover, the structure, behaviour and strategy of an
organizations can be explained by their resources (Preffer and Salancik, 2003; Macedo and
Carlos Pinho, 2006; Mitchell, 2014), as, in general, organizations that suffer from acute
resource scarcity (defined as a short supply of important resources) also tend to perish or fail
as long-term survival is impeded. Resource scarcity can greatly hamper and disable the
production of goods and services customers or clients demand (Macedo and Carlos Pinho,
2006; Moulton and Eckerd, 2012).

5. Literature review: financial efficiency using financial ratios
Financial efficiency is the cost-effective use of the financial resources of a NNSO to
accomplish its programmes and services objectives, as indicated by financial ratios. The
origins and uses of financial ratios can be traced back to the need for sound financial
management pertaining to credit valuation, the business transactions and negotiations
between and among lenders, rating agencies and investors (Zietlow et al., 2011; McLaughlin,
2016). To date, various types of financial ratios have been adopted to assess andmeasure the
overall financial efficiencies of NNSOs to detect the efficient use or misuses of revenues,
donations and other monetary resources. In a competitive, resource-scarce environment, the
uses, applications and value of financial ratios have evolved to be the premier financial
efficiency measure – both for-profit and NNPOs. The contribution of financial ratio analysis
theory in this area is significant. Previous studies indicate that the uses and applications of
financial ratios to ascertain financial efficiency have the following advantages:

� simplification of complex financial data;
� enabling easier comparison;
� easing trend analysis; and
� highlighting important financial information (Omondi-Ochieng, 2016; Zietlow, et al.,

2011; Trussel and Greenlee, 2004).

Financial ratios can be classified according to the information they provide and the specific
goal of assessment. As such, the aim of this study is to use financial ratios that are specific to
evaluating the financial efficiencies of NNSOs such as programme services ratio, net income
and ROAs.

5.1 Programme services ratio
Programme services ratio measures how a NNSO is efficient at delivering its programmes
and has previously been used by the following researches: (Baber et al., 2001; Baber et al.,
2002; Buchheit and Parsons, 2006; Hughes and Luksetich, 2004; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a;
Omondi-Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c; Tinkelman and Donabedian, 2007;
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Trussel, 2003; Van Der Heijden, 2012). For instance, a programme service ratio of 0.1 or 10
per cent is better than 0.7 or 70 per cent, as the latter indicates risky and wasteful use of
hard-to-get revenues.

ProgramServices Ratio ¼ Total ProgramServices
Total Revenues

(2)

A lower programme service ratio may provide free additional resources which may later
reduce competition with other potential partners and dependency on external funders
(Malatesta and Smith, 2014; Mitchell, 2014; Verbruggen et al., 2011).

5.2 Net income
Net income is also known as net profit and measures the amount of total revenue that
exceeds total expenses. As non-profit organizations operate under a service maximization
agenda and not a profit maximization agenda, most studies that have used net profit have
emanated from professional sports teams (Barajas et al., 2017; Ecer and Boyukaslan, 2014;
Dimitropoulos, 2010; Dimitropoulos and Limperopoulos, 2014; Gimet and Montchaud, 2016;
Sakinc, 2014; Plumley et al., 2017; Pradhan et al., 2017; Rey and Santelli, 2017). The few
studies that have examined profitability on NNSOs include: (Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a;
Omondi-Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c).

Net Income ¼ Total Revenues–Total Expenses (3)

Net income measures how efficient the company is at producing profits, with higher profits
almost always preferable and is also used by donors, creditors and the board members to
gauge the financial position and ability to efficiently managed assets. The advantages of a
NNSO having a positive net income is that it can be used to offset loans, initiate or improve
programmes and services, save for future emergencies and/or add additional permanent
professional staff. Additionally, higher net income may reduce the dependency of the NNSO
with the potential individual, corporate and/or government funders (Hodge and Piccolo,
2005; Jung andMoon, 2007; Macedo and Carlos Pinho, 2006).

5.3 Return on assets ratio
ROAs, also known as asset utilization ratio, is commonly used as a profitability ratio that
measures the net income produced by total assets over a set period (equation (4)). ROA
comparers net income to average total assets. ROA has previously been used by: [(Ergul,
2010; Dimitropoulos and Tsagkanos, 2012; Sakinc, 2014; Sendy et al., 2014) for professional
sports teams and by (Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-Ochieng,
2018c) for NNSOs]

Return onAssets ¼ Net Income
AverageTotal Assets

(4)

ROA is increasingly being applied in measuring how efficient an organization can generate
revenues or produce profits by using its assets which may include administrative offices,
cars, training facilities such as gym and fields, stadium and office furniture among others.
The ratio can help managers and donors to evaluate how well the organization converts its
investments in the form of assets into revenues or profits. In short, the ratio measures how
efficient an organization uses its assets to gain a net profit –with a higher ratio being better.
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For instance, a ROA of 0.9 or 90 per cent is excellent compared to 10 per cent. Additionally,
high ROA may also reduce the potential dependency on the NNSO from potentially
demanding, controlling and/or unreliable funders (Barman, 2008; Froelich, 1999; Casciaro
and Piskorski, 2005).

6. Methodology
This section contains data sources, measurement variables (dependent and independent)
and the trend analysis.

6.1 Data sources
This study used archival data from audited financial reports and form 990 sourced from
www.usahockey.com/page/show/837015-financials for the period 2009-2016. Audited
financial reports are examinations of an entity’s financial statement and accompanying
disclosures by an independent auditor. From the audited reports, the author examined the
following statements: statement of financial position, statement of activities and changes in
net assets and the statement of cash flows to access the financial health of USH. Form 990 is
an Internal Revenue Service form that is filed by tax-exempt organizations and is intended
to give the government and the public a clearer picture of the organization’s activities
annually. Form 990 also had information pertaining to mission, number of employees,
expenses, revenues and assets, among other highlights.

6.2 Measurement variables
The study variables were divided into two categories – dependent variables and
independent variables. The dependent variable was financial performance measured as net
profits from 2009 to 2016. Independent variables were financial effectiveness (quantified as
the annual total asset and total revenues) and financial efficiency calculated as programme
services ratios and ROAs ratios over the same period. As indicated in Table I, other
researchers have used similar variables.

6.3 Financial trend analysis
Financial trend analysis (FTA) evaluates changes in an organization’s financial information
over a period of three possible situational time frames – short-term (days to weeks),
intermediate-term (weeks to months) and long-term (months to years). From the definition,
“there is no minimum amount of time requirement to perform a trend analysis” – it all
depends on the circumstance (Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c). Based on the general consensus of
past studies (Iba and Aranha, 2012; Morris, 2013; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c; Pickens, 1986;
Raughley and Lloyd, 1999; Wong and Venkatraman, 2015), the aim of FTA is often to:

� examine the financial health of the organization;
� make projections for strategic financial planning;
� predict future production of goods and services;
� compare and contrast past and present revenues, costs and investments;
� dissect failure analysis as an early warning indicator of anticipated, unexpected

and/or impending financial problems especially when combined or supplemented
with targeted financial ratios; and

� forecast sales growth and interest rates among others.
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The advantages of FTA include (Hill, 2012; Iba and Aranha, 2012; Morris, 2013; Omondi-
Ochieng, 2018c; Pickens, 1986; Raughley and Lloyd, 1999; Wong and Venkatraman, 2015):

� ease in illustration using visual histograms, line graphs, pie charts, bar graphs and/
or pictograms among, enabling understanding and comparisons of one or many
organizations;

� assistance in strategic managerial decision-making especially when revealing
strengths, weaknesses and/or fraudulent dealings;

� flexibility in measuring and predicting various financial performances over time;
� robustness – FTA can be replicated, checked, updated and refined when necessary;

and
� readily accepted due to its widespread use.

However, the potential disadvantages of FTA may also include (Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c;
Raughley and Lloyd, 1999; Wong and Venkatraman, 2015):

� frequent changes in state, federal, national and international accounting principles
and policies;

� data from new business or fresh product line may be unavailable; and
� data may be affected by inflation and unforeseen circumstances such as

earthquakes and hurricanes making it difficult to provide insights into the root
causes of variations.

7. Results
The following section pertains to the calculated results of financial performance, financial
effectiveness and financial efficiency.

7.1 Financial performance results
The 2009-2016 financial performance of USH was measured by net income showed low but
positive results. The mean net income was a low of 30,895; the maximum was 4,707,861,
generated in 2013; and 2015 was the worst year with a loss of�7,347,194 (Figure 2).

7.2 Financial effectiveness results
USH was quite effective in accumulating assets and revenues (Figures 3 and 4). Mean total
assets was 49,422,166, the organization accumulated a maximum total asset of 74,146,736 in
2016 and the lowest total assets was 30,484,763 occurring in 2009. Total assets increased
every year from 2009 to 2016. Total revenues were above average in five of the eight years
analysed, with a mean of 41,834,615.

7.3 Financial efficiency results
Financial efficiency was measured by programme services ratio and ROA ratio (Figures 5
and 6, respectively). USH was very ineffective by spending over 79 per cent of all its
revenues on programmes on average. The organization was mostly ineffective in 2009 when
they spent 87 per cent of all revenues on programmes. However, USH had some difficulties
in converting its assets into revenues as indicated by a small 1.45 per cent average on ROA,
with the worst year having a�12.2 per cent in 2014.

Financial
performance

trends

335



8. Discussions and managerial implications
This article examined the financial performance of USH using financial effectiveness
indicators and financial efficiency ratios, for the period 2009-2016.

Financial performance was calculated by net income as common in past studies
(Dimitropoulos, 2010; Ecer and Boyukaslan, 2014; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a; Omondi-
Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c). The net average income was low but positive at
30,895, with 5 years out of the 8 above average. The year 2013 was the most profitable year
with 4,707,861 and 2015 was the worst loss of �7,347,194. The year 2013 was the most
profitable as the organization struck a delicate balance between independence and
dependency – with over 60 per cent of all revenues generated internally. In this financial
year, revenues sources were as follows: dues and member registration (58.50 per cent),
grants (23.26 per cent), corporate sponsorships (8.64 per cent), tournaments and exhibitions
(7.87 per cent) and advertising, mechanic sales and other income at 1.73 per cent. However,

Figure 3.
Trends in total assets,
2009-2016
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Figure 4.
Trends in total
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the poor performance of 2015 could be attributed to property and equipment depreciation of
�4,014, 050; escalating expenses in membership services (9,917,605), national team
development and international programmes (9,755,377); and support services totalling
6,526,343. Moreover, in the 2014-2015 financial year, the dependency on external sources
was disappointing as grants and corporate sponsors generated just 30.69 per cent of all the
revenues – thus indicating the risk of over depending on external sources for survival
(Froelich,1999; Jung and Moon, 2007; Malatesta and Smith, 2014). USH was spending more
than it could produce. Overall, the financial performance of USH as gauged by net income
was low (average of 30,895) with millions of loses in 2014 and 2015.

Financial effectiveness results can be viewed from two fronts, as the ability of USH to
assemble needed assets and generate additional revenues – measured as total assets and
total revenues, as used in previous studies (Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a; Omondi-Ochieng,
2018b; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c). Total assets remained increasingly positive to a maximum
of 49,422,166 in 2016, and a minimum of 30,484,763 in 2008. However, total revenues
fluctuated with an average of 41,834,615, a maximum of 48,834,615 and a minimum of
29,069,647. Overall, the financial effectiveness of USC as gauged by asset accumulation and
revenue generation was high and moderate, respectively. Financial efficiency results were
examined using programme service ratio and ROA as commonly used in previous studies
(Mathieu et al., 2012; Panagiotis, 2009; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018b;
Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c). USH, on average from 2004 to 2016 spent over 79 per cent of its
revenues on programmes, with a minimum of 69 per cent in 2009 and 2011, and a maximum
of 87 per cent in 2009. However, the organization had low efficiencies with a mean ROA of
1.45 per cent and low of �12.2 per cent – indicating poor management competencies or the
inability to use assets. Overall, USC had high programme services inefficiencies and low
ability to convert assets to revenues – all of which may require a strong need for a new asset
utilization strategy, and/or innovative programme/services marketing, with additional
suggestions in Table II.

In sum, most NNSOs have neglected the combined uses of effectiveness and efficiency
indicators by narrowly focussing on winning medals at international sports events.
Although financial performance is of interest to NNSOs, it is increasingly becoming of
particular interest to managers who must address multiple concerns of satisfactorily
working with all stakeholders, being financially independent and balancing passions from
fans who only demand international recognition from winning Olympic medals. Moreover,
non-profit sports organizations are always competing with themselves and other private
entities with bigger budgets and offering similar services and programmes. Moreover, in a
difficult economic climate, NNSO are often faced by constant thorny dilemmas emanating
from fierce competition and shrinking budgets; yet, they are still expected to produce
positive results – under the pressure to become financially independent (Pfeffer and
Salancik, 2003; Rivas, 2012; Wry et al., 2013). Essentially, NNSOs have two options; either to
reduce costs or increase financial effectiveness and financial efficiency (Omondi-Ochieng,
2018a; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c). In reality, however, no NNSO can
offer all services and programmes that they wish, or their clients want. However, archiving
both revenue growth and general overall sustainable must be in harmony and within the
limitations of their human capacity, structural readiness and available financial resources
(Hill et al., 2003; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c).
Sometimes, NNSOs may seem effective due to favourable climate. For instance, years prior
to hosting major international sporting events like the FIFA World Cup and the summer
Olympics games, NNSO tends to receive generous increases in revenues from governments
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who want to motivate athletes to win more medals to show the nation in a positive light
globally.

9. Conclusions and research implications
Financial performance measurements are fundamental to management planning and control
activities and accordingly have received considerable attention by both management
practitioners and sports theorists (Panagiotis, 2009; Winand et al., 2012; Omondi-Ochieng,
2016). The present study aimed to evaluate the financial performance of USH from 2009 to
2016 based on financial effectiveness and financial efficiency. In our study, financial
effectiveness and efficiency were the two central terms for assessing and measuring the
financial performance of NNSOs such as USH. Despite the value of assessing and measuring
overall financial performance, the present study indicated the difficulty of achieving a
balance between being both financially efficient and financially effective simultaneously.
The study offers three important lessons.

One, the study demonstrates that USH was a poor financial performer with millions of
losses and a low average of 30,895, but very successful in asset accumulation and a steady
revenue generator. However, USH still particularly faces the problem of how to use assets
for revenue generation.

Two, the study provides evidence that improving overall financial performance requires
extraordinary managerial capabilities based on sound organizational policies directed at
prudent financial practices. Efficiency involves financial discipline and control over
operations and working capital requirements (Ritchie and Kolodinsky, 2003; Ecer and
Boyukaslan, 2014; Omondi-Ochieng, 2016). Whereas effectiveness requires the NNSO ability
to develop their own sound strategies for sustainable growth, in a manner that can
differentiate themselves and be creatively innovative, especially focussed on revenue
generation. Nevertheless, non-profit organizations can only sustain their operations if
revenues far exceed expenses (Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-
Ochieng, 2018c). NNSO, therefore, need to see efficiency as a necessary, but not sufficient
condition and to consider effectiveness not just as an output but as a continuous process of
resource acquisition.

Three, this research outcome could stimulate a future research agenda in three themes:
first, imperial investigation is needed as to howNNSO perceive or define their performances.

Table II.
Possible solutions to

poor financial
performance

Problem Possible solution

1 High cost of human
capital

Use of more volunteers; cut salaries; use board members with
fundraising and lobbying skills

2 High cost of programme
services

Cut “underperforming” programmes; price/promotion offers; use
software technology to reduce operational costs

3 High costs of support
services

Reduce R&D and marketing budget; partnerships with schools and
other NPOs

4 General inefficiency Cost cutting by selling idle buildings; outsourcing and
redundancies; leasing instead of building

5 General ineffectiveness Advertising, promotions and marketing; fundraising through
lobbying and grants; building brand equity

Note: Poor financial performance may also be rooted in corruption, mismanagement and scarcity, etc
Sources: Cordery, Sim and Baskerville, 2013; McLaughlin, 2016; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018a; Omondi-
Ochieng, 2018b; Omondi-Ochieng, 2018c

Financial
performance

trends

339



Are performance standards dictated by the government, the national federation or other
donors? Second, there is a need to learn more if NNSO abide by or comply with efficiency
requirements possibly set by themselves or by funders. In other words, are NNSOs required
to be financially efficient? If so by who and to what extent? For example, for every tax dollar
allocated by the government, what percentage needs to go into services and programmes?
How do NNSO know that they are financially efficient? Do the NNSOs prefer the use of
financial ratios as indicators of financial efficiency? Finally, is there an urgent need to
improve our understanding about whymost NNSOs are ineffective? Is it that they do not see
the need? Or is there no regulatory, legal or policy mandates for them to do so. Or is it that
they are faced with too many financial constraints such as depending almost entirely on
stringent donation and handouts. Apart from the need for managerial effectiveness, we can
also pose the question of who will discipline the management for poor financial
performance. Future research could investigate the possible reasons for the performance.
Could it be funding, talent, facilities or any other hidden factors? In ending, our study did not
consider off-field factors that may influence on-field performance on the national teams
managed by USH.
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