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ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS: DEVELO?MENT AND VALIDATION OF
INTEGRATED MODELS

REPORT I: DEVELOPMENT OF AN INTEGRATED MULTIVARIATE
MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Requirement:

To attempt to formulate a means for the integration and joint applica-
tion of contemporary models of organizational effectiveness which heretofore
have been treated, generally, as if they were incompatible alternatives.

Procelures:

A team of eight research:rs concernad with organizational theory devel-
opment engaged in a year-long period of literature review, discussion, anal-
yels of archived data, and writing. No new field or laboratory research was
undertaken. An annotated biblivgraphy of selected references was prepared
(see appendix). Five sets of archived data were re-analyzed (three are sum-
marized in Report II of this series). The theoretical product is contained
in this present Repor- 1 of the series.

Findings:

Chapter } provides a general framework for the integration and joint
application of three leading contemporary models of the construct "organiza-
tional effectiveness." These constitu2nt models are described--the natural
system model, the gnal attainment model and the decision process model. It
is shown that these models treat a corwon set of observable phenomena but
with different orientations as to time frame, preferred criteria of effec-
tiveness, and tr=atment of iniormation about constituencies and envirun-
mental conditions. It is proposed that these models are not incompatible,
but can be partially merged in practice, resultirg in an integrated model
of greater generality and scope than any one of the constituent models.

Chapter 2 explores the problems i:avolvzc in validating such an inte-
grated model, with the conclusion that internal validation is feasible with
respect to the compatibtility of the component models but not to "ultimate"
validation. The latter limitation arises hecsuse the "ultimate" outcome of
organizational activity is never known excupt in retrospect, and is then
known only from diflering value perspectives.
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Chapter 3 displays an approach to the treatment of alternative and con-
current value premises displayed by the internal and external constituents
of an organization. The approach involves, first, identifying the types of
recurrent organizational problems (i.e threats to the stable continuity of
the organization) that arise from inherent aspects of organizations viewed
as natural systems. Second, it is shown that different constituencies are
linked to different problem types by their form of engagerent with the organ-
ization--i.e. by their value premises. Third, there is illustrated (hypo-
thetically) a means for employing these ideas as a diagnostic and predictive
aid in adaptive response of organizations to changing conditions.

Chapter 4 addresses the concept of "organizational environment" with ]
reference to the structure of constituencies and to the nature of turbulent
episodes. The structure of external constituencies is analyzed as to their
zones of concurrence (common interest), their zones of cooperation (mutual
aid and non-conflict and their zones of contest (incompatible interests).
Environmental turbulence (instability, uncertainty), to which all organiza-
tions are exposed to some degree, is treated as a basis for assessing the
relative importance of criteria of organizational effectiveness, with some
trade-off considerations that are different for organizations exposed much,
or little, to the threat of turbulent episodes. There are also "system
effects" in response to turbulent episodes involving dynamics of oscillation
or reverberation--effects which can be dampened by appropriate organizational
structure and processes. The concepts introduced aim to facilitate the
assessment of an organization's exposure to disturbance and capacity to
respond positively.

Chapter 5 analyzes the contemporary empirical practices in the assess-
ment of organizational effectiveness and finds them deficient in both theo-
retical foundations and in the sophistication of their application. Some
recommendations for improved practice are offered.

The appendix contains an annotated bibliography of selected references,
33 of which represent contemporary theoretical and conceptual contributions
and 76 of which represent contemporary empirical practice.

Utilization of Findings:

The integrated model described in this report, and the logic which led
to the formulation of the model, will be used to guide the development of !
measurement technology which will enable quantification of the dimensions
of organizational process performance hypothesized in the model to be caus-
ally linked to dimensions of outcome performance which are conventionally
used tc measure organizational effectiveness. To the extent that such
causal links are found in future research, such information will influence
policy and doctrine bearing on the issue of combat readiness and operational
assessment of combat readiness.
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I. TFRAMEWORK FOR AN INTEGRATED MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

Stanley E. Seashore

This chapter will display a rather comprehensive schema designed to show
the several classes of criteria that may be taken into account in assessing
organizational effectiveness. To avoid producing another incoherent laundry
list of effectlveness indicators, the schema will attempt to acknowledge the
contributions of three distinctive theoretical approaches and will leave the
door open to accommcdate the extensions and variations which will certainly
arise. The aim is not to produce a neat, unified theory about, or a new
definition of, the elusive concept of effectiveness, but rather to produce a

ramework that will aid coherent thought and judicious action by those who
are compelled by their leadership roles or their research tasks to choose a
definition of eff:cuiveness which suits their unique purposes.

The orientation taken is, in part, sociological. That is, it will treat
the symbiotic relationships between an organization and its enviromment of
organized and unorganized constituencies. Constituents are persons, acting
in their own interest or as representatives of others, and having some form
of interdependency with the focal organization of study. In this inclusive
sense, they are "members”" of the organization with needs--their own and of
others--to be fulfilled.

The orientation taken is, in part, that derived from general systems
theory as applied to human organizations. It will be assumed that human
crganizations share certain universal characteristics of bchaving entities,
with internally determined capacities and priorities that cuntrol their
responsiveness to environmental factors.

The orientation is, in part, individualistic and psychological. That
is, organizstiona come into being and are maintained by the activities of
persons who are not only members of the organization but simultaneously are
persons with attributes and self identifications that are not derived from
nor wvholly integrated with their organization. This notion of 'partial
inclusion" is crucial, for it locates and defines a boundary region of
organizations that must be taken into account.

The orientation is, in part, cybernetic, by which we mean the analysis
of systems for selective use of information in the choice and decision
making activities of organizations to the ends of internal direction and
control and of external accomodations.

The orientation is unmistakably practical. For persons in constit-
uency roles to choose behaviors that approximate an optimization of those
roles, they must continually evaluate the effectiveness of the focal
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organization and assess its likely future effectiveness. Such evaluations
require the selection of effectiveness criteria which are pertinent to the
immediate and longer-run interests of the constituency.

This chapter will have three parts. The first will outline a way to
merge considerations of effectiveness from three perspectives--i.,e., from
the perspectives of systemic integrity, goal attainment, and decision-making
competence. The second part will comment upon the concept of "integration".
The final pages will discuss some properties of advantage and limitation in
this approach to the assessment of organizational effectiveness.

MERGING CONTEMPORARY THEORIES !

Many people distinguish three main approaches to the understanding of
organizational effectiveness. One views an organization as a natural system
having its own survival and growth requirements and its own internal dynamics
of activity and change. Another views the organization as a contrived instru-
ment for attainment of specified short-run goals. A third approach treats
the organization as an information processing and decision making entity,
with a focus upon factors of organizational control and direction. These are
loosely labelled the natural system model, the goal model, and the decision
process model. We will argue that they are not incompatible and can be
treated jointly within a common linking framework.

The approaches are seemingly conflicting in a number of ways. They take
different views about the nature and origin of organizational purposes or
goals. They take different views of the nature of the relationships between
an organization and its environment. They require, for applicationm,
measurement of unlike aspects of organizational performances and unlike models
for their interpretation.

The Natural System Model

The core image of an organization in the natural system approach is that
of an incact behaving entity, autoiiomous except for interdependence with an
environment in the form of information and energy exchanges. A source of
this conception is a general systems theory, which seeks equivalencies across
an array of behaving systems ranging from the single biological cell to the
whole of complex societies. The derivation relevant to formal human work
organizations has the name open systems theory. The central propositions of
this theory are concerned with system boundaries, diffe—entation and inte- i
gration of the sub-systems that are "parts” of the focal system, input-
transformation-output processes, boundary transactions, and system mainte-
nance processes. There exist several good statements and elaborations of
this theory, notably those of Baker (1973, Georgopoulos (1979), and of
Katz and Kahn (1978).

There arc a number of variants upon these central themes, and illustra-
tive examples are warranted. Georgopoulos has worked out a scheme for
assessment and description of work organizations based on the idea that all
organizations share a small number of "basic problems" which must be




“continuously solved” (i.e., managed) for the organization to be effective;
while theses problems relate to work efficiency and output, all of them, such
as coordination, and strain control, plainly derive from an image of the or-
ganization as a self-maintaining system in dynamic equilibrium within an
environment. J. G. Miller (1978) regards formal organizations to be funda-
mentally goal-less in the sense that the systemic properties and processes
are to be assessed, not narrowly with reference to outputs or end states,
but more generally with reference to system equilibrium and maintenance.

There is some empirical support for such a view; for example, a facrorial
analysis of a roster of effectiveness indicators (chosen largely by top mana-
gers of the multi-unit firm) gave factors which were, in the main, interpre-
table as system maintenance and adaptivity factors rather than goal achievement
factors (Seashore & Yuchtman, 1967). Other variants upon the natural system
model incorporate the goal model in the sense that the focus is upon opti-
mizing system-environment relationships: "effectiveness" implies the output
of goods or services to the environment is of kinds and amounts that assure
continuing and adequate inputs to the system.

The natural system model forces attention to certain aspects of organi-
zational effectiveness which, until recently, were largely overlooked or
undervalued: (1) The model suggests that effectiveness must be described
and evaluated with reference to all attributes of the system that have some
significant function in its adaptation, maintenance, and transformation pro-
cesses; (2) There is a strong implication that effectiveness indicators must
be treated as intact sets, not as indicators to be inherently and Indepen-
dently valued; (3) The model allows the idea that the meaning of s given
indicator may be contingent in the sense that it may have different, or even
opposite, value implications in different contexts; (4) Finally, the model
moderates the distinction between "outcome" variables, on the one hand, and
"causal" variables, on the other (except a matter of analytic strategy), for
there is operating a network of linkages that may be causal in both directions.

The Goal Model

The goal model employs the clear assumption that there are definable
purposes or goals, such that the effectiveness of an organization can be
represented by the attaimment of, or progress toward, these goals. Addi-
tional criteria may be invoked when there are instrumental goals or states
necessary for attainment of main goals. An example of such a hierarchical
model of organization guals has been formulated by Seashore (1905).

As in the case of the natural system model, several variants exist.
The most prominent of these variants is that specifying economic goals,
(e.g., work output, profit, growth) defined by the owner. Other variants
emphasize emergent institutionalized goals sustained by the values of di-
verse constituencies and somewhat insulated from the purposes of the current
leaders., Still others emphasize fluid change in goals as a consequence of
cvatinuous implicit negotiation among diverse influential individuals and
coalitions (e.g., as in the March & Olsen [1976] "garbage can”" theory of
decision making).
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The goal approach views an organization as a: :ntity contrived and con-
trolled to serve the purposes of the "leaders", including owners, managers,
and all other key influentials. The purposes, of course, need not be sel-
fishly individualistic, but may be altruistic, public spirited, expressive
of societal norms, or goals chosen by consensus or compromise among members
and other constituencies.

The goal model has utility. It directs attention to the seeming pur-
posefulness of some organizations. It forces attention to the value per-
spectives and agsumptions that lead to the dominance of some goals over
others. It makes explicit the linkage of the organization to its value-
laden environment. It provides a convenient analytic tool for mapping the
causal relationships between antecedent conditions, instrumental goals and
means, and the ultimatc or highest priority goals--a property of high impor-
tance in the context of policy formation, decision making, and action.

It is currently fashionable to be critical of the goal model, on grounds
that it does not fit well some observed characterist. .s of organizations.
Goals appear to change in priority rather too easily; goal sets are often
(always?) internally incompatible; organizational behavior often contradicts
espoused goals; organizations often survive indefinitely or grow without ever
realizing any of their espoused goals; it is often difficult or izpossible to
get responsible spokesmen to agree on the nature of an organization's goals;
organizations often are observed to act first and then discover later a
“goal" to justify what has happended.

These problems are put in Terspective if one assumes, as we propose to
do, that the goal model refers not to some goals that are inherent in the
organizational system itself, but instead to goals of persons related in
some way to the organization. Purposiveness, and goal formation, are thus
to be regarded as psychological phenomena, external to the organization b~
forming a crucial aspect of its environment. When managers, owners, or other
influential groups or categories of people, form their goals for an organi-
zation, these goals can become operative to the extent that they impinge
upon the o:zganization's processes for environmental exchange, accomodation,
and self-maintenance. The goal model makes eminently good sense when viewed
as a model for describing the purposive forces exerted upon the organiza-
tional system; it makes little or no sense when viewed as a model for self-
generated purposiveness within organizational systems.

In short, we propose to put "goals” on the other side of the organiza-
tion vs. environment dichotomy.

Some will think that the foregoing ideas are not consequential for
understanding organizational effectiveness, For some applications in analysis
or evaluation that is true, for the distinction becomes trivial when there is
consens::s among all influential goal sources--a condition likely to be found
only in very small or very autonomous organizations where the person of an
influential is indistinguishable from his or her organizational role and
function.
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The Decision Frocess Model

The core image underlying the decision process model arises from the
notion that organizations develop distinctive ways for employing informa-
tion resources in the service of systemic integrity and goal attainment.
These ways of dealing with information can be observed and measured; they
can be assessed against criterian of intrinsic merit established by the logic
of information usage; they can be assessed against "external" criteria of
organizational outcomes or states in the domains of systemic integrity and
goal attainment. In this context, an effective organization is one that
optimizes the processes for getting, storing, retrieving, allocating, mani-
pulating, interpreting, and discarding information. The effective organiza-
tion is capable of accommodating a wide range of kinds of information. The
effective organization has physical and human facilities capable of monitor-
ing the quality of information and capable of the selective employment of
information in problem solving and behavior controlling activity.

A number of people concerned about organizational effectiveness have
focussed upon information management and decision making processes, and have
done so from widely disparate disciplinary orientations. We will not attempt
a census of contributions, but will give a few examples to illustrate the
variety.

Gerald Hage (1974) 1s one of several who have offered cybernetic theories
of organizational effectiveness. His book treats communication channels and
networks, feedback loops, selective mobilization of information for specific
uses, and the like; his treatment is highly evaluative, with reference to goal
priorities, conflict resolution, forward planning, and system maintenance.
His references to systemic integrity nd goal attainment are explicit.

Others representing a behavioral approach to organizational decision
processes include March and Simon (1958) on search behavior, limited ration-
ality; Pettigrew (1973) on the political and power aspects of strategic
decisions; Likert (1961) on participative, group-based decision p.ocesses.
Argyris & Schon (1978) put the matter into a framework of organizational
learning, in which they link individual-level choice processes to organiza-
tional norms and processes for information management. Weick (1979) sug-
gests that certain "norms of disorganization" may facilitate problem solving
within organizations. Vroom and Yetton (1973) prescribe optimizing decision
rules for deciding how best to make decisions. Many others could be named.
What they have in common is the view that organizations are, among other
things, information processing and decision making entities which can be,
and commonly are, evaluated against (1) rational standards of intrinsic
goodness of decisions made, (2) appropriateness of decision process, or,

(3) impact upon systemic integrity or goal attainment.

Collateral to the behavioral approaches to the effectiveness of organi-
zational decision processes are those approaches focussing primarily on the
behavior or data, not the behavior of persons. It is fair for the assessor
of organizational effectiveness to note the extent and appropriateness of
the use of mechanical, electronic, and statistical-mathematical decision aids.
More, however, is not necessarily better.
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Certain features of the decision process models of organizational effec-
tiveness deserve note. They tend to emphasize dynamic processes over time.
They tend to be oriented to future effectiveness (tomorrow, or next year, or
the next decade) rather than to the recent past, compared with the goal attain-
ment indicators which tend to be historical. While the systemic integrity
models tend to emphasize continuity, stability, and homeostasis, the decision
process models tend to emphasize change, adaptivity, and response to
environmental intrusions.

The issue of fit of decision processes to the organization's situation is
crucial and difficult, requiring differentiation among organizations as to
their youth or maturity, whether in information-rich or information-poor en-
vironments, whether possessing a relatively stable or instable goal structure,
whether embedded in a simple or a complex array of influential constituencies.

It is evident that the decision process model confronts the assessor of
organizational effectiveness with a very large and diverse array of concepts
and specific variables for measurement and evaluation. However, this is like-
wise true for the natural system and goal models. All three are amenable to
simplifying hierarchical organization of concepts and to the devising of
feasible operations for their measurement.

AN INTEGRATION OF MODELS

There is no need to choose one among the goal, natural system, and
decision process models, rejecting the others, for they are not competitive
as explanatory devices; instead, they are nicely complementary, referring to
different but interdependent facets of organizational behavior. As aids in
understanding organizational effectiveness they differ in scope and utility.
The natural system model appears, from a researcher's perspective, the more
comprehensive as it offers strong advantages as to ultimate covergence with
related theories growing out of other disciplines. The suggested central
role of the natural system model does not preclude the use and testing of
propositions arising from the other models. The "integration" of the three
is to be facilitated by restricting the use of the natural system model to
the treatment of inherent systemic characteristics, and thus to effectiveness
indicators such as adaptivity, viability, systemic integrity, and the like;
by restricting the goal model to treatments of the goals imposed upon the
organization by persons (or constituencies) acting in roles that are not
integral to the focal organization; by restricting the decision process model
to its own limited domain.

One may well ask what sort of an "integration" 1is proposed. 1t may seem
to consist only of ac:vepting all popular ideas and fitting them together in
a patchwork design. When Pennings and Goodman (1977) took this route col-
leagues scolded them gently for doing so, but it may well be that the design
need not be merely a patchwork. The "integration" may take at least two
forms of interest and utjility.




Triangulation

Drawing upon a little optimism, and some confidence in the orderliness
of Mother Natur., one can assert that for most organizations, most of the
time, there must be a state of compatibility among the three domains of
effectiveness that have been described. Systemic integrity must exist in
sufficient degree of balance among the component factors; goals must be at-
tained to some sufficient degree--particularly those describable as system
outputs of kinds that sustain resource input transactions; decision and
control processes must be sufficiently appropriate and workable to deal with
the problems relating to goal structures, systemic maintenance and the main=-
tenance of a sufficiently efficient goal-oriented input=-throughout-output
system. Insufficiency in any one of these areas, or even a single subpart
of any one, puts the organization at risk. Sufficiency, in each case, is to
be defined with reference to the impact of each domain of effectiveness upon
the other two. Assessment in all three domains, with cross reference, should
provide some relief from the prevailing criticisms of both theorist and
practitioner-~that the natural system model does not say enough about goal
attainment, that the goal model ignores significant organizational properties
of predictive, diagnostic, and corrective importance, and that the decision
process model has no topical content of a generalizable sort useful for
assessing trends and making comparisons among organizations.

Multiple Integrations

The term "effectiveness'" is evaluative by definition aid implies that
some coherent set of interests and value preferences is brought to bear.
An important contribution of open system theory has been the growing aware-
ness of a need to take into account different value perspectives. These are
of at least four general classes: (1) Perspectives arising from the inter-
ests of subordinate and superordinate organizational units, in large hier-
archical organizations; (2) Perspectives arising from interests of members
of the organization who import personal values and purposes that can, at
best, be only partially reflected within the focal organization; (3)
Perspectives arising from interests of "outside" persons or organizationms
of interdependence; and (4) Perspectives representing the general societal
er public interest. This is a formal way of saving that organizational
effectiveness can, and indeed must, be evaluted from the perspectives of
different interested parties such as: people in higher echelons in the
case of hierarchicelly-linked organizations (e.g., the Commanding Officer),
members of the organization (e.g., managers, workers, labor union officers),
exchange partners (e.g., suppliers, customers), and the general public (e.g.,
consumerism groups, EPA administrators, and the neighbors).

Organizations, as such, have no value perspective of "their own" even
though they may take on properties compatible with some distinctive value
priorities. The multiple value perspectives all arise outside of the organ-
ization, even though they may, in the case of members, be modified by the
individual's experiences as a member. They are legitimated as factors in
the assessment of organizational effectiveness to the extent that they are
linked with persons or sets of co-acting persons having some power to
establish or modify constraints upon what the focal organization may do or




try to do. The concept of "constituencies" thus takes on prime importance.
The treatment of constituencies by Pennings and Goodman (1977) is illumi-
nating in this context.

Constituents, then, as actors on the scene, are the principal "inte-
grators". They integrate in unique ways, according to their respective
value orientations, and transaction relationships to the focal organiza-
tion, and within the limits of their information and analytic resources.
The act of integration consists merely of attending simultaneously to those
available effectiveness indicators that are thought relevant to the person's
interests, and forming judgements as a basis for actions. Constituents are
persons, although they may act and react as representatives of an organized :
constituency, or as statistical representatives of unorganized but like-minded
constituents. Some constituencies--say dispersed product customers--may at-
tend only to product availability, utility, and cost; others, s.:h as
employees, managers, or owners, will work with a richer array of gffective-
L] 288 indicators, different sets of values, and with greater potential for
imposing their goal preferences upon the organization. This is, of course,
a rather untidy conception of how organizatiounal effectiveness is assessed
by the pertinent actors, but if that is the way the world operates we must
E accept it.

The researcher or theoretician is in a privileged position, as the
value perspective applied may be one's own or someone else's. If one's
own, the integration involves equal consideration of all three of the
effectiveness domains I have described.

Members as Constituents

The schema that has been cutlined clearly places members of an organ-
ization in roles as constituents, not as integral components of the organi-
zation itself. As constituents, members are differentiated from other
constituents only by the comparative immediacy of their power to influence
the organization and by their direct and value-laden concern with all three
domains of organizational effectiveness. Like other constituents, they
integrate evaluative information with reference to their own value per-
spectives, but commonly do so as members of organized constituency sets,
or as representatives of unorganized but like-minded constituency sets.
From the rasearch perspective, the member-constituents are of unparalled
1 imp~rtance and utility, as they are readily observable in their behavior
' as constituents and, in addition, are qualified informants about other ,
constituencies.

THEORETICAL ISSUES

In the offered framework, "organizational effectiveness" is treated as
a name for a class of variables defined by their use in some descriptive or
analytical context rather than by their autonomous definitional properties.
Thus, "effectiveness" in a particular case is whatever some constituent, or
some researcher making z:tributions to a constituency, says it is. This
ambiguity of reference does not make the concept any less interesting, or




any less theoretically useful, but it does require that any given measure
of effectiveness (or set of indicators) be regarded as a partial represen-
tatiun of the concept and, in any case, a representation of transient or
historical phenomena. One may, and indeed must, make choices about which
aspects of effectiveness are to be valued or examined; one must be explicit
about the bases for choice and the risks of omission.

The model is not a "theory" in the hypothetico-deductive mode and thus
does not contain fixed definitions and assumptions such that rules of logic
require certain predictions of hypotheses and deny others. Theory must be
imposed upon the framework., However, only those theories can be employed
which are compatible with the conceptual framework. For example, the
hypothesis "Individual member job satisfaction leads to (causes) organiza-
tional effectiven2ss" is not admissable because individual job satisfaction
is itself a component of effectiveness. A modified hypotheses that "Individual
job satisfaction causes high organizational productivity"” is an acceptable
(although dubious and uninteresting) proposition because it does conform to
thes internal structure and dynamics of the framework. Thc model does admit
numerous predictions and hypotheses of a more general sort that, in principle,
are testable. These pertain, for the most part, to changes in relationships
over time as between component indicators fror 1ifferent domains, or to the
consequences of different degrees of structure and diffcrentiation among
powerful constituencies.

The framework app:ars to be applicable to all types of organizations in
all conceivable stages of development. This may be a deficiency rather than
an advantage, as such universality points to insufficient detail and
definition.

Two features of the model deserve special comrent because they can have
an impact upon future theoretical developments. One pertains to the loca-
tion of the value systems that allow valuing of organizations. The other
pertains to the sources of initiative for organizational ch.nges.

The model specifies that organizational effectiveness is not a state
inherent in "the organization itself', but 1s instead a relational con-
struct, i.e., fit to needs and interests of constituencies. The relevant
values are "outside" of the organization, and these multiple value systems
are not assumed to be mutually compatible. Any assertions about the ef-
fectiveness of an organization need to specify the indicators employed,
the value system(s) that prescribed their choice, and an identification
or characterization of the constituenc:’ (empirical or imagined) in which
the value system is resident.

The model implies that judgements of absolute or relative effective-
ness will thus be made by influential constituents and that action impli-
cations will fellow. The notion of locating goal formation and change
initiation "outside" of the organization will be troublesome for some theorists
and a relief to others. Those of sociological bent will be glad to get rid
of the people by calling them environment and classifying them by type.
Those of psycholcgical persuasion will welcome the invitation to treat
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individuals in exchange relationships with organizations, and fulfilling
roles in organizations, but not themselves defined as constituting the -
organization. The model assigns to constituents the initiatives for goal
modification, growth and adaptation. Organizations may be lazy (Weick, 1969),
conservative (Miller, 1978) and repetitive (Katz & Kahn, 1978), but in their
changing mix, and in their competition for advantage, constituents may be
active, radical and innovative.

Research lIssues

The framework described does not specify a roster of major, or critical,
criteria of organizational effectiveness. Their identification in a partic=-
ular case or class of cases becomes itself a research issue. The model does
suggest the criteria to be used in assigning relative importance among dif-
ferent Iindicators. These criteria are of several different kinds. For
example, the value priorities of powerful constituencies for some purposes
would take precedence over those of weak constituencies. Furcher, consensus
among constituencies about a given indicator, or the prevalence of concern
about a given indicator, adds weight. The requirement of balance among the
three domains imposes the criterion that not all "major" indicators can be
from the same domain.

However, the notion that some indicators are inherently or generally
more critical than others is at odds with the nature of the model which
asserts, instead, the importance of simultaneous consideration £nzr a diverse
and numerous array of indicators, and their treatment as an intact sc<t.. Thus,
the model has no particular implications with respect to the validity of con-
temporary folklore zbout key variables indicative of effectiveness. The cen-
tral message of the model is that all such bits of wisdorm, experience or
theory are constrafned by assumptions (often unimagined as well as unstated)
concerning the rest of organizational characteristics. The model emphasizes
the frailty of propositions that start with "Ceteris paribus...."

The efficacy of any approach to the assessment of organizational ef-
fectiveness should be subject to test in comparison with alternative ap-
proaches have unlike aims and different constraints in their use and, thera-
fore, are in substantial degree incomparable except under specified conditions,
The approach advanced in this chapter would surely fare badly in comparisons
based upon parsimony, or upon short-term outcome predictions or upon simple
linear predictive models. 7T+ will fare much better in comparisons based
upon long-term outcome predictions or on diagnostic power in the early de-
tection and correction of conditions that fureaten organizational survival, !

The application of this approach in research will require gigaificant
departures from prevailing practices. A later chapter raviewing published
empirical research studies employing measures intended to represent organ-
izational effectiveness shows that, with very few exceptions, the indica-
tors used were few in number, exclusively drawvm from the goal tttairment
domain, bound to a very short time span of reference and value oriented
solely to manajement interests. The approach here described demands mul-
tiple and diverse indi.ators, measurement at the levels of persons and
sub-units as well as for the organization as an intact system, sampling of

10




indicators from three dcmains, longtitudinal or periodic measurement over a
span of time, identification and characterization of significant constit-
uencizs, and the employment of non-linear predictive and analytical systems.
Thare is a formidable array of developmental tasks yet to be done.

Practical Issues

The concept of organizational effectiveness is plainly alive and well
outside of the scholarly conference halls and seminar rooms. People who must
act in relation to organizations will make such judgements. Even if all such
judgements by constituents were "wrong" or inexact, we would still be com-
pelled as scientists to try to understand the formation of evaluative judge-
ments and their implications for buying, selling, quitting, getting sick,
compromising, organizing. . . .and all the other things that people do in
organizational contexts. We need to do something better than dismiss the
concept as a pathclogical fantasy or to claim it as a prerogative of some
particular class of participants in organizational activity.

The approach described in this chapter is essentially descriptive, but
it allows and guides the testing of causal ond relational propositions of
the kinds that key actors, such as managers, must use in their practical
decisions. As it stands, the model is prescriptiv: only at a broad level
of generality and abstraction. For example, the di:cision processes of an
organization "...should fit the case"; a manager siwould not rely exclusively
upon indicators of goai attainment; a manager should monitor with care and
d2pendable information the systemic integrity of his organization. These
are valid prescriptions, but they are also platitudes of little concrete
help to a worried manager.

To move from platitudes to the specificity of diagnoses and predictions
requires the use of a battery of measurement procedures and instruments
selected to represent the three domains, and to employ in each domain a
nested set of variables such that gross measures would servc to "locate"
possible problems and finer-grained measures would help to explicate the
problems.

This approach is already standard procedure in many organizations
with respect to the domaln of goal attainment. A marager of a factory,
for example, is likely to have an information system that routinely de-
livers current and trend data for a small roster of variables that he con-
siders to be of most importance. He is likely to have back-up data that
can be employed for finer-grained diagnoses--perhaps to find out the causes
for inventory build-up, or the sources of rising customer complaints. In
this domain he 1is equipped with an array of causal propositions (theories?)
and empirical analytic strategies that he uses with some confidence in
taking corrective or preventive actions.

Few organizations, on the other hand, have similarly effective means
for monitoring their effectiveness in the domains of systemic integrity
and decision processes. Few track their key constituencles as well as they
could and should. There exist means for doing so, although the technologies
are still rudimentary and the associated empirical generalizations and
theories need further development.
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The approach described imposes some excruciating dilemmas upon managers,
as well as other constituencies. These are implicit in such terms as "balance"
among domains, "sufficient”" to sustain an organizational system, and the like.
Such terms correctly assert that the maintenance of organizational effective-
ness over a span of time involves actions to "improve" one or another aspect
of organizational functioning, but always at some cost and risk in other
aspects. An exception would be an instance in which the point of action con-
cerns some variable that is below that level necessary to sustain the others;
in such a case, the negative side effects or foregone alternative actions
count for little. The benefits from an approach to assessing organizational
effectiveness in the manner described lie in the potential for early warning
of trouble and, therefore, the possiovility for low-cost incremental
accomodations to the condition of risk.

H
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II. 1ISSUES IN VALIDATING AN INTEGRATED MODEL

Cortlandt Cammann

The preceding chapter summarizes some characteristics of three leading
contemporary models of organizational effectiveness, certain of their con-
trasting features, and a proposed integration of the three. In this chap-
ter the aim is to extend the analysis of such an integration by suggesting,
in further detail, some features of such an integrated model, some assump-
tions and theoretical propositions that can facilitate an integration, and
the procedures and problems in validating an integrated model.

The idea of achieving such an integration is hardly a novel one. People
who manage organizations, invest in them, or join and work in them, tend to
adopt a holistic view, attending to any and all features of the organiza-
tion which help them reach an estimate of its net "goodness" or "badness".
More discriminating analysts (e.g. Pennings & Goodman, 1977) strain, as we
do, to construct a framework which allows the joint treatment of distinctive-
ly unlike factors which may be regarded as components of effectiveness. Some,
in frustration, conclude that the concept of effectiveness is best treated
not in general or inclusive tarms, but in limited terms specific to the ana-
lytical or action context. A few, Hannan & Freeman (1977) among them, suggest
that the idea organizational effectiveness might well be abandoned as a sci-
entific construct, reserving it for use only in the context of social action
in which the standard of judgement is not that of proof but that of best
choice among alternative actions.

Such a range of views obscures the dual role of the concept: first, as
a summative or diagnostic estimate made to guide social judgements and action
choices, and, second, as a cuncept usable in devéloping theoretical systems
and in hypothesis-testing operations. To serve best in the latter role, a
construct should be defined parsimoniously, and should be susceptible to op-
erational representation in a single standard way or ways known to be concep-
tually equivalent. To serve the former role, the construct should be defined
as inclusively as possible, and should allow operational representation in a
variety of ways that, in sum, are conceptually equivalent even though the
component parts may be discrete and unlike.

Underlying this dilemma are two unlike views of the nature of organiza-
tional science. If the purpose is to allow discovery and accurate represen-
tation of the ways in which organizations function, then there is advantage
in avoiding the value oriented questior of the m2anings--note the plural--of
organizational effectiveness. If the purpose of organizational science, as
Simon (1969) and others have argued, is to help guide the design of organi-
zations to achieve particular purposes or functions, then the question of
the multiple meanings of effectiveness can not be ignored,
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Further, it must be noted that "organizational science" is a multi-level
discipline in the sense that it must deal with a multi-level set of nested
organizational entities. For studies of the internal dynamics of .an organ-
ization, for example, narrowly defined conceptions of effectiveness might well
serve, but for studies of relationships among organizations, or of
organization-environment relationships, broader conceptions are required.

The orientation of this report is toward the view that both organization-
al science and social action will be best served in there can be developed an
integrated conception of the meaning of organizational effectiveness which pre-
serves the possibility of dealing with conceptions of more narrow reference
but invites and aids a more inclusive treatement. The gain, in the latter case,
will be to inform the interpretations that are made in inquiries that choose,
for reasons of exactness or feasibility, to address problems of lesser scope.

The remainder of this chapter will outline some of the requirements of
an integrated model and the general characteristics of a framework that could
serve the aim of integration. Following this are discussed some issues of
assumption and procedure that bear upon the validation of an integrated model.

USES OF AN INTEGRATED MODEL

The view that the three different approaches are susceptible to integra-
tion stems from tiic nbservation that each attempts to describe and evaluate
the stream of events wiich occur within and around an organization. They all
address the same complex set of phenomena. The goal oriented models isolate
the characteristics of the stream of events which relate to the ability of
the organization to meet the short-run needs and expectations of the constit-
uents, both within and outside of the organization. The natural system model
examines those aspects of the stream of events which relate to the organiza-
tion's ability to function and continue functioning as an open system. The
decision process model isolates the dimensions of the stream of events which
describe the capacity of the system to make decisions toward the solution of
strategic and operational problems. Thus, each of these perspectives on ef-
fectiveness is icolating a different aspect of organizational functioning but
the same stream of events is common to them all.

A major requirement of an integrated theory is that the component models
must, in principle, produce similar evaluations of the effectiveness of an
organization. If the component models lead to contradictory conclusions, the
possibility of their integration would seem to be precluded. While there are
some differences in the sampling of events and the time perspectives involved,
there should be a basic congruence over a number of tests in the conclusions
that are drawn about the effectiveness of the organization by inference from
the same stream of events. The task of developing an integrated theory,
therefore, is that of developing models, using each of the different perspec-
tives, which are assumed to be basically compatible with each other.
Practically spouking, there are a number of advantages to this type of an
integrated model.

The first advantuge involves the long term development of a theory of
effectiveness. By its nature, the concept of effectiveness involves value
positions which can never be proven true or false., They represent methods




for distinguisliing among organizations that are only valid to the extent that
people agrze on the underlying values which are used. It follows that there
can be no ultimate external test of the validity of an effectiveness theory.
Doveloping an integrated theory, however, does have the advantage of allowing
tests of internal validity. It is possible to evaluate the adequacy of the
overall theory by testing the congruence of the results from application of
each of the three component models. 1If, in any assessmznt, discrepancies are
found betwesn the conclusions from the different approaches, assessors know
that they must collect additional information or reassess their information

to discover why the discrepancy occurs. If the results reflect irreconcilable
differences in the conclusions indicated by the models then the assessors

must suspect that the component models are not congruent and that their inter-
pretation is not feasible unless one or more of the models is changed.

Over time, testing effectiveness models against each other should produce an
integrated theory that, at a minimum, is internally valid.

A second advantage to developing an integrated approach arises as a re-
sult of the variatiouns in conditions which exist in organizational settings.
Rzsource constraints and existing organizational practices frequently make
evaluation of effectiveness difficult. In any given situation the use of
one or another of the three approaches may not be feasible. If there are
available three alternative approaches which over time produce congruent
results, then a choice among models can be made on grounds of convenience,
time, cost or feasibility.

An example may be useful. In some organizational settings it may be
important to evaluate the effectiveness of the organization in making stra-
tegic choices about the mix of outputs to be produced and which constituen-
cies are to be served. Since it is a character of strategic choices that
their consequences may not be known for many years, it may not be feasible
to evaluate the organization's strategic effectiveness using either a goal
model or a natural system model. While one cannot confidently assess the
quality of the strategies themselves within reasonable time frames, it is
possible to evaluate the adequacy of the decision processes which are in-
volved.

A third advantage to an integrated approach involves the relationship
between effectiveness theory and action. A prevalent purpose in assessing
organizational effectiveness is to identify sources of potential ineffec-
tiveness that can be removed or moderated. Each of the three approaches
highlights a different aspect of organizational functioning. Each will high-
light different aspects of a given organizational problem. While each of
the three approaches are likely to provide some insight into the nature of
the problems which exist, one or another will point more certainly to ac-
tionable plans and solutions. Having alternative medels increases the
possibility that an assessment will help organization members discover points
of action they can use to increase organizational effectiveness.

SOME ATTRIBUTES OF AN INTEGRATED MODEL

A successful integration of the goal, natural system, and derision
process models of organizational effectiveness would have three key
attributes: (1) Component models would be based upon a common image--a theory,
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or set of assumptions and propositions--about the nature of organizations;

(2) A distinctively different substantive focus would exist for each of the
component models; and (3) A valid theory would be available, for each of the
component models, capable of organizing and directing the choice of variables
and measurement methods within each model. 1In the absence of some overall
common image of the nature of organizations the possibilities for integration
become small. The component models must be sufficiently different in content
and time orientation to warrant differential treatment. The three components
must each be capable of independent application in analysis, with the implica-
tion that each should comprise an intact theoretical organization of its own
and one that allows but does not require reference to the other models. In
short, the integrated model would have components that draw substantially upon
different kinds and sources of information, that are sufficiently independent
from one another to allow internal assessment of their congruence, and which
do not rest upon incompatible basic assumptions about the nature of
organizations.

Organizational Assumptions

In the approach to an integrated model contained in this report, certain
basic assumptions are made about the nature of organizations. These assump-
tions are numerous but, for the most part, familiar to those likely to read
this report. Some were mentioned in the preceding chapter. We single out
for special emphasis four that underlie all that follows. These pertain to
the concepts of organizational purpose, organizational problems, the initia-
tives for organizational change, and the sources of criteria for valuing
organizations.

1. Purposiveness. In our view, organizations are emergent or contrived
entities which arise from and are maintained by the activities of
people and embody the purposes of those people. People have goals
but organizations do not. People have motivations to act, out
organizations do not. The organization becomes a medium through
which individual motivations and goal oriented behaviors zre ex-
pressed. This assvmption implies that references to organizational
goals or purposes are snalogies, meaning only that organizations
function as if they had goals or, at most, that significant and in-
fluential members have some degree of consensus about their goals.
Consensus is a prevalent condition, as people tend to join in,
remain in, influence, and tecome socialized in ways that induce a
workable degree of consensus. Thus, one notes the readiness of
members or observers to attributes purposiveness to the organiza-
tion itself. Such goals are multiple, and subject to change in
their mix and -priorities.

2. Organizational problems. All organiz tions have “problems’ re-

quiring "solutions’ and they are neve problem-free. The distinc-
tive rlaracteristic of "organizations" is their adaptive, problem
solving capability applied to their production function, their
self-maintenance requirements, and to the adaptation to a specific
environment ol opportunity, risk, and cost. It is useful to dis-
tinguish between those types of problems that are generic to orgini-
zational systems--i.e, problems that are sustained or recurrent in




all organizational systems and which must be managed sufficiently
well to assure continuity of essential capabilities of the
organization--and those problems that are unique, selective or
episodic and arise from external sources rather than from the
nature of the organizational system itself., Many organizational
problems are internally generated in the sense that the solution

of one problem will create others, or a mode of solution is such
that it is temporary and allows recurrence of the original problem.
For these reasons, it is useful to regard organizations as problem-
solving systems.

3. Organization of constituencies. While constituents are persons,
each with some uniqueness of interest in the focal organization
and of direct engagement in the activities of the organization,
they usefully can be treated as populations, as coalitions, and as
organizational entities. Members of an crganization are involved
in different exposure to information about the organization. They
form constituency populations to the extent that a number of them H
will share like information and like value perspectives, and thus
tend to interact with the organization in like ways; such popula- !
tion constituencies can be empirically discovered and defined, and :
can be treated in analysis with reference to their differences from
other populations. Interacting organizational members tend to form
coalitions for joint action; these coalitions may form and reform
fluidly in different contexts of action, but tend to become rela-
tively stable as to membership and shared value perspectives; an
individual may belong to more than one such coalition. Constituents
of like organizational function or role may become "organized' in
the sense of generating an internal system for information usage,
decision making and action through legitimation of representatives
~r spokesmen. The same distinctions among constituent populations,
coalitions and organizations apply equally to external or non-
member constituents. The distinctiorn between "member" and "non
member'', however arbitrary, is usefully retained as it aids in the
analysis of constituency formation and action.

4, Iniciative for change. Organizations have tendencies toward
homeostasis, {.e. continuity, stability and non-change, and will
persist in a stable state if the environment allows and 1if entropy
is forestalled. The initiatives for change in organizational struc-
ture, 1in activity patterns, and in apparent purpose, arise from the
actions of constituents or of representatives of coalitions and
organized constituenciea. These initiators may be members or non
members.

Substantive Content

For an integrated model of organizational effectiveness to be maximallv
useful, the three compone»: models should be distinctively different from
one another in their informational conteat. This requirement stems from the
assumptions (1) That each of the component models is attuned to a different !
facet or aspect of organizational functioning; (2) That complementarity of
component models rests upon their non-identity; and (3) That a characteristic
feature of any useful model is the exclusion of information of marginal utility




in the interest of focus upon core features of the model. The three component
models treated in this report--the goal model, the natural system model and

the decision process model--each has a distinctive substantive focus, described
elsewhere, but each includes some marginal reference to information that is
central to one or the other of the three models. For example, the natural
system model treats resource acquisition as a factor in its structure, but
resource acquisition and the allocation of resources are central to the input-
throughout-output formulation that is implicit in the goal model. Similarly,
the decision process model contains reference to the action goals of the organ-~
ization and to information about their nature, but the focus is upon the
appropriateness of these goals rather than upon the organizations success in
their attainment.

Valid Theories Within the Component Models

This requirement for a successful integration of the three component
models of organizational effectiveness is partially met, in our view, at the
present time. 1In each of the three models there exist a rich array of theories
that are partially validated and sufficiently well developed to allow serious
consideration of their merger. Also, each has a rich diversity of component

' theories of lesser scope that show promise of linkage and of support for the
emergence of overarching theories. The attempt to formulate an integrated
model that embraces the three component models can thus be seen as analogous
to the integrativ~ efforts that have long been pursued within each of the sub-
sidiary domains. 1he following remarks illustrate this point of reference to
the goal model, the natural system model and the decision process model.

1. The goal modcl. The theories within this domain share the core
assumption that any organization will have multiple identifiable
D goals, including optimal states, that are organized in some hierarch-
ical scheme as to priority and interdependence, and which allow
measurement or estimation of the extent to which they are approached,
achieved or maintained. It is further assumed that the core work
activities and their associated technologies, as well as the support
activities, can be assessed with reference to their contribution to
the attainment of such goals. The conceptual simp].city and elegance
of this image of effectiveness and its assessment conceals a great
deal of complexity as to subsidiary theories and operational practice.
Whose goals are to have priority? How can const- iints be satisfied,
and what are the standards for judging goal attainment? How are
appropriate technologies to be judged, when choices exist? What time
span shall be gsed for evaluting effectiveness? Given the uniqueness
of an organization's goals and goal sets, how can organizations be
] compared as to their relative effectiveness? Each of these illustra-
tive questions, ha3 been the focus for theoretical development and
validation. A4n example is the treatment by Siegel (1980) of the
meaning of "productivity" and the choice among aiternative valid ways
to reprosent the input-output ratio of a particular organization.
In principle, although not yet in practice, all subsidiary theories
in the goal model domain can be integrated within the framework of
t the shared basic assumptions and propositions.
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2. The natural system model similarly 1s represented by a core set of
assumptions and propositions that are common to a variety of subsid-
iary theories of lesser scope, all oriented toward the definition of
the nature of systemic survival requirements ("generic system problems"
which must be "managed" <r "solved"), and toward the explanation of
their interdependencies and their means for solution. In principle,
tnese overlapping and somewhat conflicting formulations lend them-
selves to integration by reference to their shared ultimate criter-
ion of organizational survival and by some convergence, already
evident, in the validation of microtheories within the model. Many
issues remain unresolved, but they appear to be tractable.

3. The decision process model appears at this time to be the one least
well developed in both theory and in practice, and txe one most
problematic as to ultimate unification. The basic integrative argu-
ment is that it is possible to develop models of optimum decision
making processes that should apply to a broad range of problem types,
and that their application will result in optimized decisions.
Therein lies the rub, for the outcomes may be distant in time, they
may be confounded by seemingly random enviroumental events and changes,
while the informational base for decisions must remain historical or
contemporary. For these reasons, we think that the process view of
problem solving will prevail over outcome orientations in the emer-
gence of an integrated theory of organizational decision making.

The leading contemporary developments in theory support this view.
The leading developments in practice (roughly encompassed by the
domain of operations research) do generally employ outcome criteria,
but are also limited to relatively constrained "problems" and to
relatively short time frames.

Stages in Development and Validation

Developing an integrated, inclusive theory of organizational effectiveness
involves three phases of work which can be pursued concurrently. First, more
specific models must be developed for assessing effectiveness from each of the
three different perspectives. Second, each of these models needs to be opera-
tionalized and tested independently of one another to determine their utility
and their internal validity. Based on these empirical tests, the compoaent
models may have to be revised to improve their operational utility and their
conceptual clarity, and the revised models will also have to be examined
empricially, This phase of development will continue until three adequate
models are available; their elaboration and further improvement is a task
without end.

The third phase involves examining the congruence among the three models
by using them together to assess the effectiveness of target organizational
systems. If the models produce congruent results, then the integrated theory

will be ready for use. If they produce incompatible assessments, the reasons
for discrepancy will have to be expiored, and the models will need to be
revised and tested u—til congruent and internally valid models are achieved.
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In this report, we are concerned with the first two phases, i.e. devel-
oping the three separate models and assessing their compatibility. We will
attempt to use conceptual approaches and methods that have potential for
congruent results.

ISSUES IN VALIDATING AN INTEGRATED MODEL

A number of difficulties will arise in the validation and application of
a model of organizational effectiveness which joins three unlike component
models. These issues are, in part, intrinsic to the character of the inte-
grated model which we have outlined:and in part issues that arise from opera-
tional tasks and from practical constraints. A central aim is to validate
the integrated model in the sense of determining the degree and nature of the
congruence among the three components. A related aim is to validate the inte-
grated model in the sense of assessing the gain in useful information that
arises from the use of all three components rather tha. any one of them. These
aims have some appearance of being contradictory, as cne rests upon the con-
ceptual identity of the three components while the other rests upon their
non-identity. Ideally, the components will be congruent with reference to
longer-term organizational outcomes such as survival and adaptability while
at the same time being partially incongruent--i.e. complementary--at any given
time. In the following pages we take up three problems: (1) The non-
independence of the three component models; (2) The sources of discrepancy
among them; and (3) The practical issues of getting the required information.

Non-Independence of Component Models

A model assessing the ability of an organization to meet the short-run
output goals of managers may well involve collecting information about the
organization's ability to coordinate the activities of its members, since such
an instrumental goal is likely to be an important one in the goal model. It
seems likely that application of the systemic integrity model would also in-
clude measures of the ability of the organization to coordinate the activities
of its members since this is a key systems problem which must be managed well
if the organization is to function effectively. This creates a situation -in
which the information collected to assess the goal model and the information
to assess the systems model might be the same.

The result of this partial dependence upon common data is likely to be
that there would be some difficulties in determining the true extent of con-
gruence among different models; some statistical congruence wiil be artifac-
tual. Of course, this problem is not totally negative. Each of the three
models is viewing the same concurrent stream of events to draw conclusions
about the present and future effectiveness of the organization, so it is not
surprising if there should be some overlap in the information that they employ.
In our view, the fact that similar information is used in the assessment of
effectiveness from different perspectives 1is not a significant conceptual
difficulty if tic different component models use the information in different
ways. To continue the coordination example, one can observe that in the goal
model, a measure of coordination aids assessment of the current throughput
capacity or efficiency ol the organization, while in the natural systems model
the same measure is interpreted in the context of systemic maintenance.
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As long as the salience of the information in determining the effectiveness
judgements varies from model to model, the fact that there is a common informa-
tion base should not invalidate the idea of using the three model approach.

The potential interdependence among the models does mean, however, that re-
searchers who are developing the component models need to be very careful not
to build in analytic strategies that produce a tautological conclusion that
the compared models are congruent,when in fact they merely have used the same
information in the same way.

Valid Discrepancies Among Models

Because of certain intrinsic characteristics of the three component models
of organizational effectiveness, it is to be expected that in any given appli-
cation some discrepancies will be found which are 'valid", in the sense of
being an accurate representation of the organization, but which do not imply
incongruence of incompatibility among the models. There are at least three
reasons why such discrepancies may arise.

The first arises from the existence of a degree of unpredictability sur-
rounding organizational events, i.e. actions and consequences of actioas which
can only be treated as though they are random. For example, it 1is quite
possible, and indeed it happens, that an organization engaged in problem solving
may choose by inadvertance or sheer luck that course of action which turns out
to be optimal. A deficient approach to information management and decision
wmaking may produce a good result, with the risk that an analyst may attribute
the outcome to a presumed effectiveness in decision making processes. A sel
of outcomes taken from the goal attainment model may suggest high organizational
effectiveness while an analysis of the decision processes may indicate gross
deficiencies. One supposes that over an extended period of time an organiza-
tion's events, or runs of good luck or of bad luck, will average out to a state
of congruence between the goal attainment and decision process models but at
any given time they may well be discrepant.

A second source of transient discrepancy among effectiveness models can
arise from changes in an organization's external environment. An organization
could be solving problems very effectively and executing an organizational
strategy which, given all that is known at the time, is reasonable and likely
to produce positive results. If there is, then, a change in t.e organization's
external environment that alters the resources, or the technologies they are
using, or the societal interest in the outputs they are producing, the organi-
zatlon might become ineffective according to many measures. Thus, external
changes which may be outside of the organization's control and knowledge could
have the effect of producing outcome effectiveness measures which look very
poor even though assessments of the organization's internal processes indicate
that it 1s very effective., The discrepancy would not indicate that the models
themselves are incongruent but rather that there are external factors operating
which were not and could not have been taken into account.

A third source of observed discrepantéies among the effectiveness models
lies in their differences in behavioral focus and implicit time frames. At
any given point in time organizations are likely to be changing, i.e. becoming
more or less effective, and likely to be more or less effective in different
areag. As a result, models which tend to focus on different time frames and
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in different activity domains are likely to produce different results. This
type of discrepancy, again, does not imply that the models themselves are in-
congruent but rather that they are tapping different aspects of the organiza-
tion's overall effectiveness. As in the previous two cases, discrepancies of
this type would not necessarily indicate that the models have to be changed
or judged incongruent but rather show the value of using different approaches
in attempting to come to some overall assessment.

Pervasiveness_g£ Time Frame lIssues

The issues raised in the precsding pages emphasize the importance of the
time frame to be employed in examining organizational effectiveness. A
dilemma is created by the possibility of valid but transient differences among
the effectiveness models in their indications of organizational effectiveness.
It becomes difficult in the short run to test whether any differences that are
observed mean that the mode. s are incongruent. Such a dilemma can only be re-
solved through a long term program of research in which discrepancies are
explored in detail as to possible causation when they occur, and conclusions
about the congruence of the different effectiveness models are based upon (1)
Numerous concurrent studies designed to randomize the effects of chance and
environmental disturbance; and (2) Studies of sufficient time duration to allow
the "true" congruence among models to be displayed.

Except for certain limited research purposes, virtua.ly all uses of
estimates of organizational effectiveness have a forward orientation. This
is true even when the effectiveness indicators employed are themselves his-
torical, but used for forward extrapolation. The future is always, to some
degree, unpredictable, and all models for estimating effectiveness share the
time-frame problem. These issues are amplified, and deliberately addressed,
in this effort to develop an integrated model, but are not unique to it.

For example, if an effectiveness model focused in part on assessing the quality
of an organization's long term strategy for coping with its external environ-
ment, effectiveness judgements made now can not be fully validated until a

long time in the future. This has obvious problems when it comes to deter-
ming whether the strategies which the organization is using are good ones or
not. Furthermore, it is possible that an organization is choosing an effec-
tive strategy which may become invalidated due to external events over which

it had no control and which it had no means to anticipate. Assessors face

the dilemma of deciding whether or not such an outcome is an indication of
{neffectiveness or not.

Further, long term and short term effectiveness may invoive quite different
dynamics and may be negatively related to each other at a given time. A number
of theorists have observed that what is effective in terms of achieving goals
in the short run may come at the expense of being able to achieve goals in
the long run. Any effectiveness model must somehow deal with the dilemma
which is created by the difference between long and short term effectiveness
and must incorporate some method of resolution,

Availability of Adequate Data

In addition to the theoretical and interpretational problems which wmust
be resolved, there are a variety of practical problems in validating and
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implementing ar enlarged model of organizational effectiveness. A key problem
is that in any given situation assessors are likely to have limited ability

to get the required information. Limitations come from resource constraints
and time constraints as well as from the difficulty of making satisfactory
translation from conceptual variables to measurement operations.

Most people who have tried to employ a new, or perhaps merely an unaccus-
tomed, model of effectiveness assessment in an organization are struck by the
absence of infermation or the inappropriateness of the data available from the
organization's existing information systems. Since these systems are expen-
sive, and there are limits to their adaptability, there normally arises a very
serious problem of modifying the information content and information sources
to the extent required. There are strategic issues (e.g. whether to employ
special one-time measurement procedures, or instead a permanent modification
of the information systems); there are conceptual issues (e.g. what assess-
ment measures can be omitted with least risk to the organization and to assess-
ment enterprise?); and there are issues concerning unwanted and unintended
disturbance of estabiished work roles and work relationships. The established
information sources are likely to be designed around the goal model of organi-
zational effectiveness and short-term criteria, to the virtual exclusion of
information relevant to the natural system model or decision process model.

A second practical problem arises from the importance, in the integrated
model here proposed, of constituencies as the source of crucial data concer-
ning the environment of the organization and concerning the values that will
be invoked in judgements of organizational effectiveness. While some organi-
zations have developed ready means for gettinz information from and about
certain of their constituencies, most have no easy means for doing so. Some
firms, for example, conduct periodic questionnaire or interview survevs among
identified employee groups, but most do not; some have elaborate systems of
inquiry among clients or customers, but most do not; some keep rather good
records of management decision issues and processes, but most do not. Few
organizations have explicitly identified their various significant constit-
uencies or assembled information about their characteristics. To get
appropriate information from constituencies requires, in most organizationms,
forms of inquiry that lack precedent.

A final practical problem that must be dealt with, initially by re-
searchers but ultimately by managers, arises because the conceptual base
for information collection in most organizations is unique and local, thus
not specifically suit~d for comparisons over time or compariscns among organ-
izations. To give a txivial, although bothersome, example theve do not exist
standard methods for recording abs-uces from work or reasons for termination
of employment; minimum legal, contractual ani payroll requirements are met,
but without regard for the interpretational value of information on these
matters as to assessing organizational effectiveness. '"Profit" is a non-
trivial example, as well, for the conceptual basis for estimating profit,
not to mention the operational expression of the concept, varies not only
among firms but may vary in a given firm across years.
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The foregoing practical problems of data acquisition and use are serilous
enough to warrant mention as a factor in the process of validating and
making operational an improved model of organizational effectiveness. They
do not, however, appear to be insuperable or to prohibit effective work.
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III. A MATRIX APPROACH TO CONSTITUENCIES AND SYSTEM
PROBLEMS IN ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

Mark Fichman

A great deal of energy and attention has been given to identifying the
dimensions and dynamics of effectiveness. Many of the problems encountered
have arisen from subjecting various proposals to both a value-oriented
critique and a systems-oriented critique. The value oriented approach has
forcefully argued thzt any conception of effectiveness must acknowledge the
value premises underlying it. If effectiveness is conceived, for example,
in terms of the aggregate satisfaction of organization participants, thea
the proponents of this view ought to be aware of the implicit social wel-
fare values they are supporting. If these social welfare assumptions are
not understood and accepted by others, or in fact rejected, then there is

‘ little ground for general acceptance of aggregate satisfaction as an effec-
tiveness criterion. Under a different set of value premises, an equally
coherent statement of effectiveness criteria could be developed without any
consideration of satisfaction.

In this chapter we propose the beginning of a potentially useful and
elegant solution to the differences in value orientations as they influence
the evaluation of effectiveness. The concept of multiple constituencies
with different levels and types of relations to each other and to the focal
organization may allow us clearly to identify and consider different value
r ' orientations in the sphere of effectiveness. Constituencies may be thought
of as distinct groups which have different concepts of what is an effective
organization. By relating these differences in effectiveness concepts to
differences in values and interests, we can understand the bases for differ-
ent effectiveness criteria held by different constituencies. Furthermore, we
can move away from the troublesome idea that a single set of effectiveness
criteria should be sufficient to characterize an organization.

The response of an advocate of a systems perspective to various propos-
als concerning effectiveness criteria and models is also difficult to
handle. Systems theory proponents describe organizations as complexes of
variables which are multiply determined, and which often show reciprocal
causal relations to each other. Such a description rarely yields simple
unequivocal models of effectiveness, in which a single variable or a linear
combination of variables predicts effectiveness. On the other side of the

equation, survival can be viewed as an appropriate criterion. Within a
[ single organization, or in comparisons among organizations, one may want to
make a judgement of relative effectiveness prior to the organization's de-
mise. If one takes a step back and views effectiveness as the probability
) of, or capacity for, survival, one needs to identify indicators of system
survival. Indicators would presumably be drawn from a systems model of
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essential organizational functions. At this point, the difficulty is in
identifying those aspects of an organizational system most critical for sur-
vival. Since those aspects are embedded in the complex of multiple and re-
ciprocal causation referred to above, any particular choice will be
potentially controversial or arbitrary.

The general form of the argument drawn from the systems viewpoint is
that x (a state, process or function) is a necessary but not sufficient con-
dition for effectiveness, -.g. efficiency is a necessary but not sufficient
condition for survival. While the research implications of this orientation
seem to point to an epidemiclogical mortality study of incredible proportions,
we cap still draw some practical research ideas from the system perspective.
We can try to take account of the hypothesis that individual and aggregate
behavior in organizations is, in part, a response to system properties. If
ve ask whether behavior is responsive to and appropriate to the demands of
the system, some insight may be gained into what constitutes effectiveness
for that particular system,

For various constituencies applying their respective value orientatioms,
survival is undifferentiated and does not show satisfactory discriminability.
Constituents would be expected to make more finely tuned judgements of organ-
ization effectiveness than survival vs. extinction. These judgements of
effectiveness are probably derived from a complex set of considerations in-
volving (1) the costs and benefits to the constituency of remaining involved
with the focal organization and (2) the other options, with their attendant
costs and benefits, available to the constituency. This judgement process
may be analogous to some of the cognitive models of turnover which have been
proposed in recent years. (Mobley, 1977; March & Simon, 1958)

One approach to addressing this issue, alluded to above, is to make a
set of assumptions concerning the impact of system properties on the types
of problems an organizational system faces. A starting point is a set of
system properties which inhere in any organization. On to this set of system
properties, a set of nroblems would be mapped. If the taxonomy of system
properties is accurate and exhaustive (strong assumptions), and the mapping
process is correct, then the set of problems "would provide a reasonable start-
ing point for the development of a generic prcblem set applicable to any
organizational system.

If it were the case that organizations have generic sets of problems
directly arising from their operation as systems, then we might have a method
of identifying the dimensions along which organizations as systems vary in
their effectiveness as systems. It should be kept in mind that the individual
elements of this set of problema are each necessary but not sufficient
conditions for effectiveness.

These problems would be the objects of the problem solving processes in
the organization. Without getting into the murky waters of problem structure
and problem decomposition (i.e., the problem solving process), we would like
to be able to relate problems identified by the organization to the generic
problem set. An organi.ation, within its own culture, shared perceptual
framework, and language, shliould be capable, possibly with some outside help,
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of identifyir; its problems. These problems will be framed and articulated
in terms best understood by organizational members. The task of an outside
obsezver, such as a researcher or consultant, would be to take the organiza-
tion mermbers' characterization of problems and translate them into a problem
set which is identical to or similar to the generic problem set. The trained
observer, using the tcols of his/her trade (e.g. measurement techniques,
theory), should be able to relate the organization members' rendition of their
problems to the generic problem set. If this approach is viable, organiza-
tional activities and purposive behaviors should then be classifiable into
categories which may be explained and understood in terms of the generic
problem set.

Within this framework, one could ask whether the problem solutions are
in fact allowing the system to maintain itself (the potential for survi uil
question) and, at a second stage, whether the solutions proposed are satis-
factery to constituents (the value question). The problem solving process
takes on a special role here, that of mediator between and perceptual filter
for system demands (the expression of system properties as problems) and
constituent demands. One can think of the degree of success of the problem
solving process, as it relates to the generic set of problems, as a leading
indicator of organizational effectiveness, though it is not a reflection of
the effectiveness constructs being employed.

The minimum condition for organizational effectiveness is the continuing
solution of generic systems-based problems. This would constitute an ade-
quate necessary and sufficient internal definition of organizational effec-
tiveness for the syatem as a system. That is, before asking whether the
problem solutions have been satisfactory to constituencies, or for a partic-
ular constituency, we must first ask how well the problems have been solved
in system terms. In effect, we are formally accepting the concept of system
survival or the capacity for survival as a partial definition of organiza-
tional effectiveness., It must be borne in mind that even if an organization
is effective in the 'system as system' sense, it may be ine fective from the
point of view of some or all of the participating constituencies.

The satisfaction of system demands may not fit with the demands of in-
ternal and exteri.l constituencies. The sat.sfaction of these constituent
demands is the second stage in the analysis of organizational effectiveness.
As noted above, simply assessing system effectiveness without regard for
constituent interests is a sterile approach without much useful meaning.

The effectiveness of the organization's problem solving for constituents
completes the appraisal of effectiveness. It seems obdbvious that if no con-
stituency was satisfied with problem solutions, it would require some mental
gymnastics to rate that organization as effective. Returning to the first
stage, system qua system problem solving, one can not consider system opera-
tions apart from constituencies. The demands and actions of constituencies
will have ramifications for the operation of the system. For example, the
withdrawal of constituent support in response to unsatisfactory problem solu-
tions may be reflected in a loss of resource acquisition capacity or a change
in the amount of output absorbed by the environment.
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Hence, one is drawn to proposing an integrated analysis where one looks
at problems as ramifications of constituent values and systems properties.
An integrated analysis would have the following stages.

(1) A system, due to the nature of systems and their
properties, will present a set of generic problems
directly arising from system functions. For ex-
ample, the need for inputs presents a resource ac-
quisition problem. The property of differentation
creates a coordination problem. The property of
negative entropy requires the binding of energy,
which may be thought of as the problem of efficiency.
These are rough exampies of how one might attempt to
map a set of problems onto the set of system proper-
ties. These problems would be the rows of an
effectiveness matrix where the columns would be
constituencies.

(2) The system would interact with a set of constitu-
encies existing formally within, across, and out-
side the system boundary. The managerial and
production/technical subsystems would be examples
of constituencies formally within the crganizational
boundaries. An adaptive subsystem might be thought
of as a constituency spanning the boundary, while the
vendors to and buyers from the system would be con-
stituencies outside the formal organization system.

With these two sets we can create a constituency-by-problem matrix,
with J entries denoting no problem for the constituency and 1 denoting a
»voblem for the constituency.

Effectiveness would ther. be thought of as a multidimensional concept
in two senses. First, system effectiveness would be defined as the degree
to which the generic problem set is being solved (managed may be a better
word) satisfactorily across time. System effectiveness for a particular
conscituency would be represented in the column of a particular constituency,
asking whether that problem subset is being managed satisfactorily for that
particular constituency.

Let us look at this matrix a little further and see what types of in-
formation can be drawn from it. Suppnse we ask for two additional items of
data for each cell in the matrix. We can look at the intensity of the prob-
lem, asking how salient that particular problem is for the system. For
certain organizations, some problems may not require attention and may be
accounted for well. Other problems may be more pressing, difficult and de-
manding of attention. This varfation of intensity may be dynamic across
time, and may e -1 be charactes:ized bv certain patterns of problem intensity.
For example, pre’.ems in prodaction, the throughput process, may cause dif-
ficulties in th- c.ntrol of input and output inventories. This scenario
seems more pl.usibi. ¢ . one in which a production problem occurs which has
little froact on irsut <ad output dnventdory coutrol.
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A contrasting case would be one where the throughput process 1s operating
well, creating problems in profit retention and reinvestment (a manifestation
of the pronperty of negative entropy) and management of growth and coordina-
tion in the organization. For example, consider the current crop of cash rich
firms ergaged in mergers and acquisitions as a response to their inability to
reinvest profits internally. These problems of growth management are a product
of the system properties of dynamic homeostasis and differentation. Organi-
zational systems successfully processing th:oughput efficiently will show
growth as a function of the property of dynamic homeostasis ("The steady state
which at the simple level is one of homeostasis over time, at more complex
levels becomes one of preserving the character of *he system through growth
and expansion.", Katz & Kahn, 1966, p.24.) This growth leads to increased
complexity and differentiation of the system, which in turn presages new prob-
lems of coordination. By measuring intensity, we can obtain some idea of the
relationships amongst problems as they vary in the organizational system.

A second set of data that would be of value is the preference ordering
held by each constituent group for the problems of concern to them, Presum-
ably, constituents would differ as to which problems they would like organi-
zation actors and groups to address. One could look at the agreement amongst
constituent preferences for indicators of cooperation, conflict, coalition
formation, and constituent withdrawal., These preferences may also provide
evidence on how choices among problems are made.

The problem solving process can then be analyzed as an independent process
applied to the generic problems. In this approach, problem solving is a method
which acts on the problem in the context of the various constituencies and
their preferences. In effect, problem solving can be thought of as a trans-
formation matrix which operates on the problem matrix to create a new problem
matrix. This notion is similar to Kelley and Thibaut's (1978) theory of in-
terdependence in social interaction. The problem solving process considers
the values or preferences of the various constituencies, and has an indepen-
dent set of values vis a vis problem solving per se. This inherent set of
values is oriented towards preferred methods of conflict re olution and
management.

Two questions present themselves at this point, Are problems capable of
being treated independently, i.e, withnut consideration of other problems in
the matrix, and are problems amenable to solutions which can be evaluated?

Indegendence

From the constituent perspective, problems, or clusters of problems, may
seem independent, and may be acted upon in that manner. From the vantage
poant of the system, this may not be the case, and certain linkages may be
conceptually desirable, such as that of input to throughput to output. These
linkages will probably vary as a function of the structure and technology and
age of the system. The members of the organization may attempt to m.nimize
linkages among problems, or create multidimensional problem clusters minimally
linked to other problem sets. A research approach would prefer manageable
clusters of relatively indepeudent problem sets. In fact, this precondition
(independent problem clusters) may affect the quality of problem solving by
allowing for easier problem definition and comprehension.
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Evaluation

The perspective proposed here does not assume that problems will stay
permanently solved. Systems evolve and change, yielding new manifestations
of the generic problems, and problem solutions may reveal or generate new
problems. Several tentative criteria for evaluation can be offered.

(1) Has the intensity of the problem set addressed increased or
decreased over time?

(2) Has the intensity of the problem set increased or decreased
over time for a given constituency?

(3) Have the preference orderings of the various constituencies
changed?

(4) Have the preconditions for problem solution changed?

(5) Has the profile of the problem set changed over time? That
is, has there been a change in the patterns of problems for
different constituencies or have problem patterns remained
relatively stable?

The final part of this sketch of a systems based problem solving approach
is a schematic example of the determinants of the problem by constituency
matrix proposed. These are drawn from the Katz and Kahn (1966) treatment of
system dynamics. Georgopoulos and Cooke (1979) have offered their own problem
taxonomy based on systems theory premises which, while differing in substance
from our proposal, shares the same spirit and purpose, and may prove useful in
the analysis of organizational effectiveness.

From the system problems and constituencies, one can begin to construct
the proposed matrix (see Tables 1 and 2). Although the mapping of problems
is rough and is only intended to be suggestive, it is interesting to note in
Table 1 that some problems can be mapped onto more than one of the system
properties. This may be due to the ill-defined nature of the mapping and
inadequacies in the concepts or nomenclature. It is tempting to suggest that
this lack of clarity may account for some of the difficulties the field of
organizational behavior has had with concepts such as "coordination" and
"boundaries'". The construction of this matrix may be a valuable exercise if
only to reveal mapping difficulties and to facilitate the clarification of
conc ~ts. Some of the system prcblems may be manifestations of the inter-
act! ~f several system properties. That is, a problem may not be attribu-
tat’ o one particular system property, but rather to several properties
acting in concert.

In a more positive vein, these multiple occurrences of problems (for
example, the pervasiveness of control problems) may hint at the definition
of problem linkages and clusters, Problems can arise in orderly groupings
vhere the existence of a problem may increase the likeiihood of other prob-
lems occurring. The argument here is that the use of this matrix approach
may shed light on thosc sets of problems which tend to covary.
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To show how such a matrix approach might work, let us consider a reduced
problem-by-constituent matrix which might characterize an organization’s
input~-throughput-output subsystem. (see Table 3)

This input-throughput-output matrix can be expanded by speciiying generic
problems and constituencies, We will limit the size and specificity of the
matrix so as to facilitate this example. Table 4 is a somewhat specific elab-
oration of the input-throughput-output cycle in an organizational system as
manifested in the problem-by-constituency format. We will first score it for
each constituency in terms of the presence (1) or absence (0) of that problem
for each constituency. For purposes of this example, let us imagine we are
dealing with a production firm. In parentheses, we will score these entries
for intensity; how important that problem is for that constituency on a scale
of 1 to 10,

In the hypothetical matrix, the production group is wholly oriented
towards the problems of throughput, without attention to the input and output
problems. The supportive subsystem or constituency is oriented towards the
maintenance of the throughput function, primarily concerning itself with main-
taining the flow of goods and services without bottlenecks to and from the
throughput function, i.e. the technical core, in Thompson's (1967) terms.

This configuration of concerns in the internal constituencies is in line with
that of the vendors and buyers, with conflict between them occurring in the
relative importance attached to problems, not their presence or absence. One
conflict is in the area of output where buyers are relatively more concerned
with a smooth flow of products at a good price while the support system places
greater priority on the control of inventories. On the input side, vendors
and the support system are similarly concerned with a smooth adequate flow of
resources, This schematic analysis would indicate relatively good agreement
between the internal and external constituencies on problem priorities, and
consequently, on the types of problem solutions which would enhance
effectiveness for them.

The entries for boundary spanning systems reflect diffurent conceptions
of effectiveness and of the problem mix. The managerial constituency, while
sharing some of the concerns of the external constituents and the internal
constituencies, differs in its assignment of priorities with respect to the
internal groups. It places a lower priority on the problems of the produc-
tion system, and Iis more concerned on the input side with resource acquisi~-
tion, and on the output side with sales, than is the supportive subsystem.
Basically, the managerial subsystem has a wider range of problems which it
uses to define effectiveness. The adaptive subsystem is isolated, placing
higher priority on personnel acquisition and appropriate technology than any
other constituency. In line with their interest in longer range planning,
this constituency place their primary emphasis on acquiring the people and
technology to best position the firm in the future marketplace. An alliance
of the adaptive subsystem(s) with the production subsystem would probably
be difficult.

Briefly stated, we see six constituencies with different orientations
to effectiveness. Glancing down the columns, we note a production constit-
uency geared to maintaining adequate throughput for effectiveness; a support
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subsystem concerned with providing inputs and moving outputs as criteria of
effectiveness; vendors and buyers who perceive the organization as effective
to the degree that resources are absorbed and products provided; a managerial
vonstituency oricented primarily to the combined effectiveness criteria of the
internal constituencies; and an adaptive subsystem potentially at loggerheads
with or uncoordinated with the others, viewing effectiveness in terms of re-
sponding to a changing market environment. One can see conflicts, coalitions,
and the need for some cooperative problem solving in this scenario.

Across time, changes effected by successful problem solving and/or the
environment could cause changes in the matrix, with attendant changes in
constituency demands. Suppose new, large markets opened up for the firm in
a much less competitive environment. Emphasis on inventory control, buyers
and sales might slacken, and emphasis on resource acquisition and efficiency
might heighten. This could bring the perceptions of management and the in-
ternal subsystems into greater accord, bridge some differences with vendors,
and drive the adaptive subsystem into a realignment of its priorities to
avoid loss of influence in the organization (e.g. more intensity in manage-
ment of boundaries on the input side). In this kind of dynamic analysis, we
can see changes in the problem mix leading to changes in the perception of
how effectively the input~throughput-output cycle is operating.

We have tried to show in this example how the differing positions of
constituencies lead to different problems demanding solutions, and different
conceptions of orgeorizational effectiveness. These differing preferences
can also have influence on each other, as constituencies are interdependent
with regspect to problem solving.

This matrix approach lends itself to some well developed statistical
methods in the areas of scaling, group problem solving and coalition forma-
tion, and statistical modelling. In terms of research methods and measure-
ment, the field of organizational behavior has developed some sophistication
in measuring and analyzing these types of concepts, though more work is
certainly needed.

An additional use of this matrix viewpoint is in the diagnosis of organ-
ization behavior and effectiveness. We can envision the detailed collection
of data in this format as a vaiasable heuristic device for managers in the
analysis of constituency and subsystem behavior. The value of constructing
the matrix is in revealing how subsystems and organizational problems vary
in (heir salience and interrelations as a function of constituency perspec-
tives. This would help clarify the different sets of motives and demands
snich influence how constituencies and subsystems behave. The manager could
use this (nformation to formulate policies and decisions which take into
account this pluralism of concerns.
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IV. CONSTITUENTS, ENVIRONMENTAL TURBULENCE
AND ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

Gerald H. B. Ross

A continency approach to effectiveness will be advocated based on the
assumption that, in the long run, organizations will strive for survival
(exceptions being acknowledged). More specifically, it will be argued that
effectiveness criteria should be contingent upon certain characteristics of
the environment. Tn particular, the role of turbulence and of constituen-
cies will be examined in an effort to reconcile the natural systems and
goal models.

Background to the Problem

Since the beginning of the industrial revolution, organizations have
become increasingly more specialized in the pursuit of greater efficiency.
Unfortunately, this pursuit set in motion ferces which tended to decrease
stability. Efficiency was largely achieved through the substitution of
capital for labor, a prccess which has had two important effects.

First, it has favored larger scale units, often accomplished through
mergers or takeovers, which could take advantage of certain economies of
scale. A dramatic example is prcvided by the automotive industry which
was reduced from literally hundreds of firms to only four.

The mere reduction of variety, itself, has profound implications for
stability. Economists were perhaps the first to document and analyze its
effects. They pointed out that oligopoly, with few firms, cends to exhibit
more uncertain market behavior (e.g., unpredictable price wars) than pure
competition, with many firms. The impact of one large firm on a few others
is simply greater than that of a small firm's impact on many. Ecologists,
(e.g., Holling, 1978) similarly, have noted the increasing instability in
regions (e.g., in terms of infestation by pests, erosion, climatic change,
etc.).

Second, the new capital intensive technologies became much more fragile
than the earlier manual methods, because of much greater interdependencies.
Standardization tended to reduce the ability of a system to adapt and to in-
crease dependency both on the factors of production and on the environment
at large.

One has only to compare the fragility of a jet aircraft to a person on
horseback. The former is probably much more efficient but can be incapaci-
tated by any one of a large number of events. Mechanical problems (both
with the aircraft itself, or with the guidance and landing systems), strikes,
lack of fuel or weather car stop the total system functioning. The horse,
although far slower, needs no landing field, eats grass where it travels and
does not even require roads.
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This 1s not to suggest a return to the horse and buggy era. The air-
plane provides undeniable benefits. However, the untrammeled pursuit of
efficiency has left many organizations, and indeed society itself, in a
precarious position. The specialization inherent in our technology systems
has introduced dependencies and rigidities which make many of our organiza-
tions extremely vulnerable to turbulence in the environment; and yet, the
increased concentration of organizations may have established the very pre-
conditions for the turbulence which threatens the organizations themselves.
In such an environment, what is organizational effectiveness?

An Approach tec Organizational Effectiveness

The measurement of organizational effectiveness is somewhat simplified
i1f the assumption is made that organizations, over the long term, perhaps
in decades or even hundreds of years, attempt to survive. This does not

deny that some organizations are designed to self-destruct, e.g., task forces,

project teams, or that there may exist destructive tendencies in management
that may virtually defy survival, as in Henry Ford's reluctance to abandon
the Model T, in spite of its obvious waning popularity. Nor does it imply
that an organization that does not survive must have been, ex post facto,

ineffective. A grocer in Hiroshima in 1945 can hardly be called shortsighted

for not having foreseen an atomic catastrophe. This assumption is based on
a Darwinian perspective that organizations generally try to survive, even
in extreme conditions when their stated goal becomes patently obsolete; the
March of Dimes displayed great versatility when faced with the virtual ex-
tinction of polio among children; it simply selected a new disease and
continued functioning.

The importance of the role of this assumption can perhaps be more
clearly seen in the parallel domain of financial accounting, which attempts
to roughly measure organizational efficiency. The assumption is made that
the organization is a 'going concern', that it will continue in business in
the foreseeable future. Assets, for example, are thus measured at their
original cost (perhaps adjusted for inflation), since their value will be
consumed or depreciated in the course of production. This value would not
be appropriate, however, if the assumption were changed, as for example,
with a bankruptcy. Nonetheless, such exceptions tend to reinforce the
'going concern' assumption rather than negate it.

The use of an overall assumption represents an alter.dtive to the
stipulation of some ultimate criterion. The latter is largely unmeasurable
but, at least, serves to clarify the selection of lower order, measurable
criteria (Seashore & Yuchtman, 1967). In any case, the choice of an over-
all assunption, as opposed to an ultimate criterion, is probably more
esoteric than practical, since neither can be easily operationalized.

Both can, however, help structure the measurement problem.

In the measurement of organizational effectiveness, the choice of the
survival assumption is not merely one of convenience. It reflects the
current thinking of virtually all systems-based disciplines, including
general systems theory (including cybernetics, ecology and biology).
Systems are seen as adjusting to external perturbations to re-establish
equilibrium-homeostasis. A system seeks to maintain its integrity by
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responding and adjusting to change. Similarly, this adjustment process has
been observed in organizations by many researchers in the behavioral sciences.
Concaptualizations of the latter, and their implications for organizational
aurvival, will be discussed in the following section.

Organizational Environments and Effectiveness Criteria

There has been considerable thought and research devoted to the classi-
fication of organizational environments (e.g., Burns & Stalker, 1961; Emery
1 & Trist, 1965; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1969; Thompson, 1967). Generally they are
seen as evolving from a simple/static state to a complex/dynamic one. The
latter is commonly called 'turbulent'. Figure 1 below presents one variation
on this model. Duncan's (1972) framework is shown here for purposes of illus-
tration since it is one of the more current and simple versions. The simple/
complex dimension is related to the number of factors or components in the
environment and their similarity to one another. The static/dynamic dimen-
sion is related to whether or not the components are changing.

Figure 1

Environmental State Dimensions

Simple Complex

Static 1 I1
Dynamic I11 v
L ‘ In the first two quadrants, perhaps the traditional domain of organiza-

tions in the past, the situation is seen as relatively stable and predictable.
Here, it can be argued, the most appropriate measure of organizational per-
formance would seem to be efficiency, or the difference between resource in-
flows and outflows, perhaps as approximated by profit.

As long as there are no large unexpected changes, organizations can
continue almost indefinitely 'transforming' inputs into outputs. Further-
more, past results can provide a good indication of future performance.

In the third quadrant, more uncertainty .s introduced because the 'actors'
are now fewer and behave more unpredictably, thus having a greater effect on
each other. In other words, uncertainty is significantly increased. The sit-
uation has been well tecognized in economics. This cell typifies the
oligopolistic market structure, Unpredictable price wars and other serious
disruptions in the market can occur.
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In the fourth quadrant, as generally understood, a new factor is added.
Not only do the actions of the participants cause 'perturbations’ but there
appear certain dramatic 'systems effects' which can greatly amplify the ac-
tions of the former. The analogy has been made to soldiers marching in-time
on a bridge. Their rhythmic footsteps may start the bridge oscillating so
violently as to risk collapse. Such resonances tend to amplify the indivi-
dual inputs and, as such, are called 'systems effects'. The fourth cell is
thus called 'turbulent’'.

In such a turbulent environment, the main criterion for organizational
effectiveness would seem to be the capacity to absorb or adapt to such
dramatic change, rather than historical efficiency. Steers (1975) catalogues
the popularity of adaptability/flexibility criteria among organizational
theorists. In fact, those organizations which perform best in stable condi-
tions (i.e., turn out the most widgets for the least cost) may be prime can-
didates for failure in a turbulent world, because of the over-specialization
needed to achieve high efficiency.

Thus the most appropriate effectiveness criteria for an organization
would seem to be contingent upon the structure of the environment. At one
extreme, in the simple/static situation, net outflow, the excess of outputs
over inputs, would seem most suitable. At the other, some ability to cope
with turbulence would appear more relevant. In between, probably a
combination of criteria is needed.

This elegantly simple illustration of the organization in its environ-
ment unfortunately requires some modification in the cold light of reality.

The next section discusses some of the important issues.

Complications in Defining Organization-Environment Relations

While 'turbulent fields' are typically differentiated from their less
dramatic counterparts by the presence of systems' effects, there has been
little success in operationalizing the concept. 1In fact, some confusion
has been noted concerning what is a system's effect and what is not (Pfeffer
& Salancik, 1978). Furthermore, in spite of what seems like great turbulence
(political, economic and socia?) in the world, a 'pure' turbulent environment,
like 'perfect competition' in the market place, seems hard to find; and when
it is, as during revolution, it tends to be the exception rather than the
rule.

A more manageable conceptualization might be an environment in which
there are 'turbulent episodes'. Periods of relative stability may be rudely
interrupted, for example, by sudden changes in resource availability, as
occurred in the oil crisis of 1978. An analogy might be made to an aircraft
which, in the middle of an uneventful flight, tnexpectedly encounters turbu-
lence for a brief period. Later, the craft may be flying along smoothly
again. In suck o situation, it may be more relevant to analyze the turbulent
episode, with respect to survival of the aircraft, than to try to classify
the whole flight as bein¢ ‘n one or other type of environment. In fact, at
a more detailed level .1 analysis, it might be most appropriate to study
those parte of the aircraft particularly subject to stress (e.g., the wings),
rather than lcss exposed compunents (e.g., the galley).
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The concept of 'turbulent episodes' helps resolve the problem of
characterizing an organization as functioning in a particular quadrant in
Figure 1. Turbulence might occur in any one of them but would, however,
tend to be far more frequent in the last two quadrants.,

The reason that turbulent episodes might occur in any of the quadrants
is a result of the increasing interdependence between all entities in
modern society. Many organizations, for example, were affected by the
dramatic drop in the dollar, even if they did not deal in foreign currencies.
The recent British truck strike appears to have profoundly affected many
organizations, through interdependence, that did not normally depend on
trucking. It is simply increasingly difficult to remain insulated from
major turbulent episodes in society.

Turbulent Episodes in the Enviromment

. An organization's environment is not a monolithic whole but is
differentiated into segments. It is extremely useful, for example, to
distinguish between the irmediate environment, consisting largely of con-
stituents, and that part of the euvironment lying beyond the constituents.

This distinction is an important one, particularly with respect to
turbulence. Turbulent episodes originating from a particular constituency
usually trigger a bargaining process between the organization and the of-
fended party. The labor strike is a classic example of this situation.
When the episode originates outside the constituents, however, there is no
one with whom to bargain. The situation cannot be stabilized simply by
negotiation. The dynamics of the two situations can thus be very different.

Finally, it is important to make one firther refinement on the notion
of organizational environments. Environmerits do not simply exist, they
must be related to the organization under consideration. In fact, organi-
zations create the immediate environments in which they function. Weick
(1969) uses the term 'enacted environment' to describe this process. Thus,
vhen a firm commences operation, it defines the shareholders, community,
etc., in which it operat:s. It may also cease operations in a particular
environment, at which point, the latter no longer has any relevance to the
firm,

The next section will examine the immediate environment, consisting
of the organization's constituents. The following section will discuss
the dynamics of turbulent episodes in the environment beyond the constituents.

Present Conceptualizations of the Constituent

Chester Barnard (1938) was probably the first modern writer to view
the organization from the general systems framework--as one relying on many
constituents. In fact, he even defined an organization as a system of
cooperative activities, a concept that was revolutionary in its time.
"The life of an organization depends upon its ability to secure and maintain
the peresonal contributions of energy (including the transfer of control of
materials or money equivalent) necessary to effect its purposes." (Ibid, p. 92)
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The present conceptualization of organizational ‘'constituents' has
changed little since Barnard's time. The view of these parties as having
a bargaining relationship with the organization is still very much in vogue
today (e.g., Yuchtman & Seashore, 1967; Pickle & Friedlander, 1967; Katz &
Kahn, 1978; Keeley, 1978; Cameron, 1978). However, there still remain a
nusper of issues concerning our understanding of the notion of constituencies
ttat have yet to be worked out.

First, there remains a dearth of theory concerning the trade-offs in
inducements between constituents (e.g., Hall, 1972). Some attempt has
been made to use Pareto optimums (see discussion by Keeley, 1978) with little
success, Pickle and Friedlander (1967) have shown some overlap, albeit modest,
between the satisfaction of constituents. However, current research has yet
to fully explore the problems associated with satisfying one constituent to
the detriment of another,

Second, the general systems perspective, involving energy importation
from many constituent sources, has generally resulted in the blurring of dis-
tinctions between the different constituent groups. This may have resulted
from an over reaction against the mechanistic, input-output orientation.

Some inquiry has centered, however, around the nature of dependency on re-
sources provided by constituents (Yuchtman & Seashore, 1979). Thompson (1967)
stated that dependency varied proportionately with the organization's need

and inversely with the availability of alternative sources for the resource
(see also Blau, 155%). Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) have slightly refined
these notions, but the implications for constituent behavior and organiza-
tional responses remain largely uncharted. Particularly disappointing has
been the lack of rigorous theory development on this issue which was recog-
nized by Barnard, over forty years ago, as being crucial to the survival of
the organization.

Third, the interface of constituents with the organization has been the
source of some confusion. For example, if employees are constituents, are
they 'inside' or 'outside' the organization? Furthermore, are they more
'inside' than customers or other constituents? Pfeffer and Salancik (1978)
discuss the matter at some length and present the state of present thinking.
The essential problem has been where to draw the boundary line. Those
authors review alternative co.ceptualizations including a gradient approach,
analogous to the heat transfer processes in :hermodynamics. Their conclu-
sion was that constituent activities represent the relevant variables rather
than the constituents themselves.

When it is recognized that it is behaviors, rather than
individuals, that are included in structures of coordi-
nated behavior, then it is possible, at least conceptu-
ally, tc define the extent to which any given person is
or is not a member of an organization. A person's in-
clucion in a collective structure can be defined as the
proportion of his or her own behavior included in that
particular behavicr structure divided by the total amount
of the per .wn's behavior in all structures. (Ibid, p. 31)
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This reprresents an interesting attempt to circumvent the boundary
problem but exceptions immediately spring to mind. It is possible for a
conetituent to spend a great deal of time involved with an organization
and still play an insignificant role. The classic student apathy con-
cerning un.versity political affairs is an example. In spite of many hours
spent in the classroom and studying, many students may avoid any kinds of
participation, even during lectures. Similarly, a wealthy 'little old
lady' may own a majority holding in a corporation but fail to show any in-
terest in corporate affairs. These examples do not negate the propositions
of Pfeffer and Salancik but indicate that the participation and boundary
questions need further refinement. An alternative conceptualization of the
organization and its constituents will be discussed in the next section.

An Alternative Conceptualization of Constituents

An alternative representation of the constituents, as overlapping
rather than separate bargaining entities, is presented below. It sees the
constituents as having interlocking as well as opposing interests. Further-
m.re, it suggests that constituent groups are not undifferentiated. There
are important differences between them that may be critical for the
organization.

Initially, it may be useful to consider a single constituent group and
how it interacts with the organization. The discussion can then be expanded
to multiple constituencies.

The constituent has a set of concerns with respect to organizational
performance in its broadest sense. Customers, for example, may be concerned
with product cost, quality and service. Furthermore, they may also be in-
terested in more general issues such as social responsibility (e.g., the
hiring of minorities, pollution abatement, energy use, etc.). Together
these form the set of concerns for the customer--an important constituent.
This is represented in Figuve 2.

Figure 2

Customers' Concerns

Customers
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The shape of the diagram in Figure 2 above has no particular signifi-
cance and the size (i.e., area) may expand or contract over time. Further-
more, the actual composition or content may change as new issues and concerns
evolve. The boundary line, moreover, is permeable, admitting or releasing
concerns through osmosis. This process 1is analogous to Field Theory, first
articulated by Lewin (1935).

0f course, the customer is not the only constituent-~there are a number
of others. If we consider the employees, for example, their concerns are
generally different but not entirely so. There may be some overlap. Custo-
mers may perceive that it is important to have conscientious, well-motivated
employees because of the possible effect on product design and quality.

Figure 3

Relationships Between Two Constituents

Figure 3 presents the situation, with the shaded area indicating common
concerns, Of course, there are also significant areas of no overlap where
there may be important issues regarding trade-offs between constituents.

The area of common concerns may expand and contract in response to
changes in the individual constituent concerns. Furthermore, the overlap
is largely based on the perceptions of the parties involved rather than on
objective factors alone. This area can thus be influenced by superficial
means, such as advertising, as well as by substantive issues,

The organization may thus be set in the context of all its various
constituents, with areas of both mutual and individual concerns.

In Figure 4, there is not only the overlap between constituents but,
at the center of the 'wheel', there 1s an area common to all members. This
is primarily roncerne’ .ith 'svstem maintenance'. In other words, all
parties have an int.rest in the continued operation of the organization.
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If the system fails entirely, everybody loses. Shareholders lose profits;
employees lose their jobs, customers lose familiar brands and on-going
product services, etc.

Figure &

The Organization's Constituents

Next, further from the center, there are the areas of mutual concerns
between specific constituents, discussed earlier in Figure 3. These tend
to be associated with somewhat higher order concerns than mere system main-
tenance and are generally related to mutual or compatible self-interests.
Here the benefit to one party may also benefit a second and perhaps a third.
Greater cooperation between the constituents might be expected.

Finally, at the periphery, there are the areas of complete self-interest.
Here, for example, when a union seeks the highest possible wage settlement,
benefits to others may actually be reduced. The problems of trade-offs
between constituents may result in a contest for resources,

1The proximity of one constituent to another does not imply a lack of
comnunality with more distant constituents. Each one is a neighbor to all
others.
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- Figure 5 illustrates how the different levels of concern overlay on the
"constituents' wheel". These levels represent three zones that may have
important implications for the measurement of organizational effectiveness.

They are called, working outwards from the center, the zones of concurrence,
cooperation and consent.

Figure 5

The Three Constituent Zones

Zones of:

1. Concurrence
2. Cooperation
3. Contest

The nature of the interrelationships between constituents has been
demonstrated by Pickle and Friedlander (1967) who found a modest overlap
as indicated in Table 5 below. It can be seen that some relationships are

stronger than others and that all are in the anticipated direction (i.e.,
are positive).
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Table 5

Intercorrelations of Sstisfactions of Seven Parties-at-Interest with
Ninetyseven Business Firms

Satisfaction of

Community Covernment Customer Supplier Creditor Employse’

Owner satis- .
faction 23° -.12 37 4 00 25
Comn:unity satis- '
faction ¥ 16 04 .16 J4 22
Covernment
1 satisfaction . -.09 Al 20° =07
’ Customer sauis- :
T faction A7 23° 23
Supplier satis-
¥ l:tieon 08 A7
Creditor satis-
faction 08

SOURCE: Reprinted from Ha'iyPickle and Frank Friedlander, "Seven Societal Cri.
teria of Organizatior.: Success,” p. 171, Table 1, 1067

*5<.03

*05<.01

4 The Pickle and Friedlander study remains one of the few whic! explores
the relationships among the various constituents. There 1is, however, one
further domain of inquiry that holds some promise for futur. research.

In the field of marketing, 'social judgement theory' has been developed
(e.g., Sherif et al., 1973) which analyzes the degree of involvement by

consumers. Particularly interesting is that the theory delineates 'latitudes'
of acceptance, rejection and non-commitment.

The relative sizes of the latitudes of rejection, acceptance,
and noncommitment differed systematically according to the
extremity of the person's stand. Briefly, with increasing
attitude extremity, the latitude of rejection became in-
creasingly larger and greater than the latitude of acceptance,
3 while the latitude of noncommitment became increasingly

E smaller, even vanishing. (Sherif, et. al., 1973).

This approach shows promise with respect to the other constituents. The
width of latitudes might indicate both the I1ikelihood of stability of present
performance and the possible direction of sudden shifts. The narrowing of
latitudes would indicate increased risk of change in the current status.
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The Dynamics of Turbulent Episodes

It is intuitively clear that organizations are often profoundly affected
by entities with whom they do not normally bargain. The dramatic drop in the
value of the U.S. dollar over the past year has seriously affected many firms.
However , they cannot get together and bargain with someone to sort out the
problem. It would be difficult to argue that the world financial community
is part of the environmant, for example, of a small greengrocer in Des
Moines; but the latter may have just experienced a dramatic increase in

interest rates because of the Federal Governument's efforts to shore up the
dollar.

Turbulent episodes can also occur, more directly, through the constituents.
Although turbulence has traditionally been defined as 'system effects' which
occur independently of the ‘'actors' (Burns & Stalker, 1961), the constituent
boundaries are highly permeable because constituents fulfill many other roles
in society (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Sudden shocks in the enviromment, such as
the drastic change in many social values in the 1960’s, can often be rapidly
transmitted by the constituents through to the organizations.

Although this second type of turbulent episode is transmitted by constit-
uents, parties with whom the organization might normally bargain, severe epi-
sodes (e.g., the campus riots, also in the 1960's) may cause such polarity as
to make bargaining impossible or, at least, ineffective. Figure 6 below
presents the dynamics of a typical turbulent episode.

Figure 6

A Turbulent Episode

Turbulent Episode.

e e R i

The turbulent episode, because of its suddeness and force, may threaten ;
the very existence of the organization, or at least be very costly. Such
events, it can bs argued, will become even more common because of the fragility
of most of our technical systems, The price for efficiency has been high
interdependency, low adaptability and, therefore much greater vulnerability
to turbulent episodes.
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Survival: The Measurement Problem

At the beginning of this paper, the case was made for 'survival' as the
vitimate criterion for organizational effectiveness. This case has been made
before but has been difficult to operationalize in practice, except with the
luxury of hindsight. Here, however, a contingency approach has been elab-
orated which has identified certain effectiveness criteria related to differ-
ent types of environments. The more simple and stable the enviromment, the
more appropriate are efficiency criteria; the more turbulent, the greater the
need for adaptability.

It is propnsed here that these criteria may be reflected in certain
structural properties of the organization. These will be briefly considered
below, with reference to turbulent episodes originating both from the con-
stituents and from the environment at large.

With respect to the former, it is suggested that the width of latitude
of involvement is a prospective indicator of whether or not a constituent
might generate turbulent episodes. The severity of the impact would, of course,
depend on two other factors: (1) whether or not the constituents were organ-
ized or fragmented, and (2) the importance of their input to the organization.
Figure 7 thus presents a three dimensional model to measure the potential impact
of a turbulent episode. As the constituents shift upward and to the right, the
impact of their actions becomes increasingly strong.

Figure 7

Constituent Impact Model

Active Involvement

Important to Organization

Random Action Organized Action

Trivial to Organifation

Passive Involvement
For turbulent episodes originating from outside the constituents them-
selves, the organization basically has three options. First, tt can simplv

absorb the impact as, for example, when a company endures a period of
financial loss. This is clearly a short term solution, however. It cannot
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endure indefinitely. Second, it can spread its risk by diversifying (e.g.,
by having a wide range of consumer products), so that a particular turbulent
episode will cause only minor or localized damage. Third, it can have 1its
resources in sufficiently fluid or flexible form that they can be redeployed
at a moment's notice.

These three strategies wduld seem to suggest that measures be developed
relating respectively, to such factors as:

1. Organizational slack, financial and productive capacity reserves.
2. Diversity, variety
3. Versatility, available options

There 1s one further strategy, however, that may help the organization
resolve competing demands from different constituents. It can cultivate
mutual constituent awareness to increase the overlap between various con-
stituents. This economizes on organizational inducements, tending to 'kill
two birds with one stone'. A fourth type of measure of effectiveness would
be the degree of overlap, perhaps expressed as a ratio of the inner to outer
circles presented earlier in figure 6.

As was mentioned at the outset, factors such as those discussed above
do not guarantee survival. They merely provide measures of the organizatien's
prospects of survival. Furthermore, such measures have been shown to be
important in predicting survival in ecology and in other system-based
disciplines.

Conclusion

The purpose of this paper has been to stimulate discussion concerning a
contingency approach to organizational effectiveness. In particular, certain
structural variables are seen as being important indicators of an organization's
prospects for survival.

It 1s recognized that such effectiveness measures complement, rather than
replace, traditional measures of organizational efficiency. The relative
weighting may be decided on the basis of environmental considerations.
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V. THE ASSESSMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

Denise M. Rousseau and Larry H. Ford

The concept of organizational effectiveness is one of the most intrac-
table in organizational science. There exists little consensus about the
concept itself, and the researcher or manager who goes beyond the abstract
concept to the operutions of measurement finds the problems compounded.
Nevertheless, the concept is a critical rne, and there has been little re-
sponse to the cccasicnal suggesiion thsc it simply be abandoned. Researchers
use the concept for evaluating organizational structures, processes and
environments and for testing theoretical propositions relating to them (e.g.
Bachman, Smith & Slesinger, 1966; Bowers & Seashore, 1966; Ivancevich &
Donnelly, 1970). Others explore the nature of the concept itself by examining
the relationships among various effectiveness criteria (e.g. Cameron, 1978;
Seashore, Indik & Georgopoulos, 1960). Whether used as dependent variabies
incidental to other purposes, or as descriptive variables of intrinsic in-
terest, it would be difficult for researchers to do without measures purporting
to represent organizational effectiveness.

In a commentary on two Tecent attempts to explore the concept of organ-
izational effectiveness (Goodman & Pennings, 1977; Spray, 1976) Steers (1978)
descrihed the available ideas and models as havinz the "consistency of
gelatin”, offering little guidance to the researcher or manager secking to
evaluate effectiveness. In the inquiry of which this report is a part we
take a more optimistic view, holding that the "gelatin' does indezed have a
discernable structure, albeit a complex one, and that a more richly developed
model of organizational effectiveness can serve not only to clarify the con-
cept but also can provide some guidelines for those who wish to represen:
the concept operationally. Chapter I displays the main features of such
a model and explores certain of its characteristics and implications. We
employ that model, now, as a framework for evaluating the contemporary
operational practices of researchers in two respects: first, as a basis for
assessing the scope of topical coverage, and second, as a basis for suggesting
some directions of improved practice in measuring effectiveness. Ideally,
the practice of measurement should be guided by some plausible conceptual
model, or parts of such & model. The model, in turn, should serve to indi-
cate the deficiencies, if any, in measurement activities undertaken.

This chapter starts with a condensed version of ore model of organiza-
tional effectiveness, and then turns to a discussion of the value orientations
and value sources that may be invoked when assessing organizational effective-
ness, There follows a commentary on the empirical literature and the extent
to which it conforms to such a model, The terminal section suggests directions
for the improvement of measurement practices in the future.




DEFINING ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

The model we suggest as a bagis for evaluating the contemporary prac-
tices in measurement of organizational effectiveness stems from open systems
theory coupled with derivations concerning the required problem-solving
activities within organizations.

All organizations must solve certain basic problems that stem from their
fundamental system properties (Georgopoulos, 1972; Georgopoulos & Cooke,
1979). Fundamental system nroperties are attributes of organizations derived
from the patterned activities of a number of individuals. Systems theorists
(e.g. Katz & Kahn, 1978; Miller, 1972) characterize open systems in general
and organizational systems in particular in terms of several attributes that
reflect the organization's in*ernal structures and relations with its environ-
ment. Basic organizational system properties include the following, according
to Georgopoulos (1972):

Differentiation--the diversity of organizational structures and
functions. Organizations typically move in the direction of
increased elaboration of internal structures, although degrees of
differentiation may vary considerably among organizations,

Interdependence-~mutual influence among members, roles, or
structures so that the responses of one organizational unit are
contingent upon those of another.

Continuity--relative stability of the organization's relations
with its environment. Organizations carry on regular and more
or less predictable interchanges with their enviromments,
particularly in terms of the energy and information the organi-
zation imports from the environment and the output it exports.

Openness~-the permeability of the organization's boundaries mani-
fested in the importation of energy and exportation of output.

Environmental Interdependence~-the mutual influence of the
organization and its environment on each other.

Task Potential--the capacity to provide goods and services to be
consumed by segments of the enviromment or, more generally, the
capacity to transform inputs into nutputs. This property derives
from the task demands in response to which the organization was
created.

The grounds for assessing the effectiveness of organizatione is formed
by these system properties through the basic problems each property gener-
ates. Differentiation gives rise to coordination problems, in response to
which activities of members and subunits must be articulated in time and
space so that they converge toward attainment of some common objectives.
Differentation also indvcus problems of integration. Integration involves
convergence of member aspirations and goals with those of the organizational
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unit (personal integration) and convergence of the patterns of the various
structureg and functional specialties encompassed by the organization with
respzct to intended outcomes, i.e. structural integration. Integration and
ccordination differ in that integration involves binding components or units
to the svstem while coordination involves arranging the activities so that
they mes*. The property of interdependence also contributes to problems of
both coordination (March & Simon, 1958; Thompson, 1967) and integration.

The property of continuity facilitates internal maintenance of stability and
order within the organization, a basic systems problem, but it exacerbates
the adaptation of the organization to environmental changes. The properties
of openness and environmental interdependence give rise to problems of
adaptation and external maintenance. Adaptation involves changing the
organization to respond more appropriately to the environment while external
maintenance involves changing the enviromment to respond to the organization.
All organizations must address the problems of resource acquisition and
output disposal, each of which derives from the organization properties of
opeuness and task potential, The problem of task accomplishment also derives
from task potential, the capacity of the organization to provide goods or
services.

Thus each property, as a fundamental attribute of organizational systems,
generates problems that require solution. How well the organization solves
these problems affects the organization's viability and hence its effective-
ness. Organizational effectiveness can then be viewed as the degree to which
such generic problems are solved or managed.

We suggest that "managed" may in fact be the appropriate term since
permanent solutions to problems arising from basic systems properties are
not likely to occur. The problem solving model of effectiveness advocated
here involves two assumptions: (1) As long as the organization exists,
few problems remain solved and (2) Few problem solutions fail to generate
still other problems (Georgopoulos, 1979). These assumptions follow from
the basic interdependencies among persons and activities wi .hin organiza-
tions. The organizaion's complexity and interdependence witn its
environment make permanent solutions virtually impossible.

We note as an aside that the currently pepular models of organizational
effectiveness reflect only partially the many problems that organizations
face. The natural systems model represents certain facets of an organiza-
tion's adaptation to its environment. The goal model largely represents an
evaluatiorn of how well the organization accomplishes its tasks according to
some specified criteria related to transactions with the environment. How
well the organization solves other critical problems, such as coordination
or maintenance, is not addressed directly by either model.

In sum, as part of a conceptual model for assessing empirical practices
in measuring organizational effectiveness, we propose that organizations be
considered effective to the degree that they manage the array of generic
problems assocjated with their systemic properties, and do so through problem
sclving activities which moderate, or render manageable, the problems that
are generated by prior problem solving activities.




Effectiveness for Whom?

It has been suggested, that organizational effectiveness may be
evaluated "...from the perspective of the organization itself" rather than
from the self-interested perspective of "the society", or some particular
set of participants such as the owners, or a domirant coalition (Yuchtman
& Seashore, 1967). This view presupposes either that there exist some values
that are inherent in the organization itself and that are more illuminating
than mere survival of the organization, or some set of organizational require-
ments such as those proposed by Georgopoulos. We here take the view that
evaluations of effectiveness are made, in fact, by many constituencies, from
different value bases, and that all significant constituencies must be taken
into account. The logic is simple: if an organization fails to satisfy, at
least to some minimal degree, the expectations of a constituency, a problem
has been created that invites or requires sclution. As a practical matter
in empirical assessments of organizational effectiveness, only "significant"
constituencies need be taken into account. A significant constituency is
one whose disaffection would threaten to create unsolvable problems for the
organization.

The nature of constituencies is explored elsewhere in this series of
reports. It is sufficient here to enumerate certain of their properties.
Constituencies comprise sets of people, or of organizations, that are inter-
dependent with the focal organization of study, and that have some degree of
enforceable claim upon the input and/or output transactions of that focal
organization. The significant constituencies of an organization may include,
for example, customers or clients, suppliers, the community in which the
organization is located, governing agencies concerned with taxation or en-
vironmental standards, and innumerable others. A special class of constit-
uvencies, sometimes called "inside" constituencies, may comprise shareholders,
the managers, the employees, or a board of directors, for example, each such
constituency having a potential for uniqueness in their standards for judging
the organization and each having the potential for moderating or exacerbating
the problems with which the organization must cope.

In the context of reviewing the contemporary empirical work on organi-
zational effectiveness, we sugrest that adequate evaluation methods must
take some account of an organization's constituencies and the adequacy with
which the interdependencies are managed. This should include both risk and
cost factors tn the focal organizations as well as beneficent exchange
relationships.

As an aside, we note that organizational researchers commenly conform
to, or choose for themselves, some definable and coherent value perspective
to employ when evaluating organizational effectiveness. They, too, particu~
larly when serving also as consultants, may impose influential expectations
upon an organization, and thus by intention or inadvertence may be acting
as a constituen: of an organization. In any case, we suggest that researchers
should be exrlicit about the constituencies whose value perspectives are in-
corporated in their cheri-~c of operational variables--particularly if the
perspective is distt...tively their own.
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Levels of Evaluation

As presented here, our model of organizational effectiveness 1s oriented
euxpressly toward effectiveness at the level of an intact, "whole" organiza-
tion including its comprised functional subsystems and its various parts or
subunits. However, it has applicability as well for subunits. In operational
practice, those who assess organizational effectiveness often focus upon sub-
units or othar subsystems. They may do so because the intent 1is explicitly
to evaluate such subunits, or because the evaluation of subunits is judged to
be a convenient and efficient strategy for evaluating the encompassing whole
organization.

We consider that the model legitimately may be applied to subunits pro-
vided that the supra-organization is then treated as part of the environmment,
or as one or more constituencies with which the focal subunit must interact.
It is problematic, however, to draw evaluative conclusions about the supra-
organization from data about the subunits. The assumptions of isomorphism
and additivity between levels is likely to be valid only in the special cir-
cumstance when each sibunit is a microcosm of the whole, dealing with the
same types of problems, the same set of constituencies, and the same environ-
mental contingencies as the parent organization. 1In such a rare case, the
effectiveness of the comprising organization may well be the sum or average
of the effectiveness of the component parts, or the parts may well be valid
indicators of the effectiveness of the whole, We argue, nevertheless, that
when such assumptions are employed in the empirical practice of measuring
organizational effectiveness they must be explicitly recognized and plausibly
defended.

The issues of level of measurement and sources of data are largely
independent of the foregoing matter. To evaluate the effectiveness of a
specified organization it 1s necessary to have information that plausibly
descr’bes the whole of that organization. However, valid descriptive infor-
mation may be derived from observations that describe compc ents of that
organization (e.g. members, departments, functions, etc.) and may be derived
from information sources other than the focal organization itself. The
crucial questions concern the aggregation and disaggregation of primary data,
and the risks of unwarranted interpretations that may accompany such
transformations of the data.

LITERATURE REVIEW

These rather lengthy discourses on conceptual matters have set the stage
for a review of contemporary empirical practices relating to the assessment
of organizational effectiveness. The following pages will address in suc-
cession: (1) The treatment of the generic problem areas which organizations
must "solve" or "manage' in order to be judged effective; (2) The reference
to significant constituencies and their value perspectives; (3) The pur-
ported and actual levels for analysis and interpretation; and (4) The
appropriateness of the data sources, and the procedures for aggregation and
disaggregation of data in instances when cross-level transformations are
enployed.
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The literature to be cited is to be found in abstract form in the ap-
pendix to this report. It consists of 76 published reports screened from
over 1,000 sources that might hive been cited. Selection of reports to be
mentioned is based upon diversity rather than upon statistical representa-
tion. The aim has been to include the best as well as some of the most
typical instances of various approaches to the measurement of organizational
effectiveness.

An Overview

This review of empirical studies of organizational effectiveness supports
five general conclusions:

1. 1In general, assessments of effectiveness have lacked a theoretical
basis or rationale. Reseachers commonly fail even to state what
they mean by effectiveness.

2. Although task accomplishment 1s the most frequently evaluated
problem area, assessments of effectiveness cover a wide range
of organizational problems. Thus, assessment of e{fectiveness
in terms of problem solving adequacy is shown to be a highly
feasible, theoretically-based approach to effectiveness -
assessment.

3. The constituencies reflected in assessments of effectiveness
are highly restricted. In most cases, assessment reflects
criterion values attributed to a constituency by the researcher
rather than empirically established vzlues.

4. Although the nature of effectiveness may differ from one level
of analysis to another, operationalizations of effectiveness
gt the subunit and organizational levels are not explicitly
differentiated by researchers.

5. Use of data derived from one level to assess effectiveness at
another is common. Aggregation of data leads to ambiguities
of specificarion and interpretation, particularly when assess-
ments are derived from aggregated individual-level data (e.g.,
performance, turnover, and questionnaire responses). Few
researchers appear to be aware of these problems.

Theoraticai Basis fer Assessments

If, as Steers (1978) says, current models of organizational effective-
ness have the consistency of gelatin, it 1is not surprising that researchers
operationalizing organizational effectiveness generally offer no theoretical
basis or other rationale for their use of the concept. Of the studies re-
viewed here, sbout 75 percent presented no theory or definition of effec-
tiveness--rather, they report only the operational methods used (e.g.,
Kimberly & Nielsen, 1975: Xing & Smith, 1972; Lieberson & O'Connor, 1572;
Linn, 1970). The "goal" and "natural systems" models predominate in the

64




remaining stuaies with slightly over 10 percent operationalizing effective-
ness as acliievement of either organizational goals (e.g., Osborn & Hunt,
1974; Reimann, 1975) or goals set by an external clientele (Coulter, 1979),.
Only a handful of studies derived their conceptualizations of effectiveness
from a ratural systems model, using such definitions as exploitation of the
environment (Rushing, 1974) and fulfillment of organizational and environ-
mental necds (Friedlander & Pickle, 1968). This lack of a theoretical basis
for assessing effectiveness is associated with an almost random heterogeneity
of effectiverness measures used in organizational research. Measures range
from managerial ratings of overall effectiveness (e.g., Bachman, Smith &
Slesinger, 1956; Hall & Lawler, 1970; Kavcic, Rus, & Tannenbaum, 1971;

Molnar & Rogers, 1976) and objective performance criteria (e.g. Lieberson

& O'Connor, 1972; Mapes & Clarke, 1975) to perceived conflict resolution
(Kimberly & Nielsen, 1975) and staff morale (King & Smith, 1972). From these
assessments, it appears that effectiveness is generally conceived as a di-
vers2 set of goal-rclated outcomes with primary data derived from subunit

and individual-level sources. No other consensus appears regarding the
meaning of the term "organizational effectiveness".

Problem Areas

Criteria measuring organizational effectiveness are diverse and often
seem to defy integration. However, we argue that diverse operationalizations
of effectiveness reflect the assessment of different problem areas. We will
explore the effectiveness criteria used by researchers and the problems

ney reflect.

Many possible effectiveness criteria are associated with each problem
area. Task accomplishment, perhaps the easiest problem area for which to
develop criteria, can be assessed in such terms as quantity or quality of
goods and services, costs, or profit in a profit making firm. Such
criteria are often the most tangible effectiveness measures, and for some
organizations they are of evident importance to several corstituencies.
Adequacy of task performance is by far the most fequently assessed tvpe of
effectiveness criteria, with measures ranging from profit (Lieberson &
0'Connor, 1972; Negandhi & Reimann, 1973; Willits, 1967), patient discharge
rate in hospitals (Berk, 1977), student achievement levels in schools
(Bidwell & Karsada, 1975), and costs (Bowers, 1964; Ellsworth, Dickman &
Maroney, 1975; Seashore & Yuchtman, 1967; Student, 1968; Zald, 1967) to
number of scientific publications (Box & Cotgrove, 1968} and glohal task
performance ratings (Hall & Lawler, 1970; Osborn & Hunt, 1974; Pinto &
Pinder, 1972; Pritchard & Karasick, 1973; Seashore, Indik, & Georgopoulos,
1960; willits, 1967). The vast majority of studies include assessment of
task accomplishment adequacy.

Integration is another fequently assessed problem area. Integration
takes two forms: personal integration and structural integration.
Personal integration, i.e., the convergence of member aspirations and
goals with those of the organizational unit, can be assessed through
measures of how well employee needs or desires are satisfied by the unit.
Measures of employee satisfaction and morale (Bowers & Seashore, 1966;
Friedlander & Pickle, 1968; Reimann, 1975) and member freedom and autonomy




(Box & Cotgrove, 1968) reflect the adequacy of personal integration. Struc-
tural integration, i.e. the convergence of organizational structures (e.g.,
the fit between information and authority structures), can be operationalized
by measures of the compatibility of structures and the extent to which
structures remain intact and are used. In the present instance, structure

i1s defined as the patterns of linking and coupling among organization members
and units. These patterns may be based on hierarchical position (authority
structure), organizational norms (normative structure), or the process of
disseminating information (information structure). The extent to which
structures are compatible, and are used, reflects structural integration.

The adequacy of this form of integration is reflected in measures of managerial
perceptions of the integration of organizational units (Mahoney & Weitzel,
1969), consensus about responsibility for decision making (Grinyer & Norburn,
1975), and administrative efficiency (Schermerhorn, 1977).

Coordination adequacy, the degree to which member and subunit activities
are articulated in time and space, can be operationalized in terms of such
variables as member and subunit conflict, adequacy of joint planning, and
the percentage of joint deadlines met. Past research on effectiveness has
employed measures reflecting coordination adequacy: interpersonal relations
or conflict (Evan, 1965; Neghandi & Reimann, 1973), scheduling and coordina-
ting with other department (Mahoney & Weitzel, 1969; Molnar & Rogers, 1976;
Neghandi & Reimann, 1973), and planning and agreement about goals (Van de Ven,
Walker, & Liston, 1979).

Adequacy of resource allocation can be assessed in terms of the extent
to which materials, personnel, information, and influence are available when
needed and used efficiently. It is reflected in operationalizations of ef-
fectiveness such as perceived influence (Indik, Georgopoulos, & Seashore,
1977; Rowland & Scott, 1968), openness of communication (Kimberly & Nielsen,
1974), and utilization of manpower (Neghandi & Reimann, 1973).

Criteria assessing the adequacy of adaptation, changes in the organi-
zation in response to a changing environment, may reflect the rate of
innovation or the compatibility and responsiveness cf the organization to
environmental change. Researchers have employed such measures as rate of
innovation (Becker & Stafford, 1967) and perceived adaptability (Warren,
Mulford & Yetley, 1976).

Internal maintenance, maintaining stability and order within the organi-
zation, can be evaluated along several dimensions: the extent to which the
organization is able to retain members and rely on their continued involve-
ment in the organization, the adequacy with which organizational activities
are formalized into standard procedures, and the adequacy with which new
members are socialized. It is represented in measures of turnover (Berk,
1977; Marrow, Bowers & Seashore, 1967; Ivancevich & Donnelly, 1970;
Reimann, 1975), accidents (Seashore, Indik & Georgopoulos, 1960; Student,
1968), rate of managerial succession (Grusky, 1963), and cohesion (Rosen,
1970). External maintenance, i.e. attempts by the organization to change
its environment, can be evhrliuated in terms of the degree to which the
organization is able to control its enviromment through advertising,




political activities, and other means of environmental manipulation.
However. it is seldom assessed in research on organizational effectiveness.
The Yuchtman and Seashore (1967) and Bowers & Seashore (1966) measures of
market penetration strategy come closest to representing external mainte-
nance adequacy in the literature on effectiveness.

Resource acquisition, i.e. garnering necessary organizational inputs,
can be assessed in terms of the amount and quality of the inputs obtained
as well as their fit to the organization's needs. Such criteria of organi-
zational effectiveness, however, are rarely used. In one case of educa-
tional systems, use was made of rates of general fund appropriation, and
rates of acquisition of previously-tenured faculty, transfer students and
outgide scholarships (Cameron, 1978). Growth of assets {(e.g. Becker &
Stafford, 1967) and resource acquisition practices such as investment with
subunits have been used (Molnar & Rogers, 1976). In an unusual study of
insurance sales branches, it was found that the rate of acquisition of new
salesmen, coupled with the proportion of business generated by newer sales-
men, was a significant effectiveness indicator (Bowers & Seashore, 1966).

Related to the acquisition of resources is the problem area of output
disposal. 1In princi,le, all "products" including wastes should be consid-
ered, but few examples are to be found in the literature of any measures of
output disposal other than those based upon an inference from productivity.. ..
and the assumption that all good product is readily disposed of. Researchers
generally have overlooked such activities as warehousing, idle stock,
customer servicing, waste disposal and sales activity, although studies in
sales organizations have considered sales rates and costs independently of
the organization's disposal requirements (e.g. Bachman, Smith & Slesinger,
1966).

The problem areas represented in the criteria of effectiveness used by
researchers are quite diverse. Studies generally combine criteria from
different problem areas without acknowledging their distin: t meanings and
implications for organizational effectiveness. Operationalizations of
effectiveness in any given study often cut across several problem areas:
coordination, interdependence, and resource acquisition (Molnar & Rogers,
1976) and personal integration, coordination, and task accomplishment
(Negandhi & Reimann, 1973), for example. Yet, different relations between
variables may be expected when criteria reflect different problem areas.

It may be necessary to begin formulating hypotheses regarding organizational
effectiveness where the problem areas involved are specified. The diverse
criteria manifest in effectiveness research suggest that the rccthodology
already exists for researchers to use the framework descriled here.

Constituencies

Constituencies have two roles in studies of organizational effectiveness:
(1) they can act as evaluators of how well the organization is solving
various problems, through ratings of organizational activities, and (2)
they can be sources of data on outcomes that reflect problem solving
adequacy (e.g., employee turnover or absenteeism and customer complaints).
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In past research on effectiveness, when constituencies act as - ‘-iators of
effectiveness, they are almost always within the organization. And almost
always these internal constituencies are managers and/or employees (i.e.
hierarchical categories), not representatives of the distinct subsystems
within the organization. When employees are anked regarding their evalua-
tion of organizational effectiveness, the influence of departmental affilia-
tions or functional roles on these evaluations is rarely considered.
Perceptions of employees as members of specific organizational subsystems
(e.g., production, internal maintenance, or boundary management) are not
differentiated.

Ratings of effectiveness or problem solving adequacy by members of the
managerial subsystem are frequent in effectiveness research, particularly
in the form of overall or global ratings (e.g., Bowers, 1964; Comrey, High
& Wilson, 1955a; Comrey, High & Wilson, 1955b: Comrey, Pfiffner & Beem,
1953; Georgopoulos & Tannenbaum, 1957; Indik, Georgopoulos & Seashore, 1961;
Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Molnar & Rogers, 1976; Osborn & Hunt, 1974;
Pritchard & Karasick, 1973; Seashore, Indik & Georgopoulos, 1960).

Although employees generally are not asked to provide global ratings
of organizational effectiveness (see Van de Ven, Walker & Liston, 1979,
for an exception), several studies assess employee perceptions of how well
certain problems such as coordination or adaptation are handled (e.g.,
Bowers & Seashore, 1966; Comrey, High & Wilson, 1955a; Friedlander, 1966;
Georgopoulos & Tannenbaum, 1957; Indik, Georgopoulos & Seashore, 1961).
Measures of employee satisfaction with the organization may themselves be
viewed as global measures of effectiveness from the employee's perspective
(e.g., Bowers, 1964). Generally, it is in studies using surveys of organi-
zational climate in which the employees' perceptions of problem-solving
adequacy are most directly assessed.

External constituencies are scantily reflected in assessments of
effectiveness. By far the most thorough study assessing effectiveness from
the perspective of both internal and external constituencies remains the
Friedlander and Pickle (1968) study of effectiveness in small organiza-
tions. Friedlander and Pickle defined effectiveness as the fulfillment of
organizational and environmental needs and assessed it according to the
perspectives of seven organizational constituencies: the community
(support the organization gives to community organizations), govermmefc
(managerial ratings of compliance with govermmental demands), customers
(customer survey of service quality), creditors (creditor satisfaction
measured through surveys of banks, retail associations, and Dun and
Bradstreet), suppliers (supplier survey of costs of filling orders,
organizacion's records or meeting financial obligations, and stability of
relationship with suppliers), owners (financial return and enjoyment of
ownership), and employees (satisfaction). Five of these constituencies are
clearly external to the organizations, although some of these data are
derived from managerial perceptions of their relationship with the constit-
uency. The constituency of owners is sometimes difficult to classify
clearly as internal or external. In some firms, the owners may be a parent
organization or absenree stockholders. However, in organizations such as
the small businesscs studied by Friedlander and Pickle, owners may also act
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as managers and thus may combine the concerns of management with those of
ownership. Community concerns are reflected to some extent in Xing and
Smith’'s (1972) measure of mental patient rehabilitation through a survey of
the patient's family and friends. Competitors' perceptions are reflected

in the evaluation of manufacturing firm effectiveness by the executives of
similar firms (Willits, 1967). And university student attrition may be used
as an indicator of customer satisfaction (Cameron, 1978), though other fac-
tors beyond the university's control may influence such a measure. Yet,
despite these Investigations into external cutstituency perspectives cu
effectiveness, few studies derive data from sources clearly outside the
organization. Virtually all studies obtain effectiveness data from organi-
zation records, managerial ratings or employee responses to questionnaires.
ifi the present review, 50 studies used organizationm records, &0 used employee
reports, and 37 used managerial ratings. Most studies combined data from two
OT more sources. :

Internal constituencies do possess overall data relevant to organiza-
tional effectiveness, but they are incompetent judges of many factors. How
weil the organization solves the problems it must solve is not adequately
assessable through internal sources alone. The disposal of outputs such as
pollution and other wastes, for example, may be evaluated differently by
members of the organization than by the govermment or the community. Yet
eventually outsiders may take action against the organization based on their
own evaluation of the adequacy of output disposal. The quality and safety
of products is often evaluated differently by makers and users. Thus, under
some circumstances, an external constituency's evaluation may be more rele-
vant to gauging problem solving adequacy than is the information the organi-
zation itself possesses. The omission of direct input from outside
constituencies in most organizational assessment studies no doubt arises in
part from the cost and inconvenience of seeking outside data. We think,
however, that such a cavalier treatment of important external constituencies
is no longer acceptable as a prevailing practice.

Though criteria used to assess effectiveness may reflect different
perspectives, few studies explicitly address the role of constituencies.
To a great extent researchers infer that the presence of archival data (e.g.
on costs, patient discharge rates, and number of scientific publications)
correctly reflects the priority criteria held by managers. Few studies have
sought to determine directly how a constituency evaluates various criteria
of effectiveness (see Mahoney & Weitzel, 1969, for an exception). Many
studies reflect only the researcher's beliefs or suppositions about others'
priority effectiveness measures,

Organizational and Subunit Effectiveness

Although the term organizational effectiveness connotes organization-
level phenomena, it refers in practice to criteria at both the organization
and subunit (department or work group) levels. Assessments made at the sub-
unit level are quite similar to those at the organization-level except in
one major respect. The 31 subunit-level studies reviewed here commonly
relied on global managerial ratings of subunit effectiveness, in effect
invoking the values of a powerful "external' constituency (Aram, Morgan,
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& Esbeck, 1971; Bowers, 1974; Comrey, High & Wilson, 1955a; Comrey, High
& Wilson, 1955b; Comrey, Pfiffner & Beem, 1953; Evan, 1965; Georgopoulos
& Tannenbaum, 1957; Nealey & Blood, 1968; Tannenbaum, 1962; Zald, 1967).
Others employed archival performance measures such as patient discharge
rates, number of articles published, accidents, or units produced (Berk,
1977; Bowers, 1964; Bowers & Seashore, 1966; Comrey, High & Wilson, 1955b;
Georgopoulos & Tannenbaum, 1957; High, Wilson & Comrey, 1955; Lodahl &
Porter, 1961; Ronan & Prien, 1973; Rosen, 1970; Seashore, Indik &
Georgopoulos, 1960; Wilson, Beem & Comrey, 1953).

Subunit effectiveness assessments give first importance to the problem
of task performance. A few studies examined internal maintenance criteria
such as cohesion (Marcus, 1962; Rosen, 1970) and turnover (Student, 1968).
A few used personnel integration criteria (Parker, 1963; Smith & Ari, 1963).
These subunit assessments of nontask-related effectiveness criteria all
employ data obtained directly from subunit employees.

Although none of the reports give explicit attention to differences
between subunit and organizational effectiveness, researchers clearly opera-
tionalize subunit effectiveness very narrowly. Few problem areas are repre-
sented in subunit assessments and only internal and archival sources are
used, thus restricting the number of constituencies whose criteria are tapped.
However, like their parent organizations, subunits are systems embedded in
an environment composed in part of external constituencies. For this reason,
research on effectiveness at the subunit level must consider the interdepen-
dence among subunits when conceptualizing and assessing the effectiveness
of the parent organization, as well as that of the subunits themselves. In
nearly decomposable systems (Simon, 1969), the interactions and interdepen-
dencies among subunits is weak, though not negligible; the effectiveness of
each subunit is largely independent of that of the others. More often, the
subunit interdependencies are intense; they compete with each other for re-
sources, provide essential exchanges, and create problems for each other.
Like "whole" organizations, each subunit must maintain a favorable balance
of inputs and outputs to remain viable. Yet, from the perspective of the
parent organization the subunit may be judged more effective if it optimizes
the effectiveness of the related units rather than optimizing its own in-
ternal effectiveness. The destructive consequences of imbalance of inputs
and outputs among subunits are legendary in some industries (e.g. banking,
auto assembly). While empirical studies often focus upon subunits, these
studies seldom take account of discontinuities and conflicts that may have
important implications for the supraorganication.

Aggregation

While empirical studies of organizational effectiveness commonly focus
upon interpretations at the organizational or subunit level, they also
commonly draw their primary data from levels belnw the units studied. Of
the entries in *he empirical rcport inventory over 70 percent involve the
collection of data at one or more levels lower than the units of analysis.,
The use of such multi-lcve) data sources introduces problems of aggregation
and consequently of 7- .crpretation. Two gross kinds of data may be dis-
tinguished: (1) "siobrl" data not divisible across subunits such as work
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groups or rersons, and (2) aggregated data derived from such subunits or
persons. VWhile aggregated data legitimately may be used to describe higher-
level unite, there are risks of misinterpretation and of loss of significant
information (Blalock, 1968, 1980; Roberts, Hulin & Rousseau, 1978).

When we assess a unit's effectiveness at, say, coordination, by averag-
ing member perceptions of coordination, we risk confounding a characteristic
of the unit of evaluation with characteristics of the informants and their
immediate aituations. An individual (indeed most individuals) may validly
report a high degree of coordination on the basis of their own limited ex-
perience and perceptions even though the unit as a whole is deficient in
coordination. In such an instance, averaging the responses of members does
not serve the intention to remove some of the error of fallible reporters,
but serves instead to affirm the error as to unit-level coordination. A
measure of unit-level coordination obtained directly at the level of the
unit (e.g. percentage of unit downtime or of deadlines met) would not be
subject to such bias.

There exist techniques for moderating the risks of misinterpretation
associated with the use of aggregated data. On such matters the employees
of a unit can and do function as expert participant-observers, reporting not
their own unique experiences and personal reactions to them, but reporting
their observations about the unit of analysis. Similarly, "objective" data
may be sought about work groups or other subunits that are oriented to the ]
description of the supra-organization rather than to the description of the §
subunit itself. Finally, many perceptions, states, behaviors and events are
additive or confirmatory in an unbiased way; purists who advocate total
avoidance of cross-level transformations ignore the fact that unique,
convenient and valid data would thus be discarded.

Techniques for estimating bias due to aggregation do exist (Hannan,
1971). Further, there are relatively simple means for testing the appro-
priateness of the use of aggregated data., If the between-u its variance in
individual-level data is greater than the within-units variance, easily
estimated by such techniques as ANOVA, then it 1s reasonable to assume that
the aggregate scores represent unit-level phenomena. Such partioning of
variance indicates that individuals within the units of aggregation have
some consensus about their unit. If the within-units variance is greater,
then the individual effects are most probably masking any unit-level effects.
Although such checks for aggregation exist and are simple to apply, they
have been used very infrequently by effectiveness researchers (see
Georgopoulos & Tannenbaum, 1957, for an exception). To continue to use
aggregate data without even the most rudimentary precautions cannot be
defended on any grounds.

Data Quality

As a final sad note, we mention that while most investigators show
sophistication in assessing the statistical properties of their independent
variables they often neglect to test, or to report, the qualities of their
dependent variables as to reliability of measurement, stability -uvver time,
and convergence among alternative operational measurement methods. The
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exceptions to this observation pertain mainly to criterion variables derived
from employee surveys or from subunits below the level of interpretation;
such data are often assessed for their quality. Many researchers, however,
accept without question the "construct validity" and "reliability" of data
of record, even though it is known that such data are commonly lacking in
both respects.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In this chapter we have presented a framework for the assessment of
organizational effectiveness that derives from the view that all organiza-
tions, and all organizational subunits, share a set of common properties
which in turn generate a common array of continuing or recurrent types of
problems. Effectiveness 1is conceived as the adequacy of the solution of
these problems and, more importantly, their solution in ways that avoid the
creation of unmanageable new or exacerbated problems. An effective organi-
zation, it follows, must deal adequately with the full array of problem
types, and must possess a problem solving capacity applicable to the full
array of problem types. Special emphasis is given to the idea that new
or changed problems may have their origins either "inside' or "outside” of
the organizational system and that they commonly, although not always, are
associated with the interests and potential influence of the organization's
significant constituencies.

This is not a neatly bounded and specified model. It recognizes
uniqueness in the specific array of problems facing a particular organiza-
tion at a particular time. It is open-ended in the sense that anyv combina-
tion of environmental factors and internal system properties may lend
crucial importance to an organizational property or performance that pre-
viously was inconsequential. It allows comparisons among organizations,
not in the detail of specific measures of performances or systemic prop-
erties, but (at a higher level of generality and abstraction) as to the
evaluated adequacy of manazement of generic problems. Such "evaluations"
are diversely located in constituencies of unlike judgement, not singularly
in the persons of managers, or of employees, or of researchers.

The "reality" this model is intended to represent is complex and un-
stable. One response of organizational theorists has been to distrust the
concept of organizational effectiveness: some have recommended that it be
regarded only as a metaphor (Pondy, 1977) or that it be totally abandoned
(Hannan & Freeman, 1977). The response of empirical researchers, for the
most part, has been to employ effectiveness indicators of convenience, of
narrow topical reference, and of value reference chosen by tradition or
chance rather than by deliberate consideration. We suggest that by em-
ploying the framework presented here, empirical researchers may make better
choices, more knowing omissions, and more plausible interpretations of
their necessari) ' limited empirical data. If this is the case, the con-
cept of organizational effecriveness can continue to be a useful one in
organizational science.
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A review of the contemporary practices in the empricial assessment of
organizational effectiveness reveals gross deficiencies of kinds that can
be renedied. Several prescriptions emerge to guide future work.

1.

There should be a more explicit acknowledgement that effective-
~ess 1s a value laden concept and that different constituencies
may well hold different views. A prudent researcher will either
define and explain the narrowness of value reference of his work
or else attempt to obtain data representing multiple

constituencies.

The value framework that dominates the literature, for the most
part, is that attributed to "management" and that is reflected
in the dominant, and often exclusive, use of variables repre-
senting ¢~ interpreted as work-related goal attainment. The
importance of such measures is not questioned. What is ques-
tioned is the attribution by researchers to managers of such

a narrow focus for organizational evaluation. The few more
comprehensive studies that have been reported suggest otherwise;
the increasing vulnerability of organizations to "outside" in-
fluences suggests that there is a ready market among managers
and others for effectiveness indicators of broader scope.

It follows from the two foregoing points that researchers should
turn some attention to the tasks of identifying the significant
constituencies of the organizations they study, and to the means
for employing data obtained from outside of the organizations.

The dominance of the use of primary data from or about indivi-
dual members, or of organizational subunits, puts the researcher
at risk because of the ambiguities of interpretation of aggre-~
gated data. The prescriptions are two in number: take more care
in deciding which measures may be so treated, and nvest effort
in obtaining supplemental or confirmatory data directly referring
to the level of the units to be evaluated.

When treating a population of subunits within an organization the
researcher should give attention to their interdependencies, and
distrust the assumption that data about the subunits is
necessarily additive or confirming.

It is a prevalent feature of the empirical literature that the
researcher is an organizational scientist preoccupied with
theories or applied problems concerning limited aspects of the
internal functioning of the organizations studied. For this
reason, most reports deal with some sophistication with the
independent variable side of their research design but assume
that almost any convenient variable(s) will adequately serve
as dependent variables. We suggest that in causal and rela-
tional analyses, both ''sides" of the descriptive and inter-~
pretive models merit equal attention and care.
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Researchers have often failed to give appropriate attention to
the assessment of the statistical qualities of their effective-
ness indicators. Issues of reliability of measurement, stability
over time, and couvergent validity of alternative operations

need investigation, and the results would improve the practices.
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APPENDIX

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY OF SELECTED REFERENCES

Over 1,000 sources were identified through a search of computerized
bibliographic systems, through visual scanning of recent books and journals,
and through inquiry of experts. Scanning reduced the roster to about 200
items, with exclusions based upon redundancy, technical deficiencies, and
inadequate reporting. The remaining items were read in detail and coded
for their conceptual, empirical and analytical characteristics. Thirty-three
items were selected for inclusion for their contribution to conceptual re-
sources or as representative instances of prevalent conceptualizations and
are presented in Part I. below. Seventy-six items were similarly selected
to represent contemporary empirical practice. These are presented in Part
11, below.

PART I: CONCEPTUAL RESOURCES

Larry H. Ford and Denisz M. Rousseau

This section presents abstracts of 33 published books, papers, and
chapters that represent the currently available conceptual resources upon
which thecries of organizational effectiveness may build.

The choice of materials was based upon the selective inclusion of the
best available representations of maximally diverse contributions. We think
that all important contributions are represented. We know that many early
sources, and many excellent contemporary sources, are purposefully omitted
on grounds of duplication or of absence of any distinctive additional ideas.
Many references are omitted on grounds that, in our judgement, they add
confusion, not clarity, and add verbiage but not supplemental information.
We expect our choices to be challenged.

The literature cited is notable for its recency. Of the thirty-three
abstracts, only three were published earlier than 1970, Twenty-five were
published during the five-year period 1375-1979 and, of these, ten appeared
in a 1979 collection of papers edited by Paul Goodman and Johannes Pennings,
New Perspectives on Organizational Effectiveness.

The persistent themes running through most of these contributions are:
(1) The need for complex, multivariate models and concepts; (2) The require-

ment that different and incompatible value orientations be taken into account;

(3) That effectiveness be evaluated with reference to an organization's en-
vironment; and (4) That the effectiveness of an organization needs to be
evaluated differently according to the analytic or interpretive use that is
intended.
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Argyris, C. Interpersonal competence and organizational effectiveness.
Homewood, I11.: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1962,

"Administrative competence is related to the organization's abilities
to achieve its objectives, maintain itself internally, and adapt to
its external enviromment." Competence is thus a potential indicator
of effectiveness.

Argyris emphasizes two kinds of competence, technical and interpersonal.
Although both are important, interpersonal competence has (or had) per-
haps been neglected in the past. Argyris asserts that interpersonal
competence has a significant impact on organizational effectiveness. To
the extent that organizations value rationality and that {rrationality
is present in interpersonal relations, there will be inherent conflict
between organizational and individual values.

Given the hypothesis that interpersonal competence is related to organi-

zational effectiveness, Argyris then proposes a system of diagnosis and
treatment, based primarily on group-based training procedures.
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Argyris, C. & Schon, D. A. Organizational learning: A theory of action
perspective. Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1978.

", ...organizations tend to create learning systems that inhibit double-
loop learning that calls into question their norms, objectives, and
basic policies". '"...the very information needed to detect and correct
errors becomes und iscussable". The authors propose a process of inquiry
which allows organizational adaptation to internal and external
requirements.
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Beehr, T. A., & Newman, J.E. Job stress, employee health, and organiza-
tional effectiveness: A facet analysis, model, and literature review.
Personnel Psychology, 1978, 31, 665-699.

Eleven "organizational consequences” are proposed based on a review of
the literature: changes in the quantity or quality of job performance;
increase or decrease in withdrawal behaviors (absenteeism, turnover,
early retirement); changes in profits, sales, or earnings; changes in
ability to recruit and retain quality employees; changes in ability to
obtain raw materials, increase or decrease in control over enviromnment;
changes in innovation and creativity; changes in quality of work life;
increase or decrease in employee strikes; changes in level of influence
of supervisors; and grievances. Organizational consequences are dis-
tinguished from Nhuman consequences, both of which are influenced by an
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interaction of personal and environmental variables. Both people and
organizations engage in adaptive responses (presumably more or less
appropriately) which in turn have effects on personal and environmental
variables.
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Campbell, J. P. The structure of organizational effectiveness. In P. S.

Goodman & J. M. Pennings (Eds.), New perspectives on organizational
effectiveness. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977,

A value stance 1is necessary in any approach to effectiveness, both to
create some scale or scales along which an organization may be located
and to decide what uses such value scale locations may have. Among
the uses of effectiveness indicators are decision-making, planning,

and comparison. '

Campbell identifies two basic approaches to organizational effective-
ness, the goal-centered view and the natural systems view. The goal-
centered view assumes "that the organization is in the hands of a
rational set of decision makers who have in mind a set of goals that
they wish to pursue" (p. 19). The natural systems view assumes "that

if an organization is of any size at all, the demands placed on it are
so dynamic and complex that it is not possible to define a finite

number of organizational goals . . . the organization adopts the overall
goal of maintaining its viability . . ." (p. 20). Campbell asserts that
if proponents of these two views expanded their areas of interest, they
would essentially be looking at the same things. Proponents of the goal
model would begin to look at system variables to explain why organiza-
tions differ in goal attainment. Natural systems researchers would
measure goal attainment to see how it is related to various system
variables.

Specific examples of the goal-centered view include the industrial/
organizational psychology criterion model, cost-benefit analysis,
management by objectives, and the behavioral objectives model. Specific
examples of the natural systems model include operations research,
organization development, and the Likert-ISR model.

Campbell proposes a list of criterion measures of effectiveness. The
1list inciudes the following: overall effectiveness, productivity,
efficiency, profit, quality, accidents, growth, absenteeism, turnover,
job satisfaction, motivation, morale, control, conflict/cohesion, flex-
ibility and adaptation, planning and goal setting, goal consensus,
internalization of organizational goals, role and norm congruence,
manzgerial interpersonal skills, managerial task skills, information
management and communication, readiness, utilization of the environ-
ment, evaluations by external entities, stability, value of human
resources, participation and shared influence, training and develop-
ment emphasis, and achievement emphasis.




Campbell makes several recommendations about the necessary steps in
assessing effectiveness. First, one must adopt an explicit model or
theory of effectiveness. Second, one must determine the uses to which
the assessment will be put. Third, the task objectives of the organi-
zation must be specified. Finally, Campbell urges a departure from
large-scale surveys and an emphasis on simulation and intensive case
studies,
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Campbell, J. P. Structures for organizational effectiveness criteria and
their implications. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Psychological Association, Washington, D.C., 1976.

Organizational effectiveness is the degree to which task objectives
judged to be ends are accomplished. In the task objectives model,
specific behavioral objectives must be used as criteria. The be-
haviors must be concrete and observable. The conditions or constraints
under which the organization should be able to do them must be speci-
fied as must the degree of accomplishment. The distinction between

§ means and ends must be clarified,
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Coleman, P, Organizational effectiveness in education: Its measurement
and enhancement. Interchance, 1972, 3, 42-52.

Organizations have a matrix of purposes or goals. They include
satisfying the human interests of members and nonmembers, producing
goods and services, using scarce inputs efficiently, investing in
self-viability, mobilizing {nputs, and doing all this in confermance
with codes (laws and norms) and in a rational manner. Effectiveness
in organizations with high proportions of professionals is achieved
primarily by participation in goal setting. Control in such organi-
zations is essentially enforcing the acknowledgement of the existing
and participatorily set goals.
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Cummings, L. L. Emergence of the instrumental organization. In P, €.
Goodman & J. M. Pennings (Eds.), New perspectives on organizational
effectiveness. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1979.

Effectiveness 18 the degree to which members perceive the organiza-~
tion as instrumental to their own goals. The organization is charac-
terized as a political arena in which members negotiate for their own
ends. Actors in the organization can be determinants of organizational
behavior and also constituents who make claims on the organizatien.




Cunningham, J. B. Approaches to the evaluation of organizational
effectiveness. Academy of Management Review, 1977, 2, 463-475.

Seven evaluation models are presented. The author recommends that the
evaluator select a model appropriate to what is to be evaluated or what
is considered the focal point of the model. The rational goal model
is appropriate for evaluating the performance of organizational struc-
tures and can determine how well an organization achieves its goals;
the systems resource model also evalutes the performance of structures
but it determines the decision maker's efficiency in allocating and
using resources; the managerial process model evaluates the performance
of the system's human resources and determines the capability or pro-
ductivity of managers and/or the managerial process; the OD model
evaluates the performance of human resources and determines the organi-
zation's ability to work in teams and to meet the needs of its members;
the bargaining model (organization as resource-distributing system)
evaluates the impact of decisions and determines how resources are used
to achieve organizational goals; the structural-functional approach
] evaluates the impact of structures on performance and determines the
; organization's ability to develop necessary structures; and the func-
‘ g tional approach evaluates the external impact of organizational activi-
ties and datermines the organization's ability to meet the needs of key
client groups.
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Evan, W. M. Organization theory and organizational effectiveness: An
' exploratory analysis. Organization and Administrative Sciences,

'* 1976, 7, 15-18.

A systems theory perspective of effectiveness involves four systemic
processes: inputs, outputs, transformations, and feedback. Effective-
! ness can be considered, both theoretically and empirically, as ratios
of the processes or measures of those processes. Effectiveness is
defined specifically as the system's capacity for coping witb all four
processes relative to its goal-seeking behavior. Evan lists nine
ratios of interest, all concerning inputs, outputs, or transformatioms
(or changes in them) and gives examples of possible operationalizationms
in various organizational settings.
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Georgopoulos, B. S., & Cooke, R. A, Conceptual-theoretical framework for
the organizational study of hospital emergency services. Working
paper #8011. Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research, 1979.

Taking the open systems perspective, the authors describe relevant
general sgystems properties and their interrelatedness. The next step
is the derivation from those properties of a set of six generic system
problems: integration, coordination, resource allocation, adaptation,
maintenance, and strain management (a residual resulting from inade-

t quate management of other problems). These problems are also interrelated
in that managing certain problems may either exacerbate or facilitate
the management of other problems.
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In order to manage these ongoing problems, structures arise or are
developed by organizations. First-order structures consist of the
ordering and coupling of organizational members. Second-order struc-
tures comprise the performance programs that the organizations uses
to deal with its systemic problems. The repreated cycles of events or
patterned activities occuring in the organization constitute third-
order structures.

The appropriateness of the type of problem solving in an organization
with respect to a particular problem is a function of two dimensions,
agreement or certainty regarding cause~effect relationships and agree-
ment about preferred outcomes. Problem-solving processes differ on
four dimensions: strategy, decision form, mode, and type.

General organizational effectiveness is described as a function of

the problem solving behavior of the organization. Problem solving
behavior will depend on the criticality of various problems, since

not all problems will be present to the same extent in all organizations,
and on the presence of appropriate problem solving structures. The
adequacy of problem solving depends on the appropriateness of the
problem solving to the certainty and agreement about causes and effects
and desired outcomes. Organizational effectiveness, then, will depend

on problem solving adequacy and the fit of structures to problems.
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Goodman, P. S., Schoorman, D., & Atkin, R. Organizational effectiveness as
a decision~making process. Paper presented at the 39th annual meeting
of the Academy of Management, Atlanta, Georgia, August 1979,

The authors present four basic theses: (1) there is no single model
or theory of organizational effectiveness; (2) there is not likely
to be any as models are typically value-based; (3) studies of organi-
zational effectiveness will not test a theory but will explore various
dimensions; and (4) to study relationships among indicators and
determinants of effectiveness, six decisions must be made.

Those six decisions are as follows: (1) who (which constituency)
defines effectiveness; (2) what indicators of effectiveness can be
identified as outcomes, constraints, referents, or functional state-
ments about relationships among events and standards or levels of
effectiveness; (3) wha* the domains (construct space) of effectiveness
are; (4) what levels of analysis (e.g., individual, group, or organi-
zational) and aggregation are appropriate; (5) what the determinants
of effectiveness indicators are; and (6) what the appropriate time
frame is for measurement and analysis.

Thus, effectiveness must be limited to specified domains; a general
model of effectiveness is not equally applicable across all organiza-
tions. The authors define effectiveness as follows: '"the effective-
ness of an organization on a given substantive dimension is specified
by the functional form of the difference between the actual performance
and the standard, given that the constraints have been satisfied."
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Hage, J. Communication and otggnizational control. New York: Wiley-
Interscience, 1974.

Hage asserts that the desirable state for organizations is steady state
and that the corresponding undesirable state is instability. Further,
there are two types of steady state, mechanical and organic. These
types correspond, respectively, to two types of control: sanctions and
high feedback with socialization. The two types of instability, anomic
and anarchic, differ primarily in the complexity present in the system.
Anomic instability occurs if the situation is complex but communication
i3 insufficient and the organization is too centralized, formalized,
and stratified. Anarchic instability occurs if complexity is low but
centralization is also too low.

This model of effectiveness, though not explicit, seems primarily
prescriptive. Organizations should tend to evolve from a mechanistic
to an organ steady state, but the appropriateness of the organic or
mechanistic structures will depend on various situational factors.

The concept of system is defined here as a set of interrelated variables.
Hage's view, a cybernetic perspective, assumes that an organization is

a system of variables comprising a production process with inputs,
throughputs, and outputs and also assumes a process of feedback control
over the system of variables. Two basic open system properties in
particular, information/feedback and steady state/homeostasis, are of
particular interest to cybernetic analysis.

The two central concepts in this book are coordination and control.
Hage defines coordination as the integration of various parts of the
organization and control as getting humans to behave according to some
standards.
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Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. Obstacles to the comparative study of organi-
zational effectiveness. In P. S. Goodman & J. M. Pennings (Eds.),
New perspectives on organizational effectiveness. 5an Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1977.

Problems in comparing organizations include time, system boundaries,
levels of analysis, and identification of exogenous variable.. Three
popular definitions of effectiveness, goal attainment, survival, and
adaptability, are not mutually exclusive. Adaptation and survival may
indeed be conceptually identical. However, neither goal attainment

nor survival give good bases for interorganizational comparisons.
Organizations with widely disparate levels of "effectiveness" may survive.
Goals can rarely be directly compared. The authors suggest the study of
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