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This study utilized a constituency gpproach to ﬂevel&p meéfures
of sﬁecific var%fblés of organizationgi ‘effectiveness of Natiomal .
Sport Governing Bodieq’(NSGBs). Five consfituent grouﬁs wére identi-
fied for inclusion in the'sample: Executive Directorg;'Presidents,

. o _ —
National Coaches, Sport Canada Consultants and Corporate Sponsor Rep-
resenta:ivgs. The former thfee grOup;‘represenCed the internal cons=
titugqcy of the thirty-three NSGBs in the sample. The latter two
éroups represented Ehe extérnal consisﬁuency.

_The subjects_régpondeg to a questionnaire of thirty-six criterion
statements whigh reﬁreseﬁted six effectiveness variables inlthe admiﬁ-
istrative domain of National Sport Governing Bodies. The respon&ents
were asked to rate the iq%ortance of each‘item using a five-point
Likert scale. ‘

The results showed th;t the variables of adaptability, communi-
cation{_finanéz, growth, human resources and.organizational planning
weé; all important 1n&icators of organizational effectiveness. The
finance and growth varilables weré ranked as significantly more impor-
tant to the-internal constituent groups fhan to the eiternal cﬁnstitu-
éncies. '

Based on.these results, the implicationé of the similarities and

differences in the perceived importance of the effectiveness variables

-

among the five groups and between the two groups (internal and exter-

hal) were discussed. Further, speculations were made _about the rela-

tionship between organizational life cycles and effectiveness cri-

-

teria.
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‘CHAPTER 1
. o IRTRODUCTION AND ‘THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS -~

Interest in organizational effectiveness is not a recent phenonme-

= non. At the theoretical level, Goodman and Pennings (1977) have ar—

gued that effegtiveness 1s the centgsl theme in all organizational

analyses and that it {s difficult to conceive of a theory of 6pghniza—

tion that does not include the effectiveness comstruct.

In spite of the variety of books and articles written on ihis to-
pic over the past two decades, :here'ig little agreement on how to de-

fine or assess.organizat%qnal effectiveness. Research has faileé to
produce either a universal definitioﬁ.or-a common ghéogetical ﬁﬁsi;
tion. Many people, over the years, have chosen a wide variety of ways
to conceptﬁalize and melsure th;s variable (Price, 1972; Steers, 1975;

Campbell, 1977; Cameron, 1980). Others, such as.BIuedorn (1980), have

become discouraged by the literature on effectiveﬁess and argued ‘that

the construct should be entirely eliminated.

Despite 1its wuncertain conceptual state, Cameron and Whetten
. N . : L -

(1983) have exﬁiaiﬁed-why‘organizational effectiveness is not likely

to disappear .from organizational research, for reasons that are both
| )
— theoretical and empirical in nature. Theoretically, the construct-of

organiiationa] effectiveness is embedded at the centre of all organi-

~

zational models. Regardless of the approach or perspective, most

models are based on the notion that differences exist between effec—

tive and ineffective organizations. Empirically, organizational

— ® =
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_effectiveneSs is most often used as the depéhdent variable in organi-

zational research. The need to demonstrale that one organization is

[P
-

y .
better in some way than another makes organizational effectiveness a

key isgﬁe‘fdr researchers.

~This stqdy has employed a constituency approach in the deasure—.

»

ment of specifié va;{ébies of organizational effectivénQ§s for a’

—_—

sample of National_Sport Governing Bodies (NSGBs). The author's in-

3

terest in this area of study stemmed from her seven jéars of experi-

, ence as a sport consultant with the federal government. This work

involved day=-to-day interaction with both paid staff and volunteer

3
administrators of many different NSGBs to_discuss technical program=-

ming and administrative issu®s.

NATIONAL SPORT GOVERNING BODIES: A DESCRIPTION

. 7 -
National Sport Governing Bodies form the core of ‘the dellivery

syétem_for‘;pqrt 1; Canada (Neill, 1983). Ihere.are épproximately 80
sui‘k?rganizations. Each organization represents a single sport and
is reSponsible for the development gnd control of cbac 8port. wi:gin
the‘ jurisdiction of any one NSGB fall such major undertakings as
training and competitive'programﬁ for Canada's best aépletes, the or-
ganization of na;ional and interna:ional'events,“programs to encourage

all Canadians to become more physically active and the certificalon of

coaches and officials at all levels.

NSGBs are voluntary ndot-for-profit associations administered on a

‘ déy-to-day basis by professional staff in such positions as E{ggutive

e



f_n

n— " -

s

Directors and Technical Directors. ‘The paid staff, usuvally via_ the
Executive Director, report to a volunteer Board of Dfrectors. Gener=-
ally the volunteer Preslident is the head of the Associat'ibn." The

Board may only meet twice eac‘\ yvear to discuss major policy issues;

I

however, often the executive committee of the Board will. work more

o

closely with the pa:ld staff. The responsibilities of the Executive
Direc’tor are very similar to those of any chief executive officer and
include human reSOurce management, financial management, organiza-

tional planning and operations.

The .present study has identified three major activit

'r\f\aé or
domains within each NSGB' high performance, partleipation and admini=
stration. The term domain has beeh utilized by a number of resear-

chers (Meyer, 1975; Cameron, 1980) but was first defiued by Thompson

(1967) as being distinguished by the constituencies served, the t,ech'-

nologies employed and the output or servicés produced. Specifically

this study has \foc.used on the administrative domain which services all

‘major. constituent groukboth internal and external to the organiza-

tion. Within this domain the development of human resources, finan-
-

clal syStedms and erganizational planning procedures would :\es_ult in

sound administrative practices, facilitating the attdinment of organi-

_ zational goals. : - \,;O .

-~r, ”
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- NATIONAL T GOVERNING BODIES AS ORGANIZATIONS . -

e
In his- text, Scott (1981) emphasized that \dependent upon the per-

ofganiéation are g@proprtate. Scott (1681) anal}zed o anizationg
from three perspe;tivgs: rational, natﬁral»and open. Organizations
falling within the rational system are "colleqtf%ities oriented to the
pur;uit of relatively specific goals™ and "exhibit a re;atively high
degree of formélization" (Scott, 1981:20). Natural systems organiza-
tion‘s’ are.colléctivities "whose participants are little affected by
thé formal structure of official goals but who share a comuon inte;esc
in the Survival of the system and who engage in collective activities,
~informally structured, to secure this end” (Scott 1981:22)._ Open sys-
.tems organiz;tions are "a coaiition of shifting interest groups that
develop g;éls by - negbtiation, the séructure- of the~.coalition, its

activities, and its outcomes are strgngly influenced by environmental
. ‘ [}

v

factors” (Scott, 1981:22-23). -~
NSGBs have been defineé as open systems in this study. Past
'Aspérp—related'research, although 1imited, has shown that?NSGB goals
rénd activities are strongly influenced-by internal and externsl| con-
stituent groups (Szyszlo, 1984) and Sy the environment (Neill, 1983).
Although many different ways of ¢lassifying organizations have
been —presented, limited. attempts have beeh made tg__g}assify NSGBs

(Neill, 1983). Given that the constituency approach has been utiized

in this study, Blau and -Scott's (1962) typology, which was based on

-

“3 :



the single. criterion of “;ho behgfitsf, could Bef deemed the most
,appropri;te qlaséification schemé én which to place'NSGBs. In this
typology, = four categories of participants are distipguishéd in
relation to any éokmal organization: (1) member; (2) owners or mana-
' gers; {(3) clients dr-chelpubliclin-contact and ‘(4) public-at-large or
the members of soclety in which the organization operates (Scott

1981:41). NSCBs. are primarily cbncgrned with servicing Ehe%r'members,

and given this; would be classified as mutual benefit assoclationms.

»

NATIONAL SPORT GOVERNING BODIES AND EFFECTIVENESS
;In attempts to evalua;e the effectiveness of an organization? a
- number of different theoretical perspectives have been created. Many
have followed some‘version of the goal model that ;regcs organizalions
as instrﬁpen:é for the attainment of particular goals (Etzioni, 1960;
M;honey and Weitzel, 1969). Other; have f;voured the system resﬁurce
approach (Yuchtman and Seashore, 1967). A number pf researchers have
supported an inCegrated goal-system resource approacﬁ (Strass;; et al,
1981; Hoy and Miskel, 1982) and mﬁch more attention has been paid in
recent ?eaéé to multipleconstituency or stakeholders; models (Jobson
and Schneck, 1982; Mendelow, 1983); |
Although some writers have-cont;nued-to debate the 5uperiority of

one model of effectiveness over “all others (Price, 1972; Steérs,

1675),-these debates have not proven fruitful. It seems that the
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‘\thoughts of each may have been based on different conceptualiza:lons
/’—u__,r’of what an organizatiomn is and, subsequently, different definitlons of
‘ '~ organizational gffec:iven;ss. .Tpe.mos: recent researchers are moving
awaymfrom attempts to iden;ify the definicive‘model and toward the“
- ‘ne23 to deve%op_guidélines for the assessment of oqganizaﬁionalleffec-
tiveness using a variety of approaches (Reimann, 1982; Hoy and Miskel,
1983; Quinn aﬁﬁ_Rohrbaugh, 1983).,.In particular, Cameron and‘ﬁhec:eﬁ
(1983) have presented a multiple models perspectivé which prescribes ;
fram;work for-organizational effectiveness research. i
The organiiati;nal effectiveness of NSGBs has yet to be thorough-
1y researched. Those researchers who have attempfed to measure effeé-
tiveness have used various def}nitions and approaqpes, making the com-
parison of reSults Jéry diéficult. This ‘study has addressed NSGB
effectiveness in the administrative domain within clearly identiflied

“research guidelines, in this way, facilitating future attmpts to com

pare or replicate research.

DEFINING ORGANYZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

!

Some theorists have approached the definition of organizational

effectiveness from a “goals™ perspective, others from a "systems”

perspective. Outputs and éoal actomplishmé}c have been wldely used as
[ 4

criteria of effectiveness (Georgopoulous and Tannenbaum, 1957{

—




Etzioni, 1964; Price, 1972; Campbell 1977; Jobson and Schmeck, 1982).
Georgopbulougyand Iannenbaum viewed an organization's effectiveness as
'the.extent_to witich certain resources and means fulfill its. objec—
ti;es with;ut incapaci:afing -its means and resources and without
?lacin; undue;s:rain'on i:s.members" (1957:53§). Etzionifs definition
is: widely ci:ész::__"ﬁn organizationai goal 1is a désired st;te of
affairs which the organization attempts to realize...” (1964:6).
Perrow (1961) made a distinction 5etueeﬂ "official® and “operative”

N

goals which has been utilized and accepted by many researchers today

(Price, 1972; Scott, 1977).l dfficial-goals are usually those documen-—
ted and publicly espoused by the organization. Operative goals'ﬁir;or"
the actual tasks and activities performed by the organization (Hoy an&
Miskel, 1983).. After a review of ﬁhe related literature, Jobson.énd
Schneck érgvided their definition -of organizational effectiveness:
"In summary, the goal model ~defines organi;aciénal effectiveness as
_the'degree to which an org%lz;:ion actually Qttains or achieves its
objectives™ (1982:28). |

Other researchers have viewed organizations as Ongfsystems poOsS=—

sessing such characteristics as permeable boundaries, inputs, subsys-

tems, output and feedback‘meqhanisms {Yuchtman and Seashore, 1967;

Friedlander and Pickle, 1968; Mott, 1972; Cameron, 1981).. Each has

placed "varying emphasis n the different aspeéCB of the 'systemé

approgch in his definition. Yuchtman and Seashore (1967) defihed

- - . . . .
- . - *



-
prganizational effectiv;néggxasﬂchs_gbility of an organization to ex=
p;oit its environment in the‘acquisition of scarce and valﬁed resour—
ces. agéapizational inputs and acquisition of resources replace goals
as the prima;y criteria of ekfectiweness. Friedlander and " Pickle
{1968) atteﬁpted to define the criteria of orgnizatiocnal effectiveness
to reflect the interdependencies between the total organizational sys-
tem and its environment. Mott's (1972) definiéion reflected the con-
cern of Friezlandei and Picklerand emphasized the importance of mea-
suring EEZh the internal and external effectiveness of an organiza-
tion. Hé defined organizational effectiveness as “the ébility of an
organization to mobilize its.centers of power for actlbn,.production
and adaptation™ (1972:17).

.Cameron {1981) suggested that brganizational efféctlveness should
not be defined in terms of mutually exclﬁsive sets of criteria whlcﬁ
adhere to one set of theories or ancother. He proposed that organiza-
tional effectiveness be viewed as a construct versus a definition and
operationalized through the analysis of‘a number of dif@érent concep-
tual domains .or major program areas within an orgéni;a:ion. Further;
the effectiveness of one domain would not necessarily relate‘ﬁo the
;ffectiveness of another domain.

Quinn snd Rohrbaugh also based their research on "the fact that
effectiveness is not a concept but a constrpct“ (1983:363). According

+

to Cameron and Whetten, constructs are ~abstractions that exist in the

~

heads of people, but tﬁey have no objective reality™ (1983:7).

-
\

/
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Cameron aqd Whetten (1983) diffe;?n:iacad between concepts and com
structs by stating that concepts can be defined and Specifie& by ob-
~ serving objective events, while constructs are iufefeuces at a higher
level 6f abstraction and as such their meanings are subject to indivi-
dual preference and.interpretation. -Therefore, organizational effec—
tiveness, like ochef-suchlfﬁnscruccs of leadership, intelligence or
motivation, may be defined within the confines of one model or ap—

r -

proach'if the limitations to generalize the result of the research. are

¥

recognized and clearly stated. Steers (1975) stressed the importance
of clearly identifying domains, criterias within domains and the rela—
tlonship of all'cfiteria in the process of construct validation.

Some of the mq;g'recght studies and literature reviews on organi-
zational gffectiv;ness have reinfo;ced Cameron's approach in attemp;
ting to define & broader persée;tive for organizational effectiveness
that encompasses ratheg .than ‘conflicts with existing perspectives
(Connolly et al, 1980; Cameron and Whetten, 1981; Jobson and -Schaeck,
1982; Hoy and Miskel, 1983; Gaertner and Ramnérayan, 1983).° Came;on's
‘multiple models approach ﬁay have promise for resblving some of the

theoretical and empirical confusion surrounding'the construct of or-

ganizational effectiveness.‘



CHAPTER 2
. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

APPROACHES TO MEASURING ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

For‘m‘any years administrators, evaluators and theorists have ‘been
debating the most approlptiatg model to use for evaluating orgénizé
tional effectiveness. Initi‘allgl( most of. this debate. was -fo;used on
zl:te goal-centered approach (Etzioni, 1960, 1964; -Ge'orgopoulous and
Tannenbaum,_1957.; Pr:lce, 1972). In the last twenty years, more atten-
tion has been given to systemxbased mod.e.ls as evaluatlion tools (Yucht-
man and. Seashore, 1967; Steers, 1977; Cameron,. 1980). ‘Alt.:hough vari=-
ous researchers have presented ddvantages oé':;dlé.ladvar;:ageé for the use
of 6’ne approach over tﬁg other, neit.p.er approach has ungdergone
thorough empirical examination.

Some research has attempted to ;:ombine aspects of béth models
(Campbell, 1977; Strasser et al, 1981; Cameron, 1931). Many' writers
agree that the gelecti‘;:n of a particular épproach for t:he.’e-valdat.lon
of organ;tzational effectiveness Elepends upon :he-info‘rmacion that de—‘
cision-makers require at a given point in t.’;me. This emphasizes the
need to vary the approach dependent upon the situation (Cunningham,
1976) and i:h perspective of the constltuenf (Jobson and Schneck,
1982; Mendelow, 1983). | |

In the _foilowlng section four approaches to the measurement of
organizational effectiveness will be presented, referencing both
':heore:ical gnd erlnpirical research studies. Sport-relatgd research

»

studies have 'beén included in this__}iterature review.

-

-




TEE GOAL APPROACH

Several researchers have dealt extensively with the goal approach

_to the assessment of organizational effectivemess over the past years

(Etzioni, 1964; Mshoney and Weitzel, 1969; Price, 1972; Child, 1975;
Cunningham, 1977). According to Scott (1977), the major assumption in

all goal-oriented approaches is that there exists a concise operation-

~ - e
al set of goals or objectives within an organization. A second major

- - .
assumption assumes that people within the organization will agree with

—_— -~ ,

* and be motivated by the organizational goals

Etzioni defined a goal as “an image of a future state” (1975:
335). In his approach, the stated goals and objectives of an organi-

zation were compared with the actual realization of those goals aad

. objectives.

Mshoney ané Wéit;el (1969) observed two diff;rent classes of or-
ganizations based on their'goal-oriented approach to the stu&y of of-
ganizational effectiveness criteria: general business and research and
de;elopment. These researchers idehtified'ultimate, intermediate and
immediate criteria in the achieveﬁen: of the final goal. It was found
that the important variablés for businéss organizacioﬁs were producti-
vity, support, utilfzatioh,.ﬁlanning, reliability, cooperacioh and de-
velopment (1969:362). Research and‘developient model variables were
reliabillty, cooéeration'and development (1969:362). These findings
reinforced the position of Price (1972) and Strasser 55_31_(1981)'u1th

respect to the situationality of the application of goal criteria.

e l|

L
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Price (1972) identified support for the goal-oriented approach

from his review and analysis of fifty research studles. He derived a

-~

list“gf proposit%ons related to oréanizat}bnal effectiveness and con—
cluded thaﬁ goal—iﬁentiflc&tion, while difficult, was noé imposslbl?
"if the focus of research 1s on the o;ganizational goalg that the ma-
jor decision-makers actually ﬁursue and if data are collected about
the major decisionrmakers' intentions énd activities™ (Price, 1972:6).

There have been a number of var&a:ions of thergoal—centered ap-"
proach presented in the literature. They include: Eﬁe managerial pro-
cess appr&ach, the management by dbjectives approach, tge organliation
development .approach and cost benefit analysis épproach.

The managerial_ process -approach evaluates an otganizatioﬁ's
effectiveness by f:s abilitf to effectively perform certailn managerial
functions: decision-méking, planning and budgeting (Cunnlngham,
1977). This approach assumes a clear statement ;f objectives and al-
lows tﬁe productivity of the organization to be measured, based on
panageriallproceases. :

Management by objectives exemplifles the pure form of :he'géal-
centered model of effectiveness. Unique objectives-are identified by
each organization and effectiveness is measured in quantifiable terms,
based on the degree to which the organization has succeeded or falled
to meet the objectives (Campbell, 1977). .

J'The organizational development model views effeétiveness in terms
of the orgapizgtion's problem—solvigg_ and renewal caepabllities

{Cunningham, 1977). This model fosters a develbpmental approach by

integrating organizational goals with Individual. needs for growth.
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The essential task of management In this approach was to determine and-
clarify organizatliofal goals such that the people in the organization
could set thelir own goals within s posiéive working environment.

Child (1975) combined aspects of the managerial process approach and

~

the organization development approach, stressing through his proposi- -

tions the importance of securing an effective match between a compa-' -

ny's internal organizational objectives and the neéds of the comsti-
tuencies tht work within the organization.

Cost—benefit analysis is most often used to measure the relative

——

effectiveness of plternat{ye courses of action toward some goal rather

[

than the effectiveness of the whole organization {Campbell, 1977I.r In

o

his ‘discussion of the various goal-based models, Cunningham (1977)

.

concluded by stating that the ultimate choice of approach was depen-

-

dent upon the information needed by the decision-makers and type of

otganizatlohal problem.

{
The difficulties in determining and heasurlng an organization's

goals have been summarized in a paper by Steers (1975). He recognizes
the existence of muJCiplé and often conflicting goals and proposes an

”6perative.goals apprd;ch".- He cites Etzioni regarding a definition

of the operative goals approach: “the capacity of an organization to

use its resources sucdéssfuf;y toward specific ends™ (1975:555). This

approach is not based on static official goais. Instead, it identi-

fies the actual behavioural intentions of an organization -and allows
L - -
for the differential weighting of identified evaluation criteria, to

‘reflect the different valences attached to each goal. Steers (1975)

recommended that, in future, researchers should consider the weighting

-
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of effectiveness criteria as well as a wmore flexible contingency ap— —_

proach to the wmeasurement of effec:iveness. He proposed that “goal
»

would allow the needed flexibility' for crlceria changes over time
(1975'356). Fhrthermore, in his 1976 paper:—Steers again emphasized

—— that effectiveness cannot be universally defined or measured in terms
of a static set of variables. This positlon has been supporCed by
such researchers as Caﬁpbell (1977) and Cameron (1978). Two lmplica;
tions eere presented as a result of his analysis. Steers cencluded
thae the concept of organizatioqal'effec:iveness wes best understoed

-in terms o; a continuous pfoéess rather than.an end state and, that the
recognition of contingencies in the analysis of organizational effec—

itiveness was a central theme (1976:62).

~

' SYSTEM RESOURCE APPROACH

?he systems theory perspective focuses on the effective operation
.of tﬁe organization as a whole through an appraisal of four systemic
precesses and their interreletienships: inpups, eransformatlone (sub—
syétems), outputsAand feedback (Eve;, 1976:19%%A Pennings and Goodman
deecribe the systems approach as one in which "organizatloﬁs are seen
asI0pen systems having exchange relationships with thelr environment
and with subsysteﬁs thet,render a con:ribution to the whole and to
each other, shoe some degree of interdependence and disblay gome
structural arrangement that tuneés them in to each other and to the en-
vironéenﬁ' (1977:148). Among the researchers tha:_ have reinforced

this approach are: Yuchtman and Seashore (1967); Friedlander and

Pickle!(T968); Schein (1972); Katz and Kahn (1978).
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Generglly; systems :heorists'h§5uﬁe organizational effectiveness

-

 to be a multi-dimensional construct. The organization is seen ‘to be

comprised of interdependent subsystems which work together to receive

input from the environment and provide output which meet environmental

needs (Strasger et al, 198l1). Criteria for the measurement of effec—

: ’ - .- - X .
tiveness must then reflect the. major systems components of an organi-

zation. The system resource model was introduced by Yuchtman and

Seashore (1967). These réseaté;;:Q defined an organization's effec—

_ tiveness in terms of the bgrgaiping'position that was attained between

competing organizations and measured by their respeétive abi es to

.

iexbloit the environment in the acquisition of scarce and valu re—’

. W

© sources.

*'Friédiander and Pickle (1968) explordd the concept of total or-
ganizatiogal effectiveness by studying the relationship between inter-
nal and external system effectiveness. Thelr results indicated that
organizatioﬂs-found.it difficult, although necessary, to meet the ma-

for needs of both the employees and the larger soéiety.‘”SQhéin (1977)

~ viewed an organizatiou's,effectiveness in light of its ability to sur—

vive, adapt and grow,'regardless'oflthe particular function it ful-

f111s. He emphasized the need to use m@ltiple'criteria in the mea-
shrement of organizational effectiveness. )

One study which related the system reséurée approach to sport ad~-
ministratégp_ygg_gonducted by Neill (1983). ﬁer regearch developed a
descriptive/analytical model for National Sport Gqﬁgrning Bodies based

on systems theory to é.igf in the understanding of NSGBs as organiza- .

L N
tions and their relationship with the environment. After a review of

= (_—
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the documented policies 4nd ‘procedures of fifteen NSGBs, Neill o.ut-‘
lined a_series-'of recommendations for NSGBs to .assisc them 1in im-
proving their organizat:ior-zal functions. and in:eraétion?\ with the en-
vifon:?ent. Among her recommendations, Neill emphasized that: ~“NSGCBs °
‘shou.ld attempt to identify and to describe uncertainties which ex;.st
within their task environment and:/i.dentify the impact which these un~
certainties have on t'neilr g?a]. agtainment" (i983:113). -. Neill suppor-
ted the use of "bo-unciary_ spanners”, individuals who act as links be-
tween the organization and the enviro.nment, ro ensuré that information
. from the NSGB envifonment was brought into[_g_lye organization to assist
in deéision-making e;nd goal attainment. p |

Additionally, 1t ,.was: recommendea that NSGBs e{ttempt to' f:l.nci £1-
nancial resources otﬁer _than the federal government to "feduce tﬁeir _
dependence on the federal government™ (1983:114). It was also recom-
mended that NSGBs undertake needs assessments as part o_f program
planning and evaluate programs to ensure feedback from the environ-

ment. In her recommendaflons fc—)—r future research, Neill (1983)

! -

supported the.;xeed to deugl\c:r\ev_aluation instruments to empirically
study the relationships between .NSGBs and their environment. This
stu_d;r has developed an evaluation Ains'trumen_t and solicited feedback
from‘key external ccinstituent groups.

Supporters of the systems approach dehemphﬁsi;ze the goal based
definition of effectivenesvs and emphasize :he'importance.of all sys-—
tems processes. Alt:hough_ all researchers agree that the conlstrucl: is

multi-dimensional and -.multiple assessment criteria st be wused,

1little agreement seems to exist as to which systems process'es should
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be consistently employed in the measurement of effectiveness. Nor
. ‘ : _
doehlipére seem to be any clear indication as to the best measurement

techﬁiques given the un;queness,bf organizations ‘and their environ—
ments.

-

INTEGRATED GOAL-SYSTEM RESOURCE - APPROACE :
Séveral theorists hafé attempted to integrate the goal agﬁ-systgm
resource qodelg and_glthough each have different approaches,‘al;'aéree
that the ;se of gpais as a dimension of'organizatlonalfeffec;iveness
cannot be avoideq (Mott, 1972; Steers, 1976; Campbell, 1977; Straésér
et_al, 1981; Hoy and Miskel, 1982; Jobson and Schoeck, 1982). It is
- assumed, therefore, that the use éf operatidnalized organizational
goalsrare esgential to tgg measurement of.organiza:ionél effectiveness
and should be used as one measure of effectiveness in conjunction with
the systems processes. ] _ . <Lt
Mott describéd effective organiza:ions- as "those that 'produce‘
more and higher quality cutputs and adapt‘more effectively to environ-
mental and internai problems than do ochér, similar organizations;
(1972:17). Hi§ criteria for the measurement of'effectﬁveness address—
ed not only the productivity of the Arganizatioq but its adaptability
and flexibility. : ‘ ’
In the description of his go;; optimization model, Steers (1976)
emphasized that his model focused on the process of becoming effec~

tive, given the particular operative goals of an organization, rather

than specifying criteria of effectiveness. As ayresult of his re-
, . . .
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search, he concluded that “the concept of organizational effectiveness

-Is best understood in terms of a continuous brocess rather than an end

state” and that "mgnagers have a continuing responsibilify to recog-
nize environmentai changes...">§1976:62)- _ -

Campbell '(1977) identified thirty different criteria of effec-
tivenessf Altﬁbugh he felt that the goal approach might .have been the
one to pursue at that time, he poidted.out that uitimately the re-
search of goal and éystéms.analysts shoﬁld tendn_to converge; The
goal-oriented analyst seeking to explain the organj2ation's success or

lack thereof In meeting its goals would soon have to investigate the

systems variables, and vice versa.

Strasser et al (1983 acknowledgeq_)tha: in some systems research,
. - ~ .

P
-

the usé of goal criteria should not be avoided, but’used as’one in a
serlies of eqﬁé]]y imﬁortanc criteria. Strasser viewed the.goal and
systems aﬁproaches as a continuum, bounded at one~;R&’By a pure goél
model and on the other by a pure systems model; These resgsearchers ra-
tionalized their continuum énd its boundaries by recognizing that dif-
ferent categories:of m&dels exist for assessing organizatlonalteffec-
tiveness; that positfcns along the continuum differ according to dif—'.
feren;e;‘in criteria and.;hat the application and‘continuum end pﬁlnts

were affectgd by the pre-determined sets of patterns aJpociated'yith

thogse two-defining dimensions. | - .

Hof and Migkel stated that -within the integrated approach “goals

become more diverse and dynamic; they are not static, yltimate states,

_But are subject to change over time”™ (1982:324). These juthors rein-
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in amateur sport organizatioms. The author collected/data from twen-
. b . . - \
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to the exclusion of criteria related to an organization's ability to
adapt and its optimization of other processes such as decision-making

and communication.

\\\ Jobson 2ad Schneck (1982) in their research, defined effective-

\

ne;gﬁﬁudg;-the goal view of organizatioms, in that, ir is the degree
to which the organization attains its end states or:. outcomes. They
recognized,‘however, that because each type of orggnization has "a re-
latively unique sel of goals, functional speciaiizatious, o?ganiza-
tional characteristics and environﬁental conditions, it also will have
a relatively unique set of effectiveness critefiaﬁ (1982:2§i. These
authors also noted that the acquisitiom of resources is based on the
goals that’ the organization is trying to achieve, thus linking major
aspects of both the goal.and systems approaches in their research.
Frisby (1983)loutlined‘foun,purposes for her reseaé;h70n NSGBs.

One of them was most relevant for this study and addressed a number of.

structural variables to determine the extent to which indices of goal

- -

and systems models of organmizational effectiveness were,jnf;;re ated

A

* . { e
ty-nine executive directors of Olympic Sp&b:grggigg’é questionnaire.
. 1

As secondary resources, she reviewed administrative and technical pro-
. _ \ ;

files of these sports.. She found that—batrh—goal and systems models

were complementary tools in the measurement of organizational effec-

tiveness and that the acquisition of financial: resources by the sport

association was positively associated with the attaimment of organiza-

‘tional objectives. It was also found that National Sport Governing
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"Bodies with well documented job descriptions and formallzed sfaff'

. :’ - . '
evaluation systems were more  likely to have had Increased government

financial support over a twelve yéhr period (Frisby, 1983:240). &pe-

cifically, Frisby (1983) indicated that the following structural vari-

. .
ables were most strongly associated with effectiveness measures: job

description formalization, personnel centrallzatlon, the clerical
ratio, paid staff professionalism"and 'paid staff turnover rate.

Generally speaking, the study showed that the’ more National Spoft

Governing Bodles possess features of bureaucratic structures, ‘the more

effpetive they are at acﬁuiring financial resources and achieving

goals 6f performance excellence. .

It seems apparent that the lntegrated goal-gsystem resource
approach is conming closer to tﬁe conceptualization of organizational
effectiveness as a construct vérsus one moael, definition or set of
criteria. Howeger, questions relating to the change in cr;teria over
time, the source of criteria and cHe perceived effectiveness of organ-
izatious Baged on intérnal and external constituencles do no:‘appear
t¢ have been thoroughly aédressed'within the ambit of.this Integrated
approach.

CONSTITUENCY APPROACH

The constituency view of effectiveness is one of the most recent
approaches to be addresssed by ;esgarchers. This. approach further
elaborates’ on the Iutegrated‘goal—system resource moéel, emphasizing
the peéd to acinog}edge viewpoints of various constituent groups. Ome

will receive different answers to the question “How well is the
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_organization dolng?” dépending upon to whom_rhe question is directed.
The constltuency approach asks a number of quostions: "Nha:-constftu-

encles exist in a particular setiing? What effectivenoss assessments.
does each now reach? What are the consequences of these.asséssments?'-
(Connolly et sal, 1980:216). The underlying éssumption of all consti-
tuency based research is that orgahizatlooal effectiveness critoria
wil} differ depending.upon whose ‘viewpoint Is taken into consideration
(Steers, 1976;‘Goodﬁan‘and PtnniogQJ 1977; Cameron, 1978; Jobson and
. Schneck, 1982; Reimaon,'1982§ H;ndelow, 1933; Gaor:ner'and Ramnarayan,

1983). ' |

As a conclusion from his analysis, Steers t1976) emphasired not

only the importance of ﬁeosuring the processes of on organization, but

underscored .- the oentral role that constituencies have {n any discus-
slon of effectiveness. Pennings and Goodman have referred to the in-
ternal constituencles of an organization anQ,;he importance of the

"dominant coalition™ in their uri:ing. They suggested that the "domi-
nant c¢oalition comprioes- a direct and Indireet representation or
.crogs=section of horizontal-contituencieo.(that is, subunits) dnd ver-
tical constituencies (subhias émployers, management, owners or stock-—
ho;ders) with different and possibfk_competing expectationg" (1977:

152). * This approach allows,input_by various groupo and individuals
within the organization into the identification of effectiveness cri-
teria. Cameron (1978) provided further elaboration-of Pennings and
Goodman's approach and pointed out that some researchers rely heavily

on major decision—makers, while ochers suggest that administrators or .

sanagers should be utilized. Reimann conducted a longitudinal study
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on 2 number of manufacturing companies and demonstrated that the domi-

nant coélitioﬂ of toﬁ organizational deﬁision-makers were able and,

willing to make “reasonably objective and accurate judgmeﬁcs about the

potential effectiveness of their organization™ (1982:332).

Octher authors have indicéted that numerous influential constitu-

encies outside the boundaries of an organization are important in de-

fining its effectiverness. G#ertner and Ramnarayan (1983) proposed a
paradigm that was bésed on an approagch which viewed the effectiveness
of an organization as its ability to account successfully f;r ics Qut—
put and operations to its various internal and external constituen-
cles. It was argued'that “effectiveness in organlizations ;s not a
thing, or a goal, or a characteristic™of organizational ou:ﬁuts or be-
haviours, bpt rather a gtate of relations within and émong relevant
constituencies of the organization™ (Gaertner and Ramnarayan 1983:97).
| Jobson and Schneck (1982) empioyed the‘;iewpoints'of both intgt-

- nal ;nd external conffituencies in their research on the effectiveness
of Royal Capa@één/gounted ?olice units in Alberta. They found that
"multipie criterié of effectivenesg,haerived from multiple gogls of
both internal and external conséituents, create very comﬁlex interre—

lationships'émong the criteria - relationships that may result In num

erous tradeoffs, potential conflict and inconsistencles” {Jobson and

Schneck, 1982:43). These researchers conclude& that, in practice,.co
elininate conflicting demands of.consticuencies, sequential attention
to goals and tradeoffs may.assist the organizacion 1n meéting the
needs of its major constituent groups. Dubin (197%) also referenced

the :rédeoffq that are often required between the iaternal and exter-
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nal constituent groups of an organizatiorn in its_pursuit of effective-
nesg. He propéséd a8 strategy for ﬁanagefé iIn business orgapizations
go assist them in making decisions ;boué whose effectiveness goals to
" address. In his proposed strategy, Dubin empgasized tﬁa:‘depending
upon whether one was an.internal or 3n external constituent, the means
of measuring effec:ivenes§ could. be quite differeat ;md, in many.
cases, the views of both groups would have to be taken into accougt
simultaneously (1976:12).

" Mendelow (1983) defined effectiveness as the extent go which or-
ganizations are able to meef societal demands. Given this position,
the author stated that in order to be effective, an organization must
firgc ‘deterrine who its stakeholders are and then determine ghe out-

puts desired by those sfakeholders.‘ This researcher felt that expli-
cit formulation of stakeholder effecéiv;ness criteria was cruciai for
three reaso;s:' to aid in exposing underlying assumptibns of different
constituent groups; to enable prioritization of outputs for the
achievement of effectiveness and to determine the effects which chan-
ges in stakeholder odiputs over time will have on existiqg or future
strategies of the organization (Hendelow, 1983:71)5 Mendelow (1983)
algso stressed the importance af recognizing those stakéholders such as
government agencles wha occupy regulatory positions relative to the
organization but outside the organization. ) ' -

Research on organizational effectiveness and sport-related

organizations has been‘very limited. The sport-related research that

has been completed recognized the importance of idenCifyiné constitu-

.
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—:xt'groups. Eheiladura;.gs_gl (1981) used a sample of university stu-
dents aqd'identifled eleven sets of effectiveness criteria for Inter—
collegiaté‘afhletig programs. - The au:hors ﬁééed that 1f the sample
conétituehc group had been decision-makers, diff;ren:‘sets of effec-
tiveness criteria may have been identified. Hansen (1983) theorized
:ﬁa: if égréement or concordance existed on the priorities of a spofc
organization among identifie& key constituent groups- holdlng simllar
goals, then both the organization an§ the environment would beneflt.

Szyszlo (1984) obtained informa:ibn from the volunteer and profe;—

sional adm;nis:ratofs of both Olympic and Non—-Olymplc NSGBs to deter—

nine if their perceptions of what constituted effectiveness were con—

3

gruéné. A six dimenéional ﬁSGB effectiveness scale was developed To
identify the relative emphasis placed on the dimensions of NSGB effec—
%iveness; The scale consists of the foilowing dimensions: - Input-
hunan resources, input—monetafy resources, throughput-mass, through=-
put-elite, output-mass and ocutput-elite (Szjszlo, 1984). N

4§ased on the analysis of his Aa:a, Szyszlo found thgt the volun—
~'teerland‘professional administrators of bo:h.OlymﬁLc and Non-0lymplc

NSGBs were congruent Iin theilr pErceptions of what constitutes effec—-

. . &

tiveness. .The effecgiveness model envisioned by the ﬁSGB a#ministraé
tors was seen t0 be multidimensional with Input-human resources,
thro;ghput-mass, throughput—elite and output—elite as the fOur most
importanf effectiveness dimensions.

Szyszlo (1984) =also found that aécessing multiple sources of

monetary input was not considered by adminfgtrators to be a factor

important to the effectiveness of a NSGB. Administrators did agree
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that effectiveness was related to meeting orgénizacional goals as tﬁéy
.addres;ed both mass participation and elite sport activities; however,
they did not éonsider the“oucput4mass dimension as one of the most
impbrtant measures. of effectiveness (Szyszio 1984:68). The au:hor
concluded his -paper by emphasizing that the "model of efféctivenéss
envisaged by the NSGB administrators 1s -"complex” and "clearly multi-
dimensional™ (§zyszlo 1984:69). Szyszlo's (1984).recommendatioﬁs have

been addressed in the pfesent study: ~ the uneed to Investigate the
effectiveness perceptions of external constituencies,. particularly
Fit&éss and Amatéur Sport and the need to recognize the situétlonarlty
of effectiveness criteria in developing ofganizations..

Researchers of the constituency approach have.realized that a
high level of effectiveness from on;.poin: of view may be lnterpreted
as iow effeccivenqgg__ffom the perspective of another constituency
(Connolly et al, 1980; Jobson and Schneck, 1985; Cameron and Whetten,
1983). Connolly et al employed a ﬁmltiple—const;éuency appr;ach in
thelir research and stated that “no ;urprise is engehdered y the dis-
covery that stockholders, senlor managers, employee unions and c@s-

tomers espouse divergent views of what the organization's goalé should

be” (1980:216). Kanter and Brinkerhoff (1981) fully supported the

multiple constituency approach, but argued that to simply acknowledge °

that there are many viewpoints is not enough. They concluded that the
search for objective standards to'meqpure the_effectiveness of organl-
zations was no longer ‘a tenable approach: "Multiple cbnstituencies

and multiple envronments require multiple measures” (1981:344).

wa
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-In their most recén: text, _Camerod and Whetten (1983) have
suggegted that research guidelines. be used to assist in clarffying the
parameters of future organizational effectivenzii\qyesearch. These
authors do not advocate the ‘use of one approach over another,. Aut
emphasiie that- whereas each approach "is valuable in i:; own right
becausg it includes distinctions absent 1in cég others, none has enough
explan#tory power o supercede other approaches" (1983:7-8).  The
h§3umptibns, strengths and weakn;sseg of any approach must be clearly
defined for-the purposes of evélhating the approach utilized and iden-
tifying the parameters of the research.to fécilitate the comparison of
different approaches. "Multiple perspec:ive§ (models) are required to,

“understand organizational effectivéness; but the resulf of tﬁese mul-
tiplé pérspectives must be recorded in relationship to ome another"
(Caqéron and Whetten,- 1983:20). 1In other words, it is the position of
these researchers that different models, be they goal based or systems
based may be useful in effectiveness studies as long as the persﬁec-
tive 'is cleaély defined, prov{ding a framework for %cmparativ: re-
search. T )

Several other researchers have directly or indirectly provided
s;pport for the multiple models perspective; Hoy and Miskel (1982)
supported the use of the in:egfated goal and system resource model and
expanded this approach by takiné into account‘the additional dimen-—
sions of time, organizacional Ié;el, mdltiple ;onscituenciea:and mul-
tiple c;iteria. They proposed chaf a modified vérsion of Parsons'

model could be employed to help in the selection of specific organiza-

tional effectiveness indicators. Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983) utilized
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an expert panel to study. Campbell's (1977) list of thirty indices of
organizational effectiveness. The purpose of the first stage of the
judgemen: casi was to reduce the last of effectiveness crite;iaﬁto
contaiﬁ only slngular constructs pertaining to performance evalutions
Vof organizationai units. The second stage of the Q:udy asked experts
to;makeAjudgeﬁents about the similariqy between every péssible palring
of the seventeen criteria not eiimina?id in the first stage. This re-
sulted'in-Fhé presentation of s framework comprised of fodr models:

huzan relations, internal process, rational goal and ;;en system.‘

. . ors concluded that their multiple. models cqnceptlprovidéd an ovefall
' framework to guide subsequent efforts at organizational assessmenc; =~
Goodman et al (1983) discussed :ﬁévﬁﬁiﬁiple models perspectlive
from a different vantage point. They stated tha:kihere should be: a
general moratorium on "overall™ studies of-organizational effective-
neés and that in—deth micro~studies of organizational outcomes are
needed to correct the deficiencies and lack of theoretical convergence
in the study of organizaticnal effectiveneés. One of the undérlying‘
prem;ses for this position is that there is at presenﬁ “"no singular,
persimonious model or theory of organizatiomal effectiveness” (1983:
164) and that, in future, "it is not likely'that there will be conver- °

gence of a single theory of OE™ (1983:165). These writers treated the’

multiple models perspective as an assumpt;bn for their micro-studies

—

approach to organizational effectiveness.

- - —
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I; the-presenta:;cn'of their case for the adoption of the mul-
tiple modéls p;rspective, Cameron.and Whetten 61983) did not present a
model, definition or a set of criteria to describe this approach. ‘Eg
do this would have been incongruous with their position and bellefs.

.They'emphasized in their writing that future researchers must spené
more time developing s:aﬂdardized guidelines for assessing effectlve-
ness rathér than trying to develop unila;eral‘théories of effective~-
ness. Cameron and Whégfen (1983) presented a series of seven guide-
lines which provide a framework for asdessing organizatlonal effec—

' -
tiveness.

The major research questions wepresenting the seven decision

‘guidellines are stated below and detailed descriptions can be found. lno-

Appendix A, , A -

Guideline l: From whose perspeécivé is the effectiveness belng

Judged?

ks

=~ Guideline 2: On what domain of ac:ivlty_ig’the judgement fo-

cused?
Guideline 3: What level of analysis is being used? -
. Guideline 4: What is the purposé'for judging effectiveness?
| Gulideline 5: What time frame is beling émpléyed?
Guideline 6: What type of data are being used for judgements of
| effectiveness? | .
Guideline 7: What is the referent agalinst which Effective;ess is
judged?

-~ .
These guidelines incorporate the four dimensions suggested by Hoy

and Migkel (1982) and further define the parameters for future organi-.
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zational effectiveness research by addressing demain, purpose, type of

data and referent. -The implementation of these guiding questions al-

lows researchers fo measure organizational effectiveness at a given

point ip time for stated internal and externmal consti:ueﬂci;s of or-
ganlzations. It also ensures a clear understanding of the comparabi-
lity of results. . .

The aforementioned researchefs clearly supported the approach

that assessments of organizational effectiveness must be based on the

/perspecg;yés of key cgnscituent groups such that an organization ﬁ;;‘v

- -_be "rated highly effective on various di;énsions by its senior ﬁanage—

ment, moderately effective by its customers, and quite ineffective by
EY

a government regulatory agency” (Connolly et al, 1980:212). .Jobson

and Schneck (1982) stated that because effectiveness criteria reflect

the self-interest of various groups "a multiplicity of internmal and

external criteria are needed for a more comprehensive evaluation  of
organizations” (1982:26). Cameron and Whetten (1983) reinforced these
concerns and emphasized the Importance of defined research guidelines

in future empirical studies on organizational effectiveness.

In-reviewing the most recent literature, it would appear that

many reqearche;s have now rejected the notion that any one definitionm,

set of criteria or model can be utilized to describe organizational

effectiveness in a universél fashion. Most researchers seem to agree

N
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thaé‘ orgéni;ational effectiﬁeness has both multiple dimensions and .
criteria, and, 1its definiéion is specific both to the type of organi- .
zation and the individualsléomprising the key constituencies inte;nal
and ekcerqal to that crganization.

To t#is point in Eime; however, the differencgs ih approach have
made 1t difficult if not impossible ca.replicate completed empifilcal
studies{ In additioﬁ,'although some of the comple:ea research has '
beén helpful in the identification-aﬁé description of a variety of mo=-
'éels, multiple models guldelines for the application of'effectiveness_
criteria ha;e not been utlilized. o .

Hoy and Miskel reiterated the need to employ “"a more comprehen—
sive theoretical formulation for guiding future research efforts”
(1982:32%5. These authors cited studies that have attempted to use a.
varlety of approacheslln assessment of effectiveness but recog-
nized, as_ﬁid Cameron and Whetten (1983), éhat few if any studies.have
identified an& addressed the guildelines considefed critical to ensur-

- .

ing that the research was evaluable and comparable.

Cameron and Whetten {1983) stressed the nécessity of employing a

" multiple models perspective in any futﬁ;e research. These researchers

-

empﬁasized that multiple conceptualizations of organizations (versus a

‘universal model), unbounded construct space (versus s single defini-.

*

;ion) arrd an absence of comsensual criteria (versus one set of cri-

teria) Xre central to future organizational effectiveness research.

'y
-

In organizational effectiveness studles, different attempts
to map the terrain have mostly been recorded with na consid-
eration given to how they relate to onme another. Isolated
assessments have been the norm, and theoretical treatises

[N
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have generally attempted to replace rather than to add -to
one another...Mulriple perspectives {models) are required tg
understand organizational effectiveness, but the result of
these multiple perspectives must be recorded in telationship
to one another. In this manner, a .cumulative literature
mapping this conmstruct space can be degeloped. (Cameron and -
Whetten 1983:20) . :

.

This study has utilized Cameron_and Whetten's research guidelinés

. ‘., to assess the effectivenkss of 2 sample of NSGBs in the administrative

domain. — Six vgriables hiyve been identified and defined based on a

¥ 2 ' :
review of the 1i ee Table 1). The comnstitugncy apprpach has

-

- been employed,' this research on the sig:Jaricies and dif-

ferences in perceived effectiveness by key stakeholdets. - -

RATIONALE FOR THE -STUDY . .-

Empirical studies to date have not systematically utilized
Cameron and Whetten's (1983) decision guidelines to identify organiza-

r_j; tional effectiveness criteria for/NSGBs. Specifically, the éuidelinés
. ' { . ) .
. . i Y I . M R
highlight the }importance of clearly\ldenc1fy1ng information relating

-

“to the developmental stage of the organization and the type (intermal

—

' versus external) of constituent groups to be studied.

. : Szyszlo (1984) recommended that future research bé longitudinally

based to assess possible changes in effectiveness criteria over time;

" however, he did not investigate the relationship between the develop-

-

. i . . . . . g
mental stage of the-organization and relevapft effectiveness indicators

in his studyf? Frisby (1983) also refergficed the need to consider the

developmental stages of organizationd, in_ effectivenmess research.
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_ DEFINITIONS

..

"

TABLE 1
~

OF. SELECTED VARIABLES AND SUPPORTING EfERéNCES=

Variable

Operational Definirion

References *

Adaptability’

Communication

Finance

Growth

Human Resources

Organizational
Planning

_tion to communicate

the ability of an”organiza=~"
tion to change 'its standard
operating procedures in res-
pouse to environmental
changes

the ability of an organiza-

informa-
tion in a complete, efficient
and accurate manner to all
constituent groups

the ability of an organiza-

tion to acquire and manage
multiple funding sources

the ability of the organiza-
tion to increase its human and
physical resources

the ability of the organization

to ‘attract, maintain and
improve administrators (paid
and volunteer)

the ability of an organization

all ongoing and future
activities .

Georgeopoulous &
Tannenbaum (1957);

- Bennis (1962);

Price (1968; Mort
(1972); Campbell
(1977); Quinn &
Rohrbaugh (1983)

Schein (1970}
Campbell (1977);
Quinn & Rohrbaugh
(1983)

Frisby (1983);

Szyszlo (1984)

Katz & Kahn (1966);

Child (1974, 1975);
Campbell (1977);
Quinn & Rohrbaugh
(1983)

Campbell (1977);
Quinn & Rohrbaugh
(1983); Frisby
(1983)

Georgopoulous & Mann
to'plan, implement and monitor— (1957);

Campbell

(1977}; Quinn‘&

- Rohrbaugh (1983}

@

-

>
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Through the use of the Cameron and Whetten's (1983) guidelines, the

-present research has controlled for developmental stage. Further im

plications about effectiveness and its relatlonship with the organlza-

tion's 1ife cycle have been ﬁreSented in the discussion section of

4

~

this paper.

Mahy researchers have recommended-that organizational_effecciﬁe-

ness reseatrch investigate the environment and the differences in per—

ception of internal and external constituent groups (Steers, 1976;

Goodman and Peunnings, 1977; Cameron, 1978; Jobson hhd\Schneck, 1932&

Reimann, 1982; Mendelow, 1983; Gaertner and Ramnarayau,'1983; Neiil;'

1983: Szyszlo, 1984). However, little of this research has been em

pirically based, and those fesearchers ,suéh as 'Cameydh (1978) and

-
-

Szyszlo (1984) who have done applied studles, fccus-bnly on internal

constituent groups. The presentJigﬁéy has addressed the differences
iq perce;ved effedtivenesif5€£:eenﬁigggrnal and e;ternaﬁ constituen—
cles of NSGBs. ///"

In addicggp,;o/:hoée problems idencified in the literature regar

ding the meégurement of organizational efféc:iveness, this research

.
‘

has provided sporE administrators with.further information in evalua~

'

'ting their own organizations. ‘In. the past there has not been a great

deal of coh&ern on the part of either NSGB administrators or the Fit-

—

ness and Amateur Sport Branch of the federal government about sport
- A Y

organlzations justifying their programs and showing evidence that go-
vernment contribution funds are being utilized effectively. -The majo-

rity of NSGBs receive ougrgﬂalf of their annual budgets from Fitness

and Amateur Sport, specifically‘Spoft Canada. Due to severe fiscal

N
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‘ganizational agsessments.

3%

. .t -

constraints and cutbacks by the federal government in recent years,

funding is no longer allocated as due process, or based on hiscurlcal

precedent. More recently, the importance of addressing the adminis-

trative as well as the technical needs of natlonal sport organizatlons

has been recognized by Sport Canada in a Cabinet document “Fitness and -

Amateur Sport in the 80's: A Challenge to the Natlon™ where it was

A nunber of assumptions have been derived from observations
of the current state of affairs related to the administra-
tive ziemants .in the business, of national level amateur
sport. These assumptlions lead to the conclusion that if the
federal government is committed to the development of excel-
lence in sport, it must be committed to aiding and encoura-
ging competent, effective administration (1981:9).

The pressure being brought fo bear on Sport Canada is being
passed hlsng to its =actlonal sport clients. At the present time, the-
majority of N3UBs .ate dependent on Sport Canada funds to malntaln -
thelr administracivé stuctures. Clear statements of organlzational
mandates and evidencé of planning and evaluation measures are required
frior to‘any consideration being given to the requests for funding
(Sport Canada Contributions Program, 1984-85). National sport admini-
stfators are attempting to ;espond to the demands for 1nc§eased ac—
countability not only from the federal government but also from cor-
porate sponsors by undertaking such activities as strategic planninéﬁ
organizaciénal assessment and program eualuations.' The pfeaenc re-

search has provided sport administrators with a aumber of specific in-

dicators of effectiveness that may be useful in thelr respective or-

-




PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

. ~

* This study utilized a cohscltuency approach and identified cri-
teria‘which Influence& the organizational effectiveness of NSGBs. Key

stakeholders from within the Jrganization and external constituent

t

groups with majdr financial cogtrol were surveyed and the differences

in perceived effectiveness have been identified and compared.

The specific purposes of this research were:

(1) _to identify organizational effectiveness varilables relevant to

-
-

the administrative domain of National Sport Governing Bodies;

(2) to empirically test these variables using a sample of NSGBs;
" <

(3) to identify the perceived differences in organizational effec—
tiveness among the five constituent groﬁps;
(4) to identify the perceived differences in organizationﬁl effec-

tiveness between the Iinternal and external constituent groupings.

v

Answers to the following research questions were add;essed:'
- What are the indicators of organizational effectiveness for NGSBs
within the administrative domain? .

- What similarities and differencesg exist in the pegcéived organi-

zational effectiveness within the administrative domain of NSGBs

among identified constituency groups? - .

.
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.SESEARCH HYPOTHESES |
Based oun the literature review.of-;rganizé:iongl'effectivéness
and the aughof's expeqiénce in the sport adﬁinistrgéion fieid, the
follbwing hypothgses were formulated:

1. There will be no sigﬁificént-dlfferences among the five constiﬁu—
ent groups for the six Qrgani;ation;l effectiveness varlables in

‘the admiyist;ative domain.
2- There will be no significant differences between 1nternalland ex=
ternal constitueng groups for the six organizational effective-

ness variables In tﬁe administrative domain.
OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS AND GUIDELINES

For the purposes of this study, tﬁe following operational defini-
tions and gqidelines were defined.
1. Organizatlonal Defini:ions. .
1.1 Organizational Effectiveness
‘ Fgr the purposes of this study, organizational effectiveness
was defined as the ability of the NSGB to acquire and utl-
lize human, physicai and financial resources‘to accomplish
its ébjectives and accommﬁdate the needs of Iits major'cpné-
‘tituents. -
1.2 Executive Director
An Executive Director within a NSGB may be identified by‘a |
- variety of titles such as director gengrai, general manager

~.

or chief executive officer. Regardless of the title, tbls
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individual.is responsible for all the day-to-day administra-
tive activities of the NSGB. The Executive DiréccOr is gen— -
i e;ally resboﬁsible for tﬁe Supervisiog of activities of ali
‘bcher NSGB employees and reports to the President.
1.3 President
. Ihg Presidén: haé the ultimate decision-making au:hofity
within the NSGB and is responsiﬁlé for the effective use ﬁf
all human apd financial fesources. The President is a vol-
unteer and is generally in office for a minimum two year
term.
l.4. National Coach
The National (ﬁach is employéd by the NSGB to oversee the
training gnd competitive needs of all national team ath-
"letes. The National Coach is responsible for ensuring.that
the athletes' needs are,addressed by the President and qthef
executive and staff members. There are both men's and wo-
men's national team coaches withip some.NSGBs. |
1.5 Sport Canada Consultant
‘ Those Sport'Canada {(federal government) staff that consult
on a regulér basis with those NSGBs in the'gample for.this
study vere idgntified.. Consul tants, through the course of
their daily work yi:h NSGB volunteers and staff have consid-
erablg influence on the managemené’of NSGB resources.
l.é Corporate Sponsor
Cﬁrporate Spohsg:s are those qqn—governmental—cérporations

N

or agencies that have made significant financial contribu-
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tions to NSGBs based on assurances of sound administrative
and filnancial practices by the NSGB. REPreseﬁtatives of

those major corporations who have been involved with one or

more NSGBs ‘for a mininum period of two years and whose

annual contributions exceeded $100,000 per year were Ilnclu-

ded In this.study.

2. Guidelines

2.1 Constituencies
The viewpoints of three internal and two extérnal constl:u;
encies relevant to NSGBs were researched in this study.

Constituencies were selected based on their knowledge of,

participation in and influence on the management of the

NSGB..

2.2 Domain

NSGBs have three major areas of activity or domains. The

high perforﬁ:ance'domain includes those activities and pro-
grams specific to the production of elite athletes. The
participation domaln includes those activities and programs

designed to increase the number of  participants lIn the

- . sport. The administrative domain.includes those activities

which a>e undertaken to acqulire and develop the human and




2.3 Level
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The administrative domain as defined is the :supp&rting
structure for-all prograﬁs that the NSGB undertakes in con—
junction'wich its‘organizational objectives. The organiza-
tional effectiveness of_a number of NSGBs within the admini-
strative domain has been assessed in this study.

of Analysis

This study focused on the organizational le;él of analysis

for a sample of National Sport Governing Bodies.

. 2.4 Purpose

~

To identify organizational effectiveness varlables relevant

_ to the administrative domain of NSGBs.

To empir;cally test these variables using a sample of NSGBs;

To identIfy the perceived differences in organizational ef-

" fectiveness among the five constituent groups.

-

To iden:ify the perceived differences in organizational
effectiveness between the internal and extermal constituent

groups.

2.5 Time Frame

The research was.completed_within the 1984-85 fiscal year.

»

2.6 Type of Data

Perceptual data was utilized in this study.

2.7 Referent

NSGB effectiveness “was evaluated using a static set of
characteristics. The sanple population was asked to judge .
the lmportance of a series of ecriterion statements in

describing NSGB operations.
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LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

The limi:Q:ions of this study have been outlined, for the most
part, §y the research guidelines. It should be emphasized, however,
that the researcher has investigated crigeria of organizational effec-

_tiveness within one domain of the sample of NSGBs. To obtain an over-

all measure of effectiveness, oWe high performance and participation

domains must also be evaluated.

Further, although the researcher has attempted to control for the

developmental stage of the sample of NSGBs, Cthere may be factors asso-.

ciated with the level .of development of organizations within the

sample population that limit the interpretation of the results of this

study.




GENERAL DESIGN

This study employed survey methodology flor the. collecztion of per-
ceptual data on organizational effectiveness within the adminmistracive
 domain from five NSGB constituent groups. Survey methodology was uséd
for this research be;cause it was deemed to ‘be the most exi:edient way
-of collecting perceptual ‘.da::a from a relatively large group of people
" living in different regioms of Canada. Time and cost factors inhibi-
ted the use of an Interview format. In additlon, the use of the
_mailed questionnaife was not an imposition on the potential respon—
dents if they did not wish :o‘ complete the -instrument (Alreck and.
Settle, 1985). 3 ‘ -

~

SAMPLE

The sample consisted of " National Sport Governing Bodies recog-
nized by Sport Canada who have maintained a national office at the
Nationai Sport and Recreation Centre for a minimum o_f,eigl"it years.
'_I'hirty—three.NSGBs met this clri.terion. See Appendix B for a listing

of NSGBs included in the study.
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. Five constituent‘groups were Identified for inclusion in the sur—
vey sample. They represented 1ndividuals inside and outside the NSGB
that had a major impact on whether or not the NSGB was able to func—
tion effectively within lts adwinistrative domain. The lnternal con-
stituencies weﬁe }dentified as: the executive directors (N=31) “em
pioyed by the NSGB, the volunteer presidénts (N—33) of the NSGB and
the national coaches (N=47) Ext;rqal constituencies. were identlfied
as those Sport Canada consultants (N=14) assoclated with the sample of
NSGBs and representativeg from corporaﬁe sponsors (N=15) who had pro-
vided financial assistan?e to NSGBs within the sample. .-nu——-l

>

IDENTIFICATION OF VARIABLES : .f—__‘__\,

A reviewlof the literature on organiza:ionai effectiveness was
conducted and organizatiéﬁal effectiveness variables that had beén
used in empiricallrésearch and ueré'apprOpriac; for non-proflit organi;
zations were identified earlier. Based on the literature, both sport
‘and non-sport related, and the experience of the researcher ln her
. seven—year tenure with Fitness and Amateur Sport, 'six variables of
organ}zational_effectiveﬁesé for NSGBs In the administrative domain
were selected. The selected variables were: adaptabllity, communica-

Eion, finance, growth, ‘hpman resources  and o:gaﬁizational planning

{refer to Table 1).
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A questionnaire was developed for the collection of perceptual

data from the identified internal and external constituent groups..
The instrument was tested for validiry and reliability prior to its

distribution to the sample.
Validiry Testing

A panel of ten sport administration experts was identified to

assist. in the two phases of validity testing. Judges or experts are

often used in validity testing tSmith, 1975). The counmensus of the
experts, be it high ;r low on a given variable, demonstrates the pre-
dictive abilit; of the-instrumént.- A lisg of the cri:eria used in the
selecgion of experts can be found in Appendix C. An expert review
criterion rating scale'waé-designed and personally ﬂist?ibuted to the
':eﬁ experrs with a detailed éxplana:iPn of the purpbses of the study.
and the vglidity testing. The purpose of phase one was to establish

the/validity of the.38 items as indicators of the six organizationmal

effectiveness variables previously identified. After receiving re-

sponses from all experts, follow-up interviews;wére conducted by the
researcher to discuss the rationale for éach-;esponse and to identify
any additions, deletions or mndificafiops to the criterion statement
Pisé. A.copy of the expert rveview criterion rating scaIé'(Part‘I)'has

been included in Appendix D ‘along with a summary of the responses for

each item. All items with a total point score of less than fifteen



but of a possible: thirty points were modified based on feedback from-
®

the experts. Seven additional items were added based on the consensus

of two or more experts.

The purpose of the second phase of the validity testing was to

- ensure that each item or statement related primarily td one of the six

identified variables, thereby confirming“che proposed categorization

of the researcher. A second expert review instrument was designed and
mailed to the experts (see Appendix E). Experts were asked to match

each of the thirty-eight criterion items with one of the six identi-

fied variables of organizational effectiveness. The operational defi-

nitrions fo; the six variables were provided.
» Eight of the .ten experts were able to participate in phase two'.
CIf at least fifcy percént of the experts agreed_on the matching of a
statement to‘a varia?le, the item was deemed aéé' table. If less than
fifty percent of the eiper:s agreed-on any mateh, the iTem was rejec—
ted or revised based on further discussion with ghe experts. Twenty-
four of thé thirty-six acceptable items received a minimum eighty-
eight percent ag?eement rating Sy the panel. Two items wéré rejected,
seven were modified and the remainder were retained. Table Zﬂprovides

- P}
a summary of the results of the validity testing.

Reliability Testing

Based on the results of the validity testing, a questionnaire was

drafted for use in the test-retest reljability testing process. The - -

\

-

by 3
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¢ TABLE 2 ,
. . ~ .
VALIDITY TESTING: SIMMARY OF RESULTS OF EXPERT REVIEW .
Variable Item Agreement Retain ‘Revise Reject Comments _
Among . ’ -~
Experts(2) - : ‘ )
Adaptabillity. 1 &8 x
7 100 X .
. 13 - 88 x
o 19 .. 88 x -
Communication 3 75 x :
9 - 100 x
15 100 - S ~
21 .- 100 x g
26 100 x
31 100 x’
e : 34 88 x . .
: 36 88 x ‘ .
. el
Finance 6 100 x
) 12 38 - x + word misleading
revised & simpliffed
18 63 x : . _
. 24 63 x e ¢larified wording
. ’,.L," . 29 . 88 x N - .
' 33 63 x « clarified wording
_ Growth 2 - 75 . x
: T8 Q x
: 3 - 14 38 X :
20, ° n/a - x « duplicate question
25 63 x
30 63 x )
" Human Resources & 88 x - .
10. B8 x
16 « 100 x
22 100 x - .
- . 27 75 x T
a2 100 x
35 88 x
37 -~ 88 x »
- 38 X : X \
‘Organizational 5 88 x ’
Planning «11 88 x
17 88 x
23 100 x ‘ :
28 13 - x -+ deemed not relevant
;‘ - ) for NSGBs

7
- b
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instrument consisted of thirty-six criterion statements that ha¢ been

- .identified ;nd'deehed acceptable by the expert paﬁel. Each :espondent
" was asked to indicace their response to each of the statemén;s py
" checking off a box on a five~point Likert scale. Respgqée alterna-
E;yes ranéed from “not at all important” to "essentiai“ on a one-to-

five point “scale. The Likert scale has been used by Mott (1972) "and

. Jobson and Schnecg_(1982) in theirzorganizational effectiveness re-

search. The scale is wmost appropriately used when measuring intensity

of feeling and 1s highly reliable when it comes to an ordering of _

" people with regard to a particular attitude (Miller, 1977:89).

- ’ A cover letter, instructions and the questionnaire (see Appén@ix
F) were mailed to forty-seven professional staff memberé,of national
sport{organizations housed in the Nationa; Sport' and Recreation Centre
in Ot:awa; These individua%s were seiected based on their knowledge

of NSGB operations and -their accessibility to thg researcher. The re-

1iability subjects were not part of the final survey sample. Three
weeks later, the quéstidhnaire was agalin mailed to the‘fofty-seven in-
dividuals for retest purposes; ‘

Complete test-retest data was received from'twency—nine Tespon—
h _ o=

dents and Pearson correlations were computed for each of the six vari-

ables. Cronbach (1970) suggested that anything greater than .50 is . .

acceptable for group scores in a research setting. ‘A1l six variable

L)

scores were statistically significant at the .05 level. A summary of

the correla:ion results is shown in Table 3. Based on the result®, of

-

the correlational analysis, no changes were made to the survey ques—

tionnaire.

lI
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‘TABLE 3

’ -
RESULTS OF REQIABILITY TEST-RETEST

Test/Retest .
Pearson Correlation
i . Coqfficient -
Variable // } (N=%9)

Adaptabilify . ' 4T

- Organizational Planning - o .70

* Due to the low coefficient, results for the adaptabili-
ty varidble should be interpreted with c'au:ion-.g_ -

-~ . . . -
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Subscale Analysis

L]

A post-hoc subscale analysis was ‘conducted on the 36 item ques-

tionnazire. = The analysis imvolved both item-total gcorrelations and

computations of internal consistency estimates (Crombach's alphal.

Ttem-total cérrelations are correlatioms of each criterion statement

with the sums of the other statements specific to that variagble scale,

apd with each of the sums ‘of statements describing the other five

variable scales. . -

The results of the item-total correlations showed that each of

.

the six scales was internally consistent (see Tdble 4). ~ In two

scales, finance and growt}, one item had a low correlation with other

-

jtems in the scale, depressing the values of alpha. 1In the finance

scale, if item 12 was omitted, the alpha value would increase from .68

to .74. Similarly in the growth scale, if item 14 was omitted, the
/ . . . -

alpha value would increase from .60 to .68. 1In future work with this

-

instrumenf, items 12 and 14 could.be discarded.

-

The total scale was found to be internally consistent reflected

by the total alpha scale score of .84, indicating that all indicators

are measuring  the organizational effectiveness of the adminiscrative

domain for the-sample of NSGBs.

. -

Procedures . 3

The questionnaire along with a2 cover letterh‘inq;ruc:ion sheet

and a stamped self-addressed envefope was mailed to each of the 140

o

b
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TABLE 4
ITEM-;E;;L CORRELATIONS .FOR THE THIRTY-SIX ITEM QUESTIONNAIRE

Scale | ’ Items ‘Item Scale
: Scale Alpha
Adaptability -~ 1. © .57 .
. 7 .63 - -
13 .49 :
19 .64
v .78
Communtcations 3 .31
’ 9’ .39
- . 15 .33
‘ 20 .40
25 42
29 .56 -
32 .48 - .
34 .29
' : 71
Finance 6 : .56 . '
' 12 ) .06 * 74
18 - .50 .
- 23 -39
- : 27 .49
31 3 47 .
. _ P o .68
Growth : ' 2. . A3
8. .45
% .09 . *.68
24 .37 | '
28 . .52
: .60
Human Resources - 4 420
10 42
16 .56
21 .51
» - .50
30 .46
33 42
s - .52 —
36 . .58
T .80
Organizational .5 %
Planning 11 .55 - ol
‘ 17 .68 _
22 v .62
.77
Total scale alpha - .84
*value of alpha if item is. deleted. . -

T
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subjects. The queétionnaire package has been included in Appendix G.
Duplicate follow-up packages ‘were mailed to all subjecrs two weeks-

‘following the initial mailing.

Stat{stioal Analysis !
To test the first. research hypothesis, analysis of variadce was
chosen to determine differences among the fife constituent groups
(Executive Diréctors Prosidents; National Coaches, Sport Canada Con-
sultants and Corporate Sponsor Representatxves) for each of the six
organizational effectlvengss variables. ANOVA was se]ected for use in

A

this study based.on three aSSumptions: (1) that the variables were
v ,

measured at the iaferval level uwing the Likert scale; (2) th;r—the~
vartance between the groups was approx1mate1y equal' (3) that the un-
derlyzng populations were normal. i Newman-Keuls tests were used to-de-
termine significant dlffereoces.

To test the second research hypothesis, t;qests were uoed to in-
'vestigote the nature of the differences between internal (Executive
Directofs, Presidents and Na:ional‘Cooches)_and external (Sport Canada

Censultants and Corporate Sponsor Representatives) constitutent groups
. "

for each of the six organizational effectiveness variables. .
As a post hoc procedure it uos decided to investigate the differ~

ences within groups. Analysis of ;grxance wzth repeated measures was
performed on .each of the six Avariables for the five constitutgn:_

groups. Newman-Keuls tests were used to determine significant. differ-

ences.
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A total of 140 questionnaires was distributed to the five identi-

fied groups. One hundred and five questionnaires were completed and

returned, constituting a seventy-five percent response rate. The res-

pective percentage returns for each grouping were: Executive Direc—’

tors eighty-seven percent, Presidents seventy-nine percent, National

Coaches sixty-eight percent, Corporate Sponsor Representatives forty
percent and Sport Canada Consultants one hundred percent: The first

three groupings together comprised the internal constitutent group;

*

the latter two groupings comprised the extfernal constituenmcy.

- -

The results of the five-group analysis have been reported firsf,
followed by the results of the two group analysis. Table 5 presents
the means and standard deviations for ﬁhe five éroup aﬁalysis and
Table 6 outlines the descriptive statistics for'ﬁhé two group analy-

sis. The post hoc analysis of the within group variance has been sum~

*

marized id Table 13. : o )

1

 GENERAL DESCRIPTIOR OF THE DATA

~ . ' : . -

-—

In an examination of Table 5, it is evident that, with one excep-

tion, the variables of organizational,pnﬂining, finance and communica-
tion were ranked as the top three for all five groups. Sport Canada

f
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TABLE 5

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE FIVE GROUPS BY VARIABLE-

-

<

Variable Presidents Executive National Corporate Sport
) Divectors Coaches Sponsors Canada
n=26 n=27 , n=32 a=b6" n=14

{s.D.) (s.D.) (s.D.) (s.D.) (s.D.)

Adaptability 3.5 3.6 3.6 kWA 3.5

. (0.8) 0.7} (0.7 (0.8) (0.8)
Commuﬁication 3.9 3.8 3.9 -3:8 3.6
(0.6) (0.5) (0.4) (0.5) (0.5)

Finance 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.5 3.4
(0.5) (0.5) (0.6) (0.4) (0.6)

Growth _ 3.2 3.2 3.3 2.8 2.7
(0.6) (0.5} (0.8) (0.7 (0.4

Human 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5

Resources (0.7 {0.6) (0.6) (0.4) . (0.6)

Organizational 4.0 3.7 3.8 4,3 3.8

Planning (0.6) (0.6) (0.4) (0.8)




Consultants were the exception, rteplacing the finance wvariable with

. -

ad;p:ability and human resources, both with means of 3.5.
Organizatﬁpna] planning was rated és the Eqp criterion b; Presi-
dents (ried with finanee), Corporate Sponsor Reéresent#:ives and Sport
Canada Consultants. Finance was rated highest by'Exeﬁutive Directors,
. Presidents (tied with p}anning) and National Coaches (tied‘wj:h com=
. munication). - -
The growth variable received the lowest raéing across all
groups. Adaptability and human fésburces, with tle excéption of the
Sport Canada gréup, occupied the mid~-range r;tings.
In an exgmination of Table 6, the finance variable received the
highest ﬁean score from the internal constituent group bbile organiza-
- tional planning was rated as the top cr{terion by the external group.
Both gave the compunication variable the second highest-mean‘score.
The growth variable received the lowQEt ratiﬁg from both coastituent

groups. 3

HYPOTHESIS ONE: FIVE GROUP ANALYSIS

. 3
. -

Data were tested for equality of Variance using Bartlect's ‘X2

calculations. As presented in Table 7, no significant differences in
variance were found among the five groups on five of the six variables

confirming the appropriate use of ANOVA. A-significaﬁc differeqte was

4

A



TABLE &

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL GROUPS

L

Variable . . “nternal External

n=85 n=20
(s:D) © (s.D.)

Adaptability - - 3.6 3.5
. : (0.7) (0.8

Communication . . 3.9 ' 3.7
;) (0.5) (0.5)

Finance . . 4.0 . 3.4
: (0.5) (0.6)

Growth 3.2 2.7
- (0.7) (0.5)

Human Resources ' o 3.5 ) 3.4
: ‘ (0.6) (0.5)

Organizational Plannifg o 3.8 4.0
(0.7) (0.7

J z
A3
y
»

"



| TABLE 7'

BARTLETT'S CHI~SQUARE TEST OF EQUALITY OF VARIANCE

an . e T

Variable x2 ' P

) A&aptabilicy o 1.44 n.s.
Cmunication 1.58 ° | n.s.
Finance 2,62 - B : n.Ss. -
Growth ) 1151 .. .02
Human Resources 1.85 | n.s.
Organizational Planning . 2.98 n.s.
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v - -

found for the growth variable; however, ANOVA™ is considered suffi-
ciently robust for mimor varia:ioégr(;;alock, 1964). fhe_coefficients
of skeuness,fqr each variable have been presented in Table 8, confirm—
ing the normality of the ;nderlying poﬁula:ions.

The first research ‘hypothesis predic:ed that there would be no

significant differences among the five constituent ‘groups for the six

organizational effectiveness variables "in the administrative dqmain.
The null hypothesis was not rejected for four of the six variables
(Table 9).£jDifferences in the means among the five constituent groups
were mnot signi}icant for the following va?iabies; ad;ptability. com-
munication, human resources and organizationalnplanning.

_Thé nu}l hypothesis was rejected for the gfowth and finance vari-
ables. Significant differences (p<.05) were found among the five con-
stituent groﬁﬁs: Executive Directors, Presidents, National Coaches,

Corporate Sponser Representatives and Sport Canada Consultants.

Post-hoc analyses using Neuman-Keuls were performed and have been disg

N

played 'in Table 10. . ‘ ’

HYPOTHESIS TWO: TWO GROUP AMALYSIS ~
The second research hypothesis predicted that there would be no
significant differences between the internal and external ‘comstituent

groups for selected organizational effectiveness variables in the ad-

ministrative domain. The null hypothesis was not rejected for four of




- ' TABLE 8

COEFFICIENTS OF SKEWNESS FOR THE SIX VARIABLES ° ‘ RN

) : o .Executive Nationmal  Corporate Sport :

G . Presidents Direc;ors Coaches  Sponsors Canada
..Adapcabili’ty T 25 - -.01 - -.03 .82 .00
Communication ~11 -.5 .31 b3, .13

Finance - .24 -.14 <.65 -.44 o8
Growth ‘ - -.03 -.03 -2 .25 -.11
Human Resources -.02 -.21 -.01 - -.53 ~.54
Organizational Planning -.21 -.11 B .7 .-.18

" Note: .The above coefficients indicate that none of the distributions deviate
from normality. Values that lie between +1 and -1 do not deviate from
normality. ’ ‘
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. TABLE 9
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TESTS FOR EACH VARIABLE
e ’ v AMONG THE FIVE GROUPS.
df !‘15 F P
. Adaptability

Between Groups -
Within Groups
Commrunication
- Between Groups
Within Groups
- Finance
Between Groups
Within Groups
Growth
~ Between Groups
Within Groups
Human Resources

Between Groups
Within Groups . 4

/
f\__/
Organizationai Plaoning
Between Groups .
Within Groups

100

100

100

100

100

100

0.3 n.s,

2.6 * .05
0.8 - n.s. )
1.2 n.s.
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TABLE 10

POST HOC ANALYSIS OF FINANCE AND GROWTH VARIABLES WITH NEUMAN-KEULS

-

Obtained”

Difference~Re§uired

Difference for Significance

Finance

Means in Rank Order
Group

Presidents
Executive Directors
National Coaches
Corporate Sponsors .
Sport Canada Consulants

*Significant Differences
Group ‘ vs .

Sport. Canada Consultants

'Spd%t Canada Consultants

. Sport Canada Consultants

Growth :

. Means. in Rank Order
Group.

Narional Coaches
Executive Directors
Presidents

Corporate Sponsors

Sport Canada Consultants

Significant Differences
" Group V8. )

Spott CEnada Consultants
' Sport Canada Consultants
Sport Canada Consultants

+

Group /

Presidents ' .62

.. Executive Directors .61

National Coaches .54

Group -

Nationai Coaches
Executive Directors 2.39
Presidents - - 2.38

2.94 .

R

.57

49

P

Note: \%__

the post hoc analysis of the growth variable, the Corporate Sponsors

_ up did not appear to give significant differences, possibly due to
the small sample size (N=6). . N
e .

L4
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" the six variables (Table 11). Differences in the means between th;_in-

ternal and external groupings were not significant for the following

variables:  adaptability, communicatiocw, human resoufcas-and organiza-’
- . he . . L .

o

tional plang}ng( -

sz’ﬁgil hypothesis was rejecéed for the growth and finance vari-
ables, Significant differences (p<.01) were found between the inter-

b

nal (Executive: Directors, Presidents, National Coaches) and external
(Sport Canada Consultants and Corporate Spbnsoil Representatives)
groupings. In both cases, the ﬁaans'bf the internal group were higher

';han the means of the external group, as shown in Table 1.

b

ANOVA WITH BEPEATED MERASUBES

Significant differences were found between the mean scores of the

six varfablgs for each of the five constituent_gfoups (Table 12). The

means in rank order for each variable as well as the results of the

¢

Newman-Keuls analysis have been presented in Table 13.

o

4
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TABLE 11

ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCES OF MEANS BETWEEN INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL GROUPS

Groups

. Variable Internal;?' External X _ t | P
Adaptability. : 5.6.» 3.5 .8 0.5,
Communication 3.9. 3.7 . 1.9 n.s.
Finance 4.0 3.4 4.1 l.Oi
Growth -~ -3.2 2.7 T 3.2 .01
Human Resources | 3.5 | 3.4 .2 : _rf.s.
Oquniza:ioﬁal 3.8 4.0 . g0 = n.s;
PTlanning ) o

d.f. 103
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. TABLE 12.
MEANS' AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 114.} SIX VARIABLES BY GROUP
¥
.- 1N
Group Adaptability Communica~ Finance Growth Human Organi-
‘ tion * Resources zational
- ' ] . Planning\
(s.p.) °  (s.D.) (s.p.) (s.p.) (s.p.)  (s.D.) -

Presidents 3.5 3.9 4.0 —3.2 3.7 4.0 _J

_ (0.8) (0.6) (0.5) (0.6) (0.7)  (0.7)
Executive 3.6 ¢ 3.8 4.0 3.2 3.4 3.7
Divectors (0.7) (0.5) (0.5) .(0.5) (0.6) (0.6)
National 3.6 " 3.9 - 3.9 3.3 3.5 - 3.8
Coaches (0.7 (0.4) (0.6) (0.8) (0.6  (0.6)
Carporate 3.4 3.8 3.5 2.8 3.5 4.3
Sponsors (0.8)- 0.5y . (0.4) (0.7) (0.4) (0.4)
Sport 3.5 . 3.6 3.4 2.7 3.5 3.8
Canada (0.8) (0.5) - (0.6) (0.4) (0.6) (0.6) Ve

-

J
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TABLE 13

-~

. POST HOC. ANALYSIS OF THE WITHIN GROUP VARIANCE |

Obtained . Difference Required

. .+ Difference for Significance
PRESIDENTS . :
Variables in Rack Order = Mean
Organizational Planning 4.0 ;
Finance - 4.0
Communication 3.9
Human Resources 3.7 ~
‘Adaptability 3.5 -
Growth 3.2
Significant Differences
Variable vs Variable
Growth Organizational Planning .86 - .37
Adaptability Organizational Planning .33 - .35 -
Growth Finance . . . .80 .35
Human Resources Organizational Planning .36° .33
Adaptability .. Finance - .48 - .33
Growth Communication ) .75 : 233
Human Resources Finaace . ' .3 23 -
Adaptability Communication 43 .3
. Growth Human Resources . J5 : .3 )
‘Human Resources . Communication .25 B .25
' Growth - Adaptability .33 - .25
* EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS
‘ Variables in Rapk Order ¥ean
Finance Lo, 4.0 .
Communication 3.8
Organizational Planning 3.7
Adaptability 3.6
. Human Resocurces 3.4 .
Growth . 3.2
Significant Differences
Variable vs - Variable
. Human Resources ' Finance .58 A
Growth Finance 79 4
Growth ‘ ’ Communication ' .61 A
Growth _ Organizational Planning .57 . AN
4.

Growth Adaptability b T .
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TABLE 13 continued . ' - : )
' i Obtained Difference Required
g ' Difference for Significance
NATIONAL COACHES .
Variables in Rank Order . Mean
Communication 3.9
Finance’ 3.9
Organizational Planning 3.8 .
“Adaptability - ‘ 3.6
Human Resources 3.5
Growth 3.3
Significant Differeaces !
Variable vs Variable
Human Resources Communication 487 .38 T
Growth Commuinication .66 238 . .
Human Resources Finance 43 .38
Growth Finance 61 .38
Growth Organizational Planning .53 . W38
CORPORATE SPONSORS
Variables in Rank Order Mean
’ ' R ' /
Organizational Planning 4.3
Communication 3.8 -
Finance 3.5 -
Human Resources . - 3.5 , \\\‘ﬁ
. Adaptability 3.4
Growth - 2.8 .
Significant Differenc ' '
Variable vs - Variable ° ' \
Growth l_ O}ganizational Planning 1.47. -1.05 i

Growth Communication 1.08 1.05
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TABLE 13 continued
I
_ Obtained Qifferencg Required
Difference for Significange
. | .
SPORT CANADA CONSULTANTS _
Variab}es in Rank Ovrder Mean /
. ‘ . f-’ -
Organizational Planning 3.8 : ‘
Communication - 3.6 i .
Adaprabilit . ' 3.5 ; '
Human Res om :
. - 7 -
Finance— : 3. .. .
) Groq;h// 2.7 . _
4 .
‘Significant Differences .' -
Variable vs Variable ~ -
Growth ) ' Organizational Planning 1.14 .53
Growth Communication - .86 .53 .
. Growth ' Adaptability . .79 .53
Growth ' _ Human Resources .76 .53 ¢

Growth Finance .66 . .53 .




CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION .

DIFFERENCES AMONG THE FIVE CONSTITUENT GROUPS

In the sport-trelated research of both ?risby-(l983) and Szyszlo
(1984), finance was investigated .-;s an. ind-ic.ator of organizational
effectiveness. ?risby found that there was a positive re]}:lcionship
between in;reased.bureaucratization of the NSGB and increased govern-
ment financial‘ support. 'She stated "it 'app;ears that the more bureau- .
cratic the NSGB, thg‘ﬁnre effective it will be with respect to éoa{
actainment and finan;:ial re'sou'r.ce acqm-xi.si:ion“ (Frisby 1983:242).
Séyszlo (1984), on the qther‘hand,lfOund that NSGB gdministrators/i;d
not consider the acquisition of multiple fundiné sources to be one of
the most impértant factors 1in the effectivenéss of the NSGSB. ﬁé
attribured this to a low motrivation to look for alternative funding
given the availability of substantial funding from Fitness and Amateur
Sport (1984:67).

Szyszlo;s (1984) finding was contrary to the results of the pre-
sent study and Frisby's (1983) research. Although there could be many
expianations for this difference, it may be important to note that
Szyszlo's input-monetary Ttesource dimension was rtepresented by only

three items in his effectiveness questionnaire}‘none of which measured

government funding support (1984:42). This dimension alsc had the



lowest internal comsistency score of the six dimensional models, which

may have had some effect on his results.

In this study, the finance variable was more important to Execu-

.

tive Directors, Presidents and National Coaches than it was to Sport
Canada Consultants. The greatest differences in the perceived-impor-
tance of this variable were between Presidents and Executive Directors

(x=4.0) and Sport Canada Consultants. It would appear that Presidents ’

——

-

and Executive Directors considexr the ability of the NSGB to acquire

and manage funds, from a number of sources inc?t?ing government, to be

essential to the effectiveness of the NSGB. As both the President and
the Executive Director are fequnsible for the financial mgnagemeﬁt_of T
2

the sport governing body, their concern regarding financial stability
should not belsurpriging; One poésible_explanation for the difference
between Szyszlo's research and this study may be the recently raised éﬁ;'—
awareness of NSGB administrators with reé}éct to thé impsrtance of

their autonomy. .In the not so distan? past, most NSGBs were‘conten:

to accept ‘and ~spend available goverument funds on a year-to-year

basis. WNow, as evidenced by this stﬁﬁy, NSGBs may be placing greater

pressure on themselves to plan and control.eheir finances and Fo‘idenf

tify additional funding sources. In additionm, po:enﬁial funding agen-—

cies are demand%ng that NSGBs be more accountable Eor their financial
expenditures. Presidents and Executive Directors are now very mﬁch

involv?d in developing parké?ing'strategies and financial management

systems. .
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The group. of Sport Canada Consultants felc less stroégly ;han
Presidents, Executive Directors and National Coaches about the impor-
tance of the NSGBs' ability to acquire and manage financial resour-
ces. Reasons for this pési;iou may be man&, but it is conceivable
that Sport Canada Staff céglq be indicating'that increased dollars do
not necessarily indicate increased effecriveness. From another pers-—
pective, it may be the desire of Sport Canada staff to continue gheir'
financial control of NSGBs such that they maintain their key stake-
holdei position of the deyelopﬁent of amateur sport in Canada.

Al;hough statistically significant differences were iden:ifie&
among the five groups for the growth variable, it should be noted that
it was ranked lowest in importance as an indicator of crganizational
effectiveﬁess by all five groups. As a result of the rapid growth
within most NSGBs over the past ten years, this variable maf have been
viewed by all constituencies as less im;ortant at the particular time
this study was undertaken. G;eater'emphasis.was p]aced on organiia-
tionél planning, communication and the internal consolidation of
activities.

The Sport Canada Consultants' ranking of growth was significantly
‘1ower'than the other groups. It could be speculated that from their
multi—sport perspective, the consultants were wore aware of situations
where uncontrolled gfow:h had been in fact a detriment fo the effec—
tiveness of some sport organizations.

Although noIsignificant_differenpes between the five groups were

evidenced for' the variables of adaptability, communication, human -



resources and organizational planning, all groups deemed these vari-

*

ables to be important in the assessment of organizational effective-

ness. The evidence supports the selection of these variables as indi-

‘ 0

cators of otganizationél effectiveness ;n thg_adpinistrative -domain.
The congruency of opirion may indicate that all the comstituent group
members agree and recognize the need for the NSGB'tO'coﬁmunicate with
all its comstituent grougg;‘ggtéact, maintain and devélop {ts adminis-
trators (paid and volunteer) and to plan and evaluate i;s programs and
activi:ies.' Further discussion of the relative importance of each

variable to each constitutenmt group has been addressed later in this

+

chapter. . e

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE INTERRAL AND EXTERNAL CONSTITUENT GROUPS

Few researchers, who have done empirical research in the area of

organizational effectiveness, have included data on external constitu-—

-

ent groups. However, many researchers have made repeated reference L0

the need for research that identifies and addresses the percept1ons of

significant groups of people outs1de of the organization (Jobson and
Schneck, 1982; Gaertner and Ramnarayan 1983; Hepdelqg,1983; Cameron

and Whetten, 1983). Szyszlo (1984), whose sport study dealt with in-

ternal NSGB constituent groups, recommended that future sport;rqidced

4

research should attempt to assess the impact of external constituent

groups on the organizational effectiveness of national sport organiza-—

tions.
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This present sﬁudy found that étatistically'significant_differen—
c;s existed in the ilwmportance of various criteria of organizational
effectiveness between the internal and external constituent groups on
the variables of g;owth and finance; It appears that the internal

constituent group, comprised of- Prestdents, Executive Directors and

National Coaches, felt wuore strongly about the importance of finance

I
P

and growth as indicators of organizational effectiveness thﬁﬁ“ﬁf& the
.external group _comprised of Sport Canada Consultants ard ‘Corporate
Sponsor Representatives. Further, the dataiéeemed'to imply that over-
all, the internal group has 2 differenc<atcitude than the external
constituent gréup about ;éppropriate criteria “for assessing their
organizations. |

Scott et al (1978) proposed that different constituencies active-
o

ly prefer differeﬁt kin&s of effectiveness-measures.. Thegf resear-
chers_suggested that managers might prefer sﬁruc:ural.megsures of or-
ganizationa; effectiveness because they have control over these fac-
tors; while the membership may prefer measures of acﬁivity because
tﬁey can control their own performance and clients or customers p:efer
outcome measdrés beda;se they ﬁant results. Kanter (1979) looked
,sﬁecifically at non-profit organizations and recognized that managers

and funders tend to require different kinds of information.

" In ﬁhis study, signficant differences were found in the way in

v

which internal aﬁd external constituent groupé'rifgd the growth and
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finance variables as 4pdicaﬁ$rs.of eéfecciveness. In light of the ref
search of Scott (1978) and Kanter. (1979), it could be spééulated that’
fthe internal constituents, all of wﬁom‘are in'managemen: pos}tions,.
attached greater importance té finance and growth variables‘because of
their ability to directly control these management functions. The ex—
ternal constituents, who represented major funding agéncies: were much
less concerned with the'NEGB's abiiity to acquire financiQI resources

and grow——po;sibly being more interested in information directly rela-

ted to the production of elite athletes and the political and promo-
tional factors inherent in that outcome.

obson and Schneck (1982) found that if different effectiveness

criterig {or, preésumably different weightings of the same effective-

ness criteria) were considered important'by both internal and external

constituent groups, the organization must bec-aware of the potential

-

conflict, tradeoffs and inconsistencies that may occur. "For example,

one criterion may be met at some expense to another because both can~

not be completely satisfied” simultgneously” ' (Jobson and Schneck,

.;,2_ g}982;&3); Based on the different variable rankings identified in this

researéh between internal and external constituencies, NSGB adminis-.
trators should be prepared to deal with the tradeoffs that may be re-.

‘ quired to maintain the effective operation of their organizations.

VARTABLE GROUPING: A LIFE CYCLE mrmn?anou

The variables’ of organizational plannipg, finance and communica-

tion were ranked in the top three by four of the five constituent

*t



nance with adaptability as its third most important variable. Growth
was ranked lowest by all gro'ups and for the most part human resources
and adaptability were ranked in the fourfh or fifth positions by all.

It would appear that the six ;.rariables fall into three groups and

it is possible, based on organizational life cycle .theory, that the

groups (see Table 13). The Sport Canada Consultant group replaced fi- -

rankiags, of the variables are a reflection of the NSGB's developmental '

. -~ ) "'
- stage at this point in time. Kimberly and Miles (1980) stated in the

introd.i.:ctory ‘¢hapter to their book entitled, The Organizational Life
4 —\

Cycle, that much. of the organizational theory arfd research’ today is

"staric, ahistorical, and arid and that reduction of the paradigms

used by researchers may be hel@ along by thinking \about organi(za-*/
tions in life cycle terms” (198@_:1)\ ' . \

Quinn and Cameron (1983) elaborated on the’ reia:jo;nsgip bet;'-een
stage of development ‘in ‘organizational life cycles and'-organi_ia:ional
— efféctiveness. They ptoﬁosed -that an organization goes through four
development stages: (_l) e;xtgepreneur.ia'l, (2_) collectivity, (3) forma-

. lization and control,. and _(4) elaboration of structure (1983:43).

Each stage is typified by certain effectiveness - criteria (see Table

14). Cameron and Whetten (1981) examined the changes that occurred in

A

ratings of effectiveness by organizational members as their organiza-
tions developed through the various life cycle stages identified by

Quinn and Cameron (1983). The researchers used eighteen simulated or-

-~

—

e
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- TABLE 14
— T .
. QUINN'AND CAMERON'S INTEGRATED LIFE CYCLE MODEL ,
Cy i
Stage ' N . Effectiveness Critefia "

1. Entrepreneurial

- P

2. 'Collectivity

3. Formalization and control

-

4. Elaboration of structure

.

- . -
-—

,~‘;\\h; adaptation
- : . . renewal

. marshalling of resources
~. +» lots of idesa .
' .  entrepreneurial activities
/N little planning and: coordination
32 { - formation of a "niche"
-— ", "prime mover" has power
. informal communication and structure
. sense of collectivity
. long hours spent
. sense of mission
. innovation continues
. high commitment

—_—

“hay

“ .

. formalizatibn of rules
. . stable structure : :

. emphasis on efficiency and maintenance

.. .conservatism :
. insti?®™onalized procedures
L ) .

. elaboration of-structure

. decentralizaton

. domain expansion

* Quinn and Cameron (1983:36) ., .

*
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ganizations to trace Cthe -changes that occurred in perceptions of

effectiveness over time. The results of the study indicated that the

.- -
v

agpropriatenesk of any particular model of- organizational effective-

ness {or any set of criteria) may depend on the environment, the con-

stituency under investigh:ion and the life cycle stage (Cameron and

Whetten, 1931-5ar) EMr:her, the researchers suggest that different

models of organlzatxonal effect’iveness nay be moTe approprxate at one

'Iife cycle stage than at another.

-

It could be speculated, after examining the data from this study,

. A

that the group of NSGBs under investigation are in.the formalization

and coatrol, phase of .their development. ‘1$is stage is described by

. -

such criteria as: formalization of rules, institutionalized proce-
" - . ' ]
dures and creatzng a stable s:ructure. These criteria for the most

&
part correspond-wzth :he var1ab1es ranked hzghest bﬁ\\ﬂ

gﬁoups in this study. The rtop three variables (organ1zat1ona1 plan-

ning, finance and communication), based on their operational defini-
‘tions, rteflect an emphasis on consolidationm and formalization of the
organizatiom.

. iqﬂﬂuigs'and Camerori's (1983) wodel, the fourth stage of deveiop—

-~

ment is based on the ability of the organization to be flexible and

+

ready“ to realize irs -growth potential and acquxr& resources. This
: &K, . . .

stage four description seems CO encowpass those effectiveness varx-
ables that ﬁere-raned lower by all groups in' the present study. 1t
. ‘ N ) ,

' - -
. could again be speculated that because the NSCBs are focusing thelr

€

T
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,sets of variables.

- - . -
-

- energy at this point in time oa planning and communication systems-

that they are not yer. ready to address the effectiveness variables of

adaptabili:y, human resources and growth.

The 1mp11ca:10ns of applying the life cycle approach to asse351ng

the effectiveness of NSGBs are far reaching.’ In spite of the signifi-

cant differences betweean the Fons::tuenr groups, there appears to be

great ‘homogeneity in the variable ranking_ within each group. The
differences in perception would seem to be a matter of degree or

weighting, rather than differences based on alternative or conflicting

-

In an aﬁtempt to control>for developmental stage, the NSGB sample
for this s:udy was limited to those organizations who had an office in

:he National Sport and Recreation Centre for .at least eight years.

Tremendous growth has occurred in the sport over the last ten years=-—

literally moving spott administration from ‘the kitchen table to thi

boardroom. To describe .that period of time im terms of the life-cycle

model, the deecriptiOns of the entfepreneurial'and collecgivity stages
would very much apply.
Today, NSGE/fiﬁprts to formalize and control are very evident,

~
. [}
not only in tHis research but also-in the numerous references to 'the

business of 3portf and an acceptance of this philosophy by sport’ mana-

.

gers as well as funding agencies. ~-This 18 a cri:ical stage in the

-

life cycle of NSGBs. The degree to which they are deemed effective by

their key constituencies will have major implications for the future

Ay

development of amafeur sport in Canada.



CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ‘

. - This study has concluded that the variables of adaptability, com-

munication, fimance, growth, human resources and organizational plan- '

ning are all ‘important indicators of organizationab-effec:ivehess wi-
thin the administrative domain of the defined NSGB sample. Further,
the finance and growth varxables are ranked ‘as s1gn1f1cant1y more im-

portant to the 1ntetnal comstituent groups of Executlve Dxrectors,

Presidents and National Coaches than to Sport Canada Consultants and

-

.

Corporate Spoasor Representatzvea.

It has been suggested that the . Lnternal constxtuenc1es may have
different expeétations than the external groups about their effec:tve-
ness as organizations. This implies that in order to be'effectivé and

reach their organizational goals, the internal -constituencies of NSGBs

Fd

must understand how they are being percgived and evaluated by.;ﬁeir

external counterparts.

Several problems ‘related to research in the area of organxzat1on—

al effectiveness were presented in the introduction and review of li-
. L

terature sections of ;hié study. According to Cameron and Whetten

(1983), one of the biggest problems in the areq;hés been the difficul-’

ty in replicating, evaluating and comparing completed research. By
) > C ’ A
utlizing the decision guidelines outlined by Cameron and Whetten

4 -«

-
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(f§33) tHis research pro%iﬂés clear research parameters, including

opera:xonal deﬁinxt:ons of the six effectiveness variables studied.
\

-
e ~

This’ factlt:a:es che replication of thts research in future. Ne111

(1983), in her recommendations, identified the need to develop evalua=

tion tools to assist in determining the effectivenss of NSGBs. As
parc "of this research, an instrument to measure effectiveness in the

administrative domain of NSGBs was deszgned and may be useful for

further effectiveness research in the administrative area.

Another major problem in the study of effeccivehess, has been the

limited amount of empirical research that has identified the needs of .

. . o
both internal and external constituent groups in their perceptions of

what constitutfs an effective organization (Jobsen and Schneck, 1983;
Szyszlo, 1984). This research addresses this concern and confirms

-

" that differences exist in the way internal apd external stakeholders

view NSGBs. More than one set of effectiveness criteria may need to .

~

be considered by the NSGB in :ry{ﬁg to sa:isfy-ité external client
\\hgroups. Further, bnsed on the researchlbf Quinn and)Cnmeron (1983).
the ranking of the: effect1veness variables by the flve constituent
groups in this study may lend support to the assumptxon that effec-
tzv;ness crlterla may change dependzng upon the life cycle stage of

the NSGB. ' *
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The following recommendations have been formulated based on the

L .

results of this s:udy.l

l. Organizational’ plamning, communication and finance have been

ranked as important indicators of organizational effectiveness in

this study. It is recommended that, in future, NSGB administra-

tors include these variables in their organizational assessment

P .
activities.

2, Communication was ranked highly by members of both the internal
and external constituent groups. It is recommended that NSGB ad-

ministrators. identify their internal and external constituencies

and 1implement appropriate communication strategies with each

/ . . ' .
group in oTder to maximize organizational effectiveness.

empirical research is neededfto identify the differences
in perceived organizationa] effectiveness of NSGBs by both inter-

nal and externzl constituent groups. Specifically, the key

gtakeholder gfoup of corporate sponsors needs furchgggghvestiga-

tion.

&

&, Fuqq;e sport-related research in the area of organizational

effectiveness must clearly identify the paraweters of the re-

gearch ro facilitate the comparison and replication of studies.

! Specifically, studies similar to 'the preseat one should be. under-

raken to further define effectiveness variables in the adminis-

.trative domain.

g
a *
.

.
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More emphasis should be placed im future research, on the identif/f

fication of domains of organizational effectiveness within

'NSGBs. Specffically, the high performancé, participation and  ad-

ministrative domains need to be researched individually and the
results analyzed collectively to provide a comprehensive desciip—
i - .

tion of the overall effectiveness of a NSGB.

More research in organizational life cycles shculd be undertaken

with NSGBs to identify clearly both developmental levels and

effectiveness criteria, in this way assisting organizations in

the transition from onme stage to .the next.

- i
)
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© - CUJIDELINES FOR ASSESSING A T

OECANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS N
Seven major decision guides are presented in what follows (see Camcron
- [1930). Goodman & Pennings [1980]. and Steers, [1575]. for an claboration).

-

They are framed'in the form of qucstions’ tK3t should be answered in every . '

assessment of organizational cffdctiveness, in cvery formulation of a dcfinition
of urganizational effectivencss, and in cvery project designed to improve organi-

- zational cffectiveness. The purpose is to provide an itinerary for mapping the

construct space of cffectiveness and Yor helping to.make studies of cflectiveness
.comparable. If widely used, these guides can helpBevelop a cumalative litera-
ture in organizational effectivencss by providing a general framework against
-which research can be compared. Theseven decision guides are highly interre-
- Kted, so that making appropriate choices 3bout one will depend on the choices
malc aboul others. No one choice is inhereatly right for any of the decision
guides, but some*choices are more appropriate than others when answers to

. cachof the seven questions are considered in concert.

- Clide 1: From Whose Perspective s Effectiveness

" Being Judged?

‘Eigaivencss must be defined and assessed from someone’s viewpoint, and it

" is imptant that the viewpoint be made explicit. Chapter 1 in this volume

strppests that one reason there are no best criteria for effectiveness isbecause
_there is no best constitvency™to define effectivencss. The criteria used by
" @ifTerent constituencies to define effectiveness often differ markedly, and spir-

. ited debates about which constitucncy's criteria are most valuable continue in -

the literature. Some have advocajed using a dominant coalition as the source of
criteria (Cameron, 1978), others have argued for top managers (Scott, 1977),
external resource providers (Miles, 1980), organizational members (Van de
Ven & Ferry. 1980). and so on. No agreed won decision rule is available to
identify one constituency’s critcria as being more important than another con-
stitughicy’s criteria because it partly depends on the other decision guides (1o be
discfssed) and partly on the personal biases of the evaluator. Nevertheless,
orgasizations never satisfy all their constituencies, ang what appears to be high
cffegtivencss from one point of view may be interpreted as being mediocre or
Tow \fTectivencss from another point of view. The specific point of view being
aceepled, therefore, must be made explicit.

- ¢ .

Guide 2: On What Domain of Activity 15 the : v
Judgment Focused?

. . . ) ..
Orpanizational domains are circumscribed by the constituencies served, the
technulogics employed, and the services or outputs produced (Meyer, 1975).

Dumains arise from the activitivs or primary tasks that are emphasized in the

organization? from the competencics of the organizatioa, and from the demands
placed upon the organization by external forces (Cameron, 1981; Miles, 1980).

o
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" A varicty of domains can be identified for almost all organizations, but no
organization is mpximally effective in all its domains. In a study of the domains

in which colleges and universitics are effective, for example, no institution was

highly effective in more than two of the four major domains identified (Cara-
eron. 1981). Quinn.and Cameron (1982) found. in fact, that achicving effec-

tiveness in one domain in a public service agency mitigated against achieving
efTcctiveness in another domain. In another study of production organizations,
Cameron and Whetten (1981) observed that the™mgjor domains of activity
changed over organizational life cycles, and that to have assessed effectiveness
in the wrong domair=Could have been misleading. When analyzing organiza-
tional effectiveness, therefore, it is inportant that the domain(s) being assessed

- are clearly specificd. Not being €1gar about the differences in the cffectiveness

of organizational domains may lead to confusing or contradictory rescarch re-

. sults, as well as 1o inaccurate judgments of effectiveness.

Guide 3: What Level of Analysis Is Beipg Used?

Judgments of effectiveness can be mad?t the individual leve! of analysis
(c.g.. Is the human dignity of the individudl being preserved?), at the subunit
level (e.g.. Is the work group cohesive?), at the urganization level (e.g.. Does

the organization acquire needed resources?), at the population or industrylevel
(e.g., Does the primary function of this population of organizations have legit-

imacy?), or at the societal level (e.g.. What is the eflect of the organization on

 society?). Although effectiveness on each of shese different levels of analysis

may be compatible, often it is not, and effectiveness on one level may mitigate
against effectiveness on another level. Freeman (1980) argued that sclecting
the appropriate level of analysis is critical because data on effectiveness at one
fevel are often nonsensical when viewed from another level. Withaut attention
being paid to which level of analysis is most appropriate; meaningful effective-
ness judgments cannot even be made. The appropriateness of the level depends

’

‘on the constituency being used, the domain being focused on, the purpose of

the evaluation, and so on. The choice, .in other words, must be made in the
context of other decision guides.

Guide 4: What 1s the Purpose for ¥
Judging Effectivencss? : .

-

_ The purposc(s) for judging cffcctiveness almost always affects the judgment

itself. For example, Brewer (Chapter 9) discussed some of the purposes for

evaluating efcctiveness that were enumerated by Floden and Weiner (1978).

He poiited out that changing the purposes of the cvaluation ercates different

conscquences:both for the evaluator and{for the unit being evaluated. Different
. N X

s
-

- et



88 . .

- - i L. ' [

< . i - R :' » » ' . . ’

dota will be made available. different sources will be approprinte. different . .
amuunts of cooperation ur resistance will be encountered. and different types of
assessment stratcgics will be required all s a result of differences in purpose
(also sce Argyris, 1970). (Consider the dilTerences that would arise, for exam-
ple. when evaluating cffectiveness to determine which depariment to climinate
in a university versus cvaluating effectiveness 3s 2 part of building an organiza- -
tional theory.) The purposes of the evaluation also help determinc appropriate
constituencies, domains, Jevels of analysis, and so on. henee they must
clearly identified. Somctimes the cvaluator can determine his or her own pur-
poscs, but frequently the purposes for judging effectiveness arc prescribed 37
priori by the client, the participants in the evaluation, or the extcrnal cnviron-
ment. Whatever the case, 3 clear conception of purpose is important in judging
effectiveness. Co

Guide 5: What Time Frame Is Being E’mp!oyed!

'
Selecting an appro'pri:uc time frame is important because Jong-term cffec-

“.tiveness may be incompatible with short-term effectiveness. For cxample, in 2

studr of the U.S. tobacco industry, Miles and Cameron (1982} found that one

company was the'least effective of the six tobacco firms when short-term

criteria were applied, but it jumped 1o second most effective’ when Jong-term o

¢

critcria were applied. Another firm was the most effective firm in the short - ———

term, but it Aropped to fifth in the long term. Some organizations, moreover, : <

may sacrifice short-term effectiveness in order 1o obtain Jong-term effective-

ness., or vice versa. so that not being clear about what time frame is being /\/-“
employed would severcly handicap an assessment. Also, as was noied carlier, Q

efTeets and outcomes sometimes cannot be detected if the wrong time frame is —~
sclected because they may occur incrementally over a long period of time,-or

théy may occur suddenly in the short term. Judgments of effectiveness are -
always made with some time frame in mind. so it.is important that the time
frame be made explicit. . ‘ . ~ :

_ Guide 6: What Type of Data Are Being Used for .

Judgments ‘of Effectiveness? v
N .

This is a choice between using information collected by the organiagtion
itsell and stored in official documents, or relying on perceptions obt:inchﬁmn
mcmbers of various constituencies. The choice is between objective data {orga-
nizational records) or subjective, perceptual data (interviews or qucstionnaire
responscs). Objective data have the advantage of being quantifiable. potentially
" less biased than individual perceptions. and representative of the official orga-

nizational position. However, objective data frequently aregathered only on . : :

)
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“oficial” effectiveness criteria ordn criteria that are uscd only for public image
purposcs. The official focus may make the data rather marrow in scope. In
addition, official data often relate to criteria of organizational effcetiveness that
do not have rcadily apparent conncctions to the organization’s primary task
(Cameron, 1978).— — .

The advantage of subjective o perceptual data is that 2 broader set of criterja
of cffcetiveness can be assessed from a wider variety of perspectives. In addi-
tion, operative criteria or, theorics-in-use (Argyris & Schon, 1978) can mare
casily be tapped. Thi disadvantages. however, are that bias, dishonesty, or lack
of information on the part of the respondents may hinder the reliability and
validity of the data. The selection of data by which to judge efTectiveness is
important because an organization may be judged effective on the basis of
subjective pereeptions while objective data may indicate that the organization is
ineffective. Or, contrarily, objective data may indicate organizational effective-
ness while constituencies may rate the organization as being incfTective (Hall8—
Clack, 1980). 7 « |

( . .
Guide 7: What Is the Referent against which .
Effectiveness Is Judged? -~ ' '

There are a variety of referents or standards against which organizalio'nil
efTectiveness can be judged. For example.-ong alternative is to ‘compare the
performance of two different organizatins against the same st of indicators
(comparative judgment). The qucﬁio’n is "Are we more effective than our
competitor>” A second alternative is to select a standard-or an ideal perfor-
mance Jevel (e.g.. Likert's [1967] “System 47 characteristics), and then com-
pare the organization’s performance against the standard (normative judg-
ment). Here the question is “How are we doing relative 10 2 theorctical ideal?”
.A third alternative is to compare organizational performance on the indicators
against the stated goals of the organization (goal-centered judgmcha. “Did we
reach our stated goals?” A fourth alternative is to compare an organization’s
performance on the indicators against its own past pecformance on the same
indicators (improvcmtqtjudgmént). “fIave we improved over the past year?” A
£ifth aliernative is to cvaluate an organization on the basis of the static charac-
teristics it possesses. indcpendent of its performance on certain indicators (trait

judgment). In this approach, desirable organizational characteristics are identi-
fied, and the judgment reflects the extent to which the organization possesses
those chapacteristics. Because judgments of effectiveness can differ markedly
depending on which referent is used (e.g.. an organization'may be cffective in
accomplishing its stated goals but be inefTective relative to the competition), it
is important to be clear about the referent that serves s the basis for those
. judgments. . -

.
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The advantage pfthese seven decision guides is, that they help to circum-
seribe the construct boundarics of effectiveness as well as 1o identify expllicitly
the indicators of effectiveness that arc being considered. Using these guides
makes it clear that the definition of effcctiveness being used in an evaluation is . '

just one of sexeral possibilities. But it also provides a basis-far comparing one-—

«._ definition (based on a certain set of choices about the decision guides) with-
“éther definitions. The construct space of eflectiveness can then begin to be

mapped.
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, mnor.(i SPORT GOVERNING-BODY SAMPLE - : o .
Sy - .
National Sport coverning Body - P Years of Residency Financizl Contribution
. in National Sport from Fitness and Amateu:
- and Recreation Sport: 1983-84*
. . ' Centre =~ *
Canadian Amateur Basketball Association 14 - 883,435
“- Canadlan Amateur Boxing Association 13 - o 327,450
Canadian Amateur. Rowing Association 13 - . ~ 653,930 —
Canadian Amateur Diving. Association : 12 . . Co 397,469
'Canadian Amateur Speed Skating .: 8 ) 575,389
Canadian Apateur Swimming Assoclation - ‘ 8 ' 1,107,287
Canadfan Amateur Synchronized.Swimming Association 12 374,534
Canadian Amateur Wrestling Association 13 ' 444,108
Canadian Badminton Association . . ' -9 449,608
Canadian Canoe Assocation ' 13 ’ 691,922
‘Canadian Cycling Associlation . . 14 ' 596,101
Canadian Equestrian Asscociation® ‘ = 11 452,659
Canadian Federation of Amateur Baseball ) 13 243,612
Canadian Fencing Assoclation ® - 11 341,382
' Canadian_gield Hockey Assocaition 14 296,980
Canadian Figure Skating Association - 14 : 704,221
Capsdian Gymnastics Federation =2 7. 13 . - 755,130°
~‘Canadian ladies Curling Association ¢ 8 ~ - 71,597
" -Canadian Ski Assoctaton (Alpine) 12 1,161,871 .
Canadifn Ski Association (Cross Country) 8 694,896
Canadian Soccer Associlatien N o 14 , 753,315
Canadian Table Tennis:Associatfon = - 13 ‘ " 313,774
Canadfan- Track and Field Association -- .13 e 1,459,475
Canadian Volleyball Association , - 12 341,143
Canaghan. Water Polo Association ' - ' 12 . 341,143
Canadian Water Ski Assoggitiom. °~ ’ 13 : 182,860
Canadian Hbigh:lifting’Faﬁ“fation i 9 . 242,642
Canadian Women's Field Hockey Association 14 ' =, 421,227
Canadian Yachting Association . FE 14 . 616,376
curl Lenada ;ﬂ'”' a 8 93,715
Federztion of Cahadian Archers . _ 9 - ‘ 186,685
Jude Canada _: ; . 8 374,840
Shooting Federatipn of Canada - ‘ . 13. : 448,641
-‘ﬁ Son . A
?Zgb Ourcié Fitness a‘d _Amateur Sport Annual Report, 1983-84, p.28-30.
=
',.’“T?ss;-. g
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'CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF SPORT ADMINISTRATION EXPERT PANEL

1. Ca:ggoriés : o«
NSGB paid staff...........a;...ﬂ............2
NSGB volunteer leaders.ceccrereacecccccacand . Y
Sport Canada staff.........;.....,,.........3 )
=~ Nationmal Cdach.,:f...::....;.......,........1 . ‘ N

Universi:y‘professors.a....................ﬂg

Total .o ' 10

2. Criteria for Expert Selection. _
2.1 NSGB paid staff and voiunteers' '
. minioum of 3 years of involvement with a national sport
‘organization in Canada
. are holding or have held a leadership position (paid or
volunteer) within the national sport organiza:ioﬂ
.uorking knowledge of one or more NSGBs

-

2.2 Sport Canada Staff ’ )

< . minimum of 3 years of involvement with Fitness and Ama.eur \

b

. Sport . - . \

e

e
2 3 Nat fonal Coaches : /’// . -

. are holding or have held a‘na.ional coach position with a
. \

' 'NSGB for at least 3.years —

o .
o -
,v

' ”“2 4 University Professors. -
minimum of ‘hree years of involvemeu. with a Canadian
universi:y in the field of physical education and sport
adminis.rarioﬁ ‘ '
.« involvement as ‘2 researcher for or in a volunieer leadership

capacity with at least one national sport.organization

¥4
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APPENDIX D

. EXPERT REVIEW INSTRUMENT (PART 1)

. SUMMARY OF RESULTS
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ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS AND NATIONAL ‘SPORT GOVERNING BODIES

* EXPERTREVIEW

INSTRUCTIONS:

L

THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AS POTENTIAL
INDICATORS OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF NATIONAL SPORT 'GOYERNING
BODIES (NSGBS). FOR OUR PURPOSES EFFECTIVENESS HAS BEEN -
DEFINED AS THE ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO_ACQUIRE AND UTILIZE
HUMAN AND PHYSICAL RESOURCES TO FURTHER ITS GOALS.

BASED O YOUR OWN EXPERIENCE WITH NSGBS:
1. RATE EACH CRITERION AS TO ITS IMPORTANCE WHEN ASSESSING
THE EFFECTIVENESS OF AN NSGB.

2. ADD ADDITIONAL CRIT -IA THAT YOU FEEL ARE IMPORTANT.

MANY THANKS!
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EXPERT REVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

FROH YOUR_ﬁXPERIENCE HOW IMPORTANT ARE EACH OF THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA

- IN ASSESSING‘THE EFFECTIVENESS OF A NSGB? PLEASE INDICATE YOUR RESPONSES

‘o USING THE FOLLOWING NUMERICAL SCALE:

VERY LESS "~ NOT
IMPORTANT  IMPORTANT IMPORTANT  IMPORTANT

3 2 - 1. 0

7

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO ANTICIPATE AND RESPOND TO CHANGES IN
POLICY

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO INCREASE ITS MEMBERSHIP

GOOD COMMUNICATION BETWEEN PAID STAFF AND VOLUNTEERS -

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO RECRUIT AND MAINTAIN QUALIFIED PRO-
FESSIONAL STAFF

QUALLITY OF DOCUMENTED MANDATE AND GOAL STATEMENTS OF THE
NSGB

ABILITY TO ACQUIRE MULTIPLE-FUNDING SOURCES

ABILITY. OF THE NSGB TO ACCEPT AND ADJUST TO NEW TECHNIQUES
AND IDEAS <

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO EXPAND ITS PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
GOOD COMMUNICATION BEIWEEN THE NSGB AND SPORT CANADA

ABILITY QF THE NSGB TO RECRDIT AND MAINTAIN QUALITY VOLUNTEER
LEADERS

QUALITY OF POLICY AND PROCEDURES WANUAL(S) FOR ALL QSGB
ACTIVITIES AND PROGRAMS

ABILITY TO ACQUIRE SPORT CALADA FU\DS
AB£lITY oF THE NSGB TO COPE WITH EMERGENCIES
ABILITY OF I@E NSGB TO "INCREASE ITS NATIONAL OFFICE STAFF

GOOD COWHUNICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB AND OTHER NATIONAL 'SPORT
ORGANIZATIONS

PROVISION OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR PRO-
FESSIONAL STAFF AND VOLUNTEER LEADERS BY THE NSGB

(3)
(6)

7)

(5}
(9}

(10)
(11)

(12)
(13)
(14)

(15)

(16)



Y

ABILITY'TO ACQUIRE CORPORATE FUNDS - -
' ST N

N SPON - .
N SORS

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO- INCKEASE ITS SUPPLY OF VOLUNTEER
LEADERS

. - GOOD; COMMUNICATION BETWEEN THE NATIONAL OFFICE AND PRO- -
VINCIAL COUNTERPARTS -
~ ~PROVISION OF OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAREER ADVANCEMENT OF NSGB
STAFF T

‘\. N

ABILITY TO ‘ACQUIRE FUNDS FROM MEMBERSHIP

GOOD COMMUNICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB AND ITS IWTERNATIO?AL.
FEDERATION PN

v ' A
ABILITY OF_THE NSGB TO PROVIDE JOB.DESCRIPTIONs;'ENCOURAGE
WORKPLAHHING AND ASSESS PERFORMANCE OF STAFF

QUALITY OF SHORT AND LONG TERM PLANS A§D IMPLEMENTATION
STRATEGIES

QUALITY QF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
.GOOD COMMUNICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB AND ITS ATHLETES

'ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO CLEARLY DELINEATE LINES OF AUTHORITY

| QUALITY OF MONITORING AND EVALUATION PROCEDURES FOR-ALL NSGB
ACTIVITIES . :

- bUALITY OF A LONG-TERM FINANCIAL PLAN.

-,

v GOOD COMMUNICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB AND 1TS CORPORATE

- ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO INCREASE THE VUMBLRS OF QUALIFIED
COACHES AND OFFICIALS -

ADDITIONS/COMMENTS:

TN

(1s)
(1)
(20)

(21}

(22) -

(25)

(26)

(29)

(30)

= (3D
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS (PART 1)

99

>

Variable . Item #  Experts Totals  Comnments
| (30)
Adaptabilicy -1 26 -~ )
. ’ 7- 21
' 13- 22
Communication ) 3 24
9 19 _ .
15 14 mod{fied’
19 24 "
22 - 14 modified
26 22
K 30 20 .
Finance . -— 5 22.
' . 12 20
2 17 21 :
21 16 modified
25 25
29 22
Growth 2 17 N
8 19 oo .
. 14 12 < modified
18 12 -modified
/,/’“31 24 L
Human Resources 4 26
10 23 - -
16 21 : :
20 16 eliminated
-inappropriate
for sample
. - 23 - 29
: 27 22 -
Organizational 5 i 19 —
- Plaoning -~ . 11 17 .
) ' . 24 28
- 28 25

i
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ZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS AND NATIONAL SPORT GOVERNING BODIES

EXPERT REVIEW: PART 2 - )

r .

Your commeats and recommendations were tremendously helpful to me

" and I am

ia the final stages of verifying oy survey instrument. As

part of this'proce353 I am requesting your assistance just -one more

time!!

Three (3) pages are attached.’ The first page operationally
defines ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS for the purposes of this<

research.

In addition, the six (6) ‘indices of effectiveneQ§ to be

investigated in this study are defined. Listed oa the two pages

following are those statements that many of you considered “important™

or “very
statement
each and

the exper

important™ when déscribing the effectiveness of a NSGB. Some

s have been rewrittea in an effort to clarify the meaning of

some new statements have been added, based on feedback from

t terviews. _ ~

-Read. each of the 38 statements and for each one check (¢¥) the

column within which the statement best fits. PLEASE CHECK
ONLY ONE COLUMN FOR EACH STATEMENT. : '

o

that any of the statemeats gre not relevant ia the assessment
of -organizational effectiviehess for NSGBs, please note your
comments as appropriate ia the questicanaire.

If she wording of statemefzé/is st111 unclear or you feel

'PLEASE SEND- THIS BACK TO ME AT SPORT CANADA BY AUGUST 31, 1984.

IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO SPEAK WITH ME, CALL ME AT HOME (827-1391) OR
LEAVE A MESSAGE WITH HORMA (995=6510 EXT 222) AND I WILL GET BACK

'ro You! \

P "J"
MANY, MANY, MANY THANKS!

Sue vail #;

-
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ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS AND NATIONAL SPORT GOVERNING BODIES

- - OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS

/‘l . -
¢ ? w

ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

1 .

ADAPTABILITY .

COMMUNTCATION -

B FINANCE -

CROWTH

HUMAN RESOURCES

. ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING

- -
The Ability
| \\ and Man

: \\\\\{gizgibility of the NSGB to Increase its
B and Physical Resources.

L

The Ability of the NSGB to Acquire and »
‘Utilize Human and Physical Resources 1o
Further its Objectives. °*

The Ability of .the NSGB to thange its
Standard Operating Procedures in
Response to Environmental Changes. . -

The Ability of the NSGB to Communicate
Information in a Complete, Efficient and
Accurate Manner to 21l Constituent Group%._

=~ . ~

an Organization to Acquire
inancial Resources.

\ . | -

N

~

v

—

.//,\\g .

o ) {
“The Ability,of the NSGB to AttracE<\¥

Maintain and Impreve Administrators
2 \T\\\

The -Ability of the'NSGB to Plan,
Implement and Evaluate Ongoing and-

(Paid ‘and Volunteer)

Future Activities.

-,



. . , IWE:
ISR FEFINAESS OESTICHAIE. ) &
EXPERT PEVIEH PARY 2 § /S _ 3 8§/
. /& /E /S /8 /E /TS,
1, ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO ANTICIPATE

AND RESFOMD TO BGERMY-IHPOSED
CHAMGES IN POLICY,

2.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO INCREASE |
ITS ME'BERSHIP,

COTMERIICATION BETWEEN PAID STAFF
LEADERS .~

AND VOLUNTEER

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO RECRUIT
PATD STAFF.

b

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO AGREE
UPCN ITS STATED OBJECTIVES AND
TO PLAN PROGRAMS,

B

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO ACOUIRE
MATIPLE FUNDING SOURCES TO
FURTHER ITS OBJECTIVES,

AZILITY OF THE NSGB TO ACCEPT
RD ADNUST TO NOW-TEOHNICUES
AD IDEAS,

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO EXPAND
ITS FROGRAMS TO FURTHER ITS
CSJECTIVES.

9.

COMICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB
AD SPCRT CANADA,

13, ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO RECRUIT

VOLUNTEER LEADERS.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO DEVELOP
POLICY STATEMENTS AND PROCEDLRE
GUIDELINES FOR 175 PROGREMS.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO MEET THE
ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS QF SPORT
CANADA FOR FUNDS TO FURTHER ITS
CBJECTIVES.,

ASILITY OF THE NSGB TO COPE WITH
CRISES.

14

-

A3ILITY QF\THE-NSGB TO INCREASE
1TS NATI OFFICE STAFF IN
CONCTION WITH 1TS OBJECTIVES
KD PROGRAM NEEDS, .

COMMMNICATION BETWEEN THE NSGR
AD OTHER -HATTONAL SPORT AND

- MAT] SPORT ORGANIZATICKS.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO PROVIDE
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OPPOR-~
TWNITIES FOR PAID STAFF,

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO IMPLEMENT
17S PROGRAMS IN ACCORDANCE WITH
FGREED UPCN POLICIES AND PRO-
CEILRES. -

13

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO ACGUIRE
CCRPORATE FUNDS T0 FURTHER TS
UBJECTIVES.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO REACT TO
CHANGES IN THE SPORT. ENVIRDHVENT
OUTSIDE THE ORGANIZATION.

T



2.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO ACOUIRE
CORPORATE FUIDS TO FURTHER iTS
OBJECTIVES.

2,

COMUNICATION BETWEEN THE NATJONAL
LEVEL AND THE PROVINCIAL AND CLUB
LEVELS..

m'

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO RETAIN
PAID STAFF AND VOLUNTEER LEADERS,

23,

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO MONITOR
AND EVALUATE I7S PROGRAMS, - -

24.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO ACQUIRE
FUNDS FROM THE MEMBERSHIP,

5.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO INCREASE
THE MUMBER OF COACHES IN ACCOR-
DANCE WITH 1TS PROGRAM OBJECT- -
IVES.,

COPUNICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB
AND ITS INTERNATIONAL FEDER-
ATION,

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO PROVIDE
JOB DESCRIPTICNS.” DUTLINE WORK-
PLANNING PROCEDURES AND ASSESS
THE PERFORIVINCE ,OF PAID STAFF,

28

ABILITY OF THE-NSGB TO CLEARLY
STATE THE LINES OF AUTHORITY -
FOR BOTH PAID STAEF-AND
VOLRTEER LEADERS,

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO UTILIZE
A FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
TO FURTHER 1TS CBJECTIVES.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO INCREASE |
THE NUMBER OF ORFJCIALS IN
ACCORDANCE WITH ITS PROGRAM
OBJECTIVES., .

31,

CO-MUNICAT 10N BETWEEN THE NSGB
AND 1TS ATHLETES,

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO PROVIDE
FROFESSICNAL DEVELOPMENT OPPOR-
TUNITIES FOR VOLUNTEER LEADERS.

ASILITY OF THE NSGB TO PROJECT
ITS FINANCIAL PICTURE IN THE
LONG TERM.

b

COTUNICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB
AD 1TS COACHES,

H

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO RECOGNIZE
AND REWARD THE PERFORMANCE OF
VOLUNTEER LEADERS.

COMUNICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB
AD ITS CORPORATE SPONSORS,

ABILITY CF THE NSGB TO RECOGNIZE
AND REWARD THE PERFORMANCE OF -
PAID STAFF,

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO PROVIDE
JOB DESCRIPTIONS, OUTLINE WORK-
PLANNING PROCEDURES AND ASSESS

TLE SR ARG L AL WSS e Ll s e —
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September 23, 1984

NATIONAL SPORT GOVERNING BODY
EFFECTIVENESS STUDY

N

. This study is about National Sport Governing Bodies (NSGBs)
and their effectiveness as non-profit voluntary organizations. Because
of your: involvement with and working knowledge of NSGB cperations, I
would greatly appreciate your assistance in this doctoral research.

I am in.the process of testing the reliability of the enclosed
questionnaire through a test-retest format. This means that I would
like you to-complete this two-page questionnaire now and again in about

three weeks time.

It is not necessary to sign your name and all responses

will remain confidential. Please return the questionnaire using the
envelope enclosed before September 28, 1984.

This is a very important step in my study and I thank you
for your time and interest in sport research.

Sincerely,

Sue Vail
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. IT IS NECESSARY TO CODE EACH QUESTIONNAIRE
BECAUSE OF THE TEST-RETEST FORMAT FOR THIS
PHASE OF MY RESEARCH. PLEASE BE ASSURED
THAT YOUR RESPONSES \WILL NOT BE SEEN BY
ANYONE OTHER THAN MYSELF AND ALL QUESTION-
NAIRES WILL BE DESTROYED AFTER THE REI'EST . .
DATA HAS BEEN RECORDED. .

MANY THANKS!

SUE
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NATIONAL SPORT GOVERNING BODY

EFFECTIVENESS SURVEY

LI1STED ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES ARE A NUMBER OF STATDMENTS THAT
MAY DESCRIBE YCUR NATIONAL SPORT GOVERNING BODY (NSGB).

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE 15 DESIGNED TO ASSLESS ORGWNIZATIONAL

- EFFECTIVENESS AS IT IS DEFINED BELOW.

THE ABILITY OF THE NSGB'TO ACQUIRE AND

UTILIZE HOAN. PHYT AL AD FIRANCIAL

RESOURCES TO EQTH /EET AND FUR T]'LR 118 ‘ _
OBJECTIVES., '

BASED ON THIS DEFINITION AND YOUR OwN ENPERIENCE, INOW IMPORTANT
1S EACH ONT OF TIISE SIATIMENTS TN ITE CPERATION OF YOUR SIORT

ORGANTZATION?

PLEASE RFCORD YOUR OPIXIONS BY C]u.ChI\'C (J) EACH OF THE FOLLOWING
.-\TDE\TS '
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-

Q

NOT AT
‘Ili}:'rL‘ElRTA’*IT

?U"E\-«MT
MPORTANT

INPORTANT

TRRiaT

ESSENTIAL

*

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO ANTICIPATE
AND RESPOND TO EXTERNALLY-IMPOSED
CHANGES IN POLICY

2!

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO INCREASE
1TS MEMBERSHIP.

COMMUNICATION BETWEEN PAID STAFF
AND VOLUNTEER LEADERS.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO RECRUIT
PAID STAFF/

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO AGREE

UPON ITS STATED OBJECTIVES AND ‘

TO PLAN PROGRAMS.

ABILITY. OF THE NSGB TO ACQUIRE
MILTIPLE FUNDING SOURCES TO
FURTHER 1TS OBJECTIVES.

ASILITY OF THE NSGB TO ACCEPT
AND ADUUST TO NEW TECHNIGUES
AND 1CEAS,

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO INCREASE
1TS PROGRAMS TO FURTHER ITS
C3JECTIVES

-l'\

COMMUNICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB
AD SPORT CANADA.

10.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO RECRUIT
VOLUNTEER LEADERS, —

1.

ABILITY QF THE NSGB TO DEVELOP
POLICY STATEMENTS AND PROCEDURE
GUIDELINES FOR ITS PROGRAMS.

12,

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO ACQUIRE
FUNDS FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERN-
MENT .70 FURTHER ITS OB-JECTIVES.

13,

ABILITY OF THE NSGB 10 COPE HITH
CRISES.

14, ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO INCREASE
~;1TS RATICHAL OFFICE STAFF,

15,

COrTANICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB
AND OTHER NATIONAL SPORT AND
MULTI SPORT ORGANIZATIONS,

16.

ABILITY OF THE A7SGB TO PROVIDE
PROFESSIOHAL DEVELOPMENT OPPOR-,
TUHITIES FOR PAID STAFF.

7.

ABILITY CF THE NSGB TC IM-PLEMENT
1TS PROGRAMS IN ACCORDANCE WITH
AGREED UPON POLICIES AND PRO-
CEDURES, .

18.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO ACQUIRE
CORPORATE FLADS TO FURTHER lTS
. OBJECTIVES.

19.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO REACT
70 CHANGES IN THE SPORT EIWIRO?.ENT
OUTSIDE THE ORGAN]IZATION,




)

Cope:

NIT AT

IMPORTANT

ESSEHTIAY

20, COMMNICATION BETWEEN THE NATIONAL
LEVEL AND THE PROVINCIAL AND CLUB
LEVELS,

%cmn

YI%RTA’\IT

- STAFF AND VOLUNTEER LEADERS.

D1, ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO RETAIN PAID

P2, ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO MONITOR AND
. EVALUATE TS PROGRAMS,

U3, ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO RAISE FUNDS
FROM WITHIN ITS MEMBERSHIP.

P4, ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO INCREASE
THE NUMBER OF COACHES.

DS, COMMUNICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB
AND TS INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION,

5. ASILITY OF THE NSGB TO PROVIDE
JOB DESCRIPTIONS. OUTLINE WORK=
PLANNING PROCEDURES AND ASSESS
THE PERFORMANCE OF PAID STAFF,

D7, ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO UTILIZE
A FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
T0 FURTHER 1TS. OBJECTIVES,

P8, ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO INCREASE
THE MUBER OF OFFICIALS.

COMMUNICATION BETWEEN THE NSG3
AND ITS ATHLETES.

ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO PROVIDE
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPYENT OFPOR-
TUNITIES FOR VOLUNTEER LEADERS.

31, ASILITY OF THE NSGB TO DEVELOP
A LONG TERM FINANCIAL STRATEGY.

32, COMUNICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB
AXD 1TS COACHES,. , :

33, ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO RECOGNIZE
AND REWARD THE PERFORMANCE OF
VOLUNTEER LEADERS, .

COMMUNICATION BETWEEN THE NSGB
AND ITS CCRPORATE SPON3ORS.

35, ABILITY OF THE NSGB TO RECOGNIZE
2D REWARD THE PERFCRIANCE OF
PAID STAFF.

36, ABILITY OF THE NSGB TQ PROVIDE
JOB DESCRIPTIONS., OUTLINE WORK-
PLAKNING PROCEDURES AND ASSESS -
THE PERFORMANCE OF VOLUNTEERS.

FANY THAIKS!
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September 28, 1984 I

o NATIONAL SPORT GOVERNING BODY
; EFFECTIVENESS STUDY

Thank you for your assistance with the first phase of my
reliability testing. I am now into the retest phase and requesting
your help this one last time. . )

~ The same two-page questionnaire is enclosed. Please rercad-
the instructions and complete the questionnaire. As before, all
responses will remain strictly confidential. A self-addressed envelope .
has been enclosed and it would be much appreciated if you could return '
your completed questionnaire to me before Wednesday,'October 10, 1984.

| Thahks‘ agairg%{ your time!

Sincerely,

* Sue Vail
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October 19, 1984

!

NATIONAL SPORT GOVERNING BODY
EPFECTIVENESS SURVEY :

This study is about National Sport Go@erning Bodies (NSGBs) and '

their Zffectiveness as non-profit voluatary organizations.
Because.of your ilakglvement with and working knowledge of NSGB
operatioans, we would greatly appreciate your assistance in this
rsearch.. N : ' . '

To help us in assessing NSGB effectiveness, we would like you to
indicate your opinions by completing the eaclosed questionnaire.
.Your responses are completely confidential and will remain
anoaymous — do not sign your name. Please use the scamped;
self-addressed envelope enclosed and mail your questionnaire to

us before November 9, 1984.

The value of our study will depead upon the frankness and care
with which you answer these questions. There are g0 right or
wroag answers — your respoases should be based on your personal’
_experience. ‘

If you would 1iKe information about the results of this research
please don't hesitate to-coatack us. o

Thank you for your time and iaterest in sport research.

A
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1

—_ NATIONAL svon‘r-covsnxtnc'son‘r})

e EFFECTIVENESS SURVEY

-
-

LISTED ON THE FOLLIWING PACE.S‘ ARE A NPMBER OF STATEMENTS THAT
COULD BE USZD AS CRITERIA TO ASSESS THE EFFRCTIVENGSS OF NSCBS.
. - e '
FCR THE PURFCSE OF THIS STUDY, ORCANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVERESS IS
DEFINTD AS: ) ‘ .

-

~

THE ABILITY (F THE 1SE-T0 ACCUIRE AD
UTILIZE EON, PRYSICAL AD FINACIAL
PESOURCES TO ACCOMPLISH 1TS CBJECTIVES.

RASDD ON THIS DEFIM‘;%‘{:.\D YOUR EXPERIEWT WITH SPCRT CRGANI-

. . ZATICNS, HOW DOCHTANT IS EACH Gnb U ITESS SIATDENTS AS A
CRITERICN TO ASSESS THE ORGANIZATICNAL EFFLCTIVENESS OF A
KATIOMAL SPCRT GOUERNING BIDYT -

PLEASE RECCRD YOUR CPINIONS BY GICXING ) EaCH OF THE FOLLCWING
STATDENTS. . ;
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k 2. AIUTY &F T

B3, AZILITY OF THE KST3 7O COPS WITH

“ -

'-P\":.‘-:-——- Tl

9, A8ILITY CF TrE NS@ TO R

OFT QETIpAIE
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war AT

e
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IMPCRTANT

- -
IR

BBl

I, RBILITY OF TrE NS _T0D ANTICIPATE
AD RESHD TO EXTeALL -1~1=csa
CHANGES N POLICY

2, A3IUTY OF THE NSE@ TO INCREASE
- ITS MOESSSHIP,

3. COMNICATION SETHEEN PAID STAFF
2D VOUNTESR LEAERS Y

§, s31LITY OF THE NS TO RECRUIT
PAID STAFF.

' ‘?muwosnemm:&&

UPCN TS STATED CBUECTIVES AND
TO PLAN PROGRAMS.

B, A3ILITY CF TI= KS=3 TO ACUIRE
MLTIPLE FUDING SILRCS 10
RETHR ITS CRUECTIVES,

7. ABILTY OF THE NS®@ TO ACT™
KD ADNST TO NEd TECNICES
20 10EAS.

&, ABIUITY OF THE KSC3 TO INCSASE
r‘smvsmmﬂ iTs

o~ BUTIIVE
-

S, MNICATIO zarc‘*)ﬂf NS
2D SPORT CANADA.

19, ’n_-vopﬂem*ope_?.m
POTIR LEATERS.

11, A3ILITY OF TS N&CS T DEVEXSP
POLICY STATRVENTS ~O PROCORE

QIZEINES AR TS W.

3 GUedTives,

QRl=s,

14, ABILITY CF THE K& TD INREASE
ITS NATIQUAL CFFICE STAFF.

15, COMNICATION SETAESN THE NGB
2O GTHER NaTIONAL SPORT A0
MATI SPORT CRGWIZATIONS.

18, A3ILITY OF THE NS 7D PROVIZE
PROFESSIONAL TEVELOPMENT CPRCR-
TNITIES /R PAID STAFF.

N7, A31ITY OF THE NSG2 TO [MPLOENT
ITS FOORWS [N ACTSRCANCS #ITH
FEREDD PO POLICISS ,-.\'.Jm-
o Ees,

18, A3IUTY CF THE NSE3 70 ACWIRE
CRPCRATE AITS TO ARTFAR ITS
CaECTIVES,

O GA k.:SI'i'T-:SF‘CRT:.

RO

QUTSIZE vi£ CRCANIZATION,
S
h
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HOT AT . .
Torormar | T | necama | o | essermiad

COMUNICATION BETHEEN THE NATICHAL

LEVEL AND THE PROVINCIAL AND CULT

ABILITY OF THE NSU=3 TO RETAIN PAID
STAFF AND VOLLNTESR LEADERS.

72, ABILITY OF THE NSS3 TO MONITOR AND

EVALLATE [TS PROGRAS,

:.BIUTYG:MPGBTORAISEFLMS‘

FR24 WITHIM ITS ME'EERSHIP.

ASILITY OF THE NS TO INCREASE
THE NUMEER OF CoACES, .

CMANICATICN BETWEEN THE NS
AD ITS INTENATIQHAL FETERATION.

AZILTY OF . THE NSE TO PROVIDE”
8 LESTRIPTIONS., OUTLINE WoRK=
PLANING PROCTLRES AND ASSESS
THE PSRFORMANCE OF PAID STAFF,

ABILITY OF TvE NS3= 70 UTIL=
A FIRAETAL MANCEDENT SYSTEM
TO ARTEER TS (BUECTIVES. .

£SILITY OF THE NS TO INGREASE
TS NMEER OF OFFICIALS.

CIMNICATION BETWEEN T}-E Rs=3
AD 173 ATHLETES,

ABILITY OF THE NS33 7O PROVILE
PROSESSIONAL TEVELZPMENT CPROR-
TWITIES FR VOLLNTERR LEADESS.

4

ABILITY OF THE NSG TO DEVEroP
A LG TERM FINANCIAL STRATEGY,

CMMNICATT mas“rvffe NS
RO ITS CAGES,

r\‘BIL;'TOFTrE'GBTURSIG‘iIE
AND REAARD THE PERFORMANCE OF
VOULNTESR LEADESS.

CIMNICATION EETWEEN THE NS
AND 175 CORPCRATE SPONSCRS,

ABILITY OF THE NS TD RECTGNIZE

. AD RSVRD THE PERFORSWNCE CF

PAID STAFF.

ABILITY OF THE NS TD qus:s

JS ESRIPTIOS., QUTLINE WORK=

H_,.mx‘c PROCEIRES AND ASSESS
THE PERFCRMWNCE OF VOLLNTESRS.

WY THYKS!
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NSGB EFFECTIVENESS QUESTIONNAIRE

A

VARIABLE /- C 7 STATRMENTS
. Vs ———
- N \
ADAPTABILITY ‘ 1. AQility of the NSGB to anticipate and respond to externally-

— ‘EPOSEd changes in policy. R o
) \\\\J;//ﬂ/fzbllzty of the NSGB to accept and adjust to new technlque
' and ideas. 9\\\

13. Ablllty of the NSGB to cope w1th crises.
- " . 19. Ability of the NSGB to react to changes in the sport
enviromment outside the organization.
COMMUNICATION, 3. Commnication between paid staff and volunteer leaders.
' 9. Communication between the NSGB and Sport Canada.

15. Commmication between the NSGB and other national sport
and multi-sport organizations.

- “20. Commmication between the natzonal level and the prov1nc1a1 .
and club levels.

25. Communication between the NS8B and its International
. Federation. :

29. Communication between the NSGB and itgjathletes.
32. Communication between the NSGB and its coaches.
34. Communfzgkion between the NSGB and its corporate sponsors.
FINANCE T . 6. Ability of the NSGB to acqulre multlple fundlng sources -
: to further its objectives.

12. Ability of the NSGB to acquire funds from the federal
govermment to further its objectives. - s

18_ Ability of the NSGB to acquire corporate funds to further
its objectives.

. Ability of the NSGB to raise funds from within its .
membership.

27. Ability of the NSGB to utilize a financial management
system to further its objectives.

531. Ability of the NSEB to devclop a long term financial
strategy.
CRONﬂi ' 2. Ability'of the NSGB to increase its membership.

8. Ability of the NSGB to increase its programs to further
its objectives.

14. Ability of the NSGB to increase its National off1ce staff
24. Ability of the NSGB to increase the number of coaches ﬁ}
28. Ability of the NSGB to increase the number of off1c1als. '
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HUMAN RESOURCES . 4. Ability of the NSGB to recruit paid staff. _ ,
e 10. Ability of the NSGB to recruit-voluntcer leaders.

J16. Ability of the NSGB to provide professional §evelopment
opportunities for paid staff.

.21.-Ab111ty of the hSGB to retain pa1d staff and volumreer
leaders.

26. Ability of the NSGB to prov1de job descriptions, outline .~

- workplanning procedures and assess the performance of
. paid staff.

— 30. Abilify of the NSGB to provide professional.dcvclopmcnt
- : opportunities for voluntcer leaders.

'aa.jAblllty of the NSGB~to recognize and reuard the pcrformance
- of volunteer leaders.

35. Ability of the NSGB to recognize and/;;;gfgzkhe performance
of paid staff.

36. Ability of the NSGB to provide JOb descriptions, outline
workplanning procedures and assess the performance of

volunteers.
ORGANIZATIONAL 5. Ability of the NSGB to agree upon 1its stated ObJCCthCS
PLANNING and to plan programs. :

11. Ability of the NSGB to develop policy statements and
procédure guidelines for its programs.

17. Ability of the NSGB-to implement its programs in
accordance with agreed upon policies and procedures.’

22. Ability of the NSGB to momitor and evaluate its programs.

?





