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Abstract
Although the chief executive officers (CEOs) are the primary figures in nonprofit 
organizations (NPOs), there is limited literature on the impact of their character-
istics and roles on NPOs’ performance, particularly the influence of CEO duality 
and its outcomes. This study investigates the correlation between CEO duality and 
NPO performance, with a specific focus on the moderating role of organizational 
sub-sectors. Organizational sub-sectors in this context refer to two types of NPOs: 
those operating in multiple sub-sectors and those operating in a single sub-sector. A 
total of 296 CEOs participated in the survey, resulting in a response rate of 67.51%. 
Using multiple regression analysis within SPSS, the study demonstrates that CEO 
duality enhances NPO performance and provides support for the proposed moderat-
ing role. Specifically, the study suggests that CEO duality has a more pronounced 
positive effect on NPOs operating in multiple sub-sectors compared to those with 
a single sub-sector. These findings are consistent with stewardship theory and hold 
both theoretical and practical implications for governance policies and strategic 
decision-making.

Keywords  Nonprofit organizations · CEO duality · Performance · Stewardship 
theory · Organizational sub-sectors · Yemen
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1  Introduction

The concept of CEO duality, defined as the practice of an individual serving as both 
board chairman and CEO (Yoon, 2024), and its impact on the performance of NPOs, 
has been controversial for several years. This has drawn attention from academics, as 
duality gives CEOs the ability to pursue their interests at the expense of the NPOs’ 
interests (Leblanc, 2020). CEO duality is widespread among NPOs (e.g., Wei, 2021; 
Beisland et al., 2019; Hasan et al., 2019; Berardi et al., 2016; Pham, 2015; Beard, 
2012; Harris, 2011; Manderlier et al., 2009) and may be more pronounced in environ-
ments experiencing political crises (Afif, 2016). However, there has been minimal 
focus on testing the effect of CEO duality and its consequences in politically unstable 
environments.

The key factor of CEO duality in the governance and performance of NPOs is the 
notion of CEO power (Bruni-Bossio & Kaczur, 2022; Wei, 2021; Yoon, 2024). Two 
conflicting perspectives discuss CEO power resulting from duality: stewardship and 
agency perspectives. While stewardship advocates assume that CEOs will use this 
power to serve their NPOs’ interests more vigorously, agency supporters argue that 
CEOs will use this power to serve their personal interests at the expense of the NPOs’ 
interests (e.g., Galema et al., 2009, 2012; Hasan et al., 2019; Pham, 2015; Wei, 2021). 
This conflict between the two theories is valuable for boards to understand CEO 
duality as having both advantages and disadvantages, necessitating examination of 
both viewpoints before committing. It also provides a compelling incentive for CEO 
duality studies.

Although some researchers have recognized the critical role of CEOs and posi-
tioned them as the most powerful figures in the governance of NPOs (Jones, 2022; 
Wei, 2021; Galema et al., 2009; Heimovics et al., 1995), the examination of CEO 
duality as a source of power and its impact on NPOs’ performance has been very 
limited. The essence of nonprofit governance lies in how power is distributed and 
exercised (Andersson & Renz, 2021), so our understanding of nonprofit governance 
remains incomplete without a nuanced comprehension of power and its conse-
quences. Recent studies in multiple countries (e.g., Wei, 2021; Uyar et al., 2021; 
Garcia-Rodriguez et al., 2021; Hasan et al., 2019; Bellante et al., 2018; Berardi et 
al., 2016; Pham, 2015) on CEO duality and NPO performance show mixed findings. 
Furthermore, these studies have been conducted in relatively stable environments 
and have focused on specific nonprofit industries, such as hospitals, arts, colleges 
and universities, and microfinance institutions, utilizing various financial indicators 
of NPO performance.

This study represents an initial empirical investigation into the ramifications of 
CEO duality within Yemeni NPOs. Yemen ranks among the least developed nations 
globally and is currently embroiled in a severe humanitarian crisis due to ongoing 
conflict, with a pressing need for assistance among a majority of its citizens (World 
Bank, 2021, 2020; Bin-Nashwan, 2018). Given the minimal involvement of the 
Yemeni government, the role of NPOs assumes greater significance. Unlike their 
counterparts in other countries, Yemeni NPOs operate within a politically constrained 
environment with limited opportunities for resources, relying heavily on relation-
ships cultivated by their leaders with foreign funding foundations and donors (Col-
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burn, 2021; USAID, 2020). These circumstances have exacerbated the prevalence of 
CEO duality and heightened the influence wielded by CEOs (USAID, 2013, 2019, 
2020). Consequently, investigating the consequences of CEO duality in politically 
unstable environments may offer valuable insights.

By investigating CEO duality as a proxy to measure CEO power in NPOs, this 
study seeks to contribute to the nonprofit literature by focusing on all nonprofit indus-
tries, as recommended by Mwenja and Lewis (2009), to provide a comprehensive 
overview of NPO performance. Nonprofit scholars have also suggested that perfor-
mance measures in NPOs should not only revolve around financially related goals 
but should also be based on NPO achievements in accomplishing strategic objectives 
and, ultimately, their mission (Melis & Nawaz, 2023; Ndoro, 2012). This study seeks 
to extend the existing nonprofit literature by incorporating such recommendations.

Besides investigating CEO duality’s effect on NPOs’ performance, the study 
examines the moderating effect of NPO characteristics, specifically organizational 
sub-sectors. The moderating impact of organizational sub-sectors has been ignored 
in the nonprofit literature. This study argues that NPOs operating in multiple sub-
sectors require a higher degree of decision making, especially in terms of short-
term decisions, compared to NPOs with a single sub-sector. Power centralization 
provides CEOs with a clear direction, enabling them to make quicker decisions in 
highly uncertain situations (Papadakis, 2006). CEO duality offers the CEO unity of 
command and the ultimate autonomy to make timely decisions that serve the best 
interests of the organizations (e.g., Singh & Sharma, 2024; Ali et al., 2022; Büchner 
et al., 2014; Donaldson & Davis, 1991; Prybil et al., 2010). Consequently, the speed 
of decision-making is likely to increase when a single decision-maker possesses the 
power and other relevant resources needed to determine and implement a course of 
action in the best interests of the NPO. Therefore, the positive impact of CEO duality 
on performance is expected to be significantly greater for NPOs operating in multiple 
sub-sectors than for those with a single sub-sector.

2  Literature review on CEO duality

2.1  Governance theories

Two major competing perspectives on governance dominate the discussion of the 
CEO duality-performance relationship: stewardship and agency theory. These theo-
ries revolve around the benefits (unity of command) and costs (agency problems) 
associated with CEO duality. Agency theorists argue that CEO/chairperson duality 
is not the desired form for effective governance. The fundamental purpose of the 
board is to safeguard the organization’s interests through a robust governance struc-
ture. Management involvement should not escalate to the point where it compromises 
this purpose (Williamson, 1985; Hsieh et al., 2008). According to this view, combin-
ing power and influence by giving CEOs a significant position on the board might 
exacerbate the agency problem (Singh & Sharma, 2024; Uyar et al., 2021). Thus, 
agency theorists contend that the effectiveness of the board’s monitoring and control 
roles could be compromised if the CEO also serves as the chairperson (Donaldson & 
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Davis, 1991; Meme, 2012; Rechner & Dalton, 1991). This is because CEO duality 
poses a challenge to the board’s ability to function as an effective monitor (Epstein 
& McFarlan, 2011).

Additionally, Jobome (2006) argued that nonprofit boards would be less effective 
in controlling the actions of CEOs with dual positions, as these CEOs are more likely 
to become entrenched. Berg and Smith (1978) also contended that CEOs with dual 
positions may select board members whose attitudes align with their own, poten-
tially leading to actions that serve the CEO’s interests, which may conflict with those 
of the NPO. Furthermore, agency theorists argued that organizations aim to ensure 
board independence and reduce agency costs by establishing a governance struc-
ture with separate positions for the board chairperson and CEO (Uyar et al., 2021; 
Naciti, 2019; Donaldson & Davis, 1991; Fama & Jensen, 1983a, b). Thus, from the 
agency perspective, CEO duality is expected to negatively influence NPO perfor-
mance (Pham, 2015).

Stewardship theory has been proposed as a rival perspective to agency perspective 
(Sjöstrand & Svensson, 2022). Unlike agency theory, according to Caers et al. (2006), 
stewardship theory questions the assumption that the relationship between the prin-
cipal (owner/founder) and agent (executive management) will consistently involve 
agency conflicts. Stewardship theorists argue that individuals are self-directed, seek-
ing recognition, self-actualization, and social standing (Davis et al., 1997; Gelles, 
2000; Zahra et al., 2008). According to this perspective, placing monitoring and con-
trol mechanisms with CEOs would discourage self-motivated individuals from being 
productive and proactive in maximizing the organization’s interests (Pham, 2015). 
Thus, stewardship theory rejects the notion of a negative impact of CEO duality on 
NPO performance.

In addition, stewardship theorists emphasize that CEO duality provides the CEO 
with unity of command and ultimate autonomy to make timely decisions that serve 
the organization’s best interests (e.g., Büchner et al., 2014; Donaldson & Davis, 1991; 
Prybil et al., 2010). For instance, they argue that CEO duality gives the CEO a clear 
direction and enables quick responses to critical external events for the organization’s 
success. Furthermore, stewardship scholars highlight that a dual leadership struc-
ture may enhance performance by allowing CEOs to implement consistent strategies, 
exert complete power over their organizations, foster better communication with the 
board, and reduce information costs transferred between the board and executives 
(Desai et al., 2003; Anderson & Anthony, 1986; Brickley et al., 1997; Stoeberl & 
Sherony, 1985). Therefore, stewardship theory posits a positive influence of CEO 
duality on organization’s performance.

2.2  Empirical evidence and hypotheses

From an academic perspective, the CEO duality’s influence on NPO performance 
has been a subject of controversy. However, empirical evidence is largely inconclu-
sive, offering mixed findings. Previous nonprofit studies (e.g., Wei, 2021; Hasan et 
al., 2019; Bellante et al., 2018) have partially supported the arguments of steward-
ship theory, with no support for agency theory. On the contrary, other studies have 
concluded that CEO duality has no significant effect on nonprofit performance (e.g., 
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Uyar et al., 2021; Garcia-Rodriguez et al., 2021; Berardi et al., 2016; Pham, 2015). 
Most of these earlier studies focused on specific nonprofit industries (such as hospi-
tals, arts, colleges and universities, and microfinance institutions) and utilized vari-
ous financial indicators to assess NPO performance.

In line with stewardship theory, several empirical studies on nonprofits (Wei, 
2021; Hasan et al., 2019; Bellante et al., 2018; Beard, 2012; Galema et al., 2012) 
have reported a positive influence of CEO duality on financial performance indica-
tors. These indicators encompass total revenues, public support, return on assets, 
operational costs, and net income. Conversely, other studies (Uyar et al., 2021; 
Garcia-Rodriguez et al., 2021; Berardi et al., 2016; Pham, 2015; Harris, 2011) have 
found no significant effect of CEO duality on financial metrics such as total margin, 
operating margin, free cash flow, program expenses, revenues from the public, and 
total revenues.

Given the altruistic principles NPOs are established upon (Lambert & Lapsley, 
2023), scholars contend that nonprofit CEOs exhibit traits of good stewardship, trust-
worthiness, unselfishness, and altruism (Ugur & Heermans, 2024; Melis & Nawaz, 
2023; Ndoro, 2012; Walters, 2020; Wilson, 2016). Ugur and Heermans (2024) and 
Melis and Nawaz 2023) argued that the altruism exhibited by CEOs can potentially 
influence stakeholders’ perceptions, laying the foundation for instigating pivotal 
motivational behaviors that foster an ethical organizational climate and drive favor-
able outcomes. Furthermore, the capacity of altruistic CEOs to raise funds may be 
socially enhanced, as individuals often associate with others who share similar val-
ues. Researchers have discovered evidence supporting the positive impact of CEOs’ 
altruistic tendencies on donations and the performance of NPOs (Melis & Nawaz, 
2023; Kim & Han, 2020). Although studies on nonprofits in the context of Yemen 
are limited, Afif (2016) also supported the altruistic nature of nonprofit CEOs. His 
findings indicated no significant influence of CEO tenure and CEO duality on CEO 
pay. Consequently, Afif (2016) concluded that nonprofit CEOs do not seem to exploit 
their longer tenure and dual role to maximize personal interests, aligning with the 
core tenets of stewardship theory. In this context:

H1 The performance of NPOs (NPOs with multiple and single sub-sectors) is 
positively correlated with CEO duality.

NPOs operate in diverse sub-sectors, encompassing education, religious charities, 
health, development, social services and relief, human rights, charitable works, and 
more. Many NPOs function across multiple sub-sectors, offering a variety of goods 
and services (Sepulcri et al., 2023; Laurett et al., 2020; Pressgrove & Waters, 2019; 
Afif, 2016). However, the operation within a single or multiple domains (organi-
zational sub-sectors) introduces additional complexities (Park, 2020; Bryan, 2019; 
Bradshaw, 2009; De Andrés-Alonso et al., 2009). This study argues that NPOs oper-
ating in multiple sub-sectors tend to have more complex operations compared to 
those focused on a single sub-sector. Thibault et al. (1993), for instance, confirmed 
that NPOs with multiple programs face complications related to funding, the size of 
their client base, support group appeal, and volunteer engagement. In contrast, NPOs 
with fewer programs tend to exhibit simpler organizational structures accompanied 
by lower levels of formalization (Cornforth & Simpson, 2002; Stone & Wood, 1997). 
Decision-making in such organizations is likely to be centralized during board meet-
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ings, where control is easily achieved due to the manageable number of programs 
(Tucker et al., 2005). Consequently, NPOs operating in multiple sub-sectors neces-
sitate a higher degree of decision-making, particularly for short-term decisions, com-
pared to NPOs focused on a single sub-sector (Thibault et al., 1993).

The heightened decision-making requirements in NPOs operating in various sub-
sectors necessitate limited centralization of power and increased participation in 
decision-making to expedite the process. Power centralization provides CEOs with 
a clear direction and enables swift decision-making in highly uncertain situations 
(Lachance & Parent, 2024; Janssen & Van der Voort, 2020; Büchner et al., 2014; 
Donaldson & Davis, 1991). This aligns with the stewardship theory argument con-
cerning CEO duality. As discussed earlier, stewardship theorists highlight that CEO 
duality furnishes the CEO with unity of command and ultimate autonomy to make 
timely decisions in the best interests of the organizations (e.g., Singh & Sharma, 
2024; Hammad, 2023; Ahmad, 2023; Ketokivi & Mahoney, 2022; Pham, 2015; 
Büchner et al., 2014; Donaldson & Davis, 1991). Therefore, a positive effect of CEO 
duality on performance may be significantly more pronounced for NPOs operating in 
multiple sub-sectors than those with a single sub-sector.

Another crucial point for expediting decision-making is the argument that disso-
nance and disagreements among decision-makers (board members) can disrupt the 
decision-making process and impede the pace of decisions (Renz et al., 2020; Zorn et 
al., 2020; Trujillo, 2018; Sawadogo-Lewis et al., 2018; Mintzberg et al., 1976; Eisen-
hardt, 1989). Aggarwal et al. (2012) discovered that the number of members on an 
NPO’s board increases with the number of its programs, a logical response to orga-
nizational complexity. However, a larger board also introduces costs in the form of 
heightened disagreements and dissonance among members (Renz et al., 2020). This 
issue is likely to escalate with an increasing number of board members, as indicated 
by previous nonprofit studies. For instance, Uyar et al. (2021) and Koufopoulos et al. 
(2009) found that larger nonprofit boards result in reduced effectiveness. Similarly, 
Pucheta-Martínez and Gallego‐Álvarez (2019) and O’Regan and Oster (2005) con-
cluded that board size is negatively correlated with the monitoring role of the board. 
In NPOs operating in multiple sub-sectors, it is plausible that the speed of decision-
making increases when a single decision-maker possesses the power and necessary 
resources to determine and implement a course of action. In line with this:

H2 The positive impact of CEO duality on performance is more pronounced for 
NPOs operating in multiple sub-sectors compared to those with a single sub-sector.

While our primary focus is on the direct impacts of CEO duality on the perfor-
mance of all NPOs operating in a single or various sub-sectors, it is worthwhile to 
examine such effects within each type of NPO to confirm the results of the second 
hypothesis. This is particularly noteworthy as our study could be the first of its kind 
in Yemen to investigate the CEO duality-performance relationship. A comparative 
investigation across both types could offer valuable insights into the potential dis-
parity between them, as governance research can benefit from examining diverse 
perspectives within distinct institutional settings (Aguilera et al., 2008). In such an 
investigation, the moderating impact of NPO type (H2) implies that CEO duality has 
a positive influence on the performance of NPOs operating in various sub-sectors and 
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a non-significant or less positive influence on the performance of NPOs with a single 
sub-sector (Guillet et al., 2013). Thus, we hypothesize that:

H3 CEO duality has a positive impact on the performance of NPOs with multiple 
sub-sectors.

H4 CEO duality has a non-significant or less positive impact on the performance 
of NPOs with a single sub-sector, in comparison with NPOs operating in multiple 
sub-sectors.

3  Methodology

3.1  Sample and data collection

There are approximately 8,472 registered NPOs throughout Yemen in 2021. The cur-
rent political crisis and resource constraints have made it difficult, if not impossible, 
to cover all 22 governorates in Yemen. Thus, five governorates were strategically 
chosen to construct the sample (namely: Aden, Sana’a, Al Hudaydah, Ta’izz, and 
Hadhramout), as each governorate has representative and distinctive characteristics 
regarding geographic locations and diversity of civic activity (World Bank, 2020, 
2013). Following the guidelines of Israel (2009) and Krejcie and Morgan (1970), the 
appropriate sample size is 477. The data were collected using a web-based question-
naire distributed to CEOs of officially registered NPOs.

The survey instrument was designed based on previous literature (e.g., Wei, 2021; 
Hasan et al., 2019; Brown, 2005). The instrument underwent pretesting with five 
CEOs, and subsequent revisions were made based on their feedback. All chosen 
CEOs were extended voluntary invitations to participate in the study, and upon their 
consent, a link to the web-based questionnaire was sent to them. Recognizing the sen-
sitivity of the study topic in Yemen, complete anonymity was ensured for participants 
and their NPOs to alleviate concerns and foster a higher response rate. A total of 296 
analyzable questionnaires were collected, yielding a response rate of 62%.

Among the 296 CEOs, two-thirds of the respondents (64%) were over 40 years 
of age. Approximately 60% of the CEOs had more than ten years of working experi-
ence and a bachelor’s degree or higher. This indicates that the respondents possessed 
appropriate experience, knowledge, and educational qualifications to respond to the 
questionnaire and provide insights into their NPOs. The sample characteristics also 
indicated that most NPOs operate in more than one sub-sector. The majority operated 
in education (165 NPOs), development (140 NPOs), and healthcare (123 NPOs). 
Additionally, 52, 36, and 3 NPOs operated in social services and relief, religion, and 
human rights, respectively.

3.2  Measures

The performance of NPOs, the dependent variable, was measured using a five-item 
modified scale drawn from the work of Brown (2005). These items assess the extent to 
which NPOs have successfully achieved their missions, as NPOs’ success is defined 
by their ability to fulfill missions and objectives (Wei, 2021). The items were mea-
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sured using a 5-point Likert scale, with 1 being strongly disagree and 5 being strongly 
agree. Table 1 presents the five items that achieved an acceptable Cronbach’s alpha, 
indicating their internal consistency reliability (Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2002). CEO 
duality is the independent variable in this study, represented as a dummy variable 
that equals 1 if the CEO is also the board chair and 0 otherwise (Wei, 2021; Hasan et 
al., 2019; Berardi et al., 2016). The moderating variable is organizational sub-sectors 
(OS) in which the NPO operates. Organizational sub-sectors in this context refer to 
two types of NPOs: those operating in multiple sub-sectors and those operating in 
a single sub-sector. The study assigns 1 for NPOs operating in multiple sub-sectors 
and 0 for NPOs operating in a single sub-sector. The study incorporates an interac-
tion term (Duality×OS) of the independent variable and the moderator variable in the 
main model to examine the moderating effect of organizational sub-sectors.

Given that numerous factors may affect the performance of NPOs and it is imprac-
tical to incorporate all of them, the study seeks to be as comprehensive as possible by 
introducing control variables that seem to be related to performance at three differ-
ent levels: the organizational level (organizational attributes), the board level (board 
characteristics), and the individual level (CEO characteristics).

At the organizational level, the study includes two control variables: NPO size 
and NPO age. NPO size is measured by the number of employees, while NPO age is 
calculated based on the number of years since the NPO was incorporated. Small and 
young NPOs face obstacles that large and older NPOs do not have to endure (Hou & 
Lampe, 2015; Hodge, 2006). The relative size of employees supporting the NPO is 
important because it may indicate the stability of the NPO. Generally, an NPO with 
more employees will be organized in a way that enables successful management of 
a larger group. Additionally, an NPO with more employees will have access to more 
intellectual resources compared to an NPO with fewer employees. Concerning the 
age of the NPO, it is argued that developing resource streams for newly established 
NPOs may be the organization’s primary focus, frequently at the expense of provid-
ing services. Attracting highly qualified board members for relatively young NPOs 
can also be challenging, as potential members may hesitate to serve on the board of 
a less-established and younger NPO (Crittenden, 2000; Bradshaw et al., 1992; Zahra 
& Pearce, 1989).

Table 1  Reliability analysis results (N = 296)
Variable Items Code Cron-

bach’s 
alpha

NPO 
performance

“The majority of clients (customers) served experienced marked 
improvements as a result of the programs and services provided by 
the organization”.

NP 1 0.862

“The number of programs and services offered by the organization 
increased over the last year”.

NP 2

“The quality of programs and services offered by the organization 
has improved”.

NP 3

“Generally, clients and consumers are satisfied with the programs 
and services provided by the organization”.

NP 4

“Overall, the organization has been successful in meeting its 
objectives”.

NP 5
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Board size is also involved as a control variable to consider potential influences 
of board attributes, assessed by the number of board members. Previous nonprofit 
studies have yielded mixed findings regarding the impact of board size on NPOs’ 
performance. For example, Callen et al. (2010) and De Andrés-Alonso et al. (2009) 
suggested that a larger board size is less effective in monitoring CEOs and NPOs, 
while others (Olson, 2000; Callen et al., 2010; Siciliano, 1996) found that a larger 
board size increases NPOs’ donations.

Finally, we include three factors to control for the potential influences of CEO 
characteristics: CEO’s gender, tenure, and founder status. CEO gender is measured as 
a dummy variable, with 1 indicating male and 0 indicating female. In male-dominated 
societies such as Yemen, CEO gender is expected to influence NPOs’ performance. 
CEO tenure represents the number of years the CEO has served in the current NPO 
position. Since the years of CEO’s service in the position offer the CEO the power 
and time to influence the board, CEO tenure is expected to positively affect duality 
(Hill & Phan, 1991). Similarly, duality can be influenced by CEO founder status, as 
it increases CEO power (Sheikh, 2019). CEO founder status is measured as a dummy 
variable that equals 1 if the CEO is the founder of the NPO and 0 otherwise.

3.3  Analyses

Before testing the hypotheses, we screened and prepared the data. To do this, several 
diagnostic tests were conducted, including tests for reliability, normality, common 
method variance (CMV), multicollinearity, and non-response bias. We employed 
multiple regression analysis to evaluate the hypotheses. Conducting this analysis 
involved four models. Control variables, CEO duality, and organizational sub-sectors 
were entered into the first model, followed by the second model with the interaction 
term of CEO duality and organizational sub-sectors. The last two models explore 
the effects of CEO duality on NPOs’ performance, specifically within each NPO 
type. These two models encompass two separate sub-datasets: (1) NPOs operating in 
multiple sub-sectors only (third model) and (2) NPOs with a single sub-sector only 
(fourth model). All these tests were conducted using SPSS software, version 26.

4  Findings

4.1  Descriptive analysis and screening data

Firstly, the study conducts descriptive statistics of the data. Table  2 presents the 
descriptive statistics for three continuous variables: NPO performance, board size, 
and CEO tenure. The overall mean score of NPO performance is 3.01, which is not 
very high, indicating that nonprofit CEOs do not engage in self-bias. This result 

Variable Min Max Mean Std. Dev
NPO performance 1.20 5.00 3.01 1.13
Board size 3 13 6.33 2.82
CEO tenure 1 12 3.96 2.18

Table 2  Descriptive statistics of 
continuous variables (N = 296)
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also suggests that most participants believe that their NPOs perform slightly well. 
The average board size of NPOs is approximately 6 members, ranging from 3 to 13 
members. This suggests that NPOs in Yemen adhere to legal regulations, as the law 
mandates a minimum board size of three members. CEO tenure ranges from 1 to 12 
years, with an average of approximately 4 years. This implies that CEOs typically 
possess accumulated knowledge and a career background related to their organiza-
tions. However, the minimum CEO tenure of 1 year indicates the presence of some 
newly appointed Yemeni CEOs. On the other hand, the maximum CEO tenure of 12 
years suggests that some Yemeni CEOs are more likely to become entrenched in their 
positions.

The study also performs a frequency analysis for other categorical variables, as 
shown in Table 3. Starting with the size of NPOs, the majority fall into the small 
and medium-sized categories, accounting for 33.78% and 34.12%, respectively. 
Large NPOs make up 16.90%, while micro-organizations constitute 15.20%. The 
vast majority of NPOs (91.22%) are over 5 years old, indicating maturity and sub-
stantial experience that offers valuable support for empirical investigation. Addition-
ally, our sample include 170 NPOs operating in multiple sub-sectors and 126 NPOs 
operating in a single sub-sector. For CEO characteristics, the majority of CEOs are 
male (94.26%), not founders of their NPOs (59.12%), and also serve as the board 
chair (53.72%). This suggests that male board chairs predominate in Yemeni NPOs, 
which is unsurprising in societies with a male-dominated culture, such as Yemen. The 
high rate of CEO duality (53.72%) in Yemeni NPOs is also not surprising. USAID 
(2013, 2019, 2020) reported that few Yemeni NPOs have well-established manage-
ment structures with a clear separation of duties between executive management and 
board chairman.

Next, we perform several diagnostic tests to screen and prepare the data for the 
main analysis. The data are normally distributed, since all variables exhibit kurtosis 

Table 3  Descriptive statistics for categorical variables (N = 296)
Variables Categories N %
NPO size (number of employees) Less than 4 45 15.20

4–9 100 33.78
10–19 101 34.12
More than 19 50 16.90

NPO age (Years) Less than 6 26 8.78
6–10 106 35.81
11–15 72 24.32
16–20 70 23.65
More than 20 22 7.44

CEO gender Male 279 94.26
Female 17 5.74

CEO founder status CEO is founder 121 40.88
CEO is not founder 175 59.12

CEO duality CEO is also the board chair 159 53.72
CEO is not the board chair 137 46.28

Organizational sub-sectors NPOs operating in one sub-sector 126 42.57
NPOs operating in multiple sub-sectors 170 57.43
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values within the acceptable range of ± 3 (Kline, 2016) and skewness values within 
the ± 10 (Kline, 1998). A t-test also indicates that non-response bias is not a concern, 
with p-values exceeding 0.05 (Pallant, 2013). Additionally, multicollinearity is not 
an issue in this study, as the Tolerance values for all variables exceed 0.10, and the 
VIF values are less than 10 (Hair et al., 2014; Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). For the com-
mon method variance test, the study uses Harman’s single-factor analysis. The results 
reveal that the largest factor accounted for only 36.75% of the total variance, which 
is less than the recommended threshold of 50% (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Finally, the 
study’s intercorrelation coefficients, shown in Table 4, reveal significant correlations 
among variables, supporting further investigation and progression to the next stage 
of data analysis.

4.2  Main analysis and discussion

Table 5 presents the multiple regression findings for all models. The F-values are 
significant for all models (p < 0.01), indicating the significance of the model fits. 
R-squared values are also acceptable for all models (Hair et al., 2016). The inclu-
sion of the interaction term of CEO duality and organizational sub-sectors in model 
2 raises the R2 from 57.8 to 58.4%, signifying a statistically significant increase in 
explanatory power. Although this change in R2 as a result of the interaction term is 
small, it gives a clear sign of the moderating effect played by organizational sub-
sectors (Hair et al., 2006). In short, the regression results support our hypotheses.

Our first hypothesis predicts a positive impact of CEO duality on nonprofit perfor-
mance. As presented in model 1 of Table 5, CEO duality’s coefficient is significantly 
positive at the 0.01 level (β = 330, t = 3.314, p = 0.001). Thus, hypothesis 1 is sup-
ported. This result aligns with the altruistic nature of nonprofit CEOs (Ugur & Heer-
mans, 2024; Lambert & Lapsley, 2023; Ndoro, 2012; Walters, 2020), prior nonprofit 
literature (e.g., Wei, 2021; Hasan et al., 2019; Bellante et al., 2018; Beard, 2012; 
Galema et al., 2012), and the stewardship theory argument. Under this theory, CEO 

Table 4  Pearson correlation (N = 296)a

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 NPOPER 1
2 Duality 0.430** 1
3 OS -0.070 0.037 1
4 Duality×OS 0.297** 0.633** 0.587** 1
5 NPOSIZE 0.622** 0.274** 0.025 0.234** 1
6 NPOAGE 0.676** 0.378** -0.048 0.236** 0.645** 1
7 BOSIZE 0.557** 0.452** -0.041 0.280** 0.408** 0.539** 1
8 CEOTEN 0.168** 0.119* 0.056 0.109 0.142* 0.201** 0.183** 1
9 CEOGEN -0.008 -0.120* -0.140* -0.106 -0.030 -0.059 -0.019 -0.102 1
10 FOUNDER 0.060 0.083 0.049 0.097 0.133* 0.075 0.031 0.107 0.031 1
* and ** represent significance levels of 0.05 and 0.01, respectively
a NPOPER represents a NPOs’ performance; Duality is CEO duality; OS represents organizational sub-
sectors; Duality×OS is an interaction term of CEO duality and organizational sub-sectors; NPOSIZE 
represents NPO size; NPOAGE is NPO age; BOSIZE is board size; CEOTEN is CEO tenure; CEOGEN 
is CEO gender; FOUNDER is founder status of CEO
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duality provides the CEO with unified command and ultimate autonomy for timely 
decisions, fostering organizational success by offering clear direction and enabling 
swift responses to external events (e.g., Hammad, 2023; Büchner et al., 2014; Don-
aldson & Davis, 1991; Prybil et al., 2010). Consequently, the CEO taking on the 
board chair position in NPOs seems like a wise choice.

The study next examines the second hypothesis concerning the moderating influ-
ence of organizational sub-sectors. Specifically, it posits that NPOs operating in 
multiple sub-sectors derive greater benefits from CEO duality compared to those 
with a single sub-sector. The findings of model 2 confirm this hypothesis, showing 
that the coefficient of the interaction term is significantly positive at the 0.05 level 
(β = 0.355, t = 2.022, p = 0.044). This result aligns with a synthesis of arguments from 
previous literature (e.g., Sjöstrand & Svensson, 2022; Njora, 2021; Thibault et al., 
1993; Eisenhardt, 1989; Mintzberg et al., 1976) and stewardship theory concerning 
the importance of decision-making processes. Given these arguments, CEO duality 
enhances decision speed by providing clear direction and facilitating swift responses 
to challenges, particularly encountered by NPOs with diverse sub-sectors.

The main aim of the last two hypotheses (H3 and H4) is to uncover valuable 
insights and confirm the moderating effect of organizational sub-sectors, as tested 
in the second hypothesis. Focusing on a sample of NPOs operating in multiple sub-
sectors (N = 170), the third hypothesis tests the influence of CEO duality on NPO per-
formance. The findings presented in model 3 indicate a positive correlation between 
CEO duality and the performance of NPOs with multiple sub-sectors at the 0.01 
significance level (β = 0.427, t = 3.535, p = 0.001). The CEO duality-performance rela-
tionship was also examined in a relatively small sample of 126 NPOs operating in 
a single sub-sector (fourth hypothesis). The results, as shown in model 4, reveal a 
non-significant relationship (β = 0.217, t = 1.304, p = 0.195). These results within each 
NPO type confirm the outcome of our second hypothesis, indicating the presence of 
a moderating effect. NPOs operating in multiple sub-sectors demonstrate improved 
performance when CEOs assume dual roles, whereas NPOs operating in a single sub-
sector exhibit consistent performance irrespective of CEOs holding dual roles. These 
findings distinctly indicate that the predominantly positive impact of CEO duality 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Duality 3.314*** 0.948 3.535*** 1.304
OS -1.397 -2.436**

Duality×OS 2.022**

NPOSIZE 5.868*** 5.736*** 4.285*** 4.094***

NPOAGE 5.794*** 5.825*** 6.551*** 1.854*

BOSIZE 3.935*** 3.916*** 3.246*** 2.060**

CEOTEN 0.431 0.433 -0.845 1.263
CEOGEN 0.925 0.749 -0.018 1.116
FOUNDER -0.561 -0.606 -0.516 -0.424
R2 0.578 0.584 0.687 0.456
Adjusted R2 0.566 0.571 0.673 0.424
F. Value 49.15*** 44.58*** 50.70*** 14.13***

N 296 296 170 126

Table 5  Models predicting NPO 
performancea

Significant level: P < 0.01***, 
P < 0.05**, P < 0.10*
a Duality is CEO duality; OS 
represents organizational 
sub-sectors; Duality×OS is 
an interaction term of CEO 
duality and organizational sub-
sectors; NPOSIZE represents 
NPO size; NPOAGE is NPO 
age; BOSIZE is board size; 
CEOTEN is CEO tenure; 
CEOGEN is CEO gender; 
FOUNDER is founder status 
of CEO
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on NPOs’ performance, as revealed in this study, stems primarily from NPOs with 
multiple sub-sectors, rather than those with a single sub-sector.

The results may substantiate our study’s proposition that CEOs with a dual struc-
ture possess greater freedom and power to make critical decisions, particularly in 
the short term, thereby exerting a more positive influence on the performance of 
NPOs operating in multiple sub-sectors compared to those with a single sub-sector. 
This indicates that the varying levels of operational complexity in the two types of 
NPOs play a significant and influential role in NPOs’ performance concerning CEO 
duality. CEOs endowed with increased freedom and power facilitate effective and 
swift short-term decision-making, a quality particularly crucial for the highly com-
plex operational systems of NPOs with multiple sub-sectors. Moreover, by lever-
aging the dual roles, CEOs of NPOs operating in multiple sub-sectors can adeptly 
address challenges in their distinct environments with efficiency (Remington, 2023; 
Coule & Bain, 2021). This viewpoint finds support in the arguments of power cen-
tralization and stewardship theory, emphasizing the acceleration of decision-making. 
Decision speed amplifies when a singular decision-maker possesses the power and 
other pertinent resources necessary to formulate and implement a course of action 
(Bruni-Bossio & Kaczur, 2022; Büchner et al., 2014; Donaldson & Davis, 1991; 
Prybil et al., 2010).

In contrast, our study reveals a statistically non-significant effect of CEO dual-
ity on the performance of NPOs operating in a single sub-sector. This implies that 
the arguments of power centralization and stewardship theory do not find support in 
NPOs operating in a single sub-sector. This can be attributed to the fact that NPOs 
operating in a single sub-sector offer limited services compared to those with multiple 
sub-sectors. This suggests that operational complexity does not necessarily demand 
singular leadership for efficiency (Park, 2020; Bryan, 2019; De Andrés-Alonso et al., 
2009). The pace of change and environmental instability resulting from the current 
political crisis in Yemen could provide additional explanations for our findings Col-
burn, 2021). These circumstances often lead to frequent shifts in customer demands 
and operational practices (Kirby, 2020). Consequently, a singular decision-maker 
could hold a more prominent role in the diverse operations typical of NPOs operat-
ing in multiple sub-sectors compared to those with a single sub-sector (Park, 2020; 
Bryan, 2019).

The findings of our study align with expectations within the Yemeni context, sup-
porting the altruistic nature upon which NPOs are founded. Given Yemen’s traditional 
Islamic governance, altruism emerges as a deeply ingrained personal characteris-
tic, holding significant relevance in society (Zarghi & Bolghan-Abadi, 2021). The 
Yemeni social, cultural, and religious milieu fosters altruistic behavior, with Islamic 
teachings regarding altruism emphasizing sincerity of faith (Al-Ghazali, 2018). An 
altruistic CEO, viewing altruism as an expression of faith, may also be an active 
philanthropist (Lambarraa & Riener, 2015). Consequently, this CEO’s personal dis-
position may manifest in genuine concern for the NPO’s philanthropic mission and 
a commitment to effectively pursue it by managing its resources efficiently and self-
lessly. Moreover, Islam emphasizes a heightened sense of accountability, rooted in 
principles of trust, responsibility, and vicegerency (Rakhmat, 2022). Human beings, 
from Islamic perspective, are considered vicegerents of Allah on earth, entrusted 
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with the welfare of their families and society as an act of worship (ibadah). This 
sense of accountability may inspire CEOs to embody qualities such as good steward-
ship, trustworthiness, unselfishness, and altruism (Ugur & Heermans, 2024; Melis & 
Nawaz, 2023). Consequently, Yemeni CEOs appear unlikely to exploit their power, 
including their dual roles, to further personal interests.

5  Conclusion, implications, limitations and future research

While some researchers have acknowledged the crucial role of CEOs, positioning 
them as the most powerful figures in the governance of NPOs (Jones, 2022; Wei, 
2021; Galema et al., 2009; Heimovics et al., 1995), the exploration of CEO duality as 
a source of power and its impact on NPOs’ performance has been very limited. Given 
the diverse missions of NPOs leading to varied organizational structures influencing 
governance approaches (Hallock, 2002), this study represents a vital initial step in 
investigating the CEO duality-performance relationship, particularly moderated by 
specific NPO characteristics, specifically organizational sectors. The research find-
ings indicate that CEO duality positively influences the NPO performance. Addi-
tionally, the study provides evidence for the moderating effect of organizational 
sub-sectors, revealing that the beneficial impact of CEO duality is more significant 
in NPOs that function across multiple sub-sectors compared to those confined to a 
single sub-sector.

The present study holds several noteworthy implications. For theoretical implica-
tions, our research contributes significantly to the theoretical understanding of non-
profit governance, particularly in nations with underdeveloped governance structures 
like Yemen. Specifically, this study validates the relevance of stewardship theory and 
broadens its application in the context of CEO duality research. The findings indicate 
that CEO duality positively influences NPO performance. Even when considering 
organizational sub-sectors as moderators, the results still tacitly support stewardship 
theory, highlighting the unique characteristics of the nonprofit sector and the spe-
cific types of NPOs. This is based on industry-specific arguments that emphasize 
the importance of short-term decision-making (Remington, 2023; Coule & Bain, 
2021). Additionally, the research bolsters the case for CEO duality as a strategic 
choice, challenging those who oppose this viewpoint to provide contrary evidence. In 
terms of practical implications, nonprofit founders can certainly take the findings into 
account when defining the roles of CEOs on boards of trustees. The results suggest 
that the decisions of nonprofit founders should factor in whether their NPOs operate 
in multiple sub-sectors or a single sub-sector. For instance, nonprofit founders might 
consider assigning CEOs dual roles for NPOs operating in multiple sub-sectors, but 
not necessarily for those in a single sub-sector. Moreover, these findings may offer 
valuable insights to CEOs in their decision-making processes when considering 
whether to accept or decline the position of board chair.

Several limitations in our study merit attention. Firstly, the study sample consists 
of NPOs in Yemen, a country with a strong Muslim religious background. Therefore, 
careful interpretation is necessary when generalizing the findings to other contexts. 
Secondly, our study did not consider the moderating influence of certain crucial orga-
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nizational characteristics, such as NPO size and age. These factors may potentially 
act as confounding variables between CEO duality and NPO performance. Future 
research could enhance the model by including these factors. Finally, this study 
represents an initial investigation into nonprofit governance in Yemen. To validate 
our findings, further research is necessary in similar managerial systems and con-
texts. Comparative studies employing various methodologies could provide valuable 
insights, as examining diverse perspectives within distinct institutional settings can 
significantly enrich governance research.
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