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' Student perceptions of the effectiveness of three
state universities was studiéd: Arizopa State, University, University
of Arizona, and Northern Arizona University. @n operational.
definition” of effectiveness was: proposed based on the literature, and
a list of organizational activities was validated by administrators,

faculty, community representatives, and students. Students'

perceptions of the relative importance of organizational activities ¢
and their perceived level of achievement were identified using the
66-item-survey., Principal axis factor analysis and varimax rotation

‘were used. to identify domains of effectiveness, and an indicator of

effectiweness was developed. Comparative profiles of effeétiveness
across domains was constructed for the three universities, and the

results were interpreted within the context of the 'strategic choice

framework. Ten factors or adgtivity domains were found: programs and
servites for sStudents, emphasis on minorities and women, quality of
research- and teaching, research and knowledge dissemination,

workshops -and counseling to. broaden access, athletics, supporting
cyltural activites, offering graduate programs, leasing facilities,

and increasing standards. The 66 activities are identified under the
appropriate domain. Findings are compared to results of other

research. A 19-item bibliography toncludes the document. (SW) -
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B o ' Ef’fect;ivene!s 1

A}

Students are a strategic constituency for o}olleges and universities
because they control a ‘scarce and val,ged resource by their decision. .
t.o dttend or’] not attend a particular col lege or universn.ty The
effectiveness literature represents one tool for: assessmg outcomes

| | andkstablishing direction mthin the cohtext of strategic managanent
'(Cope, 1981) Several researchers have suggested the need for a

"fine-grained analysis" of a part of the ef‘f‘sgtiveness construct !

(Weick 1976; Cameron, 1978, 1{981). This study provided such an KR

anal ysis by adc_iressingv the fol lowing three obgectives: \

(1) PropGSiQ an operational def‘inition of effectiveness - -

»

o .grounded in' the literature, . ) .

-

<

(2) Applying the def‘inition to. assess perceptions of

effectivene\ss of‘ threée. public universities by their res’pective o

student constituencies- and - .

(3) Analyzing the data collected i%y td contribute to the

development\ of theory as well as to furnish useful‘information

\

-to practitioners. .
N ’ ' -

Conceptual Framework. This study made use of the strategic choice

f‘ramework (Astley and Van de Ven, 1983) and Cameron (1978) and

Cameron and Whetten's (1982) research methodology to assess :he

perceptions of students of the effectiveriess Jf the state university

Y . e
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most other models pro sed in the literature in that z..t re-lled‘on -

sessing effectiveness._ "The model

acknowlédged the relativism inherent any examination of

effectiveness while still allowing for canpar'isons across ‘ .
instxtutions . |

.

! ’

Mapping Eff‘ectiveness' In order- to implement the researth; it was

. necessary to develop a definition of effectiveness grounded in the

literature. . Ef‘fectlveness was defined as the ablllty of the

organizatio;: to, minimally satisfy the xpectlons of its strategic ',

.constltuencies through successful orgayizatlonal transaction., (M1} es,

1980, p. 37‘5 Cameron, 1978, p. 17) or as Hage (1980, p. 136) put it,

"achievement vis-a-vis px":i.om'.tie@."~ This was operationalized és the

congruence between the importance of an actlvity and‘ its level of

achievement This, is graphlcally dlsplayed in thd follewmg figur‘e{

-~

’ ' i
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FIGURE 1
A GRAPHIC REPRESENTATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS CONSTRUGT
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If the diagonal line represengs effectivenes;, the distance of.anj
" point from that line can be used as a relatiye measure_of |
:effectiVenéss.' The closer to the line the more effective the
activity. For ease in referring fo'this.distangg measure in the
following discuss;on,‘ft has been termed th Rectiveness Distance
Measure ('EDM). 'I"he @M may b‘é computéd ,by. using Pythagoras' Theorem

for measuring the distance of a posat from a %ihe. The formula is:

[y

' . "\!(A-B)z ' \
. ‘ _ X = (= '
. : > . .

Translating the formula to this research, the fol lowing was éeveloped:

- (IMPORTANT - DONE WELL)2 2
EDM = /
C 2

g
.

v



' perceptions of achievement.

Method: Using the methodology of Richardson, Doucette, and Armenta
(1982), a 66 item survey was developed and validated ‘A list of
act1v1ty statements was generated through a review of the literature
about the organization under study. The 1ist of activities was then

o

validated agd exaanded by administrators, faculty, and conmunlty

[ Y
representatives. Follovung admlnistration of a first survey, a .
second improved version was developed by the research team and

valldated by student leaders. The develcpment of the surveys is

further descrlbed in Richardson, Kimball WOlf and Kleenann (1984)

The perceptions of the relative impurtance of organizational

activities and their perceived level of achievement was determined by

© surveying studehts. Responses were‘subjected~to a prineipal axis.

fpctor analysis followed by varimix rotation to identify domains of

effectiveness. Descriptive dtatistics were also geherated.

s
h Y

An indicator of effectiveness (the EDM) was then developed by .

analyzing'the'congrbence between perceptions of importance and

Finally the results were interpreted within the context of the

strategic cheioe_framework by construeting comparative profiles of

effectiveness across domains for the three universities.

Survey Instrument: The development of the survey instrument, modeled

after Doucette's (1983) study of oollege missions, was characterlzed

{ ‘ \

»

Effedtiveness!&
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by an interactlon between a ,8 prio i ald empirical act1v1t1es but the
v - emphasis was on the latter. By focuszng on act1v1t1es, it was
possible to overcome many of the problems reported, in other studies

in the generation of criterim for measurlng effectiyeness (value

. ' Judgements, stated versus’ unstated goals, goal dissensgs% p
l B
The first version of the instrument was' the summer *
' > of 1982 based on the literature on organizational effectiveness and
) the literature on missions research. Additionglly, the Arizona Board
. - of Regents mission statements for the three Arizona state

v s T

universf%ﬁes, several college catalogs, the activity statements (but

© -

not the process statements) of the Institutional Goals Inventory
(Peterson and Unl, 1975), and "the Community Colleéé Activity Survey -~ |
(CCAS) (Richardson, Doucette and Armenta 1982), were reveiwed to
develop-a comprehen51ve list of’activity statements. Following its

¢ initial administration, a second improved version was developed in
f 3.

early 1983,

. Survey Administration: The instrument was agministered during’the

Spring semester; 3983, R a sampie of students at the three state
universities ln Arizona following standard survey procedures. At‘
= Arizona State UniVerslty“13428 students of 1j87u,enrolled‘in a randaom
| sample of 52 classes completed questionnaires for a response rate of
'76‘2% The majority of those not responding were students who were
. off101ally on the enrollment rclls but absent from the classroom at .

P . the time the survey was administered. :Less than 30 students refused

5 ~ /

. -




Effectiveness &

_to participate in the survey, )

N

. t
At thé University of Arizona, 50 randomly chosen classes were . ’

3 surveyed. ;. 1,001 or 55% of the 1,820 students proOided fsable :

-

responses. Instructors in five of the 50 classes did not permlt

' administration of the survey. - t

..
~

At Northern Arizona University, 41 of 50 randomly selected classes
were surveyed yieldlng responses from 880 or 59. 6 of the 1,476

students enrolled

| 3

/ Defining Act&viéz Démains: Responses were subjecxed ta a principal
axis factor anziysis,followed by varimax rotation to identify domains

v of oréanizational activity. This andlysis breduced ten factors or

| activity domain categorles into which 54 of the 66 statements
describing specific unlversity aet1v1t1es were distributed, (Table 1

llsts the items and their factor loaQing scores,)

ERIC" . | . ' | 5
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Table 1 ’ . ‘
_ CHART OF FACTOR LOADINGS
: S 10 FACTOR SOLUTION ot
, »
) ' . FACTCR
: ' , LOADINGS ,
,* Activity Domain 1: Programs and Servtce% for Students . awm
_ 5 - "
Item 32 Career and placement services .58
Item 20 Provide -information to students ’ © .56
Item 33 . Adequate study space * S50 . '
. . Item 22 ° Financial assistance services - W54 R .
’ Item 65 Academic advising ' 51 ,
Item 47 , Orientation programs for students 42 : ¢
Item 11 Counseling for students A1
Item 52  Medical care for students . | 40
Item 51  Assist handicapped . o 40
. Itew 41  Sponsor student govermment . . .36
* Item L0  Provide instructor evalyations : . o34
, Item 17  Involve students in important-decisions . .32
Item 2 Remove poor teachers ‘ : .32 , v
Item 14 Provide %ranscripts with honors indicateq W3 :
Item 7 . Offer undergraduate- degree programs ' .31
¢+ ' Item 36 Offer small classes L .30 s ‘
o Activity .Domain 2: Emphasizing Minorities and Women ¢
Item 49  Recruit minority faculty ‘ © .78
. Item 23 . Recruit minorities - . ‘ .78 ,
- Item 66 Tutoring for minorities’ . T4 . {
y Item 18 - Conduct research for.minoritids . SR £ \
t Item 54 Information on minorities - degree " . . 66 . \,-
. Item 31 Recruit and retain women faculty .52 -
" Item 13 Accept international students . ' . .34
N . e 4 . ' ' ‘\&\\ .
Activity Domain 3: Quality of Research and Teaching - ‘ —
Item 44  Reward good research ) .65
"Item'38  Sponsor reséarch « keep ‘. :lity faculty .52
Item 42 Provide quality labs ) .49
" Item 34. Reward good teaching « U6
Item 56  Recruit scholars & researchers L4y .
o - Item 46  Provide library resources and services .33
' ' P
o 0 {/ \‘-,
\
~ - \
. $
( N
‘ 3
' ) =
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" CHART OF FACTOR LOADINGS
( 10 FACTOR SOLUTION

TR et m D e - om e o e . - — e T T T T

Activity Domain 4: Research and Knowledge Dissemination_

Item 12 Conduct research :

Item 4 Conduct contract research L}
Item 8 Short courses - use research

Item 9 Publish books

- Item 15  Computer literacy

Ttem 3 Providg leadership training
Item "6 Operate public TV stations

.

ActivityADoQain 5: WOrkshops and Counseling to Broaden Access

" Item 59  Offer workshops - study skills

Item 48 Offer wsrks ops. =health, recreation, hobbies
Item 58 Provide p egnancy counseling & health sves.
Item 15 Include computer literacy in degree programs
Item 43  Offer eourses by telecommunication, etec,
Item 39 Offer remedial instruction

Activify Domain 6: Athletics 4

Item 21  Sponsor intercollegiéte athletics
Item 64  Recruit athletes e
Item 35 Sponsor intramurals -, ,

Activity Domrain T: Support Cultural Activities

Item 26 Sponsor art events, performances, etc.
Item 1  Sponsor films, erhibitions, productions, etc.
' x

Activity 5gmain 8: Offer Graduate Programs

Item.63 Offer graduate programs - higanities
Jtem Q0  Offer graduate programs - professional -
Item 62 Develop professional graduate programs

52

2

.40
.31
.30

.30

.59
42
.42
.31
.30

n724
.60
51

55
.43

55
43

39
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‘ _-===:======:=::::::::::==:=;;;;;=;;?é;;;;;;;;;==========::::::::::::::::::::::
: . ‘ CHART OF FACTOR LOADINGS
Y o o - 10 FACTOR SOLUTION
Activity Domain §: Lgasing'Facilities )
Item 10 - Lease facilities for -profit - W52
. . Item 16 Nogrprofit_use of .facilities .. 46
) ‘Activity Domain 10: Increasing Standards ‘ N
Item 57  Limi€ enrollment - ; . .38
Item g7 Require writing test to graduate - .32
‘ | AN
P | ‘ |
‘Each set of éctivity QtaP?ments comprising an activity domain was
* arranged in order’ of decreasing contribution to the category as
ﬁeasured by facto} lbading.scores. Each group'of*§tateﬁents was then
examinéq*for common activitiés,1common clientele or common rationale
in ﬁﬁat order. If tpe-iitéral commonality of the Statements was ; Qh.
g | dbvious, this was expressed‘in a brief phrase. In cases where the -
éommoﬁality'wés apparent in some of the activities, but’less SO in'*
others, those activities that received'the highest factor lgadings
were given greater weight in determiningﬁzhe descriptioh. Tﬁe ten
) domains i&éntified were: ’ /
1. Programs and Services for Students
2. Emphasizing Minorities and Women
3. Quality of Research and Teaching )
4, ' Research and Knowledge Dissemination
4 ¢’ ‘ 5.  Workshops d;d Eounseling to qua@én Access , *
.. ? ™6 Athletics |
o) ¢ _ ) .




. ' ..‘ ? A e‘.’A * ' «
7. Sponsoring Cultural Activities L T ,
8. Offering Graduate Programs , L L e
- ? - ) . L ' .
‘ 9. Leasing Facilities : O T ,
¥ o
10.  Increasing Standards | YT e
' . L, ' oo
The selection of approprlate referents for assessxng effectlveness _ ‘:;) B

has been a major-éhallenge to researchers studylng the: perfonhance of
-
organlzatlons (Campbell et al., 1974; Cameron and Whetten, 1982)

: ‘, N i '
Tdble 2 compares the domains ylelded by this study wlth referents_ =

le

used by the Institutional Goals Inv‘ptory (Peterson and Uhl,,1975)

and *the nine dimensions identified by Ca?eron (1978): ‘”52 o

i .

\ . . .
‘ . R

4 ' . /.




f

(Table 2 \

4

- .

Comparison of IGI Referents Cameron s Referents,

ﬁ%

“ L4

- IGI Referents

.and Activity Ddmain Referents

- Actiy;ty Domain Refefénts '

" Cameron's Referents

v 3

-
>

1.

2."

Acaﬁemic
developmént .

Intellectual

" orientation.

3.

ihdividual

~ persona¥” .

8.

9.

”“&“nnanism/altrujsm.

Cultural/ ?
aesthetic
awareness
Traditional

_religiousnes

Vocational
preparation.

Advanced:
training.

Research.

L

1' Programs and—services 1.
for*students.

.

2;‘wEmphasizing'minoritiés" a,
»  and whmen., . . .

3. Quality of research 3.
Aqnqbggefhihg. -

"y, ﬁesearch and knowledge 4,
dissemination.

5. Offering workshops | 5.
and counseling.

6. Athletics: ‘
S. ' " 6.,

10. Meeting local

11.

needs.

Public serv

7. ~Sponsoring cultural
activitieg.
8. Offefing graduaté 1.
programs ,
9. Leasing facilities.
1 8.
~10. Increasing standards.
9.
ice. ) N

12. Social egalitarianism.

13.-Social criticism/activism

-t

Student eduéétional
satisfactiop.

-

Student academic -
development. ‘ -

Student céreeh
development. -

Student personal

~developmert.

Faculty and admin-
istrator .employment -
satisfaction.,:

Professional develop-
ment and quality of:
the faculty.

: A}
System openness-
and community -
interaction.

Abisdey-50 acquire

resources.,

Organizational
health.

~N -

13

s . Effectiveness 11
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&
g C _ There are similarities between the different sets of referents.‘ The
- first four of Cameron's referents -~ Student Educational ‘
. . Satlsfaction Student Academic Development Student Career
- } Development and Student Personal Development -— encompass activities
" inoluded in domain 1, Programs and Servzces for Students. . Cameron's~
‘: . ?npfessional Development and Quality of the Faculty referent is
| sﬁnilar tonuality of Research and Teaching. Sponsoring Cultural
Activities implies‘many of"the same .activities as’ Cameron"s‘ System
4bpenness and Comunity Interaction referent. Domaln 9, Le351ng :
”§801li(§£s is a speciflc applicatlon of Caneron S Ablllty to Acquire
Resources referent. The IGI referent Research suggests activities

sﬁnilar to domain N Research and Knowledge Dlssemlnatxon.
\ :

. Despite these sunilaritles the operational domains 1dent1fied in this

study are different from the descriptions found in college catalogs

. , ;‘ ' and other of ficigl documents and the general categorles of’ﬁomains

| discussed in the effectlveness and higher education literature. A
major problem in effectiveness studies has been the generation of
orthogonal referents. The literature is clear that it is not so

- important what referents are chosen as it is that they be clearly
recognized and specified (Cameron and Whetten 1982). This study
generated empically derived orthogonel referents that were different

)

from those described in other studies primarily in their degree of

specificity.
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Assessing Effectiveness: Means and standard devzations were

calculated for each actxylty domaln on both the "Important To Q" and
”Being Done Well" dimensions. The prlorlty assigned by students to
- each domain was determlned by rank ordering Mmeans of the "Important
to Do" responses. . Sﬂnilarly, perceptzons of mean levels of
}acccmpllshmeng were determined by rank orderlng the means of the S
"Being Done Well" responses.~ . ‘g ' )‘.~f )

-

Table 3 lists the means and ranks for Importance, Dowe Well and the

Effectlveness Distance Measures (EDM) for the ten domains as -

-

‘\l perce1yed bj the three student hodies, «

- >
INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

The Effectiveness Distance Measure (EDM) fbr each of the ten domains
at each unlversity was computed and charted to display an

{ effectiveness profile for each school. Figure 2 displays the
- ' <&

LN

effectiveness profiles for the ten domains of the three universities.

INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE

Arizona_State University students perceived activities relating to
academic copcer.. (domains 1, 3, 4 and 8) and to the quality of \\; )

student life (domains 1, 5 and 7)as most important. With the
. *
™ exception of domain 7, Sponsoring Cultural Activities, these domains

. . were ranked as the least,effective,,ranking fifth, sixth, seventh,

-

eighth and tenth,
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~three domains eonsidered to be the most éffectivei(Athletics;;* *

e , ' . ‘ ' $

N ) Effectiveness. 14

Universéty of Arizona students perceived domaiﬁs concerned with |
cuality of academic life (domains.3, 4, and 8§\and the quality of

student - ‘1ife (domains 1 and 7) as the most important activities for
the Univers&ty. Two of‘ these' domains /ﬂ/esearch Hnd Knowledge

- \
Dissemina@ion and Offering_Graduate Programs were also rated as among

the most effective by University of Arizona stﬁdénts. However the

Sponsoring Cultural Activities, and Emphasizing Minorities and Women)
were ranked in the bottom half for importance ranﬁing eighth, fiftﬁ,

and ninth-respectively. ‘ !

Nortnern-Ariécﬁa University stcdents‘perceived activities concerned
with academics (domain 8 - Offering Graduate Prog;ems, domain 3 -
Quality of Research and Teaching, and domain 4§ - Research and
Knowledge«Dissasination) and activities concerned with the quality of
student life (domain 1 - Programs and Services for Students and |
domain 7 - Sponsoring Cultural Activities) as the most important
domains. Only one of these, Sponsoring Cultural Activities, was
perceived by Northern Arizona Univegsi;y students as among the five
most effective domains. The other.four domaifis considered to be the
most effective - L.ising Facilities, Athletics, Emphasiéing
Minorities and Women, and Increasing Standards -‘were ranked seventh,

L 4

eighth, ninth, and tenth respectively in impoﬁ,ance. g IR

ﬂ'Many similarities were_apparent in the ways ‘Fe three student bodies

/
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. ‘ . . \
perceived®heir insitutions. All three placed a high priority on
domalns concern;d with the quallty of academlc and student life.
Students perceived their universities as places where. academlcs
should be very important. Tney also Fe ce1ved the universiky as. a
place wheng the quality of student life‘shouldﬂnave a hiéh priority.‘
Althou%P all domains were considered taﬁoe of at least some
importanoe, relativefy“low pniority was ‘assigned to Emphazing

Minorities and Women, Leasing Facilitdes, and Increasing Standards.

’ - -

Athletics wag perceived as the.activit}Tdomain accomplished the.best

—_—

at all three of the instltutions followed closely by Sponsoring
' Cultural Activ1ties. Students perceived the Arizona universities as
doing.a good job in offering these areds. As might be exoedted,
University of Arizona students rated the level of aogomplishment for .
\ : domains 3, 4, and 8 (Quality of Regearch and Teaching, Research and
Knowledge Dissemination, and Offering Graduate Programs) higher than

did either Arizona State Unlversity or Northern Arizona Unlver31ty o

students.

-4

Emphasizing Minorities and Women, Athletics, and Sponsoring Cultural

) . Activities were all perceived as effective domains at the three
unlversities. Prov..iing Programs and Services for Students, Quallty

- of Research and Teachlng, Offering .Graduate Programs, Leasing
Facilities, and Inoreasing Standards were domains which were

generally perceived as less effective at all three institutions.
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The profiles &f effectiveness across the ﬁen'domains for the threé

‘ﬁnlver51t1es revealed both differencyds and simllarltles in’ the/ways

that the three samples responded to the questions 1nvofv1ng

importance end quality of *‘achievement. In part, these differences

were attributable to differences among _the missions a&? priorities of
L Q‘ N

the thsee universities. - "‘ - S ;
It is 1n§erest1ng to compare the off1c1al m1351on statements of the
universities (Arizona Board of Regents, 3982) w1th the domalns
1dent1fied by the student const?tuency to see if the domains whicﬁ Y
are tﬁe official missions are being emphasized. Neither Athletics
noy Spohsbring Cultural Activ@ties, perceived as the most\effective
domains bszrfzona students, appear as missions at any of the ;hree
universities (although Fine Arts is an area of emth§is at Asy). The
mission differeneee in the three institutions wjth regard to‘%he role

-y

of research were apparedt in the data. Northern Arizona Univer31ty

7 »

Students believed research should play a more important role than it
is perceived as playing ~- ciearly a discrepancy from the officially
stated misizon for NAU. Ane although Providing Programs and
Services for Students was- perceived as among the most important
domains, language sueécrfiﬁéistudent'development programs was only
added to the official mission statements of the universitiee iﬁ 1982.

Emphasizing Minorities and Women was perceived as a relatively

~ unimportant domain by traditienal students while the Arizona Board of

/

* Regents has devoted considerable energy and increasing resourcef to
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A

v

-

this domain recently, (Richardson Wolf, and Kimball 1983, Ricnardson

~and Kleemann, 1983)

-~ - “things in all 10 domains. Quality means\dif?erent?things to

\

different peopld. From ths strategic choice view it means ﬁoing the'

"right" things in an exceptional manner. There is an important
distinction between~ effective activities and quality activities.
Activities are perceived as'effective when there is a congruence
between the importance of ‘an activity and-its level of’achievement.

. Quality, in contrast is present when both the imporcance snd the
¥

level of achievement are high. Athletics was perceived by the three

D

student bodies as a relatively important domain that was beiné\do%e

-
.

,;very well, Ari;ona.universities were perceived by their student
bodies to have athletic prograns that were both high in quality and
'effective. The results of this study Qndicated th% Arizona students
. generally pe"ceived their universzties .@8s needing to improve the .
quality of three domains: Providing Programs and Services for
\\ef _ ‘ Students, Quality of Research and Teaching, and Offering Graduate".
. , ' R

Programs (that is, these domains were perceived. as having high

£ importance but lower levels of ‘accomplishment), .
Lo L A
' : ~ Conclusion ' .
| This study attempted a fine grained analysxs of student perceptions
of the effectiveness of three state unzversxties to gain a better

' understanding of the effectiveness construct, ¢ Several researchers

o, r

22

. ! . oo . .
As shown in Figure 2, no tniversity was peroeived as doing the right *-

‘N
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‘domalns for higher edugation or, as seems more llkely, Af there are

Effectiveness 18

! 1
D
K

C v
4

(Campbell, 1977; Goodman and Pennlngs; 1977‘ Cameron, -1978; Cope, °
1981; Bess, 1983) have echoed the call by Karl Weick (1976) to have-

more rezearch on institutions of hlgher educatlon done using the

4
1y .-

microscope instead of the telescope. o

P a\
Addltiona} researgh is needed to: detenoine if there are conmmn \\
‘ “

-

common domains for types of 1nst1tut10ns such -as cannunlty colleges
W

comprehensive colleges llberal arts colleges, or research

universities. The identifidation of a commonly used set of

referents for studies of effectiveness could greatly increase the

~utility of the results for cross-institutional comparisons. - To

’ . LN i ,
paraphrase Caméron, the results of this study Have not produced

1]

irrefhtable conclusions, but have identlﬁﬁed some interesting areas

/-\ LY . .
for future research (Cameron, 1978, p.. 213) J

-

Strategic mahagement_involves doing the "right thirgs.," Assessing .

'perceptions of effectiveness is only tke first step io'managing

orgéhizations in a rapidly changing and somewhat hostile enviromment,

-

’

The second step —_— oeveIOping and implementing strategies to improve
perceptions of effectlveness for an 1ncreaszngly diverse clientele is
the ¢hallenge that fac:3 institutional leadership. Better
understanding of the perceptions of strategic constituencies can help
administrators to understand and influence the environment in which

)
institutions exist and upon which they depend for resources.

23
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