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| A STUDY OF ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS AND ITS PREDIC ORS

j . P ) ‘ ¢

.4 . . ‘
Recently, Goodman, Atkin, and Schoorman (1983) cailled for a

AE]

+ -

. ¢ :
moratorium on tradltional.studles of organlzational effectiveness. Thgy
5 -argued -that the empirical literature to date has been mos?ly“lnadequé?evln
helping ?g understand the effecfgveness of organizations. A completely

different kind of research Is needed,lln their view, lfforganlzatlonal

3 : )
performance is to be comprehended.’ Four maln problems of the |iterature

were discussed by these authors: (l) inadequacy In Iden?lfylng lnglca?org

| , of effec?lvenegs, (2) over-rellance on single Indlca?ors of effect|veness

[
+

j_ ' ) and lgnorlng the rela?lonshlp among multiple Indlca?ors, (3) t
under-speclfled models and ignoring the time frame of the crl?erlon
‘varjqble, and %4) over-generallzaflon ?o dissimilar organlzations or
subunl?s. OTher wrl?ers have slmllarly criticizea the II?er:Ture ‘on

- ’ effec?lveness ]abellpg It "in concep?ual dlsarray" (Connoily, Conlon, and

i ’ Deutsch, 1980), and "in a chaotic state of affalrs" (Nord 1983).
Moreover, others have glso Jolned in the call for an aboll?lon cf
effectlveness research in the orgahlzaflonal sclences (e. g,, Hannan and
Freeman, 1977).

One purpose of this baper is to point out th studies of

orgaplzéflonal effectiveness are needed, especlially in certain types of

organizations, and also to Il lustrate by means of an empirical study of

effectiveness how the objections of Goodman and his col leagues to the

v

empirical |lterature can be addressed.

3
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Numerous problems of assesslhg‘organlza?lonal effectlveness have been
-dlscussed elsewhere (see Camergn and WheTTen, 1983). They Inclq/a??he
tact ?ﬁé? different approacheg to assesslng effec?lveness are produc?» of

. dlf#eren? arbitrary models of organlza?lons, ?he fac? that the cons?rucf
/‘

“space of effectiveness .has never been bounded; the- fact that effecflveness'
. : ’ . .

Is a product of individyal values and preferences, and therefore the best .

‘ ‘ . g .
crl?grla for assessing effectiveness.cannot be identifled; and the fact
that all relevént criteria of effectlveness'have neber yet Bee@

L -

identified. However, These assessment prg?lemc and ?heOreflcal Issues are
‘ *

largely the concern of-researchers, not of managers ors the lay pubilie.

> N

That Is, members of the publiic are-requlredqfrequen?ly To make Judgments

about the effectiveness of organizatiors as they make cholces concerning’
.

where'{o send ?helr,cﬁIIQré: To school p where to save (oraldVes?) thelr
monéy} where to seek hoégl?qj care, .where to have ?héff car ;ppalred{

,‘Gﬁhlchvvoluﬁ?ary organization to Join, where to pursue empjoymén?} and so
on. yérganlzaflonal effec?lveﬁess Is yiot the only:édnslderaflon in these

w

kinds of Judgments, of ééurse, but It Is ln@prlably part of the jd@gmen?

eq???lon.
[ 1t Is also frue that Indlvlduals wil| make these judgments regardless
of the crlterla avallable to“hem. When Prlmary'or direct Indicators of

+effectiveness are not réadlly apparent (e.g., how wel | students get
. \
educated at a unlversity) secondary or easily accessible indicators wll |
o
be readlly substituted (e.g., the attractiveness of the campus) (see .

I’ N
Whetten, .1981). IndJviduals, In other words, wil| always find a ratlonale

for thelr -Jjudgments of %({;f?lvenessp (Nisbet and Wilson, 19&7; BerTg

Iy
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1967) it is Jus? ?ha* ?he rationale may have ll??le or no relaflonﬁhlﬁ to
organAzaflonal performance. '

Regearchers, én the ofher hand, are less wllllng to accept any N ' ’
arslfrqry criteria of effectiveness I@ their assessmenfs,.so ?hey struggle
To jden?lfy indicators that can bé:measured reliably, that relate to
organlza?lona] per%ormance }lce.,.?he Indléators‘possesé valldl?&), and
that may have some ?heoreflcal'u?lll?y. Much debate con?lnues in the
ﬂlterature regar;?ng whlch are the bes? eriteria (for example, see

© =2

Cummlngs, 1?83; Schnel der, 1983; Welck and Daft, 1983). In some klnds of .

organlza?iéns! however, researchers face a more troublesome criteria
) . . _
problem than in other kinds of organizations. They are less @ble to find
.reliable and valid criteria. For example, criteria of effectiveness are

espéclally amblguous in organizations that do not have clearly defined

-
&

(\ﬂ/‘ goals (?herefore, ?he goal model of effectiveness [Campbell, 1977, Scoff,
1977] Is not appllcable) ?haf are so loosely coupled that acqulred .
resources have Ir?fle, Tf any, direct qgnnec?lon with ?he crganlza?lon s

\\Sroduc?s (?here!ore*5¥he sys?em'resource model of effectiveness [Yuch?man
pnd Seashore,=967; Pfeffer and Salanclk, 1978] has lImlted usefulness),

! that can, Ignore the demands of many sfrafeglc constltuenclies and stil|
survive (therefore, the multipie constlituencies model dEonnellyp et al., y
1980; Zam@qfop 1982 has littie utility), and so on. Judgmenfs of
effecflvéness(ﬁ?e less eonsansual and more Indlvlduallsflc in these kinds

~of organl’za'rlonsp and therefore, the meaning of effectlveness Is less- J
clear (see Welckp 1976; March and Olsén, 1976). While ln\some

. organizations 'agreement can be reached about what constltutes high levels

of effectliveness (e.g., profitabllity In an Industry), in other

%



, : ¢
organizations such agreement |s backing, and it Is not ciear what
constitutes optimal performance. Ny "
* v . ,
Eimuenaaun_mgm_jnumﬂm

-+ This condl?lon of, amblgulfy regarding what ccns?lf&i%s effec?lve

Ay

pérfonmance,ls charac?erlsflc of cojleges}énd universities. These

A}

: & )
‘organizations not only are typified by an absence of-measurable goais,

' r

! loose coupling, little direet connect between hcqulred resouces ‘and
ty to ignore ma jor constl?uencles,,and‘so on, (Camegon,

products, an éblll
1978, 1980), but ?hey have a tradition of resistance tTo assessmenfa of
eff'ec'rlvenesc ?ha? have kep? consenoual criterla of effec?lveness from
emerging. Co[léges and unlversities argue ferven?ly'?haf they are unllke
« other }ypés of organizations, énd therefore that traditional épproaches to
assessment are no?.appllcable‘(Maréh and Oisen, 1976; Welék, 19{;). Thé
unlquehess of each Institution is élsq argued to make.comparailve :

N AN
assessments among schools questionable (Dressel, 1971). 'Whereas Judgments

about colleg¢ and university effec?lvenegﬁb;ua+¥6égur regularly'by .
accreditation agéhples,.po?enflal students and faculty ﬁembers,'parenfs,
funders, and employers, no good criteria of effectiveness have ever been
identlfled, and the meanlng of effecfrveness In higher educatlon is
unclear (Hutchins, 1965). It is not th&t af;empfs haven't been made to
identify criterla, it is Just that the lgdlcafcrs of effec?%veness /
selected by|researchers have brought little clarity Tp the construct.

For gkample, Webster (19813 Iden?lfied the six most prevelant methods
of aéalu{ ing effectiveness in higher education over the past 20 years.
Thewmos? prominent |Is the use of “reputational ratings" by peers or

experts (e.g., faculty members, deans, senior scholars, corporate

executives)., Repu?afloﬁ%l rdtings are produced by asking respondents to

-

ot




—/:3 list the %Ive best (most effec?lVe, highest quality, etc.) institutions or

&epar?men?s. Besides being subjJect to time lag, halo effect, and’

oversimplification, the weakness of This reputation criterion ls\pes?

i1iystrated by a study condhc?ed in 1980 casking senior peréonnel

executives In leading organizations to rate the¥12 best undergraduate

business ﬁrograms in America. Harvard, Stanford, Columbia, Chicago, and

»

Northwestern ali were rated as among the 12 best, even though none of
these schools even has an undergraduate buglness'prégram (Webster, 1981).

A second prevalent criterion éf of fectiveness Is cl?a?lén counts of

*

) faCulty members in Institutions, Thlé criterion Is\nof only sub Ject to
prgblémg of the relative pobhﬂarl?y of disciplines, the teaching

“orientation of the schqol,'?he~lnabllkfy To assess quallity -of arTPcles'
publlsﬁed, and so on, but an Iimportant weakness Is fllusffa?e By 8 study

in 1977'ra?ing psychology departments on the basis of number of articles

kY

publ i'shed (Cox and Catt, 1977). Harvard's psychoT?y p

department=-including B.F. Skinner, Robert Bales, Roger Brown, Jerome X '

’

Bruner, David McClelliend, Gerome Kagan, and Richard Herrnsfeln-—wés ﬁa?ed
« 28th best, behind schools guch aé Temple, Rochester, and Missouri. Most

knowiedgable psychologists would question the validity of such an

assessment.

ﬂThe other four most prevalent criteria used to ré?e effectiveness In
golleges and universities inctude faculty awards and honors (e.g., e
Ful Ibright or Guggenheim fel lowships), student achlievements affer g

graduation (e.g., starting salaries, Iistings In Who's Who...), scores of

entering students on national exams (e.g., SAT, ACT)g'and Institutional

resources (e.g., size of the library, expenditures per student). In each

case, major flaws are associated with each of these criteria, the most ’
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Important of whlc%}ls that they apply only to 50 or so of the beé? known

Institutlions In the country. Schools that do not pursue a national
reputation, that do not compete In a national labor marke?, that. do fot
émbhaslze or reward research and publfca?lon by the faculty, that
emphaslzé meeting local cémmunl?& needs, orvfhaf do n?f:gngage In "
natlonally visible actlvities (e.ges dlvision 1 foctbald)-never scoré high
on such crl?erfa. ﬁ::i:?una+ely, the group of Institutions for which
these six ‘eriterla don't apply CEEBBEE oQér_@ﬁ percent of the col leges and
universitles In America. Aslde from the few schools with high visibllity
and ?radi?lons of academic excel lence, most Institutlions of hfgher
education are left without obvlous criterla ?o‘asse;s°?helr organlzational
ef fectiveness. ’ ,

The resul?‘lsﬁihaf individuallst lmppgsslons, or Judgments made on
the basls of QUeétlonable criterla, are typical of assassments of

effectiveness In Instltutlons. And wlthout systematic and rigorous

\ { .

assessments In these organlzatiobs, there Is lit+tle Information avallable ’

\
about how to Improve performance. The effectiveness of a college or
universlty cannot be Improved, In other words, If It Is not ciear what

effectlveness Js. One reason that the call for a moratorlum on studles of

effectlveness |s not approprlate for thls kind of organlzation, therefore,

is that no valld, unlvar]a?e Indlcators are avallablﬁ?ﬁﬁbd the management
of jnsflfufloqs of hlgher educatlon suffers from thls tack of

understandlng about approprlate perfcrmance. As Bennls (1973) put It:

Rk
Unquestionably, unlversities are-emong the wors®
managed Instltutions In the country. Hospltals ®nd
some state and clty adminlstrations may be as bad; no
buslness or Industry except Penn Central [which
subsequently went bankrupt] can possibly be. One )
reason, Incredlbly enough, |s that unlversities==whlich

have studled everythling from government to Perslan s

a .\

i*]




4 o N . i ’ . . . ) /
*Irrorsvand thie’ number 7--have never déeply studled
thelr.own administration [pp. 25-26]. *

7

It Is the Intent of this paper to address this dearth of research on
, :

the effectiveness of colleges and universities as well as to address some

of the major problems with. past effectiveness studies as enumerated by

Ggodman'ang his col leagues. Tha » the focus is on assessing and

AN
predicting the organizational effectiveness of col ieges and unlyerslfles,v

and doing fT In 5ucﬁ’a way that many of the weakqesses of past

-

Investigaters are overcome.

vt
;

) e
it Is 10 be expected that without clarity concerning the measurement
of organlzqtlonal effectiveness, no theories are available regarding what

factors are.most powerful\ln predicting or explgjnlng effecflveness,zznd
what fac?orf}are assocliated with Improvement in effeg?lveness. This Is 7
partlcularl§ true In higher educatlon. Not only have é??empfs to assess 7.
organlza?l&nﬁl effecfiveness been probiematic, but aimost no considéra?lon
has been glven to Identifying factors fha? méy help guide managers of
+these lnsTlTﬁTIOns {n understanding or Improving thelr own effectiveness.
In this research, four main research questi6ns are COnéldered that help
address this deficiency. They are not derived from exlsflngA?heory (since
none Is avéllable), rather they are identified-oniy as guides to \
undersfandlng‘?rganlza?lonal effectiveness In higher education and In
knowing how Toilmprove lfoég%he four questions are:

-1, Can Institutional effectlveness be assessed In such a va; as to

be associated with indicators of long-term organlzational

viabillty (i.e., can It be assessed vaiidiy)?.

10




2, Whe? factors. are most predictive of erganlzaflonal ef fectiveness
in colleges and universities?
o 3. What factorssaccount for lmproyémen? in effectiveness over time?
.4. In what ways do institutions that Impreve in effec?iveness over
 time differ from those that decline In effecflveness?.~;' .

The Intent of‘fhese questions is not to develob a theory of -
opéanlza?lonal effeeTlveness as a result of .ong study, rather It is to
begin to address some'of’¢he deffciencies In the |iterature on
eﬁfgcflveness and on'hlgher.edUGaflon assessments, For example, the first
ques?]On Is posed as a direct response to the crl?lclsm of Goodman et al.
(1983) and ofhers (Cameron, 19785 Campbell,’ 1977, Reimann, 1982) that the - '

A

relationship be?ween the criteria selecfed To, assess effec?lveness and
‘actual success In performance, or Iong-?erm viadility, often Is not
oBvloue. As Goodman ot al., pu? l?‘ "the rela??onshlp between Indicators
and OE is not examined (p. 171)." By answeflng this flrs? ques?loq,
assurance can be pronded ?haf~whaf is be!ng meesured does, in fqgf,-have
some relationship to Igng term organizational survival.

The second question-is posed as a reaction to the leck of
understandlng regardlﬁg why eome,lnsflfu{lons are more ef fectlive than
others. Especlall) among, “lesser known" Instltutlons of hlgher educatlon
that never make the reputatlonal rating llsts, (for example, CarTTer?
1966) It Is not clear what factors are most Important In exp[elnlng thelr
effectlveness or lack thereof.

The thlrd questlon regults from an Interest In looking at more than
one statlc assessment. !f some Instltutions BmpreQe or decline In varlous
aspects ;f effectiveness over time, what is |t that acceunfs for those

B

t N .
changes? Some factors may be uncovered that are of Interest to those

—

1]
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charged with Improving the ef fectiveness of their own collegés and

9

universities, . -

The fourth qués?fon is an elaboration of question 3. Aside from the ‘_“ - a
. A . . oo K4 ¢

factors that héip explain Improvement or deciing In certain aspects of -

effec?lveness, are some institutions more likely to lmbro&e (or decline)
than others? This duesflon focuses gn the factors that serve to
differentlate Institutions on the way up from.those on the way down : " _

-

relative to overall effectiveness.
In the sectlon below, the proceauras for assessing organizational
effectiveness are explalnéﬂ, and the factors that serve as potentlel Ay

predictors relavive to the four research questions are specified. ﬂ =
ME THODOL 0GY

This study reports an elaboration and extension of eariler research

reported by Cameron (1978, 1981, 1982). |In that earllier reséarch,

5SS ample of 41 colleges and
p Ve ‘ .
BBG. The current study

used the same Inst ument to measure affeéfjve D four years later (1980)

in 29 of ?he‘éame’4l schools. In this follow=-up research, only 29 of the ’ ﬂ
original 41 school agreed to particlpate. No appéf@n? systematic bias
was evldent among thosy Institutions, Simllar Insflful&onal demecgraphlcs
(e.g., unilonlized versusinonunionized, public versus private, large versus'

smal |, doctoral versus four-year only) and simllar eftectiveness proflles

-[1981J) were present In both samples.

\

|

|

|

- |
(e.g., hlgh’scorers in different domalns of effectlveness, see Cameron i
|

|

|

|

|
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' 'wh~' Each %f fhe Zé lnsfltuflons‘lncluded ln fhe 1980 sfudy are four-year ‘

lnsflfﬂflons. Seven of fbe schools offer only bachelors degrees, five
\ 23

offer masfers degree ‘and lﬂﬁgifer docforafes. Eleven of.fhe schools are )

L
publlcally supporfed and 18 are prlvafe., Insflfuflonal age ranges from

approxlmafely 30. years to over 200 years. Faculfles are unionized in 19
[ oy % . . . BN

enrol Iments range from Just over 1000 to Just over 10,000 with the average

of fhe”schools;wlfh 10 being non-un[onlzed. Undergraduafe sfudenf E

- . h' . .
being 4200 students. Confhpentlally was promised toteach institution, so l
names @f’ schools are not included in fﬁls‘reporf. » | ' S
. * ) ‘O- . y& .‘ .
v ' i , " ~ c. Q

Respondent Sample , - Tyt o

.- In each of the sample lnsflfuflons, approxlmafely 75 represenfaflves

=

:,resf were academlc, flnanclal, student’ affalrs, and general

R4

~ of the dominant coalition were asked To respond to a quesflonnalre.

Forfy-nlne percenf of the respondenfs were facnlfy deparfmenf heads, the
G .

admlnlsfrafors. In.all, 1240 lndlvlduals parflclpafed in the data

'.collecflon effort. In 198Q/(1317 parflclpafed in the earlier 1976 stdy),

representing a response rate of 60 percent of fhoseﬁgoafacfed.

R

.
lnstrument ¢

4 The'quesfuohnalre consisted of .Items identlfled by members of the
domlnathcoaflflon as Indlcating organlzational effectiveness in colleges;w
and unlversities. These indicators were obtalned from an earller study of
dominant coalitlion members In anofher‘sample of Instltutions by means of‘
Interviews. Respondents In fhose.lnfervlews were asked to Identify
characteristics that are typical of ef fective [nstltutiéns that they were

aware of. A fong list of potential Indicators was ldent!fled. From'fhose

10
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.

- llkellhood that respondents wod]d purposely bias assessments efyfﬂelr own ’

° ) Vi
..
o

Characferlsflcs. ques?lonnlare I?ems were cons?rucfed 1o be Included on. [
Y

‘

?he effec?lveness Insfrumen? (see Cameron, 1978, for a more defalled

explana?lon). items on the ques?lonnalre asked Inle(;ua1s ?o provlde ‘ ' 'l ‘
descrlpflve Informatlon, no? evalua?lve Judgments, regprdlng the’ ex?en? To . v
whlch theilr Ins'tlfl'u'rlon ﬁossessed cer'l‘aln characteﬂs'rlcs. Al'rhough 1'hese
charac?erlsflcs had‘been Identlfled as belng‘jndlcaflve ofieffecflvehess,a ’ “ "
igesflennalre resbonden?s were”no? Instructed that they were ra?lng4'. ,
effec?lveness. They were oniy toid that they were to describe ?he ‘ ' .
charac?erls?lcs possessed by their’ Ins'rl'ru'rlon.2 Thls emphasls on r a

description, not evaLua?lon, is lmportant in order ?o reduce the

organization's effectiveness in a positive dlrec?lon; This questionnaire,

Is designed to assess nine separéte dimensions of orgénlzeflonal ,

—

2 . . . )
effectiveness, andgthese dimensions are summarized in Tabie 1. : ?

Cw TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Cameron and Whetten (1983) suggest that in every assessment Of
effecflveness, But particularly In assessments In settings that have some“
degree ot agblgulfy regarding approprla?é‘crlferla (e.g., higher
education),’ the construct of effectlveness must be clrcumscribed or i
beended. That Is, not all posslbﬂe crlterla or perspechVes can be taken

|

{nto-account, so researchers must be expllcit about what fhey are and are

not measuring. Seven guldellnes are outllined by these authors that help

Ilmlt the scope of the assessment and provide boundaries to the
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T ", Table 1 Niné Dimensions of Organizat1ona1 Effé¥t1veness in Inst1tutions o
- of Higher Education - . f )
- - .q/ " . )
- ;. . - - — . ‘ . Y
~. DIMENSION . o DEFINITION - I
, L "Student Educational , - The extent to which students are _
S Satisfaction ' *satisfied with their educational (.
. S - ~ experiences at the institution. *
. : . ) : ¢ . > .
2. .Student Academic - 4 . ' %,
Development . - : The extent of the academic growth, . s
. - attainment; and progress of students e
"at the 1nst1tution .
3. Student Career ’ The’ extent of occupat1ona1 prepared-
Development : ness of the students, and the emphasis
‘ L on career deve]opment provided by s
. \ -the 1nstitut1on . ‘
4. Student PenSonal ' The extent of student development
Development : in nonacademic, noncareer oriented
, o areas, and the emphasis on personal
S ) ' deve]opment provided by the ‘school.
5. Faculty and Administrator ) The extent of satisfaction of }
Empleyment Satisfaction ’ faculty members and administrators
o with their emp]oyment at the -
institution. .
4
6. "Professional Development ' lThe extent of profess1ona1 attain-
- and Quality of the Faculty ment*and development of the faculty,
. and the emphasis on development
provided by the institution. ¢
7. System Openness _ The extent of interaction with,
. and Community Interaction adaptation to, and services provided
' for the external environment by the
institution.
8. Ability to Acquire Resources The ab111ty of the 1nst1tut1on to
- acquire needed regources such as
. & high quality students and facu]tyB
financial supports, etc.
9. Organizational Health The extent to wh1ch the internal

processes and/practices in the
_ 1nst1tut1on ate smooth- functioning
benevolent.

o f
) . -
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definitlon. The. seven guldelines. are |isted below along with the . ' .
.élrcqmscrjpflohs for this-Investigation. \,' V2 ' ) '
. .. | "'. ' N . , Q7 . R
. %QﬂﬂﬂJNE‘ v ) CIRCUMSCRIPTION - A L&
. Y y - s o "y
1. From whose perspective |s D&mlnan? coai4tion members . . '
effectiveness being Judged? constitute the relevant ' : |
’ , o perspective in this study.’ P . .-
. - N . * This group “‘comprises the major * v S

, o . decision makers In the’
' ' . 'InﬂTmﬂom,aM'meoms
' . L . that ‘have the most influence
. e Sl . on institutional poilcy, . G
' ’ . ; o ;e dlreg?lon,‘and performance. .

-3

! 2. On what domalns of activity - The ufidergraduate portlon of
is the Judgmen? focused? the institutlons was assessed.

s -Thls was selected because It

o is a comparabié _ domain across .

, . al | "the schools) and because 3
. ' It comprises ‘the, maJér" area
- of activity and ‘ldentity for v
. - each of the lns#ﬂ;uflons. o, .

¢

’ 3. ‘What level of anafysis is . - The onganiza?lonal ievel of
' used? ’ analysis was the facus. This
‘ lével “is important {in making
comparative Judgments across
) . institytions, and berause It
.. . o has Iaﬂbely_been ign
- past evaluations in
education. Moreover, none : ,
of the Institutions is so ¢, %
large as to make Institutlonal.
wlde ratings infeaslble,
. J
; .
4. . What Is the plirpose of : . Thls assessment sought to
the assessment? : ldentl fy areas of strength
and weakness on varlous dl-
menslons of effectiveness,
- Guaranteelng confidentlallty 1
for Instltutlions helped to
elimlnate the threat that the
assessments would be used for

polltical or punatlve purposes, .
and that blased data vould :
“oresult.

@

Criteria of effect!veness all

were orlented toward static,

X short=term indicators. They

focus on the extent 10 which
At

5. What time frame Is employed? =




|

v ’ Q'
6. What type of data are
- sought? !
' A

r

7. What is the referent agalinst
which effectiveness Is Judged?

the iInstitutions currently ,
possess characteristics °
indicative of high effective-
ness. R

Percep?uaf ratings of
ef fectiveness were sought
by way of questiohnalires.

v L}
Schools were assumed to be .
highly effective If they . g

~scored higher on a dimension

than other Institutions In

the sample., Therefore, a
) ggmpgzailxg'refereni was
employed. . -

The constralints Imposed'on effectiveness In this Investigation

a

“r

suggest that TnsTl?u%ions wére Judged to be effective Jf.?hey scored hlgh‘a

on a va:le?y df short-term, organization Iével_crl?erla that are Important -

N 1)

to members of the dominant coall?lbn.

Y

Analyses

In ordgr to address the four research questions }n'?hls.s?udy,

1

«

' seyeral kinds of s?a?lstlcal analyses were required. First, psychometric

LY

tests wefe conducted to ensure that the nine dimensions of effectiveness

astessed by the questionnalfe possess high reliabliity and Internal

consjstency,

&

Cameron (1981) argued that these dimenslons are conceptually

distinct (but not necessarlly statistically lndependeﬁf), so It was

important to determine 1f the nine dimensions emerged from this study.

The psychometric tests Inciuded rellabillity analyses and factor analysls.

Second, ?hé?scores of Instltutions on the effectiveness dlmenslons

woere correlated with other independant Indicators of Instlitutlional

" well-belng and long=term viabillty.

The Indlcators selected for these

analyses were flve Indicators of "financlal health" (Dickmeyer, 1980), and

i

enrol Iment trends’ In the Institutions from 1975 through 1982. The

[0V
~3

%
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rationale Is that schoois scorlng hlgh on dlmenslons of effecflvenoss
should also be flnqnclally s?rong dhd should not' be Ioslqg s?udeq;s. ﬂany
ofhor factors besldes effectlveness could affect these ?wo lndlcn?ors of
1ong-?erm vlablll?y, of course, bu? it was felt ?ha? some evldence of
validity for the ques?lonnalre measures could be obtained by, flndlng
positive assocla?lons between effectlveness scores and flnanclal heal?h
and an absence of enrol Iment decllno. ‘ ’;
The analyses used ;o address research ques?ions/2§ 3, and é'wers'
multiple regresslon and discriminant analysls. Regrésslng several
pofen?lally important. predictor variables on effec?lveness scores was
deslgned ?o defermlne what gere the mos? important factors ln explalnlng
cof lége_and unlversl?y etfec?lyeness% In addl?lon, because some %

Ins?l?u?lons lmproved in ?helr scores on ?he effec?lveness dlmensl
ﬂ\,

‘befween 1976 and 1980 whlle ofhors decllned or remal ned sfable, predlc?or
variables also were regreésed on ?he change scores for each dimension of
;ffecflveness’ln ?hese lns?l?u?lonsﬁoefween 1976" and 1980. The purpose
was to deTermlne what factors accoun? for Improvemen? in each dimension of
.effec?lveness over ?Ime.'AFlnally, lnsflgutlons.were divided Into three
groups==those that Improved in effectiveness (i.e., average scores on
effectiveness dimensions improved at least 2 percent), ?hose that remalined
stable on thelr effectiveness scores (l.e., average effectiveness scores
were 1.5 percent), and ?hoso ?Hoj declined in effog?lvénoss (1.€0,
effec?lvenoss scores declined at ieast 2 percent). Discriminant analyses

were conducted to determine what factors differeftiated befween“

lns?l?u?lo?z that were getting better from those that were getting worse.

.
»

.




. P . / - . ‘ . K .
Predictor Varisblés , o . ‘ R .
Varlables were selected as potential predlc?grs I f they had been
‘Idenflfied In prevlous-reseanch~§s‘havlng some relé?lonshlp to
Institutional performanée. Becauge this reséarchbls focugeg on
ideﬁ?lfylng ?hé moé? important predictor variables, not on testing a
priori hypothesized rela?lonsﬁjps befweeﬁ certain varI;bJes and
effec?lvéness, this sfrafégy for ge]acflng yariables seemed appropriate.
Tﬁaf is, this lnvesf(gatlon is eiblorafory in the sense ?Hh? no ?héorles
exist regarding what var[ableS'are supposed ?q be' related to ef?écflvéngss '§§
in colléges aﬂd universities. Therefore, factors that_have been found to :
be associated wl#h“performance in other types of organizations Qere used.
" For example, dlmensldns of the ex#efnal env.ironment were .
o ésgesseq-lncluglnd turbulence, ;omplexi?y, richness or mdhificence, and: . e
supportiveness --based on the WQ;L of Camefop (1981), Duncan €1973),
Hirsch (1975), Miles and Cameron (1982), l:iegand“hl and Rélmann (1973), Nord ‘
(1983), Osborn and Hunt (1974), Pennings (1975, 1876), Zanmuto (1962), and
others. OrganlzaTIOnal‘s?rucfure vaélables--l.e., cen+raiféa?I0n, |
professionallzation, sfandardeaTIOn, dgdministrative ratlo--also were
Included based on the flndings of Blau (1974), Lawrence and Lorsch (1969),
Mahoney (1967), Van de Ven and Ferry (1980) and others. Agsessments of
// the sfrafegic management orlenfaflfn were lnciuded=clncludlng major area
of strategic emphaslis, panc#Ivlfy of strategles, and Internal Qersus
\ external focu§==based on Chlld (1974, 1975), Chandler (1977), Miles and
Snow (1978), Hambrick (1983), Miles and Cameron (1982), aﬁd others. The

degree to which management actlon Is assoclated-wlth successful

organizational performance-—-as opposed fo uncontrollable ?actors such as

environment, structure, and Ind+1tutional demographlcs==1ls a much debated




% 4 <

. ‘ . .
Issue In current organizational research (Aidrich, 1979; Miles and

x>

Cameron, 1982) so special emphasig was glven to comparisons between these /
3 . . o
control labie and uncontrojlabie factors.

@ kemmercer ‘and Baldridge (1978), Cameron (1982), a—n'd o'l'hers ‘f;und, B |
fq;ui?y unjdnlsm.?q be an important variablie in the funchonlng,of’hlgher
educa?lon‘fnsfl+uiloﬁ§; so It also was Inciuded as ; variable in this
§?udy. ih addl*[gn, internal "saga" or climate measurés (Ciark, 1970),
along with internal expenditure pa??erns${Bowen, 1981; Pfeffer and Méore,
1980; Cha%tée, 1983) and types of“S?udeqjs_ln the school**@.g,, high
. entrance examlnation scores--were assessed as pfedlc?or variabies for
those schools. Flnally,‘lnsflfu?lonal Qemogfaphlcs- fze, Iécaflon,
v percen?.of ?enured faculty, type of‘schobl (I.e;.'l::::;X’ar?s,
gpeclgllzed, majér doctoral, compreheﬁslve), énd In;?lfu?lonal éoﬁ?rol
(l.e., publlg; prlvé?e)-—w?re included because of ?helr potential to

po ) . -

* affect Institutional effgctiveness (Zammuto, 1983). . S BV

o L ‘ .‘A“'RE‘éﬁLTS‘n’  ’:=,

The seme nine dimensions of effectiveness emerged from this study as ’
have emerged In past research. Ihternal conslstency reliablllities fo;a 447/
these dlmeqslons ranged from .72 to .92 with a Tean reliabl ity
_ coefflcléﬁ¥ of .82. Factor analysis (orthogonai rotation) of the 57
questionnaire items resulted in the items for each dimension loading on
thelr own factors. (Detallied repor?lng\ﬁf these factor loadings Is not

included fo conserve space.) Average Intercorrelation among the nine

dimensions was .42 indicating that, whekeas the dimensions are

Ta

¢
conceptuaily distinct, certain of the dimensions do vary together In

3

ERNC | ‘ <
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ratings of effectiveness (see Cameron [1981] for an analysis of the g

interdimensional covariance). These results Indicate that the nine T
. . c :
dimensions of organizational effectliveness have adequate Internal

cohslstenéy rellabil ity and discriminant valldity to be used as the basis

«

fpr the Qnsfl?u?rohal performance profiles. An éxamination of the mean
score§ of each of the 29'lns?l?u?lons‘gcross the nine dlmensloni'showed,
that each school had a unique pfbflle of éffec?lveness scores, and no

school scored high (or low) on all the dimensions of ef fectiveness.

’

Researchers have too frequently selected criteria of effectliveness
) X A )

(v

arbitrarily or on the basis of convenience, and they have not often -

demonstrated relationships betweer those criteria and longer-term

. . ’ ! 4 . C \_)
performance. (A recent example of an exception to tiils shortcoming is - .T%J

'Relﬁann, 1982.) I+ Is important, however, to dé?ermlne to what extent the oy

lcr]?er{a of effec?lveness used In assessments are assoclated with other
indlca?ors'af«+0nger-?erm viabll ity and perfprmance...THls Is éssen?lally
a question of ex?ernal val Iditys Cameron‘(1978)lrepor?ed correlaflons ’
between scores on these nine dimensions and certain objectlve measures of
performance, puf few of those obJective indlcators were long=term in
orientation., Similarly, Cameron (1978b) reported the results of.a
mulflfréLljmulflme?hod analysis with the n}ne dlmenslons and demonsfrafed
the acceptab’l ||ty of the discriminant vallidity 6f these dlmensions, |
However, Goodman, Atkin, and Schoorman (1983) still raised questions about
the appropriateness of these measures of @ffecflvenéss In argulng, it Is
not clear how the objJective data z?ps onto OE...there may be confusion as

oD

to whether the nine dimensions arerqlearly mebsures of OE... ype 170,
X

i71).”

17
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Evidence for the external valldity of these nine dimensions’ may be
ﬁ?served by analyzing the relationships between scores on the dimensions
and Indlca?ors of institutional flnanclal heal th, and between the

dlmensldﬁ scores and enrol Iment trends, Francls (1982), chkmsyar (1980),

.

b!ckmeyer and Hughes (1982), Minter (1980) and others have argued that
v long=term Institutional vlabtll%y is strongly related to flnancla}fheal?h,

4
and considerable effort has been extended to develop measures of that

construct. Whereas no consehsus has been reached regarding which are the

> ‘: ' . % i '
best measures of financial health for institutions of higher education, ' . E

the five Indlcé?ors included In Table 2 are generally acknowledged to be . Lo
. . u . N Al

~.among the best alternatives. Table 2 repokts average correlations between

.

scores on the nine effectiveness dimensions with scores on five financial A

*
ra
o) "

indigators for fhe 29 In5titutions. 3

.
2 ! ! . '
- -\ I3 \ .' _ » q

. TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE = . <
& o N

Correlations are averaged across each of the flnanclaTx;;dlcafors in
the top haif of the Table to pr;;Ide an average correlation befweéﬁ«each
dimension of effeCTLveness and/QVLrall financiai healith. Six of the nine

Q \
dimensions are significantiy and positiVely asscciated with financial
healfhcior the sampie schoolis. In the bo;fom half of the table,
correiations are avgpaged across The nine dlnenslonsvof ef fectlveness for
eaéh of the five financial Indicators. All five are significantiy
correiated with overall organizational effectiveness. The canonical

correlation coefficient between these two sets of variabies Is .98, and

approxlmafély 99 percent of the variance is accounted for.

18
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Table 2 " Correlations Between Effectiveness Dimensions and Financial
Health ' - *
.
. -/
P Vd
. N (/—"‘ . - - Y R . o
EFFECTIVENESS DIMENSION AVERAGE CORRELATION
Student Educational Satisfaction o .488%*
Student Academic Development .802**
Student Career Development =.561**
. Student Personal Development . ‘ .396*

- ‘Faculty & Administrator Employment Satisfaction .244
Professional: Development & Quality of the Faculty .806**
System Openness & Community IntEﬁggtion - 055 -
Ability to Acquire Resources ) : .783**
Organizational Health A71%

-]

FINANCIAL HEALTH INDICATOR

AVERAGE CORRELATION

Financial Independence .377*
Financial Flexibility .518**
Financial Cushion .532%*
Revenue Drawing Power . 590**
Endowment Yield .542%*% .
CANONICAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENT CHI SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE

.984 106.72

s

\ .000

* p¢ .0l
** p¢ .001

¢\
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A more flne?gralned‘way to analyze the rglé?lonshlp between flnénclalh

health and effectlveness Is to compare the flnéﬁclal health af the schools

scoring lowest on effectiveness with those scoring highest on .
effectiveness. Seven of the ten schools that had the highest oyérall
average scores on the nlné dlmensjons of ef fectiveness also haa-?he
hlghes? scores on al | flve of the flnanclal heal?h Indlca?ors. In fact,

?he ?op seven schools in average effectlvaness also were ?he top seven -

schools on each indicator of fInancal healfh (al?hough the r.ank orderlngs
on each of the flnancial lndlca?ora were not anay& ?he same) . -Slmll ly,
the lns?ﬂ?uflons that scored ioqu? on the nine dimensions of ~ ((:
effec?lveness”alspjtendedcjo score loy‘oq ?hq flﬁinclal heal th lﬁdlca?ors.
Nine of the bottom ?en.schﬁpls Tnf@yeragﬁ effectiveness also r keg in the
bottom ten on at least ?hfe?/ﬁg/;;e flnanclal healfh Indicator Y

Rank order correlgtiaﬁé for schools' ranks on organlza?lonal ' -
effectiveness with thelr ranks on each of the flve financlal healfh
lndlca?or; ranged between .26 (p < 05) any{ .68 (p < .001). The averége
rank order éernggjcﬁ'befween ef fectlveness and flInancial health Is .54
(pe < +001). |In summary, ?herefore, these producfimomen? corréla?f;ns and
rank order Eorrelaflons provide support fqg ?hé external valldity of tThe
nine effectliveness dimenslons, and they pqévlde some ]ndjcaflon that
financlal viabllity over Tlﬁ& ls assoclaTeL wlfh @ffgcflveness scores %or
the Institutions.

A second boss]ble Indicator of long=term Instltutional viablllity Is
the pattern of enrolliments experlenced by schools. [f Institutions are
losing enrollments, It may iIndlcate that lpng=ferm survival Is Threaf%ned

or that the Institution Is not as effectlive as It could be. Of course,

numerous other factors have a slignlflcant Impact on Institutlonal

I4

"~
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enrollmenvu such as the economl faderal s?uden? ald, unemployment rates,

and so on (see Zammuto, 1983) buf Is Is also reaseqpble to. assume that -

ineffectiveness and enroliment decline may bé correiated as well. prfe 3.

reports the correla?loné?befweeﬁ enrol iment change from 1975 through 1982 :

. o~

and scores on\fhe nine effectiveness dimepnsions. = Significanf correlations ,

oxist for onlJ four of the dimensions. The canonical correlation
, )
coefflclen? Is'approxlméjely 6 (p < .10),

: 2
’ : TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

-

__——More sypportive evidence for external valldity using these data,

however, comes from comparing the ten kns?l?uflons hav]ng the highest

" overall effectiveness scores with the ten Iné?l?u?lons having the lowest

overal | scores. Only one of the top ten schools experienced enroiiment
decline In the perlod 1975”?hrough 1982 (a drop .of 3 percen?), whereas
seven of the,bottom ten schools experienced enrollmén? decllnes (ranging

from 3 pencag? to 94 percen?).4- Thesquesulfs seem to provide additional

evidence that the nine dimenslons of effectiveness are assessing Ihporfﬁnf

"
,g¢/#

aspects of institutional performance.

Goodman et ai. (1983) suggested that if any faith is to be put In
measures of organlzational effectiveness, Indicators of what factors _
affect them is a prerequisite. Referring particularly o the nine

dlmenslons of effectiveness used In this study, they asserted:

20
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Table 3

Corre]at1ons Between Efféctiveness D1nens1ons and Enroilnent
Change Between 1975 and 1982
. /
o L .
——— . —
] N q i o _ .
EFFECTIVENESS DIMENSION Lo CORRELATION
) . S . S

" Student ‘Educational Satisfaction ‘ .236* °
Student Academi¢- Develapment -.120
Student Career- “Bevelopment .488%**
Student Personal Development -.205
Faculty & Administrator Employment Satisfaction L387%*x
Professional IeveTopwent & Quality of the Faculty -.050
System ‘Openness and Community Interaction . 337%*
Ability to Acquire Resources % .120
Organizational Health 201

- CANONICAL CORRELATION COEFF}CfENT CHI SQUARE ~ SIGNIFICANCE
’ i
LI % . ~ o
.598 ~, 34.66 .10

* pg .05
bl pg .01
**% p¢.001
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The key lssue, however Is that we cannot Interpret
variations of students! academic devehopment [for
example] as a measure of OF untll we understand the .
* "controllable and uncontrollable variables that affect
this dimension (p. 171).

"

-

Q .

Analyses reported lp Table 4 address the need to determine_factons

that affect or pfedlc? organizational effectiveness. ,Twe steps were used

to generate these results.

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE . '
v s © T
2 ST

First,. because there mehe too many predlc?er varlabhgs {er a slngle

|

|

~ : ) ‘ ‘ b e |
) |
|

a ) .t oy }
|

\

. regresslon analysis (I e., a degﬁ%es of freedom Ilmlfa?lon), separa?e
7 : '
stepwise regressions:were run. for each ma Jor ca?egory of varlables P

iﬁwder to Iden?lfy the égsf powerful predlc?ors. From three ?o nlne ' o : ‘;
\\Qy varlables, depending on ?he dimension belng consldered, resul?ed from -
?hose analyses. They were eéach Included in the final regresslon analyelg.
The resulfs in Table 4 show the varlables that have: signlflcanf N a "'
rela#IOnshlps with each effec?lveness dimension at the .05 'ievel of - \\
slgnlflcance. These flndlngs Indicate that for every dlmenslon of

effectiveness, the strategic emphasis of top Ins?l?u?lonal admlnls?ra?ors

Is significantly rela?ed to high scores. A strategic emphasls by top

- v

administrators on academic and scholarly affalirs, for example, Is

,assocla?edrwl?h high effectiveness on'four dlmensIOns--sfudeh? educationai
e : : . '
satisfaction, sfuden? academic development, professional development and

2

“qual ity of ?he faculty, and organlzaflonal health. ‘Implementing
{ strategles proactively, Instead of reagwtvely, Is assoclated wﬂ?h high :

scores on three of the dlmenslons=-facul?y«and adminlstrator employment

- . t

Xy

21

o
~J




' TABLE 4 Predictors of Nine Dimensions of. 0rgan1zat1ona1 Effect1veness
~ (variables at the p¢ .05 level of significance). .
* -
. f [ "k K
DIMENSION " PREDICTOR VARIABLE BETA . CORR.. B?
o :
Student Educational Satisfaction :;
Strategic emphasis on academics 743  .743
TurbBulent environment : .416 - -.650
Strategic emphasis on fund rals1ng L3656 .699 .72%
Student Academip-Deve]opmgnt
q “Highlyqselective studentbody ’ .890 .890
. T Strategic emphasis on academics .322 .785  .845
. Student Career Devejopment ' ' |
3 o
- Financial independence .671 -.671
. Strategic. emphas1s on pub11c re]at1ons .397 .508 .602
Student Personal Deve]opment |
. Strateg1c emphasis on student affairs L7271 .727 _
. , Strategic emphasis on fund raising .442 . .598
‘ ‘Strategic emphasis on public service 313 .222° %76
) SR ' ' :
Faculty & Administrator Employment §atisfaction . :
Turbulent environment 726 -.726 -
Proactive strategies implemented .357  .444  .653 -
Professional Development & Quality of the Faculty .
Highly selective studentbody .888  .888
Revenue drawing power .451  .882 -
Strategic emphasis on academics .261  .755 .876
System Openness & Community Interaction h
Préactive strategies implemented .693  .693
. Strategic emphasis on public service .523  .668 .736
Ab111ty to Acquire Resources
Highly selective stud tbody .942  .942
Proactive strategies inmplemented- 222  .650
Revenue drawing power .244  .3886  .938
Organizational Health
Y ) Strateqic eﬁphasis orr academics .759 .759 "
.463 .708 .734

Strategic emphasis on student affairs




-

satisfaction, system openness and communl?y'ln?efécflohy and ability to

acquire resources. A strategic emphasts on public service, student

Y

affairs, and fund ralsing are associated with two ef fectiveness dimensions
’ . ) @ - .

each. ‘ ' s

° . - ’

Factors th;r than administrator strategies that hold significant
relationships with effectiveness dimensions are the revenue drawing power

of the Institutions (see footnote 3 for a definition), and the selectivity

- o . . . L .

of the studentbody, as Indicated by their scores on entrancedexaminations

such'és SAT and ACT. Both of these factors are assoclé?ed with high

scores on the academical ly orlen?ed dlmenslons, l €., sfudgn? academlc

) deveIOpmen?, professlpnaf/;evelopmenfhand quallty of the facul?y, and

i 4

'ablll?y ?o acqulre resources.. The maJor negaTlve lnfluence on -

organlza?lbnal effec?ngeness comes from environmental turbulence, whlch is
a slgnlflcan? negative fac?qr'{n‘affectlng,iWo-@oralefor[en?ed
dLm?nslons--sfuden? educa?lpnai‘sa?jsfac%lon and’ faculty and admlnls?ré?of
sa?lsfactfon;'. e e T

tn brief,” of all 1hé cqfe%orles‘of vaflablés éssessed; the niost
powerful factors assocla%ed-w!?h’érganliaflonal effec?]véheﬁﬁklh these
institutions of hléhéf educgflon ?eﬁ& to be those under the con?rol-of
managers; That Is,dmaﬁégers' strategic ambhases, their stance toward .
proactivity rather Than'reacfl?l#y; and the quality of sfudenfs they can
attract are amoné +he‘mpsf lnfluenffél varlabiés In predicting ?o}whéf
extent the Institutions score high on the ef fectlveness &lmenslons.

Environmental turbulence, a largely uncantréulabla-facfor, appears to be _

the major constraint on performance. . )

22,
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-nine effecflveness dlmenslons, de?ermlnlng what factors accoun? fdr | P

Predlcto nge_J

l LY
_Aside. from de?ermlnlng what factors accoun? for hlgh scores on these

38

‘1mnngxﬁm§n1 or decline in effec?lveness scores also Is lmporfanf. Tha? ’ i ,J;ig,f

ls, fgcfors .that are assocla?ed with hlgh effecflveness at One poln? In o

time may be dlfferen? fhan 1he fac?ors ?haf help |ns?lfu+lons lmprove, or

o°

?haf decrease ?helr effec?lveness over ?lme. Table 4 reporfs results ?haf

-

S

relate "to mnlniaL____ hlgh levels of effecfiveness. The resul?s repor?ed

ln this secflon relate to shanglng the level of effec?lveness possessed by

an Insfl?u?lon. L ' - 4
As mentioned earlier, the criteria of. ef fectiveness assessed by.fhls N

AN
" A . i )
instrument are short-term in orientation and static, but the Instrument -
’ k - -
was administered to dominant coalition members at the same 29 lhsfl?d?lons
in 1976 and 1980, Therefore, by computing the dlfferences befween

effec?lveness scores ln 1976 and in 1980; it becomes possible to Iden?lfy

. Improving and decllnlng schools and to detérmine The “factors that account *

il
for those changes. A two-stage regresslon procedure was used In these
analyses, as was the case In predicting 1h§ statlc effectiveness scores In

Table 4, and the results are reported In Table 5.
. - /’

s

TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

One factor ‘that accounts for change on the many dimensions of

effecffveness Is the nature of the external environment. Environmental

rfurbulence Is assoclated with decline In effectiveness on three

‘dimensions==faculty and administrator employment satlsfactlon,

23
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fTABiELE Predictors of Chanqe in Scores on Nine Dimensions of ‘Organizational

‘ - Effectiveness - 1976 to 1980 (var1ab1es at p< 05 level of significance)

-~

‘DIMENSJON o 1 EQEDECTOR VARIABLE ' . BETA CORR. Rf
—g — —
Change in Student Educational Sat1sfact1on o
o ﬂ,.‘g .
5resence of a facu]ty union 1nﬁT980 -.434 -.434 .188
Change in Student Aqadem%c Déve]opmen;
- . Strategic emphasis on legal matters (547 .547
Supportive external environment .377 .332 .440 <
L. i
' [

Change in SEudent Career Development

Strategic ‘emphasis on fund raiging- .383  .383
~ Complexity of the external environment -.452 -.353 '.342

Change in Student Persona] Deve]opment

Change in Faculty & Administrator Employment Safisfaction .

-~ Turbulence of the exfernal environment -.597 --.597 .357

Change in.Professional Development & Quality of the Faculty

Turbulence of the external environment -.679 -L679
Total expenditures per FTE student -.297 -.286

|

|

i

|

|

Strateg1c emphas1s on f1nances/budgets -8 -.414  .172 : .
Proactive strategies implemented .298 .218°  .623

. _ |

\

|

Proactive strategies implemented 468 .468  .219

Change in Ability to Acquire Resources

d?( Presence of a faculty union in 1980 -.477 -.477
Total expenditures per FTE student ~ _ -.541 -.411

Revenue drawina power .787 .029 .623 ¢
Change in Organizational Health v

.509 -.509 .259

L Turbulence of the external environment

Change in Syétem Openness & Community Interaction
|
|




by

.- reactive imw lmplédenflng.s?rafeglés Is associated with improvement in two

professional develqpmén? and quality of the. faculty, and organizational
heal?h. Environmental complexity and deciline in the dlMenslon,'s?dden?

career develiopment, are significantiy related. And theisupportiveness of

o«

the external environment (e.g.,.non-constraining, ailowlngrfor.flexlblllfy

s

in Ins?fid?lonal strategies) Is associated with lmﬁro?emen? In student

-
prs

. academic development.

Thé's?ra?eglc emphasis of ?op'admlnlstra+ors also Is assoclated with
. : - : ‘ .
five differént dimenslons of effectiveness. .Being proactive rather than

dimensions-=professional development and qual{?y of the faculty, and - - // -
system opeﬁnpss ahd community interaction. A strategic emphésls on.Iega{
- mé??efs-and fund raislng also are significantiy %ssoclg?ed’wlfh /ﬁ
Imprbvemen? in student académlc development and s?ddenj ca}éer deveJqéﬁen?
respec?i&ely, whlle'a.sfraféglc eqphasls on finances and budgeting yé/. .-
| -assoc]a?ed with decilne In/§¢ud¢n? personal developmen?'effecflvengés.
The fesul?s ff ?hese,+wqifacfor§, ?he‘ex?erqal enV]rbnmeq? ané +hg T

° =S

" strategic emphaées of‘adﬁ$n1s?ra?ors, sugges?'?héf neither the naturai
selection. model (Campbellf)1969; Hannan and Freeman, 1977; Aldrich, 1979},
i , , . .
which emphasizes the preminence of the environment as the major determIner
of orgahizational performance, no@jfﬁe strategic cholce model (Chandler,

b
1977; Chiid, 1972; Miles and Cameﬂ%@, 1982), which emphasizes the power of

B
e &
=’

_~managerial actions, are entirely

Ly

irehenslve in accounting for

i'factors——those that are Immutable

51

outside the Institution as welil as those under the control of the

Improvements In effectiveness., Bo

_manager--are Important in accounting for Improvement in dimenslons of

organizationai effectiveriess.

: | 32




‘-

’ /
ther lmpor?an? factors besldes the envlronmen? and managerial

s?rafegles are the presence of a faculty union, whlch Is assoclated wlfh a

v

deql]ne In éffectiveness on two of the dimensions, and the ratio of

expenddtures to students,” which Is also assoclated with a decliine In

‘ef#ec?]venees on two dimensions. The findings showing a negatlve

" relationsh]p of unlonism to effectiveness are consistent with earller

research on that sub Ject (Cameron, 1982) whlich showed that schools with a

"

union tended to have lower scores on all dimensions of effecflveness than,

nonunionlzed schools. The- flndlngs relative to expendlfures per studerit
-
seem ?o suggesf that .Institutions lmproved In effectiveness on two

@cademlcally-orlen?ed dimenslons (prefesslonal development’ and qugl ity of

the gaculfy, and abllity to acqulre resources) when Institutions |imited
spendlné eod'became more-efficient. This strategy Is consistent with o,
Chaf fee's (1983)'Peseérch showlIng tha+ schools that managed decline well,
or that recovered from decllne, often became "]ean and mean" ln ?helr

academl9)$rograms. Tha? ls, They. lmplemen?ed efflclency measures and

became proactive ln ?helr strategles, which Is consls?en? with spending

'
.

less rather Thee more money per student (also see Peck, 1983).-
In summary, the regressloh resul?slln Table 5 iIndicate at least two
general findings. First, both Immutable environmental forces and
managerlal strategles have significant relationships with cheﬁ§es in
organlzational effec?lveness==7he'?ormer largely negative and the latter
largely positive. Second, aslde from ?he environment, the most negative
factors relative to Individual dimenslions of effectlveness are the
presence of a faculty unlon and large expendl?ures durlng a period of

Increasing enrol Iment andl revenue decline In higher education nationw!de.

The most positive factors are managerlal strateglc emphases.

25 “
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) The_fou}?h research question guiding ?hls‘anebflga?lon focuses on ~

the characteristics of Institutions that improve in thelr gvarall

'effectlveness as compared to those that remain stabie or decline In

- effectiveness. The emphasis ls on general Improvement rather than on p

change in the Individual dimensions of effectiveness. Two steps were”used

-

in dlffereﬁ?la?lng among ‘these lnsfl?d?lons. as was the case in the BN

[y ) . "

prevlous regression analyses. That Is, separate stepwise discriminant

analyses were used with different categories of variables In order to
. ¥

identlfy Those that were most powerful in. dls?lngulshlng among ?he ?hree o T

{

lnsfltuflonal groups—-lmprovers. decliners, and those that remained

s*able. The final dlscrlmlnan? analysis used only the most pqyerful

variables. Tabie 6 repor?s fhe resulfs of Thaf analysls.

v - .
A . . ’ . »

TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE '

- . ' - R
Eight varlables were found tqo be extremely powerful in

di fferentlating among these three groups of Instltutions.” These elght

varlables accounted for almost 98 percent of the varlance and resul?ed In

100 percen? of the lns?l?u?lons belng correctly classlfled as declinlng,

stable, or improving In effectlveness. ,Four of the variables have

. - .
posltive assoclations with lmprovement lnkeffectlveness,and four have

negatlve assoclations.
1
tnstltutions that Improved In effectiveness between 1976 and 1980 are

those that percelve the external envlronment to be supportive and that are

strateglcally oriented toward fund.ralslng activities In that environment,




“
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TABLE 6 ’ Variables Discriminating Among Institutions That De¢lined, Remained Stable, or Improved

in Organizational Effectiveness from 1976 to 1980.

]

a

CANONICAL - WILKS' e ' ,
EIGENVALUE CORRELAT ION L AMBDA SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
15,31 969 027 170.77 24 .0000 -
. R s
VARIABLES ' ‘ . * DISCRIMINANT - CORRELATION WITH
: . ) COEFFICIENT DISCRIMINANT SCORE
— : : s :
_ ®

Expenditures Per FTE Student 2.204 560***

“Supportive External Environment -2.509 .612%*k

.Strategic ‘Emphasis on Fund. Raising . -2.888 T

Major Doctoral Classification - . =219 T 441
" Strategic Emphasis on Internal Affairs a -2.828 - 497%*

Strategic Emphasis on Legal Matters oo .545 -.375*

Percent In-State Undergraduate Students -2.090 . =.998%**

Presence of a Faculty-Union in 1980 : - 3.301 . -.578%**

Turbulent Externa] Environment - - .505 -.060

. Jaeneral Baccalaureate Classification . 1.684 -.134

Change in Student Enrollments from 1976 to 1980 .. 1.791 .268

e ' ‘ “ L)
GROUP - .o CENTROID A PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS
- ’ . CORRECTLY. CLASSIFIED
A

. Declined in Effectiveness 4.407

Remained Stable in Effectiveness ‘ 3.216 { 100

Increased In Effectiveness . -3.422

* p«c .05 .
**  pe.Ql 36



N

They also ere ma Jor doctoral-type institutions, and, Inférgs?lngly,_have
high expenditures per student. Whereas-high expenditures per student are
assocliated with lower effectiveness in professional development and
qual]fy of the facNty and with the ability to acqulre_resources-(Table
5, wnéﬁ all nine dlhans&ongﬁgre’bonsldégfd together, higher expenditures
rni}he school seems to help overall effectiveness.® Thlg finding
Iilustratqs the tradeoffs faced by organizations when trying to lnéréase

thelr effectiveness. Impfémen?lng one particular action may improve

ef fectiveness on some dimensions and Inhibit effectiveness on other

’

dimenslons. '

institutions that improved in effectiveness also have characteristics
[,
are externally oriented in strategic affairs, they are not caught up In
internal legalistic matters, their studentbody Is cdsmopolitan and

«

dlverse,‘and They have no faculty union.

*

On the other hand, Institutions that deciined. in effec?lvénegs are
sfra?eglcqlly oriented toward Internal (as‘opbqsed to external) '
Institutional affairs and legallstic matters, thelr students tend-to be )
drawn from local (as opposed to reglonal or natlonal) mafke?s, and their
faculty Is unionized. In addltion, they possess 6héracferls?lcs oppos!?e
to the positively associated factors in the table. They are In a hostile
external envirpnment, they spend |ittle money per student, and they do not
emphasize fund ralsing activitles. As shown by the groub centroids,

stable Institutions are similar to decllining Institutions In thelr

characteristics.

27
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fgppos]?e’bf the negatively associated variabies in Tabie 6; That is, they-




DISCUSSION

N
<7
7

This study addresses| and a??em&Zg to overFiyg/;any of ?he‘maJor
weaknesses of past studi s‘?haf héCé used organlzational effac}lveness as
aVQarlable. Crl?lélém of this research has been widesptead and severe,

Ybut the criticism Is not without Justification. Criter]a of effectiveness
éffeq have been arbitrarily selected, they frequentiy have not\been
clearly associa?ed with organizational performance, and the major factors
that indicate or affect effec?lvénesé have not been.specified (see Goodman
et al., [1983J£1Kan?er and Brlékerhoff [1981]; and Camer@n‘and Whetten,
{19834 for some of the most recent criticism). In this study, the
defintionai boundaries of effec?[veness have been ciearly stated, the
lssué of external valldl?yNhas beeh lnves?lgafgp; and-the maJor factors
that a?% '?Iscores on'effecflveness and changes |n effecfl#eness over time
have been Identifled. ‘ ‘ Lo p

The value of ?ﬁié study, however, ks not only In the exampie it
provldes‘for a way to lmbrove organlza%lonal effectiveness assessments,
but the empirical figdingg resuiting frémthe analyses ﬁave~relevance for

o

C R

organizational fheoryvand management practice as well. Because the

/

universities, however,

»

o}ganlzaflons investigated are coiieges and
generaliizing to other types of organizations may be Inappropriate. But
because of Tﬁe iack of research on effectiveness in.institutions of higher
educaflon,-fhed}eflcal contributions in this area are badiy ﬁeeded, Tbree‘
preopositions can be derived from these flndlhgsp and they are enumerated
and discussed beiow. The paper then concliudes with a suggestion of future

research directions for organizational effectiveness researchers.

{
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mmnnggmgnj;sigﬁieglag. This suggests ?ngﬁQofh the natural selection’ and
the strategic cholce perspectives are Important In explaining variance In

ef fectiveness.

The natural selecflon perspective (Hannan and Ffeeman, 1977; Brlttaln -

and Freeman, 1960; Aldr] 1979; McKelvey, 1982) assumés ?ha?_
organlzations are capf!ves of an envlébnmen?, and that ?hé env lronment
detomines the behavlgr and, ul?lma?ely, the ef fectiveness of ~ o
orgahlza?ions. Managers and managerial actlonszareéconsldeigd to be-
‘largely Irrelevan+ factors In‘predlcflng the successful performgnce of
organlza?lons. Moreover, organizational Inertia-=which Is created by
exfernallj Imposed cons?ralnfs-on organlizational performance, mandgfes for

meeting certaln cons?l?uehcles' needs; organlza?lonal culture and history

that creafe norms and expecfa?léh? for tuture performance, and gtructures

which Inhlbl? ?he Implemen?a?lon of some optlons and so on--ls argued to
Inhiblt organizations' discretion In affecting thelr own long term
. ef fectlveness (MI]Iér—and Frelsen; 1979). Thé nature of the external
environment Is, fherefdre;y+he critical factor to assess when-s?udylng
organizational of fectveness. |

A poiar oppbslte pékspecflveé=fhe-sfrafeglc cholce vlew°=assuﬁes that
top managersyexercise a great deal of choice and can have ma jor lmpact on
organizational effectiveness and iong=term survivai. They do this both by
exerting infiuence on, changlhg, or seiectihg the environment In. which =
they operate, and by changing the configuration and processes In Thev

crganization itseif in order to lmprove performance (Chiid, 1972; Mliles

and Cameron, 1982; Barnard 1938; Miies and Snow, 1978). Organizationai

29




Inertia |s overcome by the quality of,execu?fve 19abershlp'(0handfer,‘

. academlc domain and to the external adapfa?ldn domaln. That Is,

1977{lMlles'and Cameroa, 1982):5:?59 streteglc emphasé5 and choices 9f

managers, therefore, are the crl?lcgl fagtors. To be inciuded In ';; . ‘o

asSessﬁ;nfe of organizational effec?lveness from this perspec?lve. " < '/
| In this study, bo?h4envlroﬁmenfal dlmenslons and strategic emghases - v'x

of"managers were -included as factors that céuld po?en?lafly éccpdn? #éf

the effectiveness of Iné?l?u?loﬁs of higher educatfon. Overall, both

factors Qefe found to be hlighly Impo??anf—-}nlfacf they aré the most

important varlables In accoun?lng for effectivenes s--bu? ?heﬂr Impor?ancei -

differs according ?o the particutar dimenslon of effac?lveneso being -

considered. EnYIronmenfal dimenslions tend to serve as constralnts (f.e.,

negaflvely assoclated factors) to high effectlveness on dlmen Iong )
. ) . '

relating ?o morale and smooth internal functlonlng of the Insfl?uflon. ‘ N

g e v -
Managerjal strategies tend to serve as Inducements (I.e., positively ’

assoclated factors) to high eﬁfec*lyeﬁéss on dimensions relating to the
Institutions tend to do well academically and In Interacting wlth the
external environment as a result of managerial strategies.

Theoretically, the fact that positive dimensions of the external

environment (l.e., resource munificence, supportiveness and absence of
constraints) are not strong predictors of effectiveness suggests that

environmental dimensions are fargely factors that must be overcome rather

institutions may be effective, in other words,
environments more than because of them==an a/”

»~

of naturai-seiection thecrists.
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One other polnf also should be made regarding fhls proposlflon.

Several maJor varlables fhaf often are Included In research and fhaf are

assumed fo be cruclaﬂ In accounting for effeqflveness qere-nof very

Important at alf In.this 4nvestigation. For example, the structure and -

'slze ofhfhe lnsflfu?lons, fhe type or classification of the Tnsflfuf]one,

- the presence of a saga or speclal mlsslon, and so on, did not emerge as

lmporfa] vaﬂlables in any of the regression or dlscrlmlnan?'analyses. .

Apparently the amounf of varlance accounted for by fhese factors Is «

V

dwarfed by the two maJor facfors--envlronmenf and sfrafegy. ' e

~

‘,'9n1enIed;19uacd*Ln;ecnal_lnstliuilgnal_afialts. Few s?rafeglc Issues In

Ld

L3

- the organizational IlTerafure are charac?erlzed by as much agreement as
the need for enfrepreneurshlp (or proactlvlfy) In organizafﬁons (Van . de
Ven, 1983; Hedburg, Sfarbuck and Nysfrom, 1976, Welck, 1982).“k0n the
ofher hand Caﬁeron (1983) discovered that a modal response of higher

educaflqn admlnlsfrafors when faced with fiscal and enro] lemnt declines Is:

<

to become conserva?lve,vefflclency oriented, and reactive. Kn exdlanaflon
for why these ?endencles occurred can be found elisewhere (CamerOn, [382
1983), btt the Impor?anf po;;? Is.that in that'previous study, most
managers were found to behave contrary” ‘Yo conven?lonal wisdom. The

findings:in this study support conventional wisdom and the prescriptions

of most organlza?lonal fheorlifs. That Is, proactivity 1s generally more

successful ?han Is reactivity. This finding also.is consistent with Miies

and Snow's (1978), Miles and Cameron's (1982), and Snow and Hrebiniak's

(1981) research that found prospector organizations (completely proactive)

and analyzer organizations (moderately proactive) to be more effective on '

b
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i

almos? all dlmenslons than defender (mostly reacflve) and, reactor

organlza?lons. In lnsfl?utlons of higher education, as In ofher ?Qpes of -

organlza?lons, no? walting for environmental events to ‘occur hefore' oo
. <+
implementing- s?ra?egles appears to be an lmportan? prescrlp?lon for

succeSs. o v ’ N .

i ' In addition, s?ra?egles orlented toward lnfluenclng fac?ors ‘outside
?h;>ansflfuflon (e.g., public service, fund raising) are assocla?ed wlth-
effe&*l?eness whereas strategies tocused only on internal affairs (e.g.,

'buzge?fng, legal matters) are more general ly nega?lvely assocla?ed wl?h

'~ effec?lveness.J/}hls finding squares with the conclusions of ‘Mi|es and

o3

Cameron {1982y regardjng the strategic orientations that were assocla?ed
- . ) (B . . , .

~ “wlth success among the flrms in the U.S. tobacco Industry. They -

Identi-fled three maJor}iypés of stratelges--domain defense, domain

}goffensé, ‘and domain creation~-which account for the iong-?érm

a

effecflyeneésﬁbf the tobacco flrms (1950-1979).. Each of these strategies

1

lé oriented ?owana affecting ¢he ;§§ernal envlfonmen? In bullding *
pol itieal ;Iack and legl?lmacy, expandlng markets, moving Into new
domalns, and’ so on;, Emphasis on internal affairs (while they 2anno?ibe

completely Ignored) do not account for the success of the tobacco flrms In

overcoming an extremely furbulent and hostile environment.

Whereas tobacco firms and Institutions of higher education are

dlsslmllar'}ﬂ many ways, bo?h face similar types of environments (Cameron,'

*9@3),4and the strategles associated with effectlveness seem to be
similar.. That is, In§?ljuflons that pursue strategies oriented toward
Infiyencing the external envlironment seem to have higher effectiveness

scdrés than do ?Bose that do not,
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':1n51Lidiigns;Ig_hg_gjjegxlxg lns?l?u?lons do no? SUCCeed by belng
.monell?hlc. Managers must Implement a varlefy ot sTrafegles ul*h a
variety ot ?arge?s 1n order to ensure effec?lveness ever time. In ?hls
sfudy,.a variety ot different s?rafeglc emphases were assocla?edawljh ®
d1fferent dlmenslonsvef effec?iveness{ sugges?lng that no one QrLenfa?lon
Is beste  In fact, as was'l{lusfrafed,ln comparing Table 5 and Teblerﬁ,_

PR .

some ‘factors are_ assocla?ed wlth Increasing. effec?lveness on cer?aln

]

dlmenslons and decreaslng effec?lveness on others. Managers' s?ra?egles
have to match the varle?y of ef fectiveness dlmenslons ?hey have avallable
To them,) - f . f; .
. This flndlng Is coesls?ee? with the work of Cha;fee (1983) who tried
to lden?lfy the factors ?ha? dlfferen?lafed lnsfl?u?lons that successfully
recovered “from decllne from ?hose/fha¢ continued to decline through fhe
1970's.. She dlscovered! among other things, ?ha% a wide varjety of

: sfrafegles was requlred ln ‘order for lns?lfu?lons To ?urn-around and to '
begin to increase thelr effectiveness. Her summary, “col leges have a wlde
range of s?ra?eglc moves they mlgh? make productively (p. 28)" |s
consistent with this study's resuits, implementing strategles that
emphasize a varlety of areas such as acedemlcs, publlic rela?ions, s?uden?
affa%rs,'bhdge?lng and flnanclal affalrs, public service, and so on;
appears to be the best way to Influence a varlety of dimensions ef

organizational effectiveness, By doing so, long-=term Inst!tutional

.viabfllsy Is llkely to be enhanced (see Table 2).
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- CONCLUSION’

a :
Thls study has attempted to lnves?lgafe organizational effectiveness

in such a.way that the weaknesses of prevlous lnves?lga?ors were- -

4

. addressed. in addltlon, its purpose was 1o lden?lfy fhe ma jor fac?ors

Tha? are assocla?ed wlfh high leveis of effec?lveness\ln col leges and
unlversl?les. These. flndlngs, of course, are prellmlnary and expioratoryy,

but they do suggesf sofie dlrecflons for fufure research-#ha? may both

enhance our understanding of organlza?lonal effectiveness and help to ,'ﬂ
Improve the performance of colleges and universities. For example, fﬂ?ure
research on effectiveness could be markediy lmproved lf the seven .
cons:raln?s on The deflnl?lon, whlch-were'enumera?ed earller, were made
expllcl?. Those cholces are made lmlecl?ly in each #ssessment, but ?helr
lack of consclous speclflca?lon has led to amblgul?y, noncumula?lveness, .
and confusion in definitions and criteria of effecflvenessjln the

| 1terature. Belng'CTear about the boundaries of organjzational

effectiveness In‘each study wouid helpxovercome those problems. .

Second, more attempfs at external validi1y should be made when v)

assessments of effectiveness are conducted. -Whereas ultimate N

organizational demlse-ls usually not avallable as a referent, other
potential lndlcafors of long-term and short-term success may be found.
The criteria selected for assessing effectlveness can Then be correlated
with ?hose Independent Indlicators.

L]

Thlrd, because the actual strateglic actions of managers were not

-assessed In this study, only thelr strategic emphases, much more

fine-grained analyses should be performed of what acflons managers can

take to preserve or enhance the ef fectiveness of thelr instltutions. Now

2

that certabn major variables have been Identlfled, more rigorous
o, . o
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assessments of these Important factors should be‘done;‘ The value of an
| exploratory study such as this one,‘{:sﬁac?, Is that It identifles wh!cH
7 comhonly used Qarlables are not !mﬁbrfgn? in Institutional performance,
- and those can be glver less emphasis ?han the more important oneé in S ' ®
future Inves?lga?lbns. R g ¢ ' °
) Finally, more systematic analyses of the of f&ctivenéss of co;leges S
and unlvérsl?les are badly needed. Most gf the assessments up fo now have
been ﬁade on the basis of oplnlpn'(e.g., Barron'é "The Best, Most Popular,
~ and Most Exciting Colleges," 1982),.or secondary characteristics with only
“marginal assoclaf1Qn with what the Institution actually does (e.g.,
- * starting salaries of gradﬁa?es). While ?heyﬁlne dimenslons of
- effectiveness usqd in ?ﬂls-sfudy are not appropriiate for all types of .

schools nor for éll assessmenfs; similar a%fémp?s should be made more

']

often to Identify valld and reliable Indicators. ) s
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FOOTNOTES

-3

» ‘ i - . :
; 1 . ‘ 1Thelr alternative view calls flne-gralned tesearch on single
dependen? variables such as sa*lsfac:fgn, produc?lvlfy, accidents, and so -
» "but not on OE." (Goodman, et al., 1983, p. 175). This suggested

alTerna+lve Is controverslal, ‘however, as Is evidenced by Brewer's (1983) |
& ° : . . I

reaction to It: "Tﬁe.demapd to impose a moratorium on organizational

Al

.effac?lVeness studies Is.dlstngeneous and easily read asﬁakmove to [mpede

work that does not conform to the Ilml?ed.percepflon.presen?ed in the

flne-grained analysls paradlgm (p. 219)."

-

-

2Three examples of the 57 ltems on the ques?lonnalre are. provlded to - -

~

. Illustrate the: descrlpflve nature of ?heaquesflons. ¢

| P4

1

"How many faculty members and adminlstrators at this .
dJ college would you say serve In the community In
government, on boards or committees, as consultants, o
. or In other capacities?"
" = - . &
‘"How many faculty .members at this institution are : : N
actlvely engaged now . In professional development
activities--e.g., doling research, getting an advanced
degree, etc.t"

“ApproxImately how many students have elther dropped -

out or not returned because of dissatlsfaction with
thelr educational experience at this Institution?”

¥ 3The following are definltions of the five lndlca?ors of financlal
health:
- ?
1ndep = the proportion of revenues from o

six different sources (tultion, appropriations, grants, glfts, AN
endowment, and all others) )

financial flexibility = the proportion of unrestricted

revenues

financial cushlon - ?hé extent to which savings or slack
can be generated




"Col ller and Patrick (1978).

‘ N\
Increase under conditlons of lower expendltures. However, when other \\\

W ° -

P _ .
revenue drawlnﬁ power - the ablllty ?o attract revenues
- rela?lve o other instltutions

wme - the amount of ‘endowment relaflve to ofher '
siMilar school® : e -

’

Compu?aflonai formulas ‘for each of these varlables are described In , .
, . ,

4Compuﬂng rank order correlaflons Is nof appropriate in fhls case

i@ ,
because hlgh growfr in enrollmenfs Is not necessarily considered to be an

4dndicator of effectiveness, even though declining enrolIments mrghf be

~

considered to be an indication of ineffectivepess.

5Because of this two stage regresslon procedure, the percent of

varfa@ce accounted for (R2) may be exaggerated.

60ne explianation of why expéndlfﬁfes/per student are negatively
associated with two of'?he dimensions and positively asgoc[afed with
effectiveness when ‘all nine dimensions are considered. together Is that
wheh fewer revenues are avallable (and, fheéefore, expenditures per
sjudent are lower) instltutions may be forced to increase their ablility to
acquire additional resources In order to survlve. That Is, they do better
at acqufflng reééurces when expendltures are belng constralned.
Therefore, a nggatlvé relationship between these two varlables seems
reasonable. Simllarly, when less money Is avallable, more faculty may
seek thelr own sources of funding (e.g., research grants, consultlﬁg) and
mofe may engage In degree-upgrading programs to assure thelr

Undlspenslblllty'fo thelr Instltutlions., Therefore, effect!veness In

professionai development and quallty of the faculty could actually
\\

dimenslions of effectlveness are consldered such as student development, \\\

_& , ~




£

,do@etppmenf acffvitles,@bd} morale may decrease, students may get

_morale factors, and organizational hea&%ﬁ: a condition of low expenditures

becomes assoclated with low effectiveness., For example, low expend [ tures
hA A

I3

may stimulate an Increase In resource acquiring and-professional.

-

shorf-changed because of the emphasis In other areas, smooth Internal

‘

Institutional functioning may erode, the needs of 9xferéél constituencles
may be lQnored,'pollflca] Inflighting over scarce resources may oceur, and

. 'so_on. A positive relationship befwéen'expendlfures and effectiveness Is,

therefore, understandable when’all nine dimensions are consldered.
N ’ . i F

38 4123




L

REFERENCES

# )
Aldrich, Howard E. Organizations and environments. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall, 1979. - .

Barnard, Chester, 1. The functions of the executive. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
» University Press, 1938. ' '

Barron's guid¢ to the best, the mést popular, and mhe4§os£ exciting colleges.
Barron's Educational Series, ©198¢. ,“

Bem; Daryl J.;“SeTf-penception: An4a]ternative explanation of’cognitivé
dissonance phenomena," Psychological Review, 1967, Zi, 183-200.

Bennis, Warren G. The leaning ivory tower. San Franciécor Jossey-Bass, 1973.

' Blau, Peter M. The organization of academic work. New Y0rk%7wi1ey, 1973.

Brewer, Garry D. "Assessing outcomes and effects," In Kim S. Cameron and
David A. Whetten (Eds.) Organizational effectiveness: A comparison
of multiple models, New York: Academic Press, 1983. pp. 205-221.

Brittain, Jack W. and Freeman, John H. JOrganizatiodh] pro]ifefﬂtion and -
density dependent selection," In John R. Kimberly and Robert H. Miles
, (Edsé) The organizational life cycle. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1980.-

‘o pp. 291-338. . - . :

-

Cameron, Kim S. "Measuring organizational effectiveness in institutions of
higher education," Administrative Science Quarterly, 1978, 23, 604-
632. -

Cameron, Kim S. Organizational effectiveness: Its measurement and prediction
in higher education. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Yale University,
1978. N +

-

Cameron, Kim S. "Critical questions in assessing organizational effectiveness,"”
Organizational Dynamics, 1980, 9, 66-80.

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 1980.

Bowen, Howard R. The costs of higher education.

Cameron, Kim S. "Domains of organizational effectiveness in‘co11eges and
universities," Academy of Management Journal, 1981, 24, 25-47.

Cameron, Kim S., "The relationship between faculty unionism and organizational
.effectiveneés," Academy of Management Journal, 1982, 25, 6-24.

Cameron, Kim S. "Strategic responses to conditions of decline: Higher
education and the private secgggé" Journal of Higher Education, 1983,

&

Cameron, Kim S. and Whetten, David A. Organizational effectiveness: A
comparison of multiple models. New York: Academic Press, 1983.

Campbell, Donald,® "Variation and selective retention in socfo-cultural
evolution, General Systems, 1969, 14, 69-85.

Campbell, John P. "On the nature of effectiveness," In Paul S. Goodman and
Johannes M. Pennings (Eds.) New perspectives on organizational effect-

Q iveness. San Francisco: Jossey- Bass, 1977. pp. 13-55.

) 49




Cartter, ATlan M. "An assessment of quality in g}aduate education,“ American
Council on Education, 1966. ' . C o el

Chaffee, E1len E. "Turnaround management strategies: The adaptive model .
and the constructive model," Journal of Higher Education, 1984,

Chandler, Alfred D. fhe visible ‘hand: Managerial revolution in American
business. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1977.

Child, John “"Organizational structure, environment, and performance: The

role of strategic choice," Sociology, 1972, 6, 2-21.

Child, John "Manéggria1 and organizational factors associated with company
performance, part 1," Journal of Management Studies, 1974, 11, 175-189.

Child, John “"Managerial and organizational factors as8ociated with company
- performance, part 2," Journal of Management Studies, 1975, ;g5.12-27.

Clark; Burton R. The distinctive college, Chicago: Aldine, 1970.

¢ .

Collier, Douglas J. and Patrick Cathleen, A multivariate approach to the
analysis of institutional financial condition. Boulder, CO:‘National
Center for Higher Education Management Systems, 1978. .

Connolley, Terry, Conlon, Edward M., and Deutsch, Stuart J. "Organizational
effectiveness: A multiple constituency approach," Academy of Management

~ Review, 1980, 5, 211-218. & -
o

Cox, W. Miles and Catt, Viola, "Produétivify‘ratiﬁgs of graduate programs in
‘psychology based on publication in the journals of the American
Psycholdgical Association,"” American Psychologdist, 1977, 32, 793-813.,

Cummings, Larry L. "Organizational effectivenness and organizational behavior:
A critical perspective,” In Kim S. Cameron and David.A. Whetten (Eds.),
Organizational effectiveness: A comparison of multiple models. New
York: Academic Press, 1983. pp. 187-203.

Dickmeyer, Nathan, Concepts related to indicators of col}eﬁé\and'university
financial health. Palo Alto, CA: American Institute for Research, 1980.

Dickmeyer, Nathan and Hughes, S. Financial self-assessment: A workbook
- for colleges. Washington, D.C.: National Association of €ollege and
University Business Officers, 1980. - o

Dressel, Paul L. The new colleges: Toward an appraisal. Iowa City: American
College Testing Program and the American Association of Higher Education.
1971.

JDuncan, Robert B. "Multiple decision making structures in adapting to envir-
onmental uncertainty: The impact on organizational effectiveness,”
Human Relations, 1973, 26, 273-291.

Francis, Carol, Successful responses to. financial difficulty. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1982.

o

ot "




*‘lq

» 1982, 19, 131-151. - 5

Y
!

Goodmédn, Paul S., Atkin, Robert S. and Schoorman, F. David, "On the demise
of organizational effectiveness studies," In Kim S. Cameron and
David A. Whetten (Eds.), Organizational effectiveness: A comparison of
mu1t1pje models New York: Academ1p Press, 1983. pp. 163-183. -

~ ‘Hambritk, -Donald, "Some tests of the effectiveness and functional attr1butes
of Miles and Sbow's strategic types," Academy of Management Journal,
- 1983, 26, 5-26.

Hannan, Michael T, and Freeman, John H.,'"The popu]ation.ecology of orgéﬁizations,"
American Journal of Sociology, 1977, 82, 929-964.

Hedberg, Bo L.T., Nystromg'?aul C., and Starbuck, William H. "Camping on
seesaws: Prescriptions for a self-designing organization," Adm1n1strat1ve
Science Quarterly, 1976, 21, 41-65. )

Hirsch, Paul M. "Organizational effectiveness and, the institutional env1ronment,"
Adm1n1strat1ve Science Quarter]y, 1975 20, 327-344.

Hutchins, Robert M. "Interview with Robert Maynard ‘Hutchins," Chronicle
of Higher Education, 1977, 14 5.

Kanter, Rosabeth M. and Brinkerhoff, Derick, "Organizational performance:
Recent developments in measurement," Annual Review of Sociology,
1981, .7, 321-349. .

Kemmerer, Frank R. and Baldridge, Victor, Unions on Cmeus. San Francisco:
_ Jossey-Bass, 1975. .

Lawrence, Paul R. and Loesch, Jay W. 0rgan1zat1on and environment. Homewood
IL: Irwin, 1969.

Mahoney, Thomas A. "Managerial percept10ns of organizational effectiveness,"
Administrative Science Quarterly, 1967, 14, 357-365.

March, James G. and Olsen, Johan P. Ambiguity and choice in Qfganfzations.
Oslo, Norway: Universitetsforlaget, 1-76.

McKelvey, William , Organizational systematics. Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press, 1982.

Miles, Raymond E. and Snow, Charles C. Organizational strategy, structure,
and process. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1978.

Miles, Robert H. and Cameron, Kim S. Coffin nails and corporate strateg1es
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1982.

Miller, Danny and Friesen, Peter, "Evolution and revolution: A quantum view
of structural change in organizations. Journal of Management Studies,

1

Minter, John, et al. Ratio analysis in higher education. New York: Peat, Marwick,
Mitchell, and Co. 1982.

Negandhi, A.R. and Reimann, Berpard B. "Task environment, decentralization,
and organizationaT effectiveness," Human Re]ations, 1973, 26, 203-214.

ol . ¥

|




Q‘llq

“

4

Nisbet, R.E: and Wilson, T. "Telling more than we can know: Verbal reports
on mental-prqgessegijjbsthologica].Review, 1977, 134, 231-259,

Nord, Walter R. "A political-economic perspective on organizational effective-
ness," In Kim S. Cameron and David A. Whetten (Eds.) Organizational
effectiveness= A comparison of multiple models. New York: Academic
Press, 1983. pp. 95-131. .

Osborn, Richard N.” and Hunt Jerald'c. "Environment and organizati6n31 .
effectiveness," Administrative Science Quarterly, 1974, 19, 231-246. .

: " . _
Pfeffer, Jeffrey and Salancik, Gerald R. The external control of orgapizations.
New,!prk: Harper & Row, 1978. . . ‘

Pfeffer, Jeffrey and Moore, WiTliam, "Power and politics in university budgeting:
A replication and extension,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 1980,
_2_5_9 637"653. . %

L3

Pennings, Johannes M., "The relevance of the structure-contingency model
for organizational effectiveness," Administrative Science Quarterly,
1975, 20, 393-410. : o

Pennings, Johannes M., "Dinensions of'organizationa1 influence and their -
effectiveness cérrelates," Administrative Science Quarterly, 1976, 21,
688-699.

Reimann, Bernard C. "Orgéhﬁzational competence as a predicfor of long run
survival and growth," Academy of Management Journal, 1982, 25, 323-334.

Schneider, Benjamin, "An -interactionist perspective on organizational
effectiveness,” In Kim S. Cameron and -David A. Whetten (Eds.),
Organizational effectiveness: A comparison of multiple models. New York:
Academic Press, 1983. pp. 27-53.

Scott, William R. "Effectiveness of organizational effectiveness studies,”
In Paul S. Goodman and Johannes M. Pennings (Eds.), New perspectives
- on organizational effectiveness,. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977.
pp. 63-95.

Snow, Charles C. and Hrebiniak, Lawrence, "Strétegys distinctive competence, ¥y,
and organizational performance," Administrative Science Quarterly,
1980, 25, 317-336.

Van de Ven, Andrew, "Research on organizational innqvation," School of
Management, University of Minnesaqta, 1983.

Van de Ven, Andrew and Ferry, Diane, Measuring and assessing organfzations.
New York: Wiley, 1980.

Weick, Karl E., "Educational organizations as 1oose1y‘coup1ed‘systems,"
Administrative Science Quarterly, 1976, 21, 1-19.
. =
Weick, Karl E., "Administering education in loosely coupied schools,"”
Phi Delta Kappan, 1982, (June) 673-676. :

Weick, Karl E. and Daft, Richard L. "The effectiveness of interpretation

systems,” In Kim S. Cameron and David A. Whetten (Eds.), Organizational
effectiveness: A comparison of multiple models. New York: Academic

Press, 1983. pp. 71-93. N 52 :




a0 g

. 7 wgbster,=David S. "Methods of assessing quality," Change, 1981, (October),

20-24. *

Nhettén, bavid A. “0rganizat1ona1 responses to scarcity: Exploring the
obstacles to innovative approaches to retrenchment in education."
"Educational Adm1n1strat1on Quarterly, 1981, 17, 80-97.

Yuchtman, Ephraim and Seashore, Stanley E. "A system resource approach/to
organizational effectiveness," American Sociological Review, 1967,
32, 891-903.

Zammuto, Raymond F Assessing organizational effect1veness Albany, NY
State University of New York Press, 1982.

Zaqmuto, Raymond F. and Krakower, Jack Y. "InStitutional and environmental
precursors of enrollment decline,” Working paper, Nat1ona1 Center for
H1gher Educational Management Systems, 1983.

N )

23




