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Introduction
Charities in Singapore

Role of the Board

As of May 2020, there are 2,310 charities of which
a total of 636 are classified as Institutes of Public
Character (IPC). These charities – community
organisations for the public benefit - are
governed by the Charities Unit under the Ministry
of Culture, Community and Youth (MCCY). The
Charities Unit aims to help charities in Singapore
achieve good governance and build trust for a
thriving charity sector. To achieve this vision, the
Charities Unit adopts a strategy that involves
promoting good governance and best practices
among charities and ensures co-regulation and
culture of transparency and accountability.
Charities are accountable to the public and other
stakeholders. As good governance is pivotal in
charting the direction and ensuring the
sustainability of a charity, it is becoming an
increasingly important criterion for the public
charity stakeholders to decide whether to donate
or volunteer their services to a charity.

Board Diversity in Charities
As charities support beneficiaries from diverse
backgrounds, it is especially important for
charities to incorporate diversity into their
organisation, and there is no better way to start
than to build a diverse board.
A charity board which reflects the diversity of our
community will be in a better position to make
decisions that benefit the community it seeks to
serve. The call for a diverse board is warranted
just on this basis alone, but questions are often
asked as to whether board diversity brings about
other tangible or measurable benefits.

Provide strategic guidance,
and foster the mission and
vision of the organisation
Ensure proper utilisation of
the charity’s resources,
protect and grow charitable
assets
Provide guidance and informed
counsel to ensure the efficiency
of the charity’s operations

Board members are tasked with the crucial role of
guiding the charity. They guide the organisation
towards a sustainable future by adopting sound
and ethical governance, financial management
and other policies.

Objective of research
Existing literature and research on board diversity
has tended to be more focused on listed
companies rather than charities.
Hence, our study seeks to investigate the
importance of board diversity in charities by
providing insights into how it: (a) influences public
perception, and (b) impacts financial performance
indicators. The research then analyses the current
state of board diversity on Singapore charity
boards.

Main research questions:

How does board diversity affect public perception of Singapore charities?
Does board diversity affect the financial performance of these charities?
What is the current state of board diversity within Singapore charities?
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Aspects of Board Diversity
Different Aspects of
Diversity
Diversity can be measured from a variety of
different aspects. For the purpose of our
research, we have focused on 4 different aspects
of board diversity – gender, ethnicity, expertise,
and tenure. These aspects were chosen based
on (1) availability of information, (2) their
purported benefits, and (3) relevance to the
Singaporean charity landscape.

Gender Diversity
Gender diversity is defined as having sufficient
representation of both males and females within
a board.
Numerous studies demonstrate the benefits of
gender diversity. A longitudinal study of 500
listed companies in Singapore found that a
company’s financial performance increases by an
average of 11.8 per cent when the number
of independent female board directors increases
(Kan, 2018). Additionally, companies were more
innovative, demonstrated stronger corporate
social responsibility, and enjoyed greater trust
from stakeholders (Chen, Foo & Liang, 2020).
This improved performance may be attributed to
the broader perspectives and problem-solving
approaches brought by having more female
representation.

Ethnic Diversity
Ethnic diversity is defined as having a mix of
individuals from various racial, cultural and
religious backgrounds.
Studies suggest that increased ethnic diversity
in the boardroom can lead to better
organisational performance due to enhanced
perspectives
and
improved
decisionmaking within the board (Brown, 2005). In the
context of for-profit entities, ethnically diverse
boards are better equipped to understand the
needs of shareholders, who may come from
diverse backgrounds (Harris, 2014).
Singapore’s multicultural society accentuates
the need for adequate representation of various
ethnicities on any board. Having a diverse mix of
ethnicities encourages respect and sensitivity to
cultural differences.

Expertise Diversity
Expertise diversity is defined as the variety of
domain-related experience and skills that board
members possess. Examples of such skills include
social work, legal knowledge, finance/accounting,
and technology.
Research on charity boards showed that increased
expertise diversity is correlated with improved
fundraising results and a more positive public
perception of board effectiveness (Siciliano, 1996).
Being the steward of a charity's strategy and
direction, it is imperative for the board to possess
a diversity of skills and experience across domains.
This ensures that leaders are well-equipped with
the knowledge to make better decisions and more
effectively solve organisational challenges.

Tenure Diversity
We define tenure diversity as the mix of tenure
service or (term lengths) of directors on a board.
Directors with longer tenure generally have
greater organisation-specific knowledge due to
their depth of experience, allowing for educated
organisational decision-making and information
sharing. Conversely, directors with shorter tenure
bring flexibility and new ideas (Huang & Gilles,
2018). In the context of for-profit entities, a mix of
director tenure lengths is ideal to maximise
potential benefits such as higher total shareholder
returns, economic value-added and revenue
growth (ibid.)
This study seeks to better understand the four
aspects of board diversity in Singapore’s charity
landscape in the following ways:
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Firstly, to understand how board diversity
influences
public
perception,
we
conducted a survey of 1000 respondents.

02

Secondly, to understand the impact of
board diversity on financial performance,
we ran regressions between diversity
scores and charity-relevant performance
metrics.

03

Lastly, we sought to understand the
existing state of diversity by comparing
Singapore’s charities based on the diversity
present in their board composition.

The next part of this report presents our findings.
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Effect of Board Diversity on Public Perception
Aim

1,000

To explore how board diversity impacts:
a) Public perception of a charity board
b) Giving in the form of monetary donations and volunteering

Survey respondents

Methodology
In order to reach out to 1,000 respondents, surveys were conducted for a two-week timeframe via
different modes: (a) surveys conducted around university campus; (b) surveys conducted around the city;
(c) surveys participated by personal networks, social media networks; and (e) surveys participated by social
good partners of Conjunct Consulting.
Among the 1,000 respondents, 281 of them indicated that they are volunteers, and they filled in an
additional section of the survey regarding volunteering.

Public Perception
The following section discusses the public perception of board diversity among 1,000 respondents that
were surveyed. Since the public provides the resources that are fundamental to a charity’s
sustainability, their perception is a meaningful indicator of a charity’s ability to garner support and
flourish.
In order to determine how the public views board diversity, the survey sought to quantify the percentage
of respondents who viewed board diversity as important and how board diversity would have an impact
on the decision-making ability of the board members.
Perception of importance of board diversity
to a charity
13.5%

3.8%

6.0%

Perception that greater board diversity leads
to better board’s decision-making ability
10.4%

Not important

3.9%

8.6%
Very unlikely

Low importa nce

90.2%

Moderate importance
34.1%

63.7%

High importance
Very high importance

42.6%

90.2% of respondents perceive board
diversity as important to a charity. This is defined
as respondents who answered moderate, high
and very high importance.

23.8%

Unlikely
Neutra l
Likely

53.3%

Very likely

63.7% of respondents perceive that a more
diverse board leads to better decision-making.
This is defined as respondents who answered
likely and very likely as an option.

Insight 1
It has been defined in the survey that the board sets the overall direction and strategy while providing
guidance to the leadership team of the charity. From the results, we concluded that the 1,000
respondents generally thought it was important for charities to have diverse boards and that a
diverse board would be able to make better decisions for the charity.
Since the public generally values board diversity for charities and perceives charities with diverse
boards lead to better organisation, charities should strive to incorporate board diversity into their
organisations.
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Effect of Board Diversity on Giving
Giving
Given that perception may influence the respondent's willingness to give, be it through monetary
donations or volunteering, the survey sought to further understand the impact that board diversity has on
how respondents contributed to charities.
This was achieved through understanding whether board diversity leads to an increase in monetary
donation from all 1,000 respondents. Likewise, the survey also looked at whether board diversity
influenced the choice of organisation to volunteer at.
A better understanding of what affects giving decisions can help charities prioritise what is important to
their stakeholders and appeal more effectively to the public.

Volunteering

Monetary Donations
Whether greater board diversity leads to increased
donations (1000 respondents)

Whether board diversity influenced choice of
organisation to volunteer at (281 respondents)
18.4%

27%

18.4%
No influence

No

27%

Low influence

81.6%

Yes

Moderate influence

73%

High influence
31.2%

32.0%

27% of respondents agreed that charities

with greater board diversity would lead to an
increase in the amount of money donated.
Factors which affect an individual’s decision to
donate money*
Organisation’s mission

714

Organisation's rep utatio n

Insight 2

200

400

600

Incentives

37

800

*Respondents were asked to select their top 3 choices

While a large majority of respondents found
board diversity to be important and will improve
board decision-making, only 27% of respondents
would make donation decisions based on the
diversity of a charity’s board. The findings suggest
that donations are still largely driven by a
charity’s mission, reputation and convenience
of donation.

67
39

44

0

137
96

Diversity of volunteers or emplo yees

70

Others

209
187

Reco mmend ation from family or…

107

N/A

Organisation’s mission

Organisation's rep utatio n

338

Bo ard diversity

Factors which affect an individual’s decision to volunteer
with a charity*

Ability to contribute

587

Influence from family / friends

influenced their decision to volunteer at a
charity.

Accessibility, time and duration

613

Convenience of donation…

81.6% of volunteers felt that board diversity

Bo ard Diversity

18

Others

15

0

Insight 3

50

100

150

200

250

*Respondents were asked to select their top 3 choices

Unlike monetary donations, the pie chart indicates
that a significant proportion of volunteers were
influenced by a charity’s board diversity.
However, when compared to other factors, such
as the charity’s mission, board diversity is a less
influential factor. A possible reason is because the
board has little direct impact on volunteers
given their minimal interaction with volunteers.
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Understanding the Gap between Perception & Giving
Why is there a gap between perception and giving?
Based on the survey findings, there is a sizable gap between the importance that the public places on
board diversity and how diversity influences their giving. 90.2% of survey respondents feel that board
diversity is important to a charity, but only 27% of survey respondents would reward better board
diversity with increased donations.
We identified four possible reasons for this gap.

Possible reasons for the gap between perception and giving

ASSUMPTIONS
Respondents may assume that Singapore
registered charities are well governed and
adhere to the regulatory requirements and
good governance standards. Unless there is
adverse news about the charity.

LACK OF UNDERSTANDING
OF THE ROLE OF BOARDS
Respondents may not fully understand the roles of
the board and how the board directly guides and
charts the future of the charity. As a result,
respondents do not consider board diversity as
their number one factor in giving.

INTEREST ALIGNMENT
Respondents will donate/volunteer with a charity
primarily because of an organisation’s mission. This
driver alone would take precedence over other factors,
even if the charity has an ideal board composition.

LACK OF TRANSPARENCY OVER
BOARD DIVERSITY
There is difficulty discerning the diversity of the
board solely from the charity’s website since board
composition is not well reported in Singapore.
Furthermore, a charity’s reputation and mission
tend to be more visible than its board diversity. As
such, there is generally a lack of awareness of the
level of diversity of charity boards in Singapore.

Bridging the gap between perception and giving
The survey has indicated that giving is largely driven by a charity’s cause. However, it is clear that good
board diversity improves the public perception of the charity and can even lead to increased donations,
as indicated by 27% of the survey respondents. Therefore, we believe that it would be beneficial for
charities to be more transparent about the diversity policies and the level of board diversity of the charity.
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Measuring Diversity and Financial Performance
Aim

204

To understand the impact of board diversity on performance

Institutions of Public Character (IPC)

Methodology
We identified and collected data on board composition and financial performance metrics from 204
IPCs across 6 sectors from their annual report and websites.
We used Blau’s Index to generate a diversity score from 0-1 for each diversity dimension. Thereafter,
we ran regressions of each diversity measure against performance metrics to identify correlations
between board diversity and organisational performance.

Measuring Diversity using Blau’s Index
Blau’s Index is an established diversity measurement tool
used in management studies, psychology, and sociology. It
is robust in accounting for both richness (represented by k
number of groups) and evenness (represented by p
proportion of representation). We applied Blau’s Index as a
standardized measure for every form of diversity for
consistency in the data analysis.

Blau’s Index is measured by:
)

𝐵 = 1 − % 𝑝&+
&'(

where p is the proportion of members in a
group belonging to the kth category.
(More details can be found in Appendix B)

How We Measured Financial Performance
Performance Measure

Rationale

Fund
Generation

The revenue streams of an
IPC reflect the IPC’s
financial independence

Financial
Sustainability

The ability of an IPC to
manage its existing funds
reflects financial health

Source of Data
Data needed to measure fund generation was
available in IPCs’ financial statements which
are published on charities.gov
Data needed to measure financial sustainability
was available in IPCs’ financial statements
which are published on charities.gov

Metrics used to Measure Financial Performance
Fund Generation
Donation Income Proportion
Grant Income Proportion

Financial Sustainability
Solvency Ratio*

Investment Income Proportion*

Savings Indicator*

Other Revenue Proportion*

Administrative Efficiency Ratio

Fundraising Efficiency Ratio

Fund generation metrics reflect the
composition of an IPC's revenue
streams, and financial sustainability
metrics reflect the liquidity of the
IPC. These metrics serve to convey
information on each IPC's ability to
perform. (More details on the
definitions of each metric can be
found in Appendix C)

* Indicates positive correlation found
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Measuring Diversity and Financial Performance
Relationship between Board Diversity and Financial Performance
Through our study, we observed positive correlations between diversity and certain measures of fund
generation and financial sustainability. While this does not imply that diversity directly causes better
performance, it shows that charities which are more diverse in certain areas tend to have higher
performance in some financial metrics.
Fund Generation Performance
Investment
income
proportion

Measure

Proportion of
income from
interest, dividends,
capital gains

Definition of
metric

Other revenue
proportion
Proportion of
income not from
donations, grants,
fundraising,
sponsorships

Financial Sustainability
Solvency ratio

(𝒕𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝒓𝒆𝒄𝒆𝒊𝒑𝒕𝒔 +
𝒏𝒐𝒏 − 𝒄𝒂𝒔𝒉 𝒆𝒙𝒑𝒆𝒏𝒔𝒆𝒔)
𝒕𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝒍𝒊𝒂𝒃𝒊𝒍𝒊𝒕𝒊𝒆𝒔

Savings
indicator
(𝒕𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝒓𝒆𝒄𝒆𝒊𝒑𝒕𝒔 −
𝒕𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝒆𝒙𝒑𝒆𝒏𝒅𝒊𝒕𝒖𝒓𝒆)
𝒕𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝒆𝒙𝒑𝒆𝒏𝒅𝒊𝒕𝒖𝒓𝒆

GENDER

We found that gender diversity is associated with greater financial sustainability, as seen from the
positive correlation between gender diversity and the saving’s indicator. Existing literature, such as
Girscombe and Mattis (2002), suggest that more diverse boards have broader insights into horizon
planning, risk management, and decision-making, which help achieve stronger financial sustainability.

ETHNICITY

This study also found that ethnic diversity is positively associated with greater financial
independence, as seen from ethnic diversity's positive correlation to other revenue proportion. Ethnic
diversity is also positively associated with financial sustainability. Research, such as Cox and Blake
(1991) and Cheuk at al. (2018), support the findings as they suggest that diverse boards have a broader
and richer range of experience to draw upon, leading to better problem-solving abilities.

EXPERTISE

Expertise diversity is positively related with greater fund generation performance, as seen from the
positive correlation in investment income proportion. Erhart et al. (2003) and Shrader et al. (1997)
reason that embracing diversity implies the organisation hires from a relatively bigger talent pool,
resulting in the recruitment of more talented candidates that can enhance financial performance.
Legend:

Statistically significant positive correlation

Not statistically significant
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State of Board Diversity in Singapore’s Charities
Aim

204

To understand the current state of board diversity in
Singaporean charities

Institutions of Public Character (IPC)

Methodology

Board data was obtained from 204 IPCs across 6 sectors through their organisational websites and annual
reports. The directors were sorted into different categories under the different diversity dimensions. For
more information on our methodology, please refer to Appendix B.

Key Findings
Analysis of Diversity Dimensions
Average Blau’s Index across
Diversity Dimensions
0.765

0.737
0.682

0.283

Expertise Gender

Tenure

Gender Diversity
Males are the dominant gender group, making
up 67% of the charity boards studied. Although
the 33% female participation rate in the charity
boards covered by this study is higher than the
rate in the boards of the top 100 listed
companies in Singapore (estimated at 16.2% by
the Council of Board Diversity, 2019), there is
still much room for improvement.

1/3 of boards
are FEMALE

Ethnic Diversity
Average Ethnic Proportions of Singapore Charities

Ethnicity

Insight 4
The graph above shows the
average scores of the different
diversity aspects in Singaporean
charities.
At first glance, ethnic diversity
scores stand out as significantly
lower with a score of 0.283.
However, when accounting for
Singapore’s ethnic composition,
this score is less extreme. As a
point
of
reference,
boards
comprising
Singapore’s
representative ethnic composition
would get a score of 0.460.
Our team went further to
investigate the proportion of
groups that could be dominating
or absent from these IPC boards.

A contributing factor for low ethnic diversity may be that Malays
are strikingly underrepresented on boards – a mere 3% of
board members are Malay compared to their population
proportion of 15%.

Expertise Diversity
A survey by the Centre for Non-Profit Leadership in 2013
showed that directors with the following expertise (shown
below) were highly sought after by Singapore’s charities.
While boards have a significant proportion of finance (19%)
and industry knowledge (20%) experts on average, they have
very low proportions of board members with experience in
technology (2%) and social work (3%).
OTHERS

32%

INDUSTRY
KNOWLEDGE

21%
19%

FINANCE
LEGAL

8%

EDUCATION

8%

PUBLIC
SERVICE

8%

SOCIAL
WORK
TECH

3%
2%
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State of Board Diversity in Singapore’s Charities
Insight 5 – Current Initiatives for Diversity
While there has been a strong push for board diversity in gender, expertise and tenure through advocacy
and policies, more can be done to promote ethnic diversity (which has the lowest Blau's Index score
among the four aspects of diversity among IPCs in Singapore).
Diversity Dimension
and Average Score

Notable Initiatives Promoting Board Diversity

Expertise

0.765

Centre for Non-Profit Leadership matches senior executives with at least 5
years of management and leadership expertise from public and private sectors
with charity boards. Over 500 Board members have been matched to 190 local
charities to date through their Board Match program.

Gender

0.737

Council for Board Diversity publishes materials and engages board
chairpersons to advocate for greater representation of women on the boards
of public listed companies, charities and governmental agencies, and supports
this effort by creating a pipeline of board-ready women directors.

Tenure

Ethnicity

0.682

Charity Council, through the Code of Governance for Charities & IPCs,
necessitates that charities and IPCs disclose in their Annual Reports the reasons
for retaining Board member(s) who have served on the Board for more than 10
consecutive years.
Ethnic diversity has always been an essential part of our multi-cultural and multireligious social fabric. Despite this, there are no notable initiatives to improve
the representation of ethnic minorities on the boards of charities.

0.283

Insight 6 – Disclosure of Diversity Information
There is room for improvement for charities in Singapore to increase the extent and quality of
disclosure of board diversity as part of good governance.
% of charities whose diversity
information is available

Gender

100%

Ethnicity

98%

Expertise

94%

Tenure

65%

Information was obtained through charity websites, annual reports and online
searches. For details on the methodology used, please refer to Appendix B.

Information on Gender and Ethnicity of board members’ were
deduced from the combination of names and pictures available in
annual reports and online searches. However, names and pictures may
not accurately portray their ethnicity.
Information on Expertise of board members was obtainable because a
significant number of directors’ past experiences could be found online
(e.g. LinkedIn). When solely considering information disclosed by
charities, this number will be much lower. In order to improve
disclosure, charities could include short descriptions of their directors’
relevant past experiences in their annual reports and websites.
Information on Tenure of board members was obtainable from annual
reports and websites. 65% of IPCs disclosed their board members’ date
of appointment or tenure length. IPCs could improve disclosure by
following the legislative requirement to disclose the date of
appointment of board members in their annual reports.
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State of Board Diversity in Singapore’s Charities
Analysis across Sectors
1

Charity Sector

Average Gender
Diversity Score

Average Ethnicity
Diversity Score

Average Expertise
Diversity Score

Average Tenure
Diversity Score

Arts & Heritage

0.865

0.399

0.796

0.719

Education

0.623

0.254

0.853

0.833

Health

0.745

0.209

0.807

0.771

Others

0.756

0.379

0.717

0.576

Social and Welfare

0.727

0.251

0.767

0.603

Sports

0.568

0.248

0.649

0.727

2

Classifications obtained from Charity Council Singapore
Includes miscellaneous charities (e.g. environment related) that do
not fall under the other main categories
1
2

Hypothetical Charity
As a point of reference, a charity with the diversity
scores mirroring that of the Arts & Heritage sector
average would have the following board profile
(right).
Note that different board compositions can produce
the same diversity score. The example on the right
should not be taken as an ideal but as an illustrative
example for better understanding.

Insight 7
Arts & Heritage had the
highest gender diversity
scores and Sports had the
lowest
GENDER

ETHNICITY

Arts & Heritage had the
highest ethnic diversity
scores and Health had the
lowest

Correlation with Board Sizes
Additional analysis was conducted to gauge
the correlation between board diversity and
board
size
to
investigate
possible
confounding effects of the latter.
Board sizes were determined through
tertiles to maintain sufficient sample sizes Small (7 directors or fewer), Medium (8 to 12,
inclusive), and Large (13 or more).

Education had the highest
expertise diversity scores
and Sports had the lowest
EXPERTISE

TENURE

Education had the highest
tenure diversity scores and
Social and Welfare had the
lowest

Overall, the Arts &
Heritage and
Education sectors
tend to score
higher in board
diversity whilst the
Sports sector tends
to score lower.

Insight 8
The results revealed that there was no
significant correlation between board
size with any of the diversity aspects.
This is an interesting insight as although it
might be intuitive to think that it is easier
for a larger board to be more diverse,
numbers show that small boards can be
equally diverse.

Regardless of
board size,
diversity can be
achieved
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Discussions and Implications

01

How does board diversity impact
public perception and giving of
charities?

Public Perception
Diversity has a positive impact on public
perception of board of charities. They feel that
board diversity is important, and they perceive that
board diversity affects the board’s ability to make
decisions.
As such, pushing for a more diverse board may
improve the public’s perception of the charity.

Giving
Our findings suggest that donations are still
largely driven by a charity’s mission, reputation
and convenience of donation.
As for volunteering, quite a significant proportion
were influenced by a charity’s board diversity in
deciding their choice of organisation. However,
when compared to other factors, such as the
organisation’s mission, accessibility, time and
duration, board diversity is a less influential factor.
As such, if a charity were to communicate to
volunteers that a diverse board is important to
help safeguard and guide the charity’s mission
and vision, board diversity could further compel
the volunteer’s choice of charity.

02

How does board diversity impact
financial performance?

Performance KPIs
Looking at Singapore’s charities, we see a positive
correlation between increased board diversity
and the 4 metrics; investment income, other
revenue generation, solvency and savings.
This reflects the importance of diversity, and
studies globally have also indicated how having
different perspectives and skills on the board
enhances the decision-making ability of the
board.

Ultimately, this will lead to better organisational
performance, as measured through financial
metrics.

03

What is the existing state of board
diversity in Singapore charities?

Diversity Types
Across the entire charity landscape, organisations
tend to have low ethnic diversity in their boards.
In particular, Malays are under-represented.
. ector Trends
S
Charities from the Arts & Heritage and Education
sectors are generally more diverse, while the
board members of charities from the Sports sector
are less diverse. This could be due to differing
organisation purposes.
Nonetheless, charities should review their current
board composition and evaluate if they are
sufficiently represented across the diversity types.
Diversity can be achieved regardless of board size.

In Essence…
The research revealed that:
1. From the survey: Board diversity is
considered important to the public and
influences their perception of a charity and
their decision to volunteer.
2. From analysing the data of charities’ board
diversity and its KPIs: Board diversity indeed
has positive correlations with the financial
performance of a charity.
3. Across the charity landscape in Singapore, the
204 IPCs performed the poorest in terms of
ethnic diversity. With an increased emphasis
on good board governance for charities, it is
timely that Singapore charities start reviewing
their board composition to achieve diversity.
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What Can You Do?
As a member of the
public…
You may want to take time to review the board
composition of charities you donate to or
volunteer at to understand who the stewards of
your charity are. This information should be
available, as charities are required by the Charity
Code of Governance to disclose information on
their board members in the Annual Reports.
Compliance with such disclosure requirements
indicates a well-governed charity.
Furthermore, our results also showed positive
relationships between board diversity and
organisational performance. A more diverse
board could bring more diverse skillsets and
perspectives, leading to more effective decisionmaking.
Hence, by giving your time and money to
charities with more diverse boards, you
maximise the reach and effectiveness of your
giving so that beneficiaries are better served.

As a charity…
You could seek to achieve an optimally diverse
board composition. Board diversity could have a
positive impact on your charity. Beyond
improving your charity’s reputation, it could also
have other positive implications on key
performance indicators such as financial
sustainability and effectiveness of
fund
management. Hence, by striving for diversity on
your boards you could improve the overall
performance and effectiveness of your charity.

1. Disclosing your Board Diversity Policy
You could disclose your Board Diversity policy
which would include quantifiable targets for
diversity representation and the board selection
process. This allows your organisation to track its
progress on achieving its objectives of having a
diverse board and show the public steps you have
taken to do so.
2. Providing profiles of Board members in
annual reports and on your website
Providing a profile of Board members with their
tenure and expertise could give the public a better
understanding of who sits on your board, and how
their experience could contribute to the charity.
By improving transparency on Board diversity, you
could further highlight to the public your
commitment to having a diverse board that could
better serve your charities’ beneficiaries.

Understand Your Level of
Board Diversity
The first step to improving diversity is to know
where you stand. To help you with this, we have
developed a Board Diversity Calculator Tool that
can generate the board diversity scores for your
organisation. This allows you to compare your
board diversity scores with the other 204 IPCs
included in this study.
With the tool, you simply need to input your
organisation’s board composition to obtain scores
for Gender, Ethnic and Expertise diversity as well
as where you stand with respect to the other 204
IPCS.
The Board Diversity Calculator is accessible by
scanning the QR code or clicking on the link
below:

Increase Transparency in Board
Diversity Disclosure
A step towards engaging the public on board
diversity would be improving transparency on
Board Diversity disclosure practices. These are
some of the practices adopted by for-profit
companies and overseas non-profits to increase
transparency on Board Diversity policies and
practices:

https://tinyurl.com/calculatebd
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Challenges and Future Research
Demographic
distribution
This survey collected responses from 1,000
participants, ranging from below 20 to above 60
years of age. However, a majority turned out to be
respondents aged between 20 to 30 years old.
They are also mainly from the Chinese ethnicity.
Nevertheless, this does not negate the validity of
our insights generated. Statistically, the responses
from the majority were similar to most of the
minority, and did not skew the data. Details can be
found in Appendix A. Youths, defined as those
aged between 15 to 34 years old, pride
themselves on being a purpose driven generation.
90% of youths believe that it is important to
contribute to society and hence, view helping the
less fortunate as an important life goal (National
Youth Council, 2018). This is supported by the fact
that there was an increase in donation rate of
youths from 2016 to 2018 (National Volunteer &
Philanthropy Centre, 2018). Therefore, our survey
insights would still be highly relevant.

Future Research

To have a more accurate representation of the
public’s opinion, future research on this topic
should gather a more even distribution of
respondents that corresponds more closely to
Singapore’s demographic distribution.

Availability of public
information
Our primary method of data analysis involves using
empirical data obtained from publicly available
annual reports and organisational websites.
Therefore, our analysis is necessarily limited in the
following ways:
Firstly, our sample is restricted to non-profit
organisations that have achieved the status of
Institutions of Public Character (IPCs). Only IPCs
tend to disclose such information, since they are
required to under the Singapore’s Charities Act.
These IPCs may not reflect the entire Singaporean
charity landscape as multiple conditions have to be
met to be granted IPC status.

Secondly, our analysis is limited to information
that is included in annual reports. Board
information such as age and citizenship are often
not part of annual reports and are not publicly
available. Therefore, diversity dimensions such as
citizenship status, are not part of our analysis,
despite their relevance. Additionally, financial
data and metrics disclosed are not consistent
(such as fundraising efficiency ratio, which was
reported as 0 for many IPCs), limiting the metrics
that could be analysed to derive insights between
board diversity and organisational performance.
Thirdly, our study uses regression analyses where
we compare empirical data from a large sample
size to find out if there are any insightful
correlations, which does not explain causation.
However, secondary research can corroborate the
findings from the regression and useful insights
can still be drawn.

Future Research

While there has been challenges in collecting
publicly available information, we believe it
provides insight into the importance of board
diversity, and highlights areas where there can be
more advocacy for board diversity.
Moving forward, future research could focus on
speaking with different stakeholders to better
understand the impact of board diversity. Key
stakeholders who potentially could add insight to
this discussion would be high-net-worth and
corporate donors, charity staff and beneficiaries.
Speaking to these stakeholders could provide
more conclusive insight into how diversity impacts
organisational performance as well as how an
organisation might attain a more optimal and
diverse board composition.
A further study on the correlation between
governance and board diversity could also be
conducted, drawing on data from Governance
Evaluation
Checklist
submissions,
Charity
Governance
Awards
and
also
Charity
Transparency Awards.
In conclusion, our research has analysed the
impact of board diversity on public perception and
organisational performance in Singapore, but
there are further research areas that could bring
deeper insight to board diversity in Singapore.
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Appendix A: Additional insights from survey
Qualitative Analysis
To gain a better understanding of how board diversity affects an individual’s perception of the board’s
decision-making ability, we gathered qualitative responses for this question:
“How likely will a charity with greater board diversity affect the way you perceive the board’s
ability to make decisions?”
10.4%

3.…

8.6%
Very unlikely

63.7%

23.8%

Unlikely
Neutra l
Likely
Very likely

53.3%

Among the 63.7% who mentioned very likely / likely:

More likely not to be biased
More perspectives accounted for

From a qualitative standpoint, when respondents
answered that board diversity will likely affect their
perception, they feel that decisions are made more
objectively and comprehensively. Meanwhile,
those who said unlikely felt that there are too many
variables to consider to accurately determine how
board diversity affects the quality of decisions.

Among the 12.5% who mentioned very unlikely / unlikely:

Mere sake of representation (tokenism) says
little about the board's capability.
Individual’s skills, passion and vision matters
more to an organisation

Better company culture
Equal opportunity for all members
Broader range of opinions

Decision-making is a factor of many different
components with diversity being just one.

Demographic Analysis (Gender)
In addition, we analysed the survey results to determine if there were any differences in the way females
and males responded to the questions. We gathered the following insights:
Enforcing a board diversity quota for
charities in Singapore
4%

Perception of importance of board
diversity to a charity
13.5%

52%

3.8%

6.0%
Not important

No

52.0%

90.2%

Yes
44%

Others
42.6%

52.0% of respondents indicated that it is
necessary to enforce a board diversity quota.
Among the group of respondents, 62% of
females compared to just 45% of male
respondents selected “Yes” as their answer.

Low importa nce
34.1%

Moderate
importance

Among these respondents, 56% of females felt
that board diversity is of at least moderate
importance to a charity compared to the 44% in
males. This disparity shows that females perceive
board diversity to be more important.

From these 2 questions, we gathered that females seem to be more concerned about the issues of
diversity. This is also supported from a survey conducted by PwC in 2019 with corporate directors. The
findings showed that statistically, women feel more strongly about the importance of good governance
and that the issue deserves greater attention. As such, coupled with the statistical difference as observed
from the survey questions, women feel more strongly about the importance of good governance and that
the issue deserves greater attention.
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Appendix A: Additional insights from survey
Demographic Analysis (Age, Ethnicity)
The following 2 pie charts show the distribution of ages and ethnicities of the 1,000 survey respondents.

Ethnicity

Age
4.5%

4.8%

1.9%

8.8%

4.3%
3.6%

Under 20
20 - 30

8.0%

1.3% 1.4% 1.8%

Chinese
Malay

31 - 40

India n

41 - 50

Eurasian

51 - 60
Above 60
87.6%

72.0%

Prefer not
to say
Others

The following bar graphs show a comparison between the responses of the different age and ethnic
groups.
Perception of the importance of Board Diversity
to a charity
89%

Chinese

84%

30-40
40-50

90%
93%
91%

50-60
>60

90%

60%

70%

80%

90%

90%

Malay

Ethnic groups

Age groups

<19
20-30

Perception of importance of Board Diversity to a
charity
92%

Indian

93%

Eurasian

75%

Others

100%

97%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Percentage of respondents who selected ‘Very
high’, ‘high’ and ‘moderate’ importance

Perception that greater board diversity leads to
better board decision-making ability

Perception that greater board diversity leads to
better board decision-making ability

<19
20-30

71%

65%

50-60
>60

76%
68%

50%

60%

70%

Ethnic groups

30-40
40-50

40%

80%

62%

Malay

69%

Indian
Eurasian

38%

Others

73%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Percentage of respondents who selected ‘Very
likely’ and ‘likely’ as an option

Percentage of respondents who selected ‘Very
likely’ and ‘likely’ as an option

Whether greater board diversity leads to
increased donations

Whether greater board diversity leads to
increased donations

<19

Age groups

Chinese

62%
63%

19%

20-30
30-40

20%

40-50

19%

Chinese
27%

50-60
>60

Ethnic groups

Age groups

Percentage of respondents who selected ‘Very
high’, ‘high’ and ‘moderate’ importance

60%
42%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Percentage of respondents who selected ‘yes’ as
an option

25%

Malay

36%

Indian

51%

Eurasian

50%

Others

10%

22%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Percentage of respondents who selected ‘yes’ as
an option
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Appendix B: Blau’s Index & Scoring of Charities
What is the Blau’s Index?
For our study, we used the Blau’s Index as a measure of diversity. Blau’s Index is a commonly used
diversity index, which provides a quantitative measure of how diverse a certain group is. Its formula is
given by:
&

𝐵 = 1 − % 𝑝?+
?'@
where p = proportion of members in the group that are in the kth category

This will produce a score of 0 to 1, with 0 being a perfectly homogenous population with no diversity
and 1 being a perfectly heterogenous population with equal distribution across infinite categories.

Given a finite k number of
categories, there will exist
a maximum score, which
we will call Bmax.
For example, given two
categories of male and
female, equal distribution
will produce a maximum
Blau score of 0.5.

We thus modify the formula as such:

𝐵?AB =

𝐵
𝐵CDE

where Bmax = maximum score given k number of categories

For our study, Bnew will be the diversity score for each charity for each diversity dimension.
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Appendix B: Blau’s Index & Scoring of Charities
How did we score diversity in charities?
Looking at the boards of 204 IPCs in Singapore, we produced a score for each diversity dimension for
each organisation. This required us to (1) set the categories for each diversity dimension, (2) sort each
organisation’s board into these categories to obtain a score, and (3) exclude any anomalies in our
analysis.

1. Categorisation of Diversity Aspects
For each of the diversity aspects identified, segmentation of groups was done. Categorisation facilitates
the subsequent calculation of Blau's index to produce a diversity score.

GENDER

For gender diversity the primary focus is to evaluate the proportion of women on
boards as they are typically the minority group. Hence, we calculate the Blau’s index
with two categories: males and females. Other possible gender categorisation types
were excluded due to ambiguity and difficulty in obtaining data.
For ethnic diversity, we segmented directors into 4 categories comprising of the 3
main racial groups in Singapore (Chinese, Malay, and Indian), and a 4th category
(Others) which typically includes Eurasians and other smaller ethnic groups in
Singapore.

ETHNICITY

EXPERTISE

TENURE

For expertise diversity, the areas of expertise most desired by and most beneficial
to charities were considered. These were categorised into the following - Public
Service, Finance, Legal, Education, Social Work, Technology, Industry Knowledge
and Others. The first six categories were chosen based on secondary research
highlighting the skills and experience most desired by charities among their board
members (Centre for Non-Profit Leadership, 2013). Industry Knowledge was added
as a category to include board members with specific industry knowledge that will
benefit the charity. For example, a creative producer would possess the relevant
Industry Knowledge for a theatrical charity in the Arts sector.
For tenure diversity, we converted tenure length into 4 discrete categories and
categorised directors based on the quartile their tenure length falls into. The
quartiles are derived from a collation of all director tenure lengths across the sample
charities. The categories formed are Cat 1 (for tenure lengths between 0 to 29
months), Category 2 (for tenure lengths between 29 to 54 months), Category 3 (for
tenure lengths between 55 to 106 months), and Category 4 (for tenure lengths >
106 months).

2. Sorting of directors into categories
Board information was obtained through the websites of charities and their annual reports. For each
board, directors were sorted under the categories as stipulated above. For the categorisation of
directors who fall under multiple categories (e.g. multiple expertise or mixed races), we placed them in
the category that is of lower representation.
Hypothetical Charity
Charity X is an IPC in the Arts & Heritage
sector, which aims to empower the
disabled through the arts. They have 12
members on their board. Given the
following board composition for each
diversity type, its scores are calculated
using the Blau’s Index.
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Appendix B: Blau’s Index & Scoring of Charities
3. Exclusion of Anomalies
Some charities in our dataset have target groups that are specific to a certain gender or ethnicity. As a
result, the board of directors are less diverse as they include greater proportions of representatives of
that target group.
For example, a Muslim women rights group is likely to have more women and Malays on the board of
directors, rather than one that is gender and ethnically diverse. We termed these charities to be ‘biased’
in the respective categories of diversity.
We excluded these anomalies from our regressions by using a binary variable to demarcate a biased
charity. The following diversity types have a binary marker for biasedness:

GENDER

For gender diversity, charities are excluded from analysis of this diversity
aspect if their target group is geared towards one gender (males or
females) only.

For ethnic diversity, charities are excluded from analysis of this diversity
aspect if their target group is geared towards one race (e.g. Chinese) only.
ETHNICITY

TENURE

For tenure diversity, charities are excluded from analysis of this diversity
aspect if the age of the organisation is less than 9 years old (established
after 2011). Younger charities are likely to have a less diverse board
consisting of newer directors, as the longest tenure lengths are constrained
by the age of the charity itself. 9 years is the maximum tenure length where
an independent director is no longer considered “independent” as part of
good governance conduct in Singapore-listed companies (Tan, 2018).

Hypothetical Charity
Charity Z is an IPC in the Education sector that
aims to provide training and classes for singlemothers in the Indian community. The
organisation was established in 2016 and
comprises of 6 board members.
As the charity serves a targeted group of
beneficiaries belonging to a certain gender and
ethnicity, it is demarcated with a binary variable
and excluded from the analysis of the
aforementioned
two
diversity
types.
Additionally, the charity is newly established
only in 2016, which excludes it from our analysis
of tenure diversity as well.

The same analysis was conducted for 204 IPCs in Singapore across 6 different sectors as classified by the
Charity Council. The key findings are as illustrated in Pages 9-11.

23

Appendix C: Regression Method
Metrics Used to Measure Organisational Performance
Metric

Definition

Why this metric

Donation Income
Proportion
Grant Income
Proportion
Fund
Generation

Investment Income
Proportion

% breakdown of sources of
revenue

Measures dependence of
charity on externally raised
funds and on internally
generated funds

Other Revenue
Proportion

Financial
Sustainability

Fundraising
Efficiency Ratio

𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑒𝑠 + 𝑆𝑝𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑜𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑝
𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑝𝑡𝑠 + 𝑆𝑝𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑜𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑝

Solvency Ratio

𝑵𝒆𝒕 𝒂𝒇𝒕𝒆𝒓 − 𝒕𝒂𝒙 𝒊𝒏𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒆 + 𝒏𝒐𝒏𝒄𝒂𝒔𝒉 𝒆𝒙𝒑𝒆𝒏𝒔𝒆𝒔
𝑺𝒉o𝒓𝒕 𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒎 𝒂𝒏𝒅 𝒍𝒐𝒏𝒈 𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒎 𝒍𝒊𝒂𝒃𝒊𝒍𝒊𝒕𝒊𝒆𝒔

Measures the ability of
charity to meet its financial
obligations

Savings Indicator

(𝑹𝒆𝒗𝒆𝒏𝒖𝒆 − 𝑬𝒙𝒑𝒆𝒏𝒔𝒆𝒔)
𝑬𝒙𝒑𝒆𝒏𝒔𝒆𝒔

Measures charity’s
sustainability and ability to
execute future projects

Administrative
Efficiency Ratio

(𝑻𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝑬𝒙𝒑𝒆𝒏𝒔𝒆 − 𝑪𝒉𝒂𝒓𝒊𝒕𝒂𝒃𝒍𝒆 𝑬𝒙𝒑𝒆𝒏𝒔𝒆)
𝑻𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝑹𝒆𝒄𝒆𝒊𝒑𝒕𝒔

Measures operational
efficiency in raising funds

Measures operating
efficiency and proportion
of funding left for
beneficiaries

Control Variables
Within each regression performed in this study, some control variables have been introduced to eliminate any potential
biases. This ensures that the regression coefficients reflect the true effects on the performance metrics that may be
accurately attributed to board diversity.
Sector dummies have been introduced in regression equations where the dependent variable may be influenced by
the sector in which the charity operates. The sectors within which our sample charities fall are: Arts & Heritage,
Education, Health, Social & Welfare, Sports, and Others. For instance, charities within the Health sector may have
significantly higher receipts recorded under Other Income, which comprises income sources like service revenue,
relative to charities within the Arts & Heritage sector. In each regression analysis, all sector dummies have been included
where necessary with the exception of the Others sector dummy so as to avoid the dummy variable trap and perfect
multicollinearity.

Treatment of Data
In this study, the Interquartile Range Rule was used to identify and eliminate outliers. This rule defines outliers as
datapoints sitting outside of the first and third quartile by more than 1.5 times the interquartile range. As such, the
bounds were defined as follows:
Lower Bound = 1st Quartile – (1.5 x Interquartile Range)
Upper Bound = 3rd Quartile + (1.5 x Interquartile Range)
24

Appendix D: Regression Models and Outputs
Investment
income
proportion

𝑰𝒏𝒗𝒆𝒔𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕 𝑰𝒏𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒆 𝑷𝒓𝒐𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒊
= 𝛽b + 𝛿@𝐴𝑟𝑡𝑠 & 𝐻𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒( + 𝛿+𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛( + 𝛿k𝐻𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑡ℎ( + 𝛿m𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 & 𝑊𝑒𝑙𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑒( + 𝛿p𝑆𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑠(
+ 𝛽@𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽+𝐸𝑡ℎ𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽k𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑠𝑒 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝜖(
Coefficients

Standard Error

t Stat

P-value

Intercept
Arts &
Heritage

-0.0020952

0.01326803

-0.1579129

0.87508355

-0.0008027

0.01054202

-0.0761455

0.93956999

Education

-0.0049808

0.02018355

-0.2467729

0.80597057

0.01315655*

0.0072017

1.8268656

0.07295747

-0.00223

0.00691165

-0.3226426

0.74814647

Sports

0.00141375

0.01015463

0.13922218

0.88976532

Gender Blau's

-0.0057509

0.0082621

-0.6960541

0.48922353

Ethnicity Blau's
Expertise
Blau's

-0.0021037

0.01076093

-0.1954903

0.84570431

0.02890992*

0.01499476

1.92800209

0.05884193

Health
Social and
Welfare

Other revenue
proportion

Standard Error

t Stat

P-value

0.20758752***

0.07514367

2.76254177

0.00660872

0.07122381

0.04408589

1.61556938

0.10872901

Education

0.04737737

0.07491213

0.63243933

0.5282643

Health

0.02143763

0.04489384

0.47751821

0.63383379

-0.00231

0.04018957

-0.0574784

0.95425659

-0.0250816

0.05611564

-0.4469622

0.65568204

-0.049196

0.04789511

-1.0271613

0.30634402

0.08602198*

0.0455408

1.88889914

0.06124109

-0.0622376

0.0795615

-0.7822574

0.43555454

Social and
Welfare
Sports
Gender Blau's
Ethnicity
Blau's
Expertise
Blau's

* Significant at p = 0.10
** Significant at p = 0.05
*** Significant at p = 0.001

𝑶𝒕𝒉𝒆𝒓 𝑰𝒏𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒆 𝑷𝒓𝒐𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒊
= 𝛽b + 𝛿@𝐴𝑟𝑡𝑠 & 𝐻𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒( + 𝛿+𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛( + 𝛿k𝐻𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑡ℎ( + 𝛿m𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 & 𝑊𝑒𝑙𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑒( + 𝛿p𝑆𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑠(
+ 𝛽@𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽+𝐸𝑡ℎ𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽k𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑠𝑒 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝜖(
Coefficients

Intercept
Arts &
Heritage

N = 66
R2 = 0.217

N = 133
R2 = 0.077
* Significant at p = 0.10
** Significant at p = 0.05
*** Significant at p = 0.001
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Appendix D: Regression Models and Outputs
𝑺𝒐𝒍𝒗𝒆𝒏𝒄𝒚 𝑹𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒊
= 𝛽b + 𝛿@𝐴𝑟𝑡𝑠 & 𝐻𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒( + 𝛿+𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛( + 𝛿k𝐻𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑡ℎ( + 𝛿m𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 & 𝑊𝑒𝑙𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑒( + 𝛿p𝑆𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑠(
+ 𝛽@𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽+𝐸𝑡ℎ𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽k𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑠𝑒 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝜖(

Solvency ratio

Coefficients

Standard Error

t Stat

P-value

Intercept
Arts &
Heritage

-0.1310913

1.00180433

-0.1308552

0.89611652

0.31913518

0.54062302

0.59031001

0.55613108

Education

0.45576845

1.37122786

0.33237981

0.74020236

Health

0.9904487*

0.55669159

1.77916952

0.077831

0.85501736*

0.48522349

1.76211041

0.08068482

0.64469945

0.6937617

0.92928082

0.35467333

-0.202601

0.60001157

-0.3376619

0.73622828

1.03237101*

0.613684

1.68225179

0.09521007

-0.0168358

1.0667642

-0.0157821

0.98743532

Social and
Welfare
Sports
Gender Blau's
Ethnicity
Blau's
Expertise
Blau's

Savings indicator

Standard Error

t Stat

P-value

Intercept
Arts &
Heritage

-0.2325176*

0.12546035

-1.8533151

0.06617637

0.11383934*

0.06780053

1.67903316

0.09562383

Education

0.17604504

0.17895272

0.98375173

0.32712284

0.12400147*

0.06727214

1.84328128

0.06763786

0.12852521**

0.06070146

2.11733308

0.03619716

0.08803524
0.20280907*
*

0.08628444

1.02029105

0.30954547

0.07791876

2.60282707

0.01035468

0.05084692

0.07623692

0.66695933

0.50601766

0.05806392

0.12971859

0.44761453

0.65520002

Social and
Welfare
Sports
Gender Blau's
Ethnicity Blau's
Expertise
Blau's

* Significant at p = 0.10
** Significant at p = 0.05
*** Significant at p = 0.001

𝑺𝒂𝒗𝒊𝒏𝒈𝒔 𝑰𝒏𝒅𝒊𝒄𝒂𝒕𝒐𝒓𝒊
= 𝛽b + 𝛿@𝐴𝑟𝑡𝑠 & 𝐻𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒( + 𝛿+𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛( + 𝛿k𝐻𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑡ℎ( + 𝛿m𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 & 𝑊𝑒𝑙𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑒( + 𝛿p𝑆𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑠(
+ 𝛽@𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽+𝐸𝑡ℎ𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽k𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑠𝑒 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝜖(
Coefficients

Health

N = 125
R2 = 0.047

N = 135
R2 = 0.097
* Significant at p = 0.10
** Significant at p = 0.05
*** Significant at p = 0.001
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Appendix D: Regression Models and Outputs
Donation income
proportion

𝑫𝒐𝒏𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏 𝑰𝒏𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒆 𝑷𝒓𝒐𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒊
= 𝛽b + 𝛿@𝐴𝑟𝑡𝑠 & 𝐻𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒( + 𝛿+𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛( + 𝛿k𝐻𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑡ℎ( + 𝛿m𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 & 𝑊𝑒𝑙𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑒( + 𝛿p𝑆𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑠(
+ 𝛽@𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽+𝐸𝑡ℎ𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽k𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑠𝑒 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝜖(
Coefficients

Intercept
Arts &
Heritage

Standard Error

t Stat

P-value

0.50149293**

0.16557285

3.0288356

0.00289755

-0.1423869

0.08982663

-1.5851301

0.11507117

Education

0.20303581

0.16609785

1.22238676

0.22350455

Health

0.04949728

0.08959911

0.55243054

0.58148674

Social and
Welfare

0.05158491

0.08131564

0.63437871

0.52681305

Sports

-0.0346739

0.11529615

-0.300738

0.76403637

Gender Blau's

0.05821382

0.09579268

0.60770634

0.5443136

Ethnicity Blau's
Expertise
Blau's

0.05018575

0.09691718

0.51782097

0.60535635

-0.1718031

0.17510832

-0.981125

0.32813222

Grant income
proportion

Standard Error

t Stat

P-value

0.62874468***

0.16589551

3.79000425

0.00023389

0.02940028

0.082977

0.35431847

0.72370204

-0.2412874

0.15544707

-1.5522161

0.12315913

-0.1484486**

0.08558485

-1.7345199

0.08531083

Social and
Welfare

-0.0490998

0.07664484

-0.6406146

0.52295524

Sports

-0.0222309

0.10877831

-0.2043691

0.83840016

Gender Blau's

-0.0776939

0.0878273

-0.8846219

0.37807269

-0.1868236**

0.08496999

-2.1987005

0.02975476

-0.035442

0.17773

-0.1994146

0.84226505

Education
Health

Ethnicity Blau's
Expertise
Blau's

* Significant at p = 0.10
** Significant at p = 0.05
*** Significant at p = 0.001

𝑮𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕 𝑰𝒏𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒆 𝑷𝒓𝒐𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒊
= 𝛽b + 𝛿@𝐴𝑟𝑡𝑠 & 𝐻𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒( + 𝛿+𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛( + 𝛿k𝐻𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑡ℎ( + 𝛿m𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 & 𝑊𝑒𝑙𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑒( + 𝛿p𝑆𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑠(
+ 𝛽@𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽+𝐸𝑡ℎ𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽k𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑠𝑒 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝜖(
Coefficients

Intercept
Arts &
Heritage

N = 157
R2 = 0.058

N = 133
R2 = 0.086
* Significant at p = 0.10
** Significant at p = 0.05
*** Significant at p = 0.001
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Appendix D: Regression Models and Outputs
Fundraising
efficiency ratio

𝑭𝒖𝒏𝒅𝒓𝒂𝒊𝒔𝒊𝒏𝒈 𝑬𝒇𝒇𝒊𝒄𝒊𝒆𝒏𝒄𝒚 𝑹𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒊
= 𝛽b + 𝛿@𝐴𝑟𝑡𝑠 & 𝐻𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒( + 𝛿+𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛( + 𝛿k𝐻𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑡ℎ( + 𝛿m𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 & 𝑊𝑒𝑙𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑒( + 𝛿p𝑆𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑠(
+ 𝛽@𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽+𝐸𝑡ℎ𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽k𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑠𝑒 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝜖(
Coefficients

Standard Error

t Stat

P-value

Intercept
Arts &
Heritage

6.8188408

4.36727057

1.56135066

0.12053443

3.13231642

2.4179185

1.29545988

0.19713857

Education

-0.8317364

4.47683344

-0.1857868

0.85286132

Health

5.35210161**

2.39456481

2.23510409

0.02687806

Social and
Welfare

5.42364638**

2.15866476

2.51250055

0.01303835

Sports

0.37807942

3.04283302

0.12425244

0.90128066

Gender Blau's

-2.3647314

2.57038401

-0.9199915

0.35904458

4.29881219*

2.58260417

1.66452615

0.09808103

-3.661482

4.6668456

-0.7845732

0.43393297

Ethnicity Blau's
Expertise
Blau's

Administrative
efficiency ratio

Standard Error

t Stat

P-value

0.41389745**

0.18200075

2.27415243

0.02459554

0.15475336

0.09698333

1.59566961

0.11299077

-0.0388151

0.17243993

-0.2250936

0.8222599

0.17200284*

0.09848927

1.74641196

0.08310144

Social and
Welfare

0.1386778

0.08681828

1.59733413

0.11261918

Sports

-0.038091

0.12264899

-0.3105691

0.75662562

Gender Blau's

0.02667584

0.10560432

0.25260184

0.80097488

Ethnicity Blau's
Expertise
Blau's

-0.0110174

0.10648626

-0.1034631

0.9177549

0.04428699

0.1973495

0.22440894

0.82279144

Education
Health

* Significant at p = 0.10
** Significant at p = 0.05
*** Significant at p = 0.001

𝑨𝒅𝒎𝒊𝒏𝒊𝒔𝒕𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒗𝒆 𝑬𝒇𝒇𝒊𝒄𝒊𝒆𝒏𝒄𝒚 𝑹𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒊
= 𝛽b + 𝛿@𝐴𝑟𝑡𝑠 & 𝐻𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒( + 𝛿+𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛( + 𝛿k𝐻𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑡ℎ( + 𝛿m𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 & 𝑊𝑒𝑙𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑒( + 𝛿p𝑆𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑠(
+ 𝛽@𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽+𝐸𝑡ℎ𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝛽k𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑠𝑒 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑢r𝑠( + 𝜖(
Coefficients

Intercept
Arts &
Heritage

N = 160
R2 = 0.071

N = 139
R2 = 0.057
* Significant at p = 0.10
** Significant at p = 0.05
*** Significant at p = 0.001
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Appendix E: Disclosure Standards
Local charities and IPCs
Disclosure standards required of charities and IPCs in Singapore are outlined by two documents published by the
Charity Council: the Charity Transparency Framework and, in part, The Code of Governance for Charities & IPCs.
The Charity Transparency Framework provides guided checklists to aid charities and IPCs in Singapore in
preparing their disclosure documents to ensure that disclosures made are of the highest standards. To incentivise
charities and IPCs to make thorough disclosures according to the standards defined by the Framework, the
Framework also serves as a scoring rubric (the tiered Charity Transparency Scorecard) that helps the Charity
Council to award the Charity Transparency Award to the best-scoring organisations.
On the other hand, The Code of Governance for Charities & IPCs defines both governance guidelines and
disclosure standards in brief. This Code provides tiered guidelines that ensure that charities and IPCs of different
tiers are subject to more comprehensive governance standards as they increase in size. Broadly, the Code
provides guidelines in nine key areas: Board governance, conflict of interest, strategic planning, programme
management, human resource and volunteer management, financial management and internal controls,
fundraising practices, disclosure and transparency, and public image. The disclosure and transparency guidelines
in this Code act as supplements to the robust disclosure standards mandated by the Charity Transparency
Framework. While this Code mandates expertise diversity in the core competencies of board members (e.g.
expertise in accounting, finance, legal, human resources, business and management, strategic planning,
fundraising, communications and relevant sectoral knowledge (health, social services, education, arts / heritage,
sports, youth, religion, the environment etc.), this Code – and indeed all other Codes in Singapore – does not
mandate ethnic, age, tenure diversity. This perhaps points towards a white space that ought to be filled by future
guidelines and codes to come.
For-profit companies
For-profit companies must abide by the Singapore Code of Corporate Governance (Code) issued by the
Monetary Authority of Singapore (MAS) regarding board diversity disclosure. The Code which was revised on 6
August 2018 has an increased focus on board diversity, board independence and board renewal (Council For
Board Diversity, n.d.). Listed companies are required under the Singapore Exchange Listing Rules to disclose their
corporate governance practices and explain any deviations from the Code in their annual reports (Council For
Board Diversity, n.d.). This is adopting the traditional “Comply or Explain” approach (Ng, S.Q., 2018). The Code
requires companies to disclose in their annual reports: the board diversity policy, objectives and progress in
achieving their objectives.
The US Securities and Exchange Commission in February 2019 also required companies to disclose if certain
board candidates were selected by considering self-reported diversity characteristics (U.S. SEC, 2019).
Overseas charities
Overseas organisations have also implemented codes to encourage disclosure of board diversity data. Examples
include the Charity Governance Code from UK introducing a new principle which states “The board’s approach to
diversity supports its effectiveness, leadership and decision making” (Charity Governance Code, 2017). The new
principle 6 under the Code outlines recommended practices for both small and large charities to monitor and
report on diversity. The board is required to publish an annual description of what it has done to address the
diversity of the board and the charity’s leadership and its performance against its diversity objectives, with an
explanation where they have not been met (Charity Governance Code, 2017).
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