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Organizational Effectiveness: A Multjple-COllstituency Approach 

It Abstract 

. 
Current approaches to organizational effectiveness are conceptually 

conflicting and empirically arid. They appear handicapped by a desire to 

produce a single effectiveness st~tement about any ~;Vetl r . t' _.... 0 gan~r!:!. ~on. 

propose a 'multiple-constituency' approach cvoiding thi~ requirement, 

explicitly assumng that different organizational constituencies Hill fonn 

different assesrrme.nts of its effectiveness. Several conceptual and ~piri-

cal implications of this reorientation are suggested. 

.~~t>'F.~I111"" ... ml''''''''''. • II' 
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The field of organizational effectiveness re~carch appears to be in 

conceptual disurray. Recent sUIr .. 'll3.ries of the literature reach uniformly 

negative conclusions: II... thL4'e is only 1.1 rudimentury unclers tanding 

of ,.,hat is actually involved in Oi: constitutes the concept (of organiza

tional effectiveness)" (Steers, 1975); " ... measuring effectiveness is 

a critical but problematic issue" (llrebiniak, 1978); "Organizational 

cffectiveu'ess .••. is an extremely untidy construct" (Campbell et aL) 

1974). Per!:'t'cctives on effectiveness shm\' little or no COl1verge.~.ce 

(Holnr.~r and Rogers, 1976) and quid:. improvement is unlikely (Kahn, 1977). 

S'ome have even argued that the concept is not researchable, and should 

reside or~y as a conceptually rather than an empiricu11y relevant con-

struct (Hannan and Free!!lE.n, 1977). 'rhe present auth,rs have no argLU!l!:!nt 

w:tth ~;uch pessimism. He do, hot-.: QVc:::r, propose that hope io not entirely 

lost:. Th~s papel: attempts to cle£:i',c, a broad perspective on organiz.::

tiona1 effcct:i.veness that encompar,ses rather than conflicts \-lith existing 

perspectives. The proposed perspective ~\':U1 not attempt to prescribe 

. 
research directions or methodology. R.ather, :i.t ",'ill attempt to define 

areas of convergent t.heor.izing and rich empirical domains. 

A: Curr.rmt Apuronc hG'!s to Orr;anii:a t:i.OTHJ 1 Effc·~t1..\Tancs::> . -

t~valullt1ve '::Ind ofl:i:U nor,!utJvc. Ifhat is, they C:1l:~ genl?nllly not at tempts 

to anS\olcr the question "ilClIv :~s entity X Ih~l:fo!:;l\ini.1?tI J.nGtc.uci, they u~u-

lUuc.h baUer should entity X perfow?" 'rllu cc;utruJ. cliff;er.'nt:i;~tJ.ol1 il!:10ng 

1. 
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perfOrtl. 

1 To an "organizational goals" theo-Organizational 20a15 approacles. 

rist, the problem of specifying criteria is exactly 'that of discovi?ring 

goals. The use of "official" goal statements such as those found in arti-

cles of incorporation, org::l.Oizational charter, or ,<lhatever, is seen as 

1 1976) Illstead, research effort is naive (Perrow, 1961; Porter et n ., • 

. thr> "operat'h1e ll goals of those individuals nost able aimed at discover:1.ug _ _, 

to influence ,.hat the organization actually does - the "major decision

makers" (Price, 1972), the "e..--::ectlCive core" (Zald, 1963) or the "dominant 

coalition': (Penlliugs and Go 0 dn.!.an , 197G). This approach begs the enpiri

cal question of whether or not· such a single dominant group actually 

. 't t' E:np·.·~4cal studies such as Vroom (1960) and exists in a gl.ven ~~ un :1.on. .~~ ... 

(1967) t th " t s trol1~ goal cOI1~cnsus anong La,nence and Lorsch. sugges Q l:> 

. t' t be •• a e "l''''''d 11..·cCo ..... J ct.~' S manaaers of a single organJ.za .:1.on canno .:. ,"" "'.~ • uu._ senior ., c:. 

(1973) 1 C ... broad sU""'YC"" of the o rC,J('aniza tinn::ll membcr51d.p be suggestion t1.:?t c, ... , .I 

used to identify goals allows for the possibility of diccensus, but do~s 

not 'indicate what should be done if at least ~odest agreement is not 

found. 

SYStCl:1S apnroaches. Theoristn loosely groupen under th~ " SY !jt(;l-"::;" 

1 cJ.J:f~ct_iY(mess offer l:l vnri<.lty of \\'13.)'5 of solv-approach to or8an~~ationa ~ 

A 1 t J' 01)"] level, functional <1t1.:l1yr,ls ing the critcr:l.on prob1erJ. !: L Ie rr~o.:. e .. . ~ .. 

60 L .:I 1975) :J.rgur.c that·OJ:i.,;<lniz:J.t:r,on!j [';\::\y be (;;valu.:;t17,J (Parsons, 19 ; y~~n, _ 

• • J bI ~. /"',0:11 ·'Ltto.im;~::::lIt', J 1 thev "'O.L·vc tl,..:: four (WSl?ntl.i:1 .. Pl:O em.:::. -, by how t;.;8. ,J" 

• .1 ·"'-=-I:.-I:"-n nl"'l.·""!:·'rl'!'1Cf' ~!orc! on,.ct'.:tl:.ion:lll v , adaptation; intcgratl.onj ao,u po. .\.... '" U ' •• , •• J 

EVan (1976) draws on oyst~~s 

I ., C'·\ "0 ..,rf,·,,·t.~.'," 1·1·.'.I~f., lnlL J Cl,:~VP'5 thf.! crite-\,:.\riablc$ ;.,-1\ich eight:. H1 rO .. a WI,J I ...... _ ..... ,/, _. 

1) 1" .,,1 .',n j,11,! .. ',C.'.lll'.OU .. <:' r.:.i ,;(!ll' (',r.c'..lnd Lo r:f.L'm problr.:\ C!~IH::L'lI;iCl. ,y unl:o,sn .. \_. . ~ 

.. 

.. 

proposed by Yuchtoan and S~.:l.shore (1967) in what they call the "systcms 

resource" approach. In essence, Lhcy argue that the three basic pro-

cesses in an o?en-systeI!ls vie,v of organizations - resource acquisition, 

transfon:J.atioD, and disposal - are tightly interconnected, so that over-

all effectiveness may be assessed .::It any point in the loop. They chOOSE! 

the input-acquisition process, and define effectiveness as ". • • the 

ability of the orgrmiza tion . • • to e..--::ploit its environncmt in the 

acquisition of scal'ce and valued resources ll (1967, p. 898). 

The crucic.l assu1!l.ot5.cn of both. For all the considerable differences 

wir:hin and bet"Jeen these approaches, they share one crucial assumption: 

that it is possible, and desirable, to arrive at a siE!£le set of evalua-

~ive criteria) and thus at a single statement of organizational effec-

tivcmcos. ~.,re propose to rela:, this assumption. Specifically, we propose 

a v:i.e~·l o,f, qrganization..?l effectivclJ.ccs :i.n ivhj.ch several (or, po tcntinll)', 

many) different effectiveness statements can he made abollt the focal orca-

nization, reflecting the criterion sets of different indiviclu=ls and 

groups to ,,'bam 've shall refer as "constituencies." We should eephn.size 

that this re1a.--::ation goes bC!yond the suggestion (e.g. Steers, 1975) that 

effectiveness be tl~eated multi-dimensioll.:?11y, so that, for e:-:ample, ona 

could HSGeSS a given org"nizatlon as highly effecciv<.! in :i.nnov.:l.tion, l:lod-

erately effective in employee ~atisfl:lction, and RD on. What we a~B pro-

POOil'lg is a vim" of ~ffef.!tJ.vencsG t:lll::.t n110'i19 T::ult:i.pl(! CV,i.lt'l.itioilf/ fl.'o;"..1 

lllu11::i.pJl':l r.onst;it:ucnci"~s, so that, fOl: cxauplc, \0,10. miGht: find the .t.Q(!n.1. 

or.ganiz:.ttioo rat:c.d h:i.ghly (!£i~c.f:-:J.ve 011 variou::-3 dir.:~n::.;ions b:: :i.t!.; sc.m.l,nr. 
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. h t " . t llua v be useful to think in terr:!s of effective-suggest~on t a ..• ~ J 

nesses" (Hrebiniak, 1978, p. 326). Some implicationH of this view are 

discussed in the following section. 

B: A Hulti-Constitucncy Vic~.;r of Effectivenes~ _ 

The present paper argues that an answer to the question "no,v ,.;ell 

is entity X perioJ:ning?" is inevitably contingent on "'hom one is asking. 

That is, the evalu2.tive criteria required to transform a descriptive into 

an evaluativa statf!:Ilent flow from the indivj.duals or groups to "'hor.! we 

al'e l'e£erring as "constitu:mcies," not from some abstract) value·-frec 

theory of organ.i.zations or systems. The point is) perhnps, rath(~r obvi-

DUS in the purposive, goal-seeking view of organizations: indiViduals 

. become involved Hith an organization (as owners, managers, eu,ployees, 

customers, suppliers, regulators, etc.) fOF a variety of different rea

sons, add" these reasons will be reflected in a variet)T of different 

evaluations. h b 't t label one of these o.c'I:-· It appears ~omew at ar 1 rnry 0 

spectives a priori as the "correct" ono. As an el:lpirical matter, it 03y 

well be that a partil-:u1a.r organization j.B so domin;lt:cd by one indiv1.du.:!.l 

07: gtoup tha t much of its behav:i.or is e:r:plica1)le in terinG or t:ld s single. 

se"'ms "'· .. ·re appr.C)priatcl'l.~ a l:latt(>l.' for .:!:npil.;ic..:.l perspective; but Chio '"" ".IJ J 

invcstjeutioo than for assucption as the general c~se. 

i 1··· 'IS "'t .",,,,If V';"W A parallel ,~r ... biguj.ty as to pur rose is nip l.C:Lt 1n a 'j •• . Cllo:.' ... to: 

i t: t -It is in nll SV:Jtct.Jlj. eV(m very. ::;.i.J:.j)lc of orBanizations - as, 'n ~ac" • ~. 

ones. " 1 tl'e fC'J:.',ilinr f:ul·nace-thr.rr.tostnt eYf-Itw.:, uS"~ll In dome:;,,· s: ,)r e;.:a:np n, .• , _ 

tj.c heating appel.lrs, at first:ulunce, to have an utlOl::lbiguou::l PUt'J.!lICC.: 

. "t· ""1' C,," 11·"1,.1' ••. '.,' ·i.llt.,·('I·I'\l:(·t,·~~,·.11~ ir .. l:,.11"', nC .'1 S\.l~h ohsr.·J:'vnt:J.o;w." (j.~'::~ . ); - ',"" ,. . 
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"system purpose" such as "Naxiruize fuel consumption, subject to not 

e.,-.::ceeding an upper temperature licit," or "Hinimize fuel consw!lption~ 

subject to not falling belo;.; a lmver. temperature limit." Indeed, if the 

syste..ll vere operated by a hu::w.n thermostat and a human furnace operator, 

these t~vo statements might veIl describe Hhat each saw as the system pur .• 

pose. 

The exanple illustra-ces several inportant points. First, goals and 

constraints are, in general, interchang8able (see also Simon, 1961; Eilon, 

1971). Second, statencuts of purpose made by systcru me:nbers .::re likely 

to diffc:.;t;' from one another, and do not. provide an unu,"1biguous stateoent 

of "the" system purpose. Third, such a single purpose is not derivable 

from observation of syste.m b~:havior, no matter hOh' tlet.niled. Finally, 

the ambiguity is not the consequence of the complcdty of orgc:.uiz:.ltiol1s, 

but is found r.vcu in rathcJ~ s:i.::lple systcos ~,.'hose strucLural cnd dyn.:u:lic 
" \ 

properties are well understood. 

In general, then, we treat effec1.:iveness not as a singJ.~ stntcment, 

but 'as a Sett of several (or pe:rhaps many) sCLltcmeuts, each reflecting the 

evaluative critcr:i.a applied hy the var:l.nu8 const:ltucnC'.:lcs invoJ.v~d to .... 

greater or smaller dczree \."ith the fOC~ll organization. In unin~ thn term 

"constj.luencicn,1I rather than "participants, II vIe mean to C::::phclSl,Ze the por.;-

sib:i.liCy that individu.nlt~ aml groups nc.H dj.l.'cctly ric::;oc.1nted ~d.t:h the 

focal organiza tiClii, rna)' form cvaluat:!.ons of its ac ti.vi.t:.lcs, unci li1n)' further 
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laove the organization i[1 a direction it sees, in terms of its peculiar 

criteria, as "more ef:i:t:!ctive." 

Integration "ith existing views. The multiple-constituency view of 

organizational effectiveness may be seen as embracing as special cases 

several existing views of the effectiveness concept. For example, 
" 

Pennings and Goodoan's (1976) "dominant coalition" model preSuppOSQS the 

existence of a single group which has (by peeotiation, side-payments, 

and so on) arl':ived at a ~.,rorkable shared set of evaluCltive criteria, and 

~hieh has sufficient. pOI.!er to i.E[',~G':: these criteria on the major activi-

ties of the orgalliz3 tion. It nny be the CD.se tha.t the obj ec tives of all 

the relevant constituencies are refleCLe1 in the goals of this coalition. 

Hhe thi.!r, and in wh~ t eirc ums tances, such dor": 'ldn t coalit ions f o:r.t:l is an 

empirical r::atter of considerable interest; hut the rnultipJ.e-con.stituen,cy 

vieH has no trouble aceorr,L!lodal:iug such situi3 ti .. ns as a. special c~se of , . 
the more general phenomenon of multiple &roupo with OOTC or leDs pc~er 

to j~P08C their eval~~tions on over81l organizational funetionin3. 

Systems approacbes to e£fectivenE.!8s can be simllarly accom.-nodated 

as specinl cases. Parsonian funr..tiCJll<1. 1 iGTll, for exa.'!lple, (Pc,rson::;, 1960) 

i:wplielJ that ultimate ~ .. (?i8ht be. given to th~~ evaluctive criteria USE.:cl by 

the larger I':1cciety ClS a Hhole (though the L1ech..: .. is::l by \ihi.c.h th,2,se cri-

Corio. m,e ic1(m.tificd ,lilJ :.1ppJJ,r.d ~,f; nne:] e;n:). YUChtl:::lr'L "".Pod S(:tlshorc r S . 

(1967) "systt>.ms r(>,sout'cc" approach g:isco pr'b.1G.:r:y tJeight to the criL<:rin 

QPplicd by suppli~r~ of Bcarce r~sourccs - an oronnizatiou is de£in~d as 

--
e£f:cctive to tht! c:·:tent lh.:.H. 'j t 'i,<;j able to !:i·1:i.n!:il:.Lr: itG ~~uppliC?s of. ~;llch 

n.!sr.JUL'ces, pl'esu!.'lnbly hy Si.lt:i.!ji:y:i.l1g the l~\,1l1Lt.l tlw: criLcr:i.u of th'! ~up-

7 

products generates the revenues Idlich allO\.,' the manufacturing firm to 

purchase further "scarce resources" \vhich aJ.lm\> further production. 

Thus, as with the "organizational goals" viehT
, the "systems" approach to 

organizational effectiveness is embraced and, perhaps, ex!:ended, by the 

multiple-constituency model. 

The. 1Illljor difference between thc IIconceptu.o..l .minimalist'~ perspective 

embraced he):ein and the QOJ:C spfld_fic models discussed above resides in 

assumptions about ho'..., orga.uizations deal ,·lith environmental (constituent) 

presses.. For eX2.I!lple, the dominant: c.oalition mode.l presu'pposes that the 

demands of vC1rious con.s:tituencies are re£lectc>d in the boals generated by 

the domnaut coalition. For e.xaoplc, if con.s'.!::Jers demand reliable pro-

ductf:~ the goals of the dCJ'Q:UJaut co.::lition should reflect quality cancro!. 

Additionally, the potential influence of the various constituencies 

should also be reflected in the priority aE,signed to the goals of the . \ 

dominant coalition. The sy~tems resourci? perspecti'Te nSSUl.lE!S that coali-:-

tions are ir..£lue.ntinl to the extent that they ean pro·v'lde valut?d resources 

or influence resource acquinition. As suggested earlie.r, the genernl lUul-

tiplc constituency appror..c.h avoids such ':;'sGu!.1ptions aild, by doing so, 

allows the C<l£e \.;hp.re no clcnr dQ:~:l.n:lnt constituency emerge:::; or \i'h~rc 

influence does not directly operute through resources. 

As un E!.:-:l3 r:lpie of th~~ inte.grot::ivr:: pC"(~el OJ: thIC. L"luJ.d.pl".'-constitur:ncy 

and Rogers: 1976) that ntt.::r:ipted [m empiric.nl ccr;:I)Ln-ison of tlll.:! 'ur~.:1J.sT 

-
, , and 'sysLel!W' vie~.;s of affeetiv(mr:JsG. For 110 publlc Gg~mcies, the:::n 

iT'V" ·tJ.·r"'tor'" Ol\I·~·ill ',1 ... ·ff .. -ct:.:i.venl: .. ;1;.l .......f, <.~.. .;;> • ....... l;. <.; -_ rDtin~~ fr0~ agency nd~iniBtr~torG) 

I 
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syste£s resource effectiveness. The results shO\.;ed a striking failure 

of convergence bet"Jeen the three ratings,.;:J. failure Hhich Holnar and 

Rogers attribute to various conceptual and methodological problems. In 

a multiple-constituency vie~v, of course, such divergence is to be 

expected: different constituencies rate a given organization in differ-

ent ways. ifuile Holnar and Rogi:rs' results are thus an e!Ilbarrassn;.ent to 

both goal .:md systp. ... n.s-resource. vie'\Vs of effectiveness, they arc perfectly 

consisten t ,..rith lilultiple-const.Lcuanc:y th~0J:y. 

C: Some Imnlic.:l.tions of .!;he Hultjple-ConstitH2oc)' Approaeh. 

It is apparent that the p:copo.3C!d s~d.£t in the conceptua.l. fr.:!.!ue\.;ork 

embracing the 'orgp..ni.:.:acional c£fcctivelleL';f;' construct has profound iI:2?li-

cations for relevan,t eJ:J.pirical '·lork. IVltr,ot:: atte.!ll;>ting n detailed 

research agenda, we would like to suggest hriefly three areas in which 
\' :, 

~le conceptual shift might lead to a reorientation of empirical study 

addressing 'effectiveness': the distribution of organizational satisfac-

tionsj issues of organizlJ.tional location [mc c.llBnge; and the tine cliGlen'~ 

sion as it relates to effectiveness. 

a. Distributional issuec. The multipl~-constituency view treats 

organizations a.!;~ sysl:ens geueratiu!j diffr.n:cmtial USSCSS1:IClnts of cff('!c-

tj.veness by differant cO!lstittlellcias. Th:i.s viml is 'Cll)se to thoSt of such 

~uthors as Barnard (1938), Georgiou (1973) ~nd K~eley (1978) who trent 

p~rticjpant satisfaction, or induce~cnt-contribution h~lnncc, as tha 

central ol.'[;un:i.zatiOIlA.J. :lSfHle ... -"rile pl'es£mt vic::~·' is sCJr:.:et·,ha t brtJui.1ar than 

that e;.:prctJ5ed by any of thes(~ nuthors. I Cons titucncy' is intrdd'2cl no 

moce it~chISiv!?, thrm \C:.Lr:r~ct p1'1l~ticiplJ.!1tl; :.nd nn '~f.f .. :ctL'lVIHWf utatc-

\ . 

-------------------

conceptual slllilarity is strong, and it may be '\-.·orth revieHing briefly 

the treatment of effectiveness by one of these authors, Keeley (1978). 

The firs t part o.E Keeley I s argutlent is based directly on Barnard's 

(1938) participant-satisfaction model, in Hhich the worth of an organiza-

tion is assessed through " ... the ability of the system to maintain 

itself by retur:1.in.g human b~\:lefit in sufficient d~gree t~ induce partic:i.

pant cooperation" (Keeley> 1978) p. 277). The second part of his ~rgu-

ment proposes au overall 0iJti:::lality criteriou for the resu1ting dj.stri-

but ion of net satisfactions to participants, drz.'.7ing on RemIs I (1971) 

criterion of 'social justice. f Thic criterion '? ... Iilounts to minmizing the 

regret or the least advanta:;ed pal:tid.paut) so that Keeley treats effec.-

tivc:ness in terGlS of thi!:l t.!l.in:i.mum point on the distribution of satisfnc-

tions across participants. J.t should be noted that, while the first 

part of: tt,lis u:q:;ume..:'lt closely parallels the multiple constitu.stlcy view, 

the second part does not. We are uncaRY st this point about the use of 

the 'social justice' (or any other strongly normqtivc) criterion to 

reduce multiple evaluations to a unit<!ry effectiveness statement.; and, 

by Keeley's argu.::ler...t, ,'Ie ~vollld, for exampJ.e~ be:!. forced to treat as highly 

ineffective a prison in which the prisoners (the 'most dis~dvnntaged par-

ticipnnts') were dissatisfied. 

OJ'''' "'pJ..' te ~h:>C'e pr·obler.:.c, ~'le arc i.r\r.~:eGcC!d t'v th8 nmgc of. CL'1p:':':r.ic~J. .''''~' 1... \..... • 1'. 

ql\cctions that: are opened lip once I'cffcctj.vcness" :i.s HO clE':u:ly seen o!:; 

a diGtributional iEsue. For exomple: 
-. . 

TIou do r~1rt.icipD.nts (0';';", in om: nwue:l, conn titut:!ncic~;) b(;.co;;c 

l:\"al.°e. of: tilt!ir potetlt:i.nl for' sh:J.ftin~; thv di:.:;tr'l.!:Jutit):1 in tbt:ir 

9 
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feasible and useful? p'. h t 11 £ ? d ~n~c ac ua y arm. Un ~r \vhat circu!U-

stances? Broadly, the concern here is with power issues, and 

with the ability of constituencies to recognize, develop, and 

exercise power so as to shift the distribution of satisfactions 

in their favor. 

How do constituencies form? That is, how does an individual or 

group come to an a",1;:>.reness that the activities of the fG..:al oq;a

nization. are both relevant to, and perhaps changeable by, appro-

priate action? For ~xample, there appe~rs to have been sigrufi-

cant recent grol.;th in the fon'l3.tion of .r public int:eres t 1 (and 

priv.:J.te-:i.ntere.st) groups outside organizations I-Ioich atteopt, 

often successfully, to change corporate .:!cti\'"ities in areas sllch 

as envil:orut::.ental impact, minority and. fm::ale hi7:lng practices, 

and so on. The situational prer.equisi tes and actirm strategiE's . ' ., 

of such groups seem of considerable cnpirical interest, and are 

directly relevant to the 'effectiveness' iSEue, as we conce~e 

it. 

Issues of orgemizGtinnnl location. ""'J'l.lo m 1 t·' ] .. ' _ I _ • u .. J.p .. 8-(;On5 ... ~tu:;:.tcy 

approach views organizations as intersections of rnultipl~ inilu\!nce. 

loops, Ctlch r_-:ihracing a constituency biassed tm,Tc.:.rd r:~c .~~;;:jeSSUlet'..t of. 

the organi:.:n tiC.'il' S Be ti'liticr-i in terns of J.ts O'riU m=chc::.::;es ~,1ith:i.n tho 

loop. III su·:.h a vi.e:., , th~ org.::m:Lzatiou 1 s luc:;:tioTl is not r,.erely 3(:0-

rather them (Ol: Clore e~.:tensJ.·v~e-l;:' L'I'an) o"h ./ I 4 l. ers. In this s~nsa, location 

ma)' be a kr.:)' !Jt~"J.tegic r;" • .:J.tter fOl: C'.urrcntly-pO'..;erful con::;titLJc!1c:i~:!J l·O 

lr.J.rli.pu1.:lte. )?or ('x.J.r.~pJ.f', a univcL~;iLy r~.:ly, over t~:;:e, l1'.")V(; fro:.l'i,··if'·" 
, • - \,,1-
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trn.ining operation. Such a change presumably implies a relative attenu.-

.ltion of the influence loops 'Hhich conn.ect. the school to local employers, 

the community, the alumni~ and so on, and a relative enhancQffient of such 

influence groups as Federal funding agencies, the scholarly community, 

and so on. It is n.ot clear. hm" any of the current '1ie\.;s of efff!ctive-

ness would cope \-lith suc.h familiar organization.'ll changes. They are, hO'..;-

ever, readily acco1:1lIlodated within the multiple-constitue:--.cy vi.eH, 'iYhich 

explicitly directs attc:ntio~ to the. i.dcmtification of constituencies, 

and thus to thr:ir possible succession. over time, 2na to th2. oTR,2niza tioD. I s 

scope for the management: of its constituerJcy set. 

c. The tC8Por~1 d~ension of effectiv~~~s. The issue of time 

frame for assessing effecti.veness has gener<1lly confounded theoreticiuDs 

and empiricists. The problen is tha t short run orgc.l.l1izational actions 

wh~ch ap!:,2ar ineffective (c. g. anger:Lu~ stoc:l<holders by ';..rithholding divi-. ' . 
dends and rcd..l1y€:sting) Q.8.'y actually be pal~t of effective long run str<:ltl~: 

gies (e.g. gro~ ... th through reinvestment rather than e.xcessi\Tc debt). 

Heuce an improved debt/equity ratio that ~ttracts uelf L~vestoLs niGht be 

highly effective in the long Le:t:!n. In Ci n.tltltiplo~co11f::tit.:u(!ncy rerspec-

tive, the time issue be.co411l!s. tech1J:!.cally more C'.onJplicDted but cor:c.cptu·-

ally clearer. Different coastituEncie£ ony be de.::.lt o;J:i.;:h by an organi2a-

tion in diffe:Cl?ut time fra::::s~ TllJ.s r~-l."!):5.Uj 8. for:Lll orf>.:::nl;.:ut~0Q to 

, time share f in tm:TI~S of attention p::tid to tbe \':lriOllC cons ti lU2ncil~s. 

For f!xnf.1plc, 'a clc:2.u cay choos'e to dif;t,:ibutc! ru:L·,t.s to [a";l,:'t:y in a ti1url-

--ner that .:lppr:t:lrs inequit:,bh, to sor,1l! portion of. Lhc: [!leul:::' Ce.,;. lh~ 
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constitue:1cies m~y n()t nl'i;ays be in A. position to react :i.rn:nediately to 

the current distribution of satisfactions. Secondly, the time frames for 

feedback and/or the lag between organizational action and constituent res-

ponse may permit the. organiz3.tion to game 8uch that the bulk of satisfac-

tians accrue to a constituency at key decision points (i.e. keep them 

happy \.7hen it rnattc-!rs most). Finnlly, it suggests that ,not all constitu-

encies need managing all the time. The impact of time and the manuer in 

which orgD.:.lization.s u~.u it is c:m intriguins is£ue ".,tith regard to effe.c-

tiveu!:'ss. . , 

Conclusiou 

'll1e primary intc:ut of this essay has been to ou~:line an alterr...ative 

to the. increasingly arid deba t.:! betioie<. II tI-c I ol'no~liza tie':1s1 goals' th~o-

ris ts ..and the 'systcns I theoL'j.nt;; as to v]h:1 ch possesses the key to the 

effecti\;e~less pl1,:.zle. In essence., ~lC arr: .. le thnt ne.ither grol}.p does, and 

that the puzzle is primarily an artifact of a single:, f;p.iH;:l'ally unstated 

assUl!lption oilde by both: timt a single statement about an orgnnizution' s 

effe.ctiveness is to be sought. No such C!.Gsumption is ~ in. our vicu ~ nt:.ces-

sary or desirable. 

openc.d to both c(mr..cptl.\~l clnr:i.:Cicntion l::ncl c\l':p:J.ric.aJ. p'Co:;.;re.sG. In <1 

multiplc-co!.r.t.:ituency v:J.cm, no surprise is cngc!I1del:ccl by I:he dir.co'-;~l:Y 

• 

C'::Jr'I!.n:ll1 :: . .. 

. ~ 
1 
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not immobilized: SimilaL'ly, the multiple-constituency approach avoids 

such difficulties of systems views of effectiveness as identifying the 

organization's potential for acquiring scarce resout'c~s (t-1hether or not 

it actually e.xploitl.1 this potential); or the problem of identifying the 

evaluative criteria applied to an oL'ganization by 'society as a whole.' 

The multiple-constit1.tency approach to effectiveness treats both 

goal and systems theories as valuable, though partial, insights into the. 

li111·:.:.se5 be tween the. oT.'g2ll:L;.;a tiu.:l' s ac t<\1'1 tics Hud its cons ti tueneies . 

As \-1e have tried to ShO .... 1) existing appro.:!chcs) both goal-baSed and 

systems .... bnsed, Cat1 be: tre0'3.:cd <'.S sp"'e:' :.1 (;nses of the generul, 'l:lultiIJle~ 

constituency model. In generaJ., thl". !.lll.l.t .i.:Jlt:!-·c:oustitucncy .lpproech ~sks; 

Hhat const:l.tuencicz exist in ~ particuJ.;:.r s.:' ; . .i.r.g'? \{nat e.ff:~ctivc!l.'2sS 

asseSE~entD docs each now re~ch? and ~fuat arc Lha consequ3nces of thcGe 

Clssess:nent:.s? From these qu~stions flm: U D.l.ll"J:,er f..~f othc1:'~:! the distr:i.-. '. 

butiOl1 of sRt:isf.::c.ticms U(' :';Sb constitt.l1.:tcies; the oppn. ::Ilnitics [.01' con-

stituencics to cufcct the oL'g.:miz.:!.tion (.:ti.i.d vice v~·.cs~); the orzaniz3.-

tiol". I 5 location at the naxus of influenc.E! loops cr::br::cing its CUT.'rC!l1.t 

an? po.!:sible. future c.onstitucnr.ie.sj anu or:hcr~. Iu er~C!h case, the shift 

in conceptu.:ll base reorient.s cmriJ.~.r.~l :tnquLr:y :ill ciirp.ctions ~·]e s~!e as 

po tt!utis';llly frui tful. 

O:l Zt'ouuds bcttl of. concapCu3.l clad.t) :lnu c.:piri .. '.:'.J. P1~Otti:jC, tlWll j 

. i 1 't r: nell ",.,~"-,,, to r'··'.·CI\f.";./~.~ ."! ·.~.'··C· fru:tflll the mulL j,:'. ~·-couot::t ueuey app .0. • .. 1·I.t ••. I .. ..., n "~ - - ... ~ ... 

.• I' 
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l{e \.ould ar8ue that the question: Ills General Hators mo:r.c or less effec-

tive than llEH?" is of the same form as: Ills an elephant more or less 

effective than a giraffe?" For both questions, He observe that both spe-

cies e.~ist, 2...'1.d can thus be assuoed to be at least mini.r!lally adapted to 

their enviroD~ents" Beyond that, we are core int~restcd in the feature::> 

of those envirore:lents, the adaptive mechp.nis':.1s used by the orzanisi:1. (or 

organization») reactions to changes) c:;nd so on. He see no particular 

merit in an obsessionsl sear.ch for the sin:Jl.e tceasurc of merit on \;hif.!h 

org~nizntious can be compar.cd. 
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