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Hedayatnia, Mostafa, Identification of Basic Character-

istics of Managing Higher Education by Ob.j ectives. Doctor of 

Philosophy (Higher Education), August, 1977, 152 pp., 11 

tables, bibliography, 100 titles. 

The main purpose of this study was to identify basic 

characteristics of managing higher education by objectives 

(HEBO). Six interrelated and interdependent research ques-

tions , which reflected other purposes of the study, were 

established. A sixty-two-statement questionnaire, from the 

review of MBO literature, was developed to use in the study. 

Statements were categorized into (1) philosophy of the educa-

tional enterprise, (2) identification of institutional goals, 

(3) specification of objectives, (4) definition of role re-

sponsibility, (5) the implementation process, (6) evaluation of 

organization, and HEBO limitations and requirements. Partici-

pants were requested to respond to each statement on a three-

point Likert scale consisting of "Agree," "Disagree," and 

"Modifications." 

Twenty MBO experts, ten from higher education and ten 

from business/industry, participated in the study and vali-

dated the contents of the criteria instrument. In addition, 

the perceptions of fifty-five national authors concerning the 

MBO concept and implementation procedures were analyzed. The 

data were collected during February 1977. 



Findings--(1) Administrators and managers agreed with 

MBO principles but utilized different means and different 

directions to approach and implement the system. Jurors and 

authors also agreed as to setting goals and objectives and 

working toward the desired terminal results. (2) The major-

ity of authors and jurors agreed with statements concerning 

a "refined mission statement" for a college or university, 

working from an HEBO philosophic platform, defining role re-

sponsibilities, and implementing procedures. (3) Jurors and 

authors agreed that HEBO increases knowledge of organiza-

tional and professional goals and objectives, and it also 

improves performance and communication. (4) MBO experts and 

authors agreed to efficient implementation procedures, accord-

ing to the model proposed in the study, which included 

effective leadership and utilization of consultants. 

Conelusions--(1) Experts and authors approved the charac-

teristics of managing higher education by objectives (HEBO) 

as proposed in the study. (2) In order to be efficient and 

effective, an HEBO program should contain a mission statement, 

clear goals and objectives, well-defined role responsibili-

ties, and also evaluation. (3) The HEBO implementation 

process requires more than a mere decision to institute such 

a program; it requires strong leadership, orientation pro-

grams , and MBO consultants. (4) Any HEBO model should have 

as its major purpose the securing of higher performance 

accountability. (5) In the policy- and decision-making 



process, the overall constituencies of a higher education 

should get involved in connection with HEBO implementation. 

Recommendations--(1) Perceptions of faculty and staff 

in regard to HEBO should be analyzed. (2) Perceptions of 

academic administrators and faculty concerning the HEBO 

system should also be analyzed and compared. (3) All higher 

learning institutions operating on the MBO system in the 

United States should be studied and their managerial opera-

tions should be compared for results. (4) Before a higher 

education institution initiates an HEBO program, it should 

conduct a pilot study in one of its units for the purpose of 

program's desirability, feasibility, and cost-effectiveness. 

(5) Chief administrators should operate on the HEBO system 

during the first year, and others should get involved in 

subsequent years. (6) The proposed HEBO characteristics 

should be implemented in coordination with other managerial 

techniques, such as PERT, PPBS, OR, Delphi, and MIS. (7) The 

basic characteristics of managing higher education by ob-

jectives, proposed as a model on the basis of the results of 

the study, may be utilized by any college or university 

which is ready or desires to use the MBO system of management, 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Management by Objectives as an organizational technique 

in administering a higher education institution is utilized 

to differentiate between movement and progress. That is, the 

administrators, faculty, staff, and students establish clear 

goals toward which the school wants to move and set up sched-

ules and procedures for the progress toward these goals. 

The long-lived hierarchical nature of higher education 

in the United States has necessitated a shift to new tools 

and strategies in the university or community college adminis-

tration during the past decades. In order to either justify 

or eliminate high-cost programs and those of marginal signi-

ficance, each of the over 3,000 institutions of higher learn-

ing is rapidly shifting to a managerial machinery as a basis 

for cooperative action and sound decision-making (30). 

The new planning systems are different from previous 

models and so are the purposes. The new techniques pursue a 

dynamic, systematic process that is more comprehensive, better 

organized, and much more responsive to the overall organiza-

tion's activities than many other previous planning systems 

(47, 48). Likewise, the purposes of new planning techniques 

have changed from producing a plan per se to that of 



achieving the best possible results regardless of "how you 

get there," as long as the method is within acceptable legal 

and moral limits. 

The end results of Management by Objectives--MBO, for 

short--is to obtain performance accountability (3, 10, 12, 20, 

24, 31). The term accountability does not necessarily mean 

a "shape up or ship out" proposition. Nor does it refer to 

a device for the purpose of fixing blame or responsibility for 

the individuals' failures and shortcomings. The end of account-

ability should focus upon students. Further, these ends are 

concerned with serving students and solving problems identic 

fied through assessment of educational needs of students. 

Toward a humanistic-democratic management with a vision 

to attaining performance accountability in higher education, 

MBO is concerned with the qualitative aspects of end results, 

and it primarily emphasizes working more effectively with 

people. Management by Objectives involves procedures and 

techniques in identifying the goals and objectives of each 

major component of an institution and setting up a timetable 

for their realization (30). 

Management by Objectives is a results-oriented process; 

so is Higher Education by Objectives. Given the acknowledged 

importance of Higher Education by Objectives and the results 

expected from it, the term MBO is borrowed from industry and 

business and applied to the administration of higher educa-

tion institutions. 



The managerial techniques of Higher Education by Objec-

tives (HEBO) enable a higher learning institution to set up 

its organizational goals and objectives in accordance with 

the personal-professional goals and objectives of its inter-

nal and external constituencies. In that process, the ad-

ministrative and pedagogic participants, as well as supportive 

personnel and students, will work cooperatively toward real-

ization of their agreed-upon objectives. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of the study was the identification of basic 

characteristics of managing higher education by objectives. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of the study were to (1) define MBO as an 

organizational model applied to higher education; (2) ascer-

tain from the review of literature the origin, evolution, 

application, and implementation of MBO in administering 

higher education institutions; (3) demonstrate the importance 

of MBO in planning--as it relates to increasing knowledge of 

organizational, departmental, and professional goals and 

objectives--and in improving performance and communication; 

(4) clarify the MBO limitations; (5) evaluate the MBO system 

as it relates to the administrators' utilization of effec-

tive and efficient implementation procedures; and, finally, 

(6) identify basic characteristics of managing higher educa-

tion by objectives. 



Research Questions 

In keeping with the stated purposes of the study, the 

following research questions were proposed; 

1. Will educational administrators define MBO for 

managing higher education the same way managers have defined 

it in business and industry? 

2. In what ways can Management by Objectives be applied 

effectively in the administration of higher education insti-

tutions? 

3. Will experts and/or authorities agree that the MBO 

planning system increases knowledge of organizational, depart-

mental, and professional goals and objectives? In addition, 

will experts agree that the MBO system improves performance 

and communication? 

4. What are the limitations of Management by Objectives 

in higher education administration? 

5. Will effective and efficient implementation pro-

cedures in a Management by Objectives program improve the 

overall educational planning? 

6. What will be an organizational model or the basic 

characteristics of managing higher education by objectives? 

Background and Significance of the Study 

The conceptualization of Management by Objectives started 

in industry and business long before it found its way into 

the literature and practice of higher education administration 



(12, 13, 19, 24). For example, Henri Fayol started the idea 

by calling attention to such administrative processes in 

industrial management as planning, organizing, commanding, 

coordinating, and controlling (12), Such concepts were later 

developed by L. E, Gulick and L. Urwick, who invented the 

term POSDCORB which stands for planning, organizing, staffing, 

directing, coordinating, reporting, and budgeting. The 

second 0 has been added in order to produce a pronounceable 

acronym. There are at least a dozen similar versions dealing 

with, such processes. All administrators and other campus 

personnel should be concerned with these versions which 

suggest a variety of management: functions. 

Management by Objectives is a process-oriented system. 

As a general managerial approach, it can be applied to a 

variety of institutions, including education. It is a pro-

cess which many administrators find useful for attacking 

their managerial problems (12), 

The term HBO is of relatively recent origin. Some people 

call it Management by Objectives and Results (MBO/R). It is 

true that some of the successful administrators (or managers) 

have had managerial talents and followed what MBO now stands 

for long before such an acronym was coined. Credit is usually 

extended to Peter Drucker (9, p. Ill) and Douglas McGregor 

(19) who conceptualized and developed the term MBO with its 

variations, in the 1950's. Since then, many writers have 

interpreted the concept of MBO in many different ways and 



have often placed unique emphasis on particular parts of it 

in order to be able to implement the model in business and 

industry. It was only during the late 1960fs that books and 

articles applying MBO to educational administration began to 

appear, but their number seems to be very few and far between 

(1, p. 4). 

The difference between MBO and other managerial techni-

ques , such as the Delphi Technique, PERT, PPBS, OR, and MIS, 

is that MBO helps the campus personnel to jointly establish 

procedures and criteria for accomplishing the projected goals 

and objectives toward the best possible results. The Delphi 

Technique helps the decision makers to set goals and objec-

tives, but PERT is utilized to implement them. However, the 

OR system enables the administrators to analyze and evaluate 

the proposed means for implementing the goals and objectives 

before taking real action. The MIS system can be defined as 

(1) an organized method of providing management with all 

relevant information for decision-making; (2) the availability 

of continuous information regarding such things as achieve-

ment, personnel, buildings, and equipment (10). 

Not everyone defining Management by Objectives means 

or stresses the same things. The following is the most fre-

quently used definition developed by Odiorne in 1965: 

The system of Management by Objectives can be 
described as a process whereby the superior and sub-
ordinate jointly identify goals, define individual 
major areas of responsibility in terms of results 
expected of him, and use these measures as guides 



for operating the unit and. assessing the contribution 
of its members (24) . 

This definition emphasizes the three major points of 

objective, results, and assessment. The^superordinate and 

subordinate jointly set up the objectives in terms of results 

expected and, consequently, evaluate the overall performance 

according to the agreed-upon criteria. Almost five years 

later, Odiorne became concerned only with the formation of 

objectives and thus defined MBC) as "a system in which the 

first step of management is the clarification of corporate 

objectives and the breaking down of all subordinate activity 

into logical subdivisions that contribute to the major objec-

tives" (28) . 

Management by Objectives in Shreiber and Sloan's view 

is the accomplishment of certain sets of objectives in speci-

fic time limits. They defined MBO as "a management process 

by which work is organized in terms of achieving specific 

objectives by set times" (35). Ryan chose a different direc-

tion in defining MBO in that he emphasized the concepts of 

leadership, team approach, and people: 

Management by Objectives is a method of leader-
ship which successful executives have been using for 
generations. It requires the individual executive to 
develop his own managerial objectives as part of a team 
striving for corporate obj ective agreed and understood 
by all. It allows the individual executive to accom-
plish the required results in his own way, so long as 
this does not interfere with achievement of his own or 
co rporative obj ectives . In short: you organize your 
subordinates to help you win your objectives (33). 



Carroll and Tosi believed that organizations that have 

utilized the MBO process refer to their programs variously as 

"management by results," "goals management," "work planning 

and review," "goals and controls," and so on. However, they 

added that all of these programs are similar despite the 

differences in terminology (8, p. 3). 

The authors further indicated that, although some organ-

izations stress the use of MBO basically as a managerial 

planning approach, most organizations tend to view MBO pri-

marily as a "superior method of evaluating performance and 

conducting performance appraisal reviews with managers" (8, 

p. 16). 

Among certain aspects of the MBO approach which have been 

evaluated by Carroll and Tosi according to relevant research, 

several can be mentioned. They are goal setting, feedback on 

performance, and participation. Their research supported 

the idea that MBO approach should result in higher levels of 

performance (or levels of aspiration) than other managerial 

techniques if the organization involves itself in establishing 

performance goals, providing feedback relevant to the goals, 

and allowing subordinate participation in the process of 

setting such goals. Based upon empirical evidence, it was 

concluded that the success of an MBO program depends upon the 

goal-setting process itself, which constitutes a critical fac-

tor and that the "key factors in setting goals would be their 

difficulty and specificity or clarity" (8, p. 16). 



Further research on organizational MBO programs indi-

cated that the adoption of this process-oriented managerial 

approach can improve managerial performance, managerial atti-

tude, and organizational planning. Successful adoption of 

HBO programs requires a considerable amount of time and sub-

stantial sum of expenditures. The HBO programs should also 

be given adequate support and attention and be well integrated 

into the organization; otherwise, they will be doomed to 

failure or might not "live up to expectations." 

Carroll and Tosi's research on organizational HBO pro-

grams was concluded with the belief that not many "practical 

guides for actually carrying out the goal-setting and per-

formance review aspects of the HBO process" are presently 

available (8, p. 16). 

Still others viewed HBO in other ways. Among them, 

Horrisey was concerned with a management approach that sought 

to determine 

(1) what must be done (after careful analysis of why 

it must be done); 

(2) how it must be done (the program steps or plan of 

action required to accomplish it); 

(3) when it muse be done; 

(4) how much it will cost; 

(5) what constitutes satisfactory performance; 

(6) how much progress is achieved; and 

(7) when and how to take corrective action (21). 
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Morrisey1 s definition of MBO and the task force which 

is tied to it seems to be the most appropriate approach to 

educational administration in terms of specification of ob-

jectives, time limits, and the results to be evaluated. 

AlthoughMorrisey's approach to managing the complex situation 

of higher education administration does indeed solve many 

problems, it cannot be accepted as a panacea. 

In this dissertation, Management by Objectives has been 

considered to be one side of Higher Education by Objectives 

(HEBO) and it is being defined as 

a system of operation that enables an educational 
organization and its personnel to identify, move 
toward, and lock, onto objectives as well as to 
manage more effectively for desired results (1). 

The objectives of higher education administration should 

include the six major components of time, outcome, actor, 

action, proficiency, and measurement. These components are 

described, exemplified in detail, and evaluated in terms of 

objective specification, operational strategies, and other 

planning criteria established by the MBO system. 

From the observations thus far made, it can be inferred 

that not only Management by Objectives as an organizational 

model in higher learning is in its exploratory stages, it is 

also significant to investigate its implementation as well as 

its effectiveness in a university or community college setting 

from the viewpoint of different administrators and faculty 

members. This perspective depicts the belief that MBO 
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constitutes one of the concepts of goal-and-objective setting 

applied to higher education institutions and is concerned, 

among other things, with the assessment of faculty perfor-

mance and professional development. As Hostrop stated, 

The primary effects of employing management-by-
objective s in {higher] education are to be seen in 
such tangible results as improved planning, more 
relevant curricula, lower drop-out rates, and more 
efficient use of available dollars. The system of 
management-by-obj ectives improves the efficiency and 
effectiveness of a school, college or university. 
Its visible effects are seen in such areas as improved 
morale, improved delegation of decision-making, iden-
tifying more promotable people, and an improved insti-
tutional image (10, p, 178). 

An administrator responsible for or functioning in a 

decision-making capacity in an institution of higher learning 

may set up a goals-and-objectives system by carefully observ-

ing the current practices, evaluating the strengths and weak-

nesses, considering the advantages and disadvantages, and, 

finally, deciding on the goals and objectives which will 

elicit desired terminal results. He further recognizes the 

institution's goals concerned with long-range plans and 

objectives which, depict immediate needs and interests of the 

students and the community. 

In the MBO system, the administrator provides a systema-

tic procedure for establishing priorities, allocating re-

sources, and evaluating the outcomes, all of which contribute 

to the improvement of planning, He is able to manage the 

planning objectively in that the plan will function effectively 

and efficiently to yield the value from dollars invested. 
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In the area of performance objectives, the administrative 

leader will collect data from the faculty performance in 

respect to instructional strategies, research development, 

Student services, and community activities. Such data can be 

computed, processed, and resulted in a better evaluation of 

faculty performance and other professional duties (41). Here 

the administrator's plan provides procedures for the faculty 

members through which teaching may be observed, improved, and 

the outcomes assessed. 

The final characteristic of the MBO model as an organi-

zational planning structure would be the improvement of per-

formance and communication. The administrative and pedagogi-

cal teams will select plans, define programs, identify needs, 

set up tlue objectives, and work together to accomplish the 

objectives, In that process, all the institution's constitu-

ents may be able to share their input, communicate objectively 

and openly, participate in the decision-making processes, and, 

finally, perform to meet the needs and requirements in accor-

dance with the established objectives. 

Not all faculty members accept the notion to fully 

support the MBO plan. In fact, as Shetty and Carlisle put it, 

The perceived success of the program seems to be 
influenced by the faculty type. More specifically, 
teachers with lower academic rank (assistant profes-
sors in particular), teachers without tenure, and 
those with fewer years of service consider the program 
in more positive terms than those of higher rank who 
are tenured and have more years of service (41). 
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Similar to other organizational models, the MBO system 

carries its limitations. One of the limitations is excessive 

paperwork in that a tremendous amount of time and energy is 

consumed over the bureaucracy dealing with the ramifications 

of objectives, implementation procedures, collection of data, 

inputs, and so on. 

Secondly, not all the participants involve themselves in 

the program in respect to identification of needs, setting up 

the objectives, or the decision-making process. The lack of 

program consideration in positive terms by the nontenured 

faculty and those in lower academic ranks provides a good 

example of insufficient involvement. 

Among the difficulties in administering the MBO model, 

two are eminent. One is goal-and-objective setting at the 

beginning of the program in which a lot of time and energy is 

involved, and, also, the volume of paperwork adds to the con-

fusion of both goals and objectives. One always wonders if 

the projected goals will correspond to the needs of the in-

stitution and its constituents. Another difficulty, as 

indicated above, implies measuring intangible aspects of 

goals which, among other things, involves accountability on 

a large scale. 

There are other limitations imposed by the MBO system 

which include lack of or ambiguous departmental goals and 

objectives, lack of administrators' orientation to the pro-

gram, inadequate review and feedback, and inflexibility. To 
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a lesser degree, conflict between individual and institu-

tional goals, as well as objectives, and the lack of facul-

ties ' orientation to the overall MBO system can also be 

identified as limitations (40, 41). 

According to the research accomplished in the area of 

MBO (41), measuring and evaluating the system, the success 

of such a program depends on the improved implementation pro-

cedures in overcoming the limitations and problems associated 

with the program. The administrators who are interested in 

the utilization of MBO planning should observe the limita-

tions and difficulties which hover around such organizational 

models. They should also recognize the impact of the imple-

mentation process variables which not only increase the 

effectiveness of the program but make it more consistent with 

professional values and attitudes. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms have been defined specifically as 

applied in the study. 

1. Accountability--the responsibility accepted by or 

expected from a constituent—be he an administrator, faculty, 

staff member, or a student—in an educational institution to 

the best of his ability to accomplish mutually agreed-upon 

objectives in a certain period of time, 

2. Actor--a leader with well-defined role responsibil-

ity and concerned with identification of goals, specification 
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of objectives, direction, implementation, support, and eval-

uation, 

3• The Delphi Technique--

a method of assessing group opinion by individuals 
through responses to a series of successive ques-
tionnaires, rather than through a series of group 
meetings, This approach provides an organization 
with a more objective means to (1) assess the range 
of ideas about goals and objectives, (2) give 
priority ranking to these goals and objectives, 
and (3) establish the degree of consensus about the 
goals and objectives CIO, p. 67). 

^' Floor Operations--the activities or performance of 

the firing-line employees, based upon relatively small, well-

defined targets which are determined jointly by the employees 

and their supervisor, 

5. Goal--that toward which effort is directed. It may 

be a new building, a project, a program, a new discipline, 

application of new instructional strategies, etc,, to be 

accomplished in a given number of years. It has a long-range 

limit of one to tweny years. 

6, Higher Education by Objectives (HEBO)--a concept 

for an overall approach to managing higher education by demon-

strable, measurable results toward predetermined goals and 

objectives; the overall internal and external constituencies 

of an educational enterprise to jointly set up the personal/ 

professional organizational goals and objectives and work 

cooperatively toward their realization and evaluation, HEBO 

"provides a viable alternative to administering by abdication, 

crisis, fear, charisma, or 'common sense'" (10, p. 178). 
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7. Humanist i c/Democrat i c Management - - the leadership in 

an educational enterprise which is "interested in supporting 

individual success experiences," establishes and maintains "a 

positive working climateand utilizes "the team approach" 

in the process of decision making. 

8. Intervention Strategy—any program, technique, con-

sultant, or external change-agent as a source of information, 

etc., employed in an organization in order to cause change in 

current operations or reinforce the implementation of new 

programs. 

9. Management--(a) the executive ability (handling, 

control, direction) by which an administrator gives leader-

ship to an institution; (b) the organization and coordination 

of the factors of production (e.g., capital) for maximum ef-

ficiency; and (d) collectively, those who direct an educa-

tional enterprise. 

10. Management by Objectives (MBO)--an organizational 

system which is concerned with what, when, who, how, profi-

ciency, and evaluation. 

It is a particular way of thinking about management. 
It is a system of management which can be described 
as a process whereby the superordinate and subordinate 
managers of an organization jointly identify its com-
mon goals, define each individual's major area of 
responsibility in terms of results expected of him, 
and use these measures as guides for operating the 
unit and assessing the contribution of each of its 
members (10, p. 178). 

11. Life-Cycle Theory of Leadership--a situational lead-

ership theory developed at Ohio State University's Center for 
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Leadership, This theory, based on earlier leadership models, 

is concerned with, task behavior (the amount of direction a 

leader gives) and relationships behavior (the amount of 

socioeconomical support a leader provides). 

12, Measurement^-(1) the determination of feasibility 

and cost effectiveness of implementing a program; and (2) the 

determination for achieving equity and employee satisfaction 

in respect to salary distribution, position, promotion, allo-

cation of professional duties, and so forth, in an education-

al ins t i tut ion. 

13, HIS (Management Information System)--(1) an organ-

ized method of providing management with all relevant infor-

mation utilized in the decision-making process within the 

school system; (2) the availability of continuous information 

regarding such things as achievement, personnel, inventory 

of the facilities, buildings, and equipment. 

14, Objective--an end (e.g., quality education or ex-

cellence, or a thing to be done) toward which efforts are 

directed, It is also a task agreed upon mutually by the 

superior and the subordinate, and it is of short-range dura-

tion, usually, up to one year, 

15, OR (Operations Research)--a management system which 

enables the decision makers to analyze and evaluate a problem 

and develop alternative solutions before taking a real action. 

16 , ' Perf ormance Ob j ect ives - the des ired end results to 

be achieved according to predetermined quantitative and 
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qualitative criteria (or standards), subject to dry-run 

practice sessions, periodic reviews, and conferences. 

17, PERT (Program Evaluation and Review Technique--

"An event-oriented network representation of the time and 

duration of tasks of an entire project. , . . uses three time 

estimates for each task'—optimistic, pessimistic, and most 

probable" (10, p. 242), It is a method for implementing goals 

and objectives. 

18. PPBS (P1arming-Programming-Budgeting System)--a 

decision-making system for allocating resources to various 

objectives based on cost-effectiveness analysis. 

19. Proficiency--knowledge, skills, and other expertise 

acquired through education, internship, or actual practice. 

20, Results-- the outcomes expected in accordance with 

the mutually agreed-upon objectives. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

This dissertation is concerned with literature on the 

HBO system in educational administration since its inception 

during the late 196.0 Vs. The literature consists of pub-

lished, unpublished, and nonprint materials. In the area of 

published materials, resources of books, periodicals, mono-

graphs, MBO handbooks, indices, and others were surveyed. 

Unpublished materials on MBO which have been presented 

in local or national conferences were significant in many 

respects , A number of them wej.e obtained through 
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correspondence; their contents were carefully examined in 

terms of the criteria established in the appendix. 

The criteria were validated by the judgment of a panel 

of ten experts and/or authorities in the area of business-

industry- and ten in the area of higher education. A copy of 

the proposed HEBO model--the basic characteristics of manag-

ing higher education by objectives--along with a transmittal 

letter, was either mailed to each of the panel members or 

hand-carried to them for quick response. The proposed cri-

teria were considered valid if seven out of ten experts or 

authorities in business and industry, as well as in higher 

education, agreed to approve them. 

In the area of nonprint materials, films on the subject 

were viewed, a computer search on ERIC materials was utilized, 

and available packages on Management by Objectives, consist-

ing of slide audio-tapes, were surveyed. 

Procedures for Analyzing Data 

The research data from MBO resources were analyzed, 

evaluated, and reported in descriptive form in each chapter 

under specific titles along with tables. 

The five chapters of the dissertation supply sufficient 

answers for each of the six research questions according to 

the criteria established in the proposal. The first chapter 

deals with the problem statement, background of the study, 

and procedures. Chapter two deals with the definition of 
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Management by Objectives; implementation of MBO in business 

and industry and higher education; leadership styles in edu-

cational administration; and management techniques, such as 

PPBS, PERT, OR, MIS, and the Delphi Technique. 

The characteristics of an organizational model for man-

aging professional levels of higher education by objectives 

were identified and reported in the appendix. In the pro-

cess, such resources as Hostrop's Managing Education for Re-

sults, 1975; Varney's MBO, 1971; Miller's Management by Ob-

jectives, 1972; NLHE's (National Laboratory for Higher Educa-

tion) MBO in Higher Education, 1975; Bell's MBO--Planning 

Where to Go and How to Get There, 1974; Deegan and Fritz's 

MBO Goes to College, 1975; and others were utilized. 

The characteristics of the HEBO model proposed (see appen-

dix) are concerned with the philosophy of the higher education 

enterprise, identification of institutional goals, specifi-

cation of objectives, definition of role responsibility, the 

implementation process, and evaluation of either the whole 

organization, division, or individual departments in a com-

munity college or university. 
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CHAPTER II 

SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter is concerned with the scope and sequence of 

the literature on college and university management. The 

literature will be divided into the following areas: (1) 

definitions of Management by Objectives, (2) implementation 

of MBO in business, industry, and higher education; (3) lead-

ership styles in educational administration; and (4) manage-

ment tools and techniques in higher education. 

Definitions of Management by Objectives 

The authors of the 1970's publications on managerial 

tools and techniques have defined and interpreted Management 

by Objectives, as implemented and evaluated in business and 

industry as well as in educational administration, in almost 

every conceivable way. For example, Bobbit believed that 

the unit manager, in Drucker's concept of MBO, had a primary 

responsibility for the establishment of his unit objectives 

with the approval of superiors. He further indicated that 

the approach to MBO has changed in that the joint-goal-setting 

approach is now being used. Advocates contend that MBO fos-

ters morale, improved attitudes and performance, and better 
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understanding of organizational goals and objectives. The 

opposers contend that the program can be used as a whip; 

it increases paper work, and over-emphasizes production. 

Bobbitt suggested that improvements might include group eval-

uation and, caution against using MBO as a whip or punishment 

(2), 

Carroll and Tosi defined Management by Objectives as 

a process in which members of complex organizations, 
working in conjunction with one another, identify 
common goals and coordinate their efforts toward 
achieving them.^ Emphasis is on the future and change, 
since an objective or goal (based synonymously herein) 
is a state or condition to be achieved at some future 
time, Emphasis is on where the organization is going--
the what and the how of its intended accomplishments. 
Objectiyes can be thought of as statements of purpose 
and direction, formalized into a system of management. 
They may be long-range or short-range. They may be 
general, to provide direction to an entire organization, 
or they may be highly specific, to provide detailed 
direction for a given individual (8, p. 69). 

The authors detailed the problem of setting goals for 

indiyidual managers and organizational units, pointed out the 

importance of developing action plans for each objective, and 

listed the advantages of using both objectives and action 

plans in management. They also recognized "the different 

types of constraints limiting a manger's direction," the im-

portance of communication, and the difficulties involved both 

in measuring performance and methods of overcoming the prob-

lems (8, p. 87). 

Schuster pointed out that the phrase "Management by 

Objectives is a concept for an overall approach to management, 
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This included setting overall corporate goals and objectives 

and then, within this framework, establish department goals 

directed toward achieving corporate goals and individual 

objectives directed toward meeting departmental goals. Per-

formance appraisal was considered to be an important aspect, 

but not the whole, of the overall management-by-objectives 

approach. Tracing some of the history of MBO over the past 

fifteen years, Schuster also pointed out the diverse mean-

ings the phrase has acquired through usage. Three key issues 

he established were (1) whether MBO means only performance 

appraisal or something more, (2) use of MBO for motivation 

as opposed to control, and (3) extent to which an individual 

participates in setting a performance goal for himself (57). 

In Varney's assumption, Management by Objectives may be 

defined as creating a work environment in which the individ-

ual employee decides where he is going in terms of his job 

in a way that he knows when he has reached his goals. Extreme 

authoritarian style of management will not work in MBO. In 

Management by Objectives, the individual becomes his own 

manager. Negative attitudes toward MBO occur if an individual 

sees it as additional work. If a manager has faith in his 

subordinate's competence, ability, and willingness to accept 

the responsibility for and control of his own activities and 

results, MBO will likely work (6.5) . 

Management by Objectives is a way of practicing the 

five basic management functions--planning, organizing, 



28 

staffing, leading and controlling (55). MBO concentrates 

first on setting objectives and determining the means to 

achieve them and then seeing to it that results are forth-

coming. Employees should be directly involved in the plan-

ning, direction, and control of their jobs. The MBO system 

consists of four basic components: setting objectives, devel-

oping action plans, conducting periodic reviews, and apprais-

ing the annual performance. The MBO technique provides a 

means of measuring the contribution of a manager. Subordin-

ate experiences greater freedom, is directly involved in 

decisions that affect him and his job, and receives more open 

communication about the organization and his role in it. 

Duncan (14) wrote about MBO as it can be applied by 

first-line supervisors with their subordinates. He acknowl-

edged that staff- and supervisory-oriented MBO needed 

adapting for floor operations. Basic to the behavioral-

feedback system Duncan felt was appropriate were (1) need 

for small, clearly defined targets and meaningful feedback, 

(2) specification of precise performance targets, (3) coop-

eration between foreman and operator in determining kind and 

frequency of feedback needed, (4) establishment of feedback 

channels, and (5) follow-up by foreman. 

Len Peach defined MBO as a "dynamic system which seeks 

to maximize the contribution of the human resources of the 

enterprise to the company's profit and growth goals through 

the integration of the personnel function and its objectives 
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with these goals" (54). From this definition, the author 

then discussed how plans could be made as to individuals' 

contributions to the company's overall goals. He stated 

that strategic plans should be made for long terms with 

operating plans being made for one-year periods. He then 

discussed the three main areas of a personnel manager's 

strategic planning: resource for manpower management, per-

sonnel or industrial relations, and pay and benefits. 

Morrisey defined Management by Objectives and Results 

as a process that primarily involves two management functions-

planning and controlling—synthesized through human inter-

action. The first step in the control process is the identi-

fication of critical factors or standards that will give 

something to focus on before trouble occurs. 

Effective controlling provides for adequate visibility 

in a timely fashion with the least expenditure of time and 

effort. The author suggested three parts of the control 

function are as follows: (1) What is likely to go wrong? 

(2) How and when will you know? (3) What will you do? Each 

of these parts has four elements: time, resources, quality, 

and quantity. Objective setting is meaningless unless the 

objectives are met and deviation from planned progress, with 

awareness that deviation is taking place, is acknowledged and 

justified (51). 

Management by Objectives is a planning process, a man-

agement tool, and a means of obtaining commitment (41). 
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Management: structure and participation are both essential. 

In addition, the MBO coordinator should be realistically 

oriented toward the process and understand corporate strate-

gies. He should also have the total backing of top manage-

ment, Eight necessary steps for implementation follow: 

(1) planning process, 

(2) situation analysis, 

(3) identification of opportunities and obstacles, 

(4) development of goals and objectives, 

C5) development of strategies, 

(6) development of action plans, 

(7) budgeting and resource allocation, and 

(8) control and review procedures, 

This control can be done through quarterly variance report 

meetings, 

McConkey (44) described several milestones in HBO: (1) 

translation of MBO concept into reality, (2) three-stage 

evolution of MBO, (3) advancement of MBO from management tool 

to full-fledged management system, MBO has had a terrific 

effect on managing. The definition of "management" has 

changed, Management by Objectives has raised the status of 

behavioral scientists in the management process and changed 

the methods of managerial performance appraisal. Job des-

criptions have also changed due to MBO processes. The basis 

for compensating has changed from merits to results and the 

method of payments have changed also. Planning and delegation 
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have taken on new and deeper meanings. Decision-making pro-

cesses have come to include feedback and accountability. 

There have been numerous pitfalls in MBO; yet, the future 

will include Management by Objectives, a family-established-

management system--after twenty years. 

Elsewhere, McConkey emphasized the need for nonprofit 

organizations to develop efficiency, improved managerial pro-

ductivity, and methods of evaluating old practices: and revis-

ing new approaches as a means of realizing a higher return 

on resources. The author pointed out that nonprofit organi-

zations usually have millions of dollars entrusted to them 

and should therefore be intolerable of sloppy management 

practices. MBO, a systems approach to managing an organiza-

tion, is used by many nonprofit organizations to remedy 

their management woes. However, the author admitted that the 

effectiveness of MBO is limited by governmental restraints 

placed on some nonprofit organizations. 

French's study of many books about MBO indicated that 

most forms of this approach tend to reinforce a one-to-one 

leadership style. The efforts of MBO vary from highly auto-

cratic to highly participative among organizations. He 

warned against the one-to-one MBO deficiencies and advocated 

the collaborative management by objectives (CMBO), which is 

congruent with participative, team-leadership styles, to 

avoid many of the dysfunctional spin-offs of the one-to-one 

MBO programs (18). 
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Schuster and Kindall reported on a study of the Fortune 

500 largest industrial firms. Nearly half of the companies 

said that MBO had been adopted in at least a portion of the 

organization, Although nearly half of the companies claimed 

to use MBO, it appeared that a far smaller number of com-

panies had really adopted it in any meaningful form. While 

the results of the research were disillusioning, in several 

instances HBO had been successful. The positive conclusion 

of the research was that the potential of HBO is great; 

the implementation is difficult (58). 

Implementation of MBO in Business, 

Industry, and Higher Education 

Some questions must be asked before implementation can 

take place. Do we really understand the full impact of MBO 

as it would affect our organization? Is it right for our 

organization? Are we ready for it? Is this the best timing? 

Are we certain of what we are getting involved in? Are we 

fully committed to make MBO work in our organization? Imple-

mentation can take place one level at a time, one department 

only, or all at once. Each level is divided into two periods 

of six months each~-indoctrination and getting ready to 

operate and actually operating on a "dry-run" basis. The 

final phase of implementation is comprised of continually 

evaluating the system for effectiveness and making the neces-

sary revisions and improvements (43), 
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One of the greatest reasons for failure of MBO in many 

organizations is that those in charge fail to recognize the 

political character of the implementation process. The imple-

mentor must deal with power and authority, the organization 

form, and the values and expectations of the people. More 

specifically, he must recognize and manage political con-

straints to avoid ultimate failure. 

The three major approaches to implementing HBO are the 

use of raw power and direct orders, persuasion, and education. 

Politics are not contrary to MBO; rather, political behavior 

itself has purposes which should not be ignored but should 

influence the method of MBO's implementation (52). 

For an MBO implementation effort, Carroll and Tosi recom-

mend a three-stage plan: learning, implementation, and 

follow-up (8, pp. 53-67). 

In the learning phase, it is essential for the organi-

zation to develop a new managerial philosophy about MBO and 

encourage both involvement and participation. In that pro-

cess, theory and practice should be tied together. Mere 

verbal support is not enough, as it will not ensure imple-

mentation. The details of goal-setting and evaluation should 

then be discussed and, possibly, tied in with other organi-

zational activities, such as budgeting, performance evalua-

tion, salary distributions, or allocation of professional 

duties. 
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The key success to implementation is the use of MBO by 

top management. In this stage, the overall organization's 

goals and objectives should be mutually defined at all levels 

as clearly as possible and then stated in specific and mea-

surable terms for desired terminal results. The next step in 

this sequence is for the organization to develop general 

plans and programs in order to accomplish the agreed-upon 

objectives. 

The responsibility of developing goals rests with top 

management--probably the chief executive. He may set the 

goals in conjunction with the board of directors or other 

top executives, namely, a group of vice-presidents at the 

level right below him. The developed goals, objectives, 

plans, and programs should then be clearly communicated to 

the next lower levels. This can be done by a series of "cas-

cading meetings"—a set of meetings between the superordinate 

and his work group—for dealing with the objectives of the 

boss. At these meetings, there will be an opportunity for 

the superordinate's input, exchange of information, negotia-

ble and nonnegotiable areas which include plans of action, 

an understanding of the direction, and the specification of 

objectives to be agreed upon on a mutual basis by the lower 

and higher levels of the organization's managerial hierarchy. 

These group meetings should be backed up by personalized 

sessions in which adequate and specific performance review 
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and feedback are given to both the manager and subordinate 

on a one-to-one basis. 

It should be clearly stated that the intermediate 
review session is a review session, at which progress 
can be reviewed, problems solved, and some assistance 
given to the subordinate in working toward his goals. 
These intermediate review sessions will provide an 
opportunity for both positive feedback, such as praise 
and recognition, and negative feedback (8, p. 58). 

The third step in the implementation plan developed by 

Carroll and Tosi is the follow-up or constant monitoring step. 

In this phase, the formally-implemented MBO program, which 

has been in operation for sometime, should be assessed for 

the purpose of monitoring the manager's progress, as well 

as to discover and solve any problems that might have 

occurred. 

The discussion at this stage should be concerned with 

the manager's difficulties with forms, format, and other 

specific problems of goal-setting or appraisal, including a 

well-defined and formal follow-up evaluation. Constant mon-

itoring of MBO will play an important role in the organiza-

tion in that benefits will be gained from altering the program 

to fit the needs of the managers. 

Building an MBO process into an organization to become 

part of the management style and philosophy will take approx-

imately three to five years. The use of an outside con-

sultant to serve only as a "critical observer" is highly 

recommended. Carroll and Tosi's conclusion indicated that 
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the most important key to the implementation of MBO 
is its use toy top management. This is not a system 
to be used solely by subordinates. To us, there is 
little question that the participation by top man-
agement in MBO is the fundamental factor that governs 
the effective implementation of such a system, as 
participation is the best indicator of top manage-
ment support. . . . Our research suggests that satis-
faction with HBO is positively related to the manner in 
which the subordinate feels that MBO is supported, that 
is, used, by the boss. We believe our research to be 
strong evidence of the link between managerial support 
and the degree of acceptance of MBO by an individual. 
Only when each level of management reinforces the use 
of MBO for lower levels by using it itself are there 
any real benefits (8, p. 67). 

Some of the often neglected behavioral problems asso-

ciated with MBO include problems related to managerial be-

havior, adapting to change, measurement, setting objectives, 

interpersonal skills, and MBO quality control. There is not 

yet sufficient evidence to gain a clear perspective on the 

efficacy of MBO in corporate and individual performance. 

Possibly, the improved performance of MBO is a function of 

the rationalization of planning resulting from corporate 

unit and individual objectives, while individual participa-

tion in appraisal and goal setting might be largely super-

fluous. Carefully designed training programs with emphasis 

on workshop sessions to teach skills may help participants 

to handle Management by Objectives (30). 

Ivancevich developed two hypotheses which he tested us-

ing two different companies. They were (1) the implementa-

tion of an. MBO program primarily through the use of a top-

management cadre in the first organization in the study 
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would have a more significant effect on participant job 

satisfaction levels than implementing the program through the 

personnel department in the second company; and (2) if the 

MBO training was not continually reinforced by either manage-

ment or an external-change agent, it would become extinct or 

have a minimal impact upon job satisfaction over a period of 

time in both companies. His findings strongly suggested that 

before a particular MBO intervention strategy was deemed a 

success, it should be examined over an extended period of 

time. Also, it is necessary that some form of reinforcement 

of what was learned and practiced in the training sessions be 

used. Without this, the effects of MBO training will be 

extinguished (29). 

Odiorne took Alvin Toffler's, the author of Future Shock, 

basic premise--"Human beings suffer the dizzying disorienta-

tion brought on by the premature arrival of the future"--and 

ascribed it as an underlying problem of present management. 

He felt that people opposed change due to their fear of fur-

ther disorientation. Therefore, he proposed Management by 

Objectives as an antidote. Realizing where we are and per-

haps how we arrived there, we might spot future trends and 

avoid undesirable future problems. Qdiorne felt that MBO 

would help management attain this awareness (52). 

Byrd and Cowan discussed ways to introduce MBO to an 

organization, how to tailor it to an individual organization, 

and how to make objective setting team-oriented to avoid 
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individual competitiveness. They stated that if MBO is to 

work and to fit the needs and problems of the organization, 

the training process must be as important as the training 

content. Also, organizational departments must be involved 

in periodic evaluation to improve systems' performance and 

the employees' commitment. The authors credited the careful 

analysis of behavioral scientists in determining the ways MBO 

can reinforce an open and self-directed organizational cli-

mate (6) . 

Carroll and Tosi's study correlated characteristics of 

goals established in MBO programs to criteria for a successful 

program. The results suggested that setting clear goals is 

positively related to program participants' commitment and 

cooperativeness. Clear goals were also related to higher 

levels of satisfaction with the superior and to subordinate 

perception that the program was important. Increased number 

of feedback and review sessions aided in continued clarifi-

cation of objectives, The difficulty of the goals were 

related to decreased effort in managers with low self-confidence 

and increased effort in experienced managers (7), 

Goetz was concerned with Managment of Objectives and 

Management: by_ Objectives, He stressed the often neglected 

areas, such as selection of objectives, the ordering of pri-

orities f and the managerial decisions that affect the rela-

tive emphases, The author felt that due to these neglected 

areas, there were discrepancies between what was "preached" 
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and what was "practiced" in relation to Management by Objec-

tives. He concluded that both Management of Objectives and 

Management b£ Objectives approximated the concepts of man-

agement planning and control (20). 

Tilton, feeling that today's attitude toward women is 

favorable, suggested a plan by which competent secretaries 

could have opportunities to move into management by using 

MBO. After a discussion of MBO, she outlined the secretary's 

strategies for advancement within the five elements of MB0--

strategic planning, performance standards, job improvement 

plan, proper environment, and self and job evaluation. From 

these ideas, she stated that management development would 

occur. The person would be chosen by management and trained 

for further responsibilities. Going through these points 

then becomes a continuous process as one is evaluated con-

tinuously for further promotion (63). 

Brady asked the question, "Is the technique of MBO as 

applicable to public organizations as it is to private in-

dustry?" He stated three problems unique to the public sector 

as opposed to the private sector that had to be overcome 

before MBO could be used effectively in the public sector. 

These were (1) defining objectives, (2) measuring benefits, 

and (3) recognizing the necessary short-operating cycle in 

the public sector as opposed to the business world. He ex-

plained that similarities are particularly strong in the 

application of MBO. His research came from a study of 
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implementation and evaluation in the Department of Health, 

Education, and Welfare, which has been using MBO for three 

years. He proceeded to detail how HEW overcame these prob-

lems when setting up its own MBO system. He drew several 

lessons that were learned from HEW's experience with MBO. 

Among these were that MBO must be tailored to the chief 

executive's style of managing, that the establishment of 

objectives must be a cooperative venture between subordin-

ate and superior, and that it is important to receive a de-

tailed plan for accomplishing an objective at the same time 

the objective itself is submitted for approval (3). 

Management by Objectives is difficult in jobs where 

output is intangible (34, p. 571). The six hardest areas to 

manage are public relations, engineering and research, 

controller functions, education, nonprofit volunteer organi-

zations, and government agencies. Output is difficult to 

measure quantitatively, and managers are professionals who 

may have little managerial experience. The fact that output 

is difficult to evaluate should not be used as an excuse for 

not managing that output. Managing any professional is dif-

ficult because of his prized skills and his expected ability 

to execute error-free work. The main difficulty in managing 

teachers by objectives is in evaluating results. 

As applied to the community college, Management by Ob-

jectives has been concerned with identification of institu-

tional goals, definition of role responsibility of the 
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administrative team member, and use of the stated objectives 

as a measure of the administrator's effectiveness (9). As 

an example, the MBO system, was used by Essex County College 

Learning Resources Center in Newark, New Jersey, and was 

concerned with how, why, and results. It is reported that 

HBO implemented better performance of staff members, increased 

production, and made possible a higher degree of goal attain-

ment in the whole operation of the department (59), 

A study of faculty at a public university was conducted 

by Shetty and Carlisle to determine the factors concerning 

HBO which, had been in effect for one year. The study showed 

that HBO, when applied to an academic setting, increased 

awareness of organizational goals, improved planning, enhanced 

understanding of job expectations, provided better data for 

performance appraisal, and improved performance and communica-

tion, More concern for the implementation process of HBO was 

recommended (60), 

Kirchhoff believed that little research has been done 

using Management by Objectives and that information comes 

from "authorities," The major criticism of HBO has been its 

use as an appraisal system rather than a comprehensive system 

of management. In an HBO model, setting well-defined objec-

tives and the extent to which subordinates are involved in 

setting those objectives are of greatest significance (32). 

Holander pointed out that most HBO programs have not 

been successful because of management's attempt to use HBO as 
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a means of reinforcing an authoritarian philosophy. This 

error results in managers intentionally selecting goals that 

can easily be achieved, maintaining old ones, and a lack 

of employee commitment. The author suggested that because 

MBO has a tendency to become "punishment centered," the pro-

gram should be based on a philosophy of participative man-

agement and planned organizational growth. He also suggested 

group-target setting as a means of acquiring group commitment 

toward common goals. Feedback then becomes vitally impor-

tant (49) . 

Hoare felt that MBO, which has been regarded as a uni-

versal cure of the management problem, has actually done the 

most harm. He further contended that MBO depresses the level 

of performance on both the worker and the manager, isolation 

increases, open communication is a farce, an organization is 

too complex for MBO, and salary progressions that are related 

to MBO targets make the real value of MBO to be lost. The 

author suggested that the human factor be included, but in a 

participative, self-management type, rather than the super-

ficiality of MBO. Because most organizations are arranged in 

a hierarchy, the manager generally has total control of his 

subordinates. If the workers give input as in MBO, then 

manager s control is taken away, but his responsibility is 

still there (24). 

In an article entitled "Make Your MBO Pragmatic," La-

sagna stated that formal program approaches to MBO often become 
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self-defeating (40). Such approaches alienate managers by 

attempting to impose uniform principles on a company-wide 

basis. They also attempt to cover too many functional areas. 

Systems of managing, often an end in themselves rather than 

tools to help people, function as better managers. Lasagna 

indicated how his company was overcoming these problems with 

an MBO process, limited to only planning and control func-

tions, which was flexibly designed around the specific needs 

of small groups within the organization. 

Very often Management by Objectives efforts become 

drives because they focus upon objective-setting as a short-

sighted method of implementing the system. These drives will 

be met with resistance as managers begin to see their objective-

setting efforts as additions to their jobs. The MBO develop-

ment and effort should be related to each manager's job in a 

realistic way. Training should provide means for setting 

objectives and also for using objectives to perform the 

functions of management. Periodic training sessions over 

twelve to eighteen months will provide relevant knowledge to 

managers while reinforcing the MBO principles, thus insuring 

an effective MBO system (33). 

In a case study for an MBO implementation, Deegan and 

Fritz reported that faculty members were led rather than 

pressured to adapt MBO to their teaching responsibilities by 

(a) a president who set a good personal example of living 
goals; 

(b) through staff work; 
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(c) regular communication; 
(d) involvement where appropriate, but without inter-

ference with their regular and more important 
teaching duties; 

(e) a realization that MBO was becoming the "mainstream" 
and that those relating to it would be more 
likely to benefit than those who did not (12, p. 
257). 

Hersey and Blanchard discussed the fact that MBO could 

be a more powerful tool for productivity improvement. They 

reported that the missing element in MBO appeared to be con-

tracting for leadership style. It was reported that if 

managers negotiated not only goals with their subordinates but 

also leadership styles, they could help subordinates meet 

their objectives. They proposed that in selecting leadership 

styles to be used, the Life-Cycle Theory of Leadership should 

be helpful. In addition to successful implementation of MBO, 

the authors felt their approach would also help establish the 

interpersonal relations so necessary to achieve objectives 

(23) . 

Leadership Styles in Educational Administration 

The processes of educational Management by Objectives 

described in the preceding section depends upon a compre-

hensive understanding of administrative styles and competen-

cies. Undoubtedly, every educational institution requires a 

strong and effective leadership if quality, prestige, and 

financial strength of that institution are to be preserved. 

Several administrative leadership models have been devel-

oped for each particular time and situation. They have 
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evolved from bureaucratic model to collegial and then to 

political, organized anarchy, and participatory management 

models, Each model has been conceptualized, defined, and 

implemented in higher education institutions with controver-

sial results. The answer is that there is no single leader-

ship model for the university or college president or top 

administrators to rely on for the governance or management of 

the institution. The educational executive officer should 

utilize a variety of approaches to leadership if he is to 

succeed. 

Power and authority are the two fundamental tools of 

leadership by which the executive officer can keep a univer-

sity or college running smoothly and in an orderly fashion 

(19), The term "power" has been used synonymously with 

that of authority in the literature of higher education 

administration. Here, authority is defined as institutional 

power, 

In the bureaucratic model of leadership, somewhere be-

tween democratic and autocratic models, power exposes itself 

as hierarchies, predetermined procedures, rules, and regula-

tions (56, p. 28), The long-lived traditional and formal 

organizational structures are examples of the bureaucratic 

model. 

The collegial model, on the other hand, places power in 

the hands of faculty scholars, Here, the bureaucratic offi-

cials have little influence, but the pedagogical team manages 
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its own affairs; and, above all, the significance of hier-

archy and structure is lost. The main flaw in the bureau-

cratic style is that the flow of informal information is 

basically faster than the formal, which seriously damages the 

social, psychological, and self-actualization needs of the 

overall constituents of the educational institution. In the 

collegial style, however, the lack of formal power structure 

and leadership cannot be counted as a disadvantage. 

Another system of governance and leadership is the poli-

tical model which is an important contribution of the 1970's 

(56, p. 30). This model takes "conflict as a natural phen-

omenon" and is mainly concerned with goal-setting at the 

beginning of the programs. The power in the political style 

is in the hands of a small group of political elites and 

interest groups. There is, however, a democratic tendency 

in colleges and universities toward more participation. 

Although the political model has contributed tremendous-

ly to the thinking process, understanding, explaining, deal-

ing with conflict, power, and major aspects of decision-

making, it cannot be adapted to all situations and under all 

circumstances. A major disadvantage in this model is that it 

does not deal with the management process, nor does it spell 

out the duties of the president or other administrators. 

This model is essentially descriptive and explanatory. 

The latest leadership model, the "organized anarchy 

model, is practiced in a sample of forty—two colleges and 
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universities around the United States, according to Richman 

and Farmer (56). In this model, power is somewhat ambiguous, 

along with the purposes and problematic goals or objectives. 

Also, technology is unclear, participation appears to be 

shifting, and, above all, the top administrator's success 

becomes increasingly unpredictable. 

In spite of its ambiguities, the organized anarchy model, 

based on the "garbage-can" theory, can provide solutions to 

many financial and other problems confronting university and 

college administrators. Among the rules and regulations of 

this style, the advocation of "sensible foolishness" and or-

ganizational "playfulness" seems to be prominent. Further, 

the organized anarchy model can be "a valuable point of de-

parture for developing predictive, prescriptive, and opera-

tional theories, guidelines, and approaches"(56, p. 33). 

Effective leadership is the product of multiple condi-

tions within an organization. To be effective, educational 

leadership must be consistent with both organizational ex-

pectations and beneficial to organizational goals and ob-

jectives. Further, effective leadership is identified with 

goals and objectives, curriculum, instruction, and super-

vision or coordination. It is evident that leadership remains 

predominantly directed at the individual rather than at the 

followers or situations in which both operate. Leadership is 

defined as the 
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behavior that causes individuals to move toward 
goals they find to be important and that creates 
in the followers a feeling of well being. . . . By 
assuming the position of supervisor, one indicates 
willingness to exert leadership and to be held 
accountable for accepting the behavior of teachers 
in such a way that the goals of the organization 
are achieved. Successful instructional super-
visory behavior cannot exist in the absence of 
effective leadership behavior (17, p. 331). 

Perhaps one of the best leadership styles which has been 

conceptualized, structured, and implemented satisfactorily in 

a higher education institution is the concept of humanistic-

governance management (47). This organizational leadership 

system is concerned with synthesizing and unifying "inter-

personal and humanistic actions that should pervade any 

structural governance management." An administrator, in his 

multi-function duties, such as coordination, direction, 

decision making, and communication, should be able to inte-

grate systematically with the overall constituencies of the 

institution for more effective and consistent functioning. 

Humanistic-governance management emphasizes two cate-

gories of leadership. They are (1) establishing and main-

taining a positive working climate, and (2) utilizing the 

team approach in decision making. These two aspects of edu-

cational leadership will be discussed below, as they are 

vital to the operational functions of an administrator while 

interfacing and integrating with the constituents-claimant 

public. 

Establishing a positive working climate. An edu-

cational administrator can be an effective and efficient 
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leader when he exhibits and develops positive thinking about 

colleagues in that they progress and benefit from a free and 

open environment. He also understands and deals with the 

psychological needs of the faculty by developing an intel-

lectual environment in which every member can contribute and 

also be rewarded according to his capabilities and accomplish-

ments, A mutual respect and understanding between the admin-

istrator and colleagues should always be operative (47). 

A common and favorite aspect of behavioral psychology 

among practitioners of higher education is that the adminis-

trator has to practice and maintain basic courtesy in dealing 

with colleagues regardless of the pressures under which he 

functions and the conflicting demands which are endlessly in 

operation. In this sequence, the administrator should en-

hance the dignity of the position he is holding, not at the 

expense of colleagues, but by a we attitude toward negotia-

tions and communications and by a team approach toward current 

problems and issues. 

An administrator should function within the limits of 

the power and authority which he has been delegated. He, 

therefore, has to observe due process in educational affairs, 

and, when action needs to be taken, he should not hesitate. 

In this process, the administrator should neither play 

favorites nor respond to noisy complaints and "greasing the 

squeaky wheels." The former destroys confidence and the 

latter invites imposition. Instead, he has to carefully 



50 

adhere to equity in order to build up morale and also re-

spond to complaints by evaluating each situation on its 

merits and approaching it through an appropriate process. 

An administrator, through his grievance procedures, 

should provide for a fair and sincere hearing for the entire 

academic community. Such human need is expected by the con-

stituents who often feel they have been the victims of un-

desirable decisions and wish to be heard sympathetically. 

The importance of such process is recognized when the admin-

istrator believes in and deals with a diverse staff and 

faculty whose opinions are respected and whose independent 

thoughts are institutionally supported (47, 48). 

A meaningful working climate requires that the adminis-

trative leader allow for a free flow of his co-workers' 

opinions': and ideas in their free and open interpersonal re-

lationships; he must also provide that any unfavorable re-

marks, comments, and opinions of his co-workers are not used 

against tiiem when rewards are distributed. While the educa-

tional administrator does not help by developing a personal-

ity contest, he should administer a genuine and open system 

of communication for the betterment of the educational 

environment. Also, the administrator should evaluate the 

outcomes of institutional affairs and see how they will look 

to and affect his colleagues before he attempts to make a 

final decision. 
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2- The team approach. Toward a positive we attitude 

and feeling, the educational leader should agree upon and 

utilize a team approach for planning and problem solving. 

While he accepts responsibility in decision making, he should 

encourage self-initiation and also develop social maturity in 

his colleagues who may contribute to the concept of the we 

enterprise. 

The chief executive, while working with small groups, 

should believe in and develop a group-centered approach in 

which all participants have their inputs, share each other's 

opinions, feelings, and ideas, and make the final decision, 

collectively. The administrator should also make certain 

that such decisions are first reached to those who are 

affected by the decisions and, if possible, consulted. 

Since the academic community works toward a single goal--

educating the students—all members of the institution should 

be the first to hear about decisions and important develop-

ments. The campus mail and newspapers are the best means of 

information dissemination throughout the campus. In addi-

tion, each group member should be informed about the processes 

involved in finalizing a decision and how the solutions and 

recommendations given by the individual members have been 

utilized. 

From a wide decision-making base, originated by group 

members who are working toward mutually accepted goals and 

objectives, the administrator can witness increasing 
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enthusiasm and, consequently, results or production, which 

in turn ensures success in the educational enterprise. A 

wide and effective decision base would materialize by employ-

ing input from the top departmental administrators and the 

faculty members who function in the educational corporation 

as autonomous officers and whose relationships within the 

institution are neither expected nor labeled as an employer-

employee relationship (47, 48). 

As was indicated, the nebulous personalistic function 

of educational leadership cannot be specifically defined in 

terms of a road map to success. However, such a type of 

leadership, and any other leadership for that matter, draws 

a tremendous amount of attention from all internal constitu-

encies who are affected by the leadership and from outside 

forces from whom authority and power have been delegated. A 

leader has to cope and cooperate with all the parties con-

cerned if his leadership is to be effective and efficient. 

One of the aspects of leadership, the reflective, re-

veals the motives, aspirations, actions, beliefs, and other 

human traits which constitute the personality of the leader 

(48, pp, 1-2). Evidently these idiosyncracies may prove 

fruitful when they are incorporated with the leader's broad 

educational background and the demonstration of scholarly 

views in certain disciplines. 

An educational leader may be able to capitalize on his 

philosophical insight and educational expertise in dealing 
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with the affairs of the institution concerned with the daily 

problems or issues and the long-range plans. While the in-

tuitive nature of leadership is quite necessary for handling 

human relations as well as institutional affairs, the quali-

tative behavior of the administrator's educational background 

would prove effective. Additional expertise in respect to 

industrial management and business administration would fur-

ther enhance the leader's capabilities. 

The educational administrator is both an experimenter 

and an innovator. In the process of decision making, he has 

to function as a broker in human affairs for dealing with the 

heterogeneous character of his clients and their incessant 

demands in an impartial attitude. Manipulative behavior is 

desirable as far as the administrator's integrity is not 

affected. An administrator need not be a lawyer, but some 

knowledge in the law is quite helpful. Furthermore, an 

administrator has to be able to communicate effectively and 

enthusiastically, judge people fairly, and be self-motivated, 

among other things. 

Management techniques will surely help the manager of 

knowledge and learning in planning effectively and imagina-

tively with a vision to the future. Innovation will occur as 

a result of making sound decisions based on the needs of the 

institution and the people. Once a leader is able to maintain 

a friendly atmosphere, be aggressive enough to push forward 

his decisions, and also possess certain refinements in 
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aesthetic appreciation, he will be successful in innovative 

endeavors. 

Decision making is perhaps the most important element 

among the administrator's multi-functions. In such a pro-

cess, a lot of people's demands and aspirations are not 

accomplished or perhaps are completely ignored. A diligent 

and dependable administrator has to be capable and mature 

enough to hack the pressure generated from the people's dis-

satisfactions and discontents. He has to be courageous in 

handling those affairs. 

An effective and efficient leader as an administrator 

must develop intuitively the necessary rationale in order to 

be capable of motivating, organizing, and controlling the 

overall performance of his subordinates. As a social man, 

he has to be reasonable and also responsible for establishing 

an educational atmosphere in which mutual friendship, care, 

and understanding are fully developed. Further, a self-

actualizing administrator has the potential to delegate 

authority to his top colleagues in order to develop their 

talents and participate in the decision-making process; and, 

at the same time, he is alert enough to challenge them in 

critical situations. 

From this discussion, it can be inferred that an edu-

cational administrator, in his complex character, should be 

a broker of human relations. With his intuition and proven 
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expertise, he should be flexible enough to provide leader-

ship to divergent people, while being elusive enough to not 

let his subordinates take advantage of his leadership. 

Management Tools and Techniques 

Administrative leadership in higher education has many-

functions. A major function is for the top executive to play 

the role of a change agent in the educational process. To 

fulfill that requirement, he has to make utilization of 

available managerial tools and techniques, such as planning, 

programming, budgeting systems (PPBS), program evaluation 

and review technique (PERT), operations research (OR), manage-

ment information systems (MIS), and the Delphi Technique. It 

is also imperative that he and his chief administrators be-

come knowledgeable as well as participate in full-time 

offices for institutional research. In addition, various 

kinds of mathematical models,, other modern managerial meth-

ods, and contemporary innovations should be employed. These 

innovations are still much more widespread in business and 

even in government than in colleges and universities. Higher 

education's new commitment to systems-oriented budgeting 

approaches gives a boost to the utilization of managerial 

techniques (27). 

In Chapter I, it was stated that the difference between 

Management by Obj ectives and other managerial techniques, 

such as PERT, PPBS, OR, MIS, and the Delphi Technique, is 
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that MBO helps the campus personnel to jointly establish 

procedures and criteria for accomplishing the projected 

goals and objectives toward the best possible results. The 

Delphi Technique helps the decision-makers to set goals and 

objectives, PPBS to allocate resources (to various objectives) 

based on cost-effectiveness analysis, but PERT is utilized to 

implement them. However, the OR system enables the adminis-

trators to analyze and evaluate the proposed means for imple-

menting the goals and objectives before taking real action. 

The MIS system was defined as (1) an organized method of 

providing management with all relevant information for 

decision-making; (2) the availability of continuous infor-

mation regarding such things as achievement, personnel, 

buildings, and equipment (26). In this section, these tech-

niques will be described and exemplified in detail. 

As was stated, one of the functions of the MBO system 

is to set goals and objectives for the organization. A use-

ful method for the decision-makers to set more rational 

goals and objectives is the Delphi Technique, named for 

Apollo's oracle at Delphi in Greece (26, p. 68). The Delphi 

Technique was developed in the early 1950's by Olaf Helmer 

and his research team at the Rand Corporation. It may be 

defined as 

a method of assessing group opinion by individuals 
through responses to a series of successive ques-
tionnaires, rather than through a series of group 
mff^lnSs- This approach provides an organization 
with a more objective means to (1) assess the range 
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of ideas about goals and objectives, (2) give 
priority ranking to these goals and objectives, 
and (3) establish the degree of consensus about 
the goals and objectives (26, p. 67). 

In this method, a set of procedures is established 

through which the opinion of a group of people is sought. 

The procedures are set in such a way as to reduce the un-

desirable aspects of group interaction and to achieve a true 

consensus of the "majority view" without sacrificing any 

important opinion or background information. 

The Delphi Technique may be used in almost endless 

examples' to determine "what was," "what is," "what should 

be," and "what is to become" in the process of decision mak-

ing or forecasting the future educational developments, ed-

ucational purchases, building construction, development of 

instructional strategies, and a host of other related educa-

tional needs. Further, it helps the top administrators at 

the planning stage to seek opinion from the experts in all 

walks of life--government, education, business, industry, 

the arts, and othersr--in order to meet the highest educa-

tional potential. 

The Delphi Technique may be described in the following 

seven rounds or stages. 

1. Opinion is sought from the participants, who usually 

remain anonymous to one another, on a specific topic, such as 

suggested targets for direction "in the form of brief state-

ments to prepared questionnaires," which are usually 
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recommended activities or prediction for the future (e.g., 

a university should be built for (a) . . , (b), . ., etc). 

2. Participants will then be asked to evaluate all 

their answers against some form of criteria (e.g., familiar-

ity, desirability, feasibility, etc.). 

3. Participants' responses will be received by the 

investigator for clarification. 

4. A refined list along with a summary of responses 

will be sent to each participant, which gives him a chance to 

revise his opinion; and if he is in the minority, he may in-

dicate his reason(s) for remaining in the minority. 

5. The investigator will again receive all the state-

ments made by the participants for further clarification, 

refinement, and for summarizing the responses, 

6. A "further refined topical list" will be sent to each 

participant which includes both an updated summary of re-

sponses and a summary of minority opinion. Each participant 

will also be given a chance to revise his opinion. 

7. In this stage, the investigator will receive the 

last round of questionnaires in order to make a summary in a 

final report. 

The successive, individual, and independent pro-
cess of requestioning of each of the experts, combined 
with feedback supplied separately from each of the 
other experts, via the investigator, is designed to 
eliminate misinterpretation of the questions and the 
feedback, and to bring to light knowledge available 
to one or a few members of the group but not to all 
of them. . . . This set of procedures works to gener-
ate a consensus of opinion (26, p. 69). 
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Through the procedures of the Delphi Technique, a con-

sensus of opinion in respect to the "majority view" is thus 

generated, which in turn contributes to assessing needs and 

establishing goals and objectives in order to achieve the 

highest educational potential a community deserves. 

The organization s goals and objectives established by 

the Delphi Technique may be implemented by another managerial 

tool,the program evaluation and review technique (PERT) or, 

interchangeably, the Critical Path Method (CPM). This proba-

bility system helps the educational decision makers to effi-

ciently and effectively implement goals and objectives 

£n the shortest possible time with minimum expenditures. 

This technique also "aids the problem solvers to precisely 

order their activities in time frames in order that major 

elements along the way in problem solving may be achieved" 

(46, p, 40), 

A network, composed of events and activities, is the 

foundation of the PERT system. "It shows the plan established 

to reach program goals and objectives, interrelationships and 

interdependences, program elements, and priorities of the 

elements of the plan, Xn short, the network is a graphic 

representation of the program plan" (26, p, 87). 

Educational administrators may construct a network as a 

starting point in implementing goals and objectives, approve 

its logic, and. estimate the time and cost needed to complete 

each step or activity, In the process, they may develop 
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three time estimates—pessimistic time, the most likely 

time, and the optimistic time--for the expected duration of 

an activity (26, p. 88). 

Implementation of goals and objectives requires alloca-

tion of sufficient resources to various programs based on 

cost-effectiveness analysis in that the techniques of the 

Planning-Programming-Budgeting System (PPBS) may be utilized. 

Whereas PERT focuses on the parts of the overall goals and 

objectives, PPBS focuses on the interdependencies and the 

total. Further, PPBS is concerned with what is produced (out-

put) and how it is produced (the consumption of resources). 

To put it another way, PPBS "provides managers with a manage-

ment tool to aid in more effective decision making. It is a 

means whereby the public and the decision makers can be com-

municated to them what the schools are doing in terms of 

programs, cost of programs, and success of programs"(26, p. 

102) . 

Andrew and Robertson believed that 

the appeal of PPBS lies in its concept of (1) select-
ing specific objectives and systematically analyzing, 
in terms of costs and benefits, various courses of 
action to attainthose objectives-~planning; (2) de-
ciding on specific courses of action (programs) and 
providing for review and control--programming; and 
(3) translating planning and programming decisions 
into specific financial plans--budgeting (1, p. 60). 

The importance of utilizing a system such as PPBS in 

higher education administration is being currently recognized 

as the system relates educational expenditures to results, 
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area by area, and department by department. Alternative 

methods for program consideration are compared, analyzed, 

and evaluated in terms of successful accomplishment of goals 

and objectives; then the total cost is planned. The basic 

PPBS rationale is an indication of "comparing the effective-

ness of one program with another and determining which pro-

grams should receive the majority, if not all, of the avail-

able resources" (1, p. 63). 

As utilized in PPBS, a program is any activity or pro-

posal that can be defined in terms of student, faculty, space, 

and financial resources. The outcomes of the program should 

meet the established criteria; "Dtfoerwiŝ ,- the program might 

be changed or else more realistic goals and/or objectives 

be chosen. 

The means used for implementing the goals and objectives 

may be analyzed and evaluated in terms of success or failure 

before real action has taken place. That process involves 

the utilization of another managerial technique, the Opera-

tions Research (OR). The OR technique, often used inter-

changeably as Management Science or Decision Theory, plays a 

considerable role in analyzing a problem and developing 

alternative solutions or courses of action (26, p. 110). 

Hostrop gave three characteristics which are common to 

most OR models. 

1. The models take the form of an equation in 
which a measure of the system's overall performance 
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is equated to a relationship between a set of con-
trolled and uncontrolled aspects. 

2. Users must be able to explicitly state both 
those variables which may be controlled and not 
controlled. 
^ 3- A 1 1 objctives must be quantifiable (26, p. 

Being systematic and logical, the OR tools mathemat-

ically analyze and synthesize the data (relevant or irrele-

vant) and demonstrate the relationship between input, output, 

and the location, including the nature of "bottlenecks." 

The OR tools also 'tie together the work and contribution of 

each function or component part with those of all the others 

and show this total impact on the behavior and results of the 

entire education system" (26, p. 112). Programming, simula-

tion, and queuing theory are the three tools of Operations 

Research which have particular applicability to educational 

administration. All three help the decision makers "with a 

high degree of rationality with respect to futurity, risk, 

and probability" (26, p. 113). 

In the programming techniques, the administrator may be 

able to program the resources under control by choosing 

quantitative variables or activites which "(1) express a 

reasonable range of strategic choices, (2) lend themselves 

to measurement of objectives, and (3) are limited by fixed 

conditions in the environment" (26, p. 113). Measurement 

of activity levels may be in such units as dollars, space, 

size, weight, utility, or time. 
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In the area of simulation, educational managers may 

learn from their mistakes without having to experience the 

consequences of those mistakes. That means demonstrating 

"what if," and also "reproducing or abstracting out, through 

a computer or role playing, a model of a system, subsystem, 

component, operation, or environment for predictive or in-

structional purposes" (26, p. 114). 

A simulation is a methodology for experimentation and 

prediction which, given the constraints of available funds, 

personnel, space, and time, provides the means for evaluat-

ing how realistic, or even how desirable, certain goals and 

objectives may be. Examples of simulation can be cited as 

the use of driver education and flight training simulators in 

advance of actually driving or flying. As Hostrop stated, 

Simulation techniques provide the manager with 
a means of "seeing" some of the consequences of pro-
posed decisions before taking them. It aids the 
manager to answer the very important question, "What 

-t • •?" It provides students with the opportunity 
to "experience" historical events, notable current 
events, running a business, or to learn psychomotor 
skills. It provides a means for administrators and 
teachers to crawl inside each other's role, as well as 
their students, in addition to their own. Thus, 
simulation techniques can provide a means to gain 
insight and skills without the risk that action in 
a real situation would entail (26, p. 117). 

The queuing theory is the last of OR techniques which 

deals with the "nature of waiting lines, particularly, but 

not exclusively, as such lines relate to people." It is 

used to minimize the total of two sets of costs which move 

in opposite directions. In education, for example, one set 
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of costs generally pertains to financial expenditures and 

the other to human costs of lost time and learning. Another 

example of a queuing environment would be a college or uni-

versity cafeteria in which it is impossible to schedule food 

service to precisely match arrivals because individual arri-

vals vary unpredictably from the average. Such idle costs 

cannot be totally eliminated, but they may be minimized by 

utilizing the queuing theory (26, pp. 117-118). 

The managerial tools and techniques (Delphi, MBO, PERT, 

PPBS, and OR) discussed above, as well as a number of other 

procedures, should be integrated and utilized in coordination 

with the technique of Management Information System (MIS) for 

efficient functioning. Kriebel and others defined MIS as a 

formal configuration of human and capital resources 
and programs in an organization that results in col-
lecting, encoding, storing, processing, retrieving, 
communicating, decoding, and using data for manage-
ment decision and control (37, pp. 16-17). 

Information is the meaning or intelligence that may be 

derived from data within this context. Hostrop divided the 

information relevant to an educational environment into three 

levels: (1) information for operations (administering), (2) 

information for control (planning), and (3) information for 

management decision and planning (leadership). Information 

for operations is the lowest level in the educational admin-

istration and consists of the information needed for such 

clerical functions as payroll, financial transactions, stu-

dents' records, etc. (26, p. 120). 



65 

The three levels of information have two main features. 

1. A data acquisition and storage system to main-
orderly records on variables important to the 

decision-making process and a convenient! recall, sys-
tem to make information derived from the file acces-
sible to the decision maker. 

2. A logical structure to identify what vari-
ables are to be maintained in the file, the computa-
tions to be made on these variables, and how the 
results of these computations are to be used in the 
decision process (26, p. 122). 

Hayman called the educational MIS the hierarchical pro-

cedures of decision and control and classified them into three 

levels: strategic planning, management control, and opera-

tional level of decision making. At each level, he stated, 

different types of decisions are made and, therefore, differ-

ent types of information are required (22, pp. 65-66). 

The new MIS, called the fourth-generation MIS, focuses 

clearly on the "support of management decision and control 

processes and, through this, assistance in achieving the 

organization's goals," This purpose of flexibility—access 

to a wide range of data^—has not been served by other MIS 

generations in the past. For example, a third generation of 

information systems (related to the 1960's third-generation 

computers) was "characterized by consolidation of the 

separate functionalized data systems which had developed in 

the past. Also, great effort went into the conceptualization 

and development of centralized data banks which served entire 

organizations"(22, p. 61), 
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In educational administration, evaluation operates 

through the production of well-defined information related 

to crucial parts of program development and institutional 

change or improvement. Evaluation has also been defined as 

"the process of delineating, obtaining, and providing useful 

information for judging decision alternatives" (22, p. 64). 

There is, therefore, a close resemblance between MIS opera-

tion and educational evaluation in that the former may be 

utilized in order to accomplish the latter. As Hayman stated, 

The_fourth-generation educational MIS . . . might 
be seen in one sense as an evaluation instrument, an 
instrument which, among its other functions, should 
indicate to decision makers how well a relevant edu-
cational system is operating, indicate areas where 
difficulties are occurring, and provide background 
on the kinds of changes which might correct the situa-
tion. Evaluation, as the term is now being defined 
in the broad sense, requires a backup information 
system.; evaluation and one aspect of MIS operation, 
therefore, are two sides of the same coin. This gives 
the fourth-generation educational MIS a far broader 
responsibility than the systems of the past which were 
oriented largely toward data production (22, p. 65). 

Miller gave Robert Huff's hierarchy of information 

systems which range from operating reports through analytic 

reports to forecast reports. He believed that "an informed 

and considered decision is superior to an uninformed and im-

pulsive decision." It was recommended that in order for an 

administrator to be better informed, it is necessary for him 

to "engage a management information system into the planning 

process" (46, p. 10). 
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The close association of information needs throughout 

the organizational structure of a higher education institu-

tion requires a unified management system. It is., therefore, 

imperative for all the organization's units, divisions, or 

departments to reach a common agreement as to data elements 

with respect to numbering, titling, summary descriptions, and 

additional definitions or comments. MIS utilizes uniform 

element numbers throughout the system, and its structure is 

typically organized around six major information areas: 

"student related elements, staff related elements, curricular 

components, facilities? finance, and major equipment" (26, p. 

127), 

The MIS should not function only as an information stor-

age with ready availability. Rather, it should be active in 

the sense that its major responsibilities--delivery and im-

pact-are felt and adhered to. The contributions of automatic 

data processing, the remarkable "idio-savant," are of central 

importance to MIS. Regardless of the system utilized, the 

output information should be precise and concerned with the 

user's needs and also delivered at the time the user needs it. 

For example, "to the practitioner, if not to the archivist, 

one handbook or manual may be worth more than a hundred re-

search reports." Also, "in some situations, a map can convey 

far more information than is possible through any other mech-

anism" (22, p. 70). 
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Any organization's Management Information System may tie 

in to a larger external group (such as a consortium) so that 

the data collected may be compared with similar educational 

institutions. As an example, WICHE (Western Interstate Com-

mission for Higher Education), headquartered in Boulder, 

Colorado, has been very active in introducing MIS among its 

members, 
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CHAPTER III 

GATHERING AND PREPARING THE DATA 

Development of the Criteria Instrument 

The criteria instrument for this dissertation is 

heuristically developed. That is, the literature of the 

MBO system, since its inception in educational administration 

during the late 1960's, was examined, and, as a result, an 

item pool of several hundred statements was developed (1, p. 

180; 3, p. 134). In complying with Ary's assumption that 

the importance of keeping the instrument reasonably balanced 

by including items which deal with each major aspect of the 

attitude (1, p. 117), the statements were then modified and 

narrowed down to six major categories: (1) the philosophy 

of the higher education enterprise (five statements); (2) 

identification of institutional goals (the same statements 

are used as in objectives which follow); (3) specification 

of objectives (ten statements); (4) definition of role re-

sponsibility (four statements); (5) the implementation 

process (thirteen statements); and (6) evaluation of organ-

ization—division, department, or unit (thirteen statements). 

In addition, six statements were developed for HEBO limita-

tions and eleven for the model's implementation requirements. 

Table I indicates the summary responses of the "experts" to 
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SUMMARY RESPONSES OF THE "EXPERTS" TO THE 
ITEMS ON THE CRITERIA INSTRUMENT 
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the items on the criteria instrument (application of this 

material may be found in the Appendix). The six categories 

and sixty-two statements, presented as an organizational 

model for managing higher education by objectives--HEBO (see 

pp. 128-134), were then developed to a Likert-type question-

naire consisting of six pages, including a transmittal letter 

to MBO respondents. 

Likert-scale items are noridisguised and structured (5, 

pp. 226-227). The respondents were told the purpose of the 

questionnaire but were restricted in their responses to the 

points on the scale. Also, Likert scales are primarily con-

cerned with measuring a single dimension (3, p, 133); in 

this study the dimension is of content validity. 

A Likert scale is essentially a multiple-choice instru-

ment (5, p. 227). Based upon judgment and trial administra-

tions of selected items, however,the responses were limited 

to and recorded on a three-point scale (5, p. 219) consisting 

of "Agree," "Disagree," and "Modifications Which Could be 

Accepted." Spaces were provided for possible modifications, 

comments, or suggestions that respondents wished to make. 

The sixty-two item questionnaire in six broad categories 

was developed after its trial administration to the students 

of two doctoral seminars, a number of whom had adminitra-

tive and managerial experiences. Intensive interviews fol-

lowed, as a result of which several statements were either 

modified or eliminated. This process occurred before 
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the instrument was mailed to the MBO "experts" in business/ 

industry and higher education for clarification purposes. 

The purpose of the questionnaire was to seek agreement 

and, possibly, some information from experts and/or authori-

ties who had at least two years experience in the operation 

of MBO, either in business/industry or in higher education 

administration. In the transmittal letter, the respondents 

were asked to study the statements on the questionnaire (con-

taining basic characteristics of managing higher education 

by objectives) and to determine if they agreed or disagreed 

with the statements. The respondents were also requested to 

express their feelings and beliefs and to share their exper-

iences or activities, which could contribute to the accuracy 

of the information provided and to the content validity which 

was the ultimate purpose of the questionnaire. 

Description of the Sample 

Because of competitive and other reasons, there was no 

specific list available of the business companies or indus-

tries with the names of their top officials who had had ex-

perience in the MBO system. Nor was there any listing in 

existence of the number of higher educational institutions 

utilizing the MBO approach. There were some business books 

and periodicals referring to the names of nonprofit organi-

zations using the MBO technique; however, the number was 

fewer than the ten business and industrial managers and ten 
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higher educational administrators needed to validate the 

criteria instrument in this study. Twenty higher education 

administrators and company executives across the United 

States were, therefore, contacted by telephone, through 

correspondence, or in person, and requested to participate 

in the study. One of the criteria for selecting managers and 

administrators was a minimum of two years experience in MBO 

operation. Another was for the respondents to be in an execu-

tive capacity. 

All of the twenty administrators contacted agreed to 

participate in the study and provide the information required. 

Some of the business and industrial organizations were reluc-

tant to release the names of their top executives operating 

in the HBO system. However, their public relations or indus-

trial relations' offices agreed to route the questionnaire 

to the concerned personnel in order to supply the information 

requested. No college or university administrator or execu-

tive manager refused to participate. 

Each respondent was provided with a transmittal letter 

and a questionnaire which contained directions and spaces 

for recording answers or supplying comments and suggestions. 

Provision was made for confidential handling of the informa-

tion furnished. In addition, a personal note was included to 

each administrator or manager contacted by telephone, request-

ing a quick response. 
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Two or three days after the questionnaire had been 

mailed out, the respondents or their organizations' informa-

tion offices were contacted to remind them of the importance 

of their response to the study and the importance of return-

ing the questionnaire. Consequently, all twenty question-

naires were returned. Each answer sheet was reviewed for 

completeness as it was received. It proved unnecessary to 

return any answer sheets. 

In addition, the review of the literature and the percep-

tions of the national authors of the literature in business/ 

industry as well as in higher education, concerning the con-

cept, implementation, and evaluation of the MBO system, were 

analyzed. The authors' perceptions were matched against the 

HEBO criteria instrument in order to determine if they were 

in concurrence with the six broad categories as well as with 

the sixty-two specific criteria statements. 

Table II indicates the twenty judging administrators 

and managers, from business/industry and higher education and 

their individual position,who participated in the study. It 

also demonstrates the summary number of national authors 

whose perceptions on the MBO system have been analyzed. 

There is no definitive way of being certain that an atti-

tude instrument measures what it is supposed to measure (3, 

p. 122). Attempts to improve validity range from."correlat-

ing the instrument with older established instruments to sub-

mitting it to jurors," but, in reality, these attempts are 
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POSITIONS HELD BY THE JUDGING ADMINISTRATORS AND 
MANAGERS, AND THE SUMMARY NUMBER OF NATIONAL 

AUTHORS IN THE MBO LITERATURE 
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Higher Education No. Bus ines s/Indus try No. 

University President 

College President 

Dean of Instruction 

Dean of Student Develop-
ment 

Academic Administrator 

Director of Community 
College Programs 

Division Chairperson 

National Authors Published 
Specifically on the MBO 
System 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

20 

Manager of Planning 
Services 

President of Petroleum 
Services 

Manager of Data Process-
ing 

Director of Industrial 
Relations 

Personnel Director 

Manager of Profit Plans 
and Objectives 

Director of Marketing 

Manager of Corporate 
Personnel Services 

Corporate Controller 

Manager of Personnel 
and Public Relations 
Services 

National Authors Published 
Specifically on the MBO 
System 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Total 30 

35 

45 

only as good as the validity of the earlier instruments or 

the expertise of the jurors, authorities, or experts (3, p. 

151). Sax pointed out that validity based upon judgmental 

process reflects the adequacy or inadequacy of the initial 

selection of judges (5, pp. 232-233). The selection of ten 
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experts and auttioirl.ti.es in business/industry and ten in higher 

educational administration was intended to obtain balanced 

peofessional judgment on the specific proposal statements. 

These statements are supported by national authors on the MBO 

system but they do not necessarily reflect practices in col-

leges and universities in the United States. 

Data Collection 

The data reported and analyzed in this study were secured 

through the use of a questionnaire (see Appendix) which was 

either mailed out Or hand-carried to each of the twenty re-

spondents. The administrators and managers participating in 

this study completed the questionnaire during February 1977. 

Initial contact in each instance was made in person or by 

telephone calls. A close telephone contact with the respond-

ents was also maintained through which their questions were 

answered, iniormation about the purpose of the questionnaire 

was given to them, and, finally, they were asked to return 

the questionnaire in time to complete the study. 

Due to the systems approach of MBO, six interrelated 

and interdependent categories were established in order to 

provide answers to the six research questions in the study. 

The sixty-two proposal statements, serving as sub-categories, 

contained enough data and the necessary information, validated 

by authorities and experts in the MBO system and also support-

ed by the national authors who have written specifically on 
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the MBO technique, to satisfy the nature of research ques-

tions . 

No time limit was placed on completing the questionnaire. 

The respondents were able to complete the questionnaire in 

a fifteen-to-thirty-minute time period. The respondents were 

asked to return the questionnaire in at least one week's time. 

Because of a close contact maintained with the respondents, 

all questionnaires were completed and returned in February 

1977. 

When the questionnaires were collected, the Likert-scale 

score of each respondent to each statement was recorded man-

ually on separate answer sheets. The answer sheets were then 

submitted to the North Texas State University Computer Center, 

where the data were transferred to I.B.M. punch cards for 

computer processing. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

Reporting and Analyzing the Empirical Data 
Related to Research Questions 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the findings 

of the study of the perceptions held by selected business/ 

industry managers, college or university administrators, 

and national authorities in the MBO literature. The percep-

tions are concerned with an organizational model or basic 

characteristics of managing higher education by objectives 

(HEBO), consisting of sixty-two statements in the following 

categories: 

A. Philosophy of the educational enterprise 

B. Identification of institutional goals 

C. Specification of objectives 

D. Definition of role responsibility 

E. The implementation process 

F. Evaluation of organization—division, department, 

or unit. 

The respondents' perceptions include validating the 

statements concerned with HEBO limitations and the model's 

implementation requirements. 

The chapter has been divided into six parts, presenting 

the findings related to the six research questions 

84 
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established in Chapter I and reflecting the purposes of this 

dissertation. 

Research Question One 

1. Will educational administrators define MBO for 

managing higher education the same ways managers have defined 

it in business and industry? 

From the review of literature, it was apparent that ad-

ministrators and managers basically agree with the Management 

by Objectives principles but utilize different directions to 

approach and implement the system. Both MBO authors in 

business/industry and higher education are in agreement as to 

setting the goals and objectives at the beginning of programs 

and working toward their realization, the desired terminal 

results. 

The following two categories, along with related state-

ments established as part of the HEBO model, were presented 

to the two groups of administrators and managers for judgment 

or content validation: 

a. Identification of Institutional Goals, 

b. Specification of Objectives. 

Table III indicates the administrators' and managers' 

perceptions of the two categories. There was no disagreement 

among the ten administrators and ten managers who participated 

in the study in regard to the category of "Specification of 

Objectives" as defined and specified in the HEBO model. 
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TABLE III 

JUDGING ADMINISTRATORS1 AND MANAGERS' PERCEPTIONS OF 
THE QUESTIONNAIRE RELATING TO RESEARCH QUESTION ONE 

General Categories B and C 
Number* of 
Authorities 
Participated 

Identification of 
Institutional Goals 

Specification of 
Obj ectives 

Number* of 
Authorities 
Participated 

A** D>v* M'v* A D M M'v* A D M 

Administrators 9 

9.0% 

i 

10% 

10 

100% 

Managers 7 

70% 

• • 3 

30% 

10 

100% 

• * • • 

**A, Agree; D, Disagree; M, Modification. 

However, only nine out of ten administrators, 90 percent, and 

seven out of ten managers, 70 percent, agreed with the con-

tents of the category of "Identification of Institutional 

Goals." One administrator wished to modify the category as 

it was "too long." Three managers also wished to modify the 

contents of that category. One executive manager, for example, 

wrote, 

If,by saying that supportive personnel and students 
participate in the goal-setting process, you mean that 
you would seek informational inputs from representa-
tives of these groups, I agree with you. 

. . . I feel that the actual setting of institu-
tional goals must be done by those whose responsibility 
it is to manage the institution. 
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Two of the business/Industry managers commented that 

"students should not be included" in the process of identi-

fication of institutional goals because the students have a 

"poor voice," 

One educational administrator believed that the category 

of "Identification of Institutiaonl Goals," as proposed in 

the HEBO model, was "idealistic but , . . very essential." 

Apart from the modifications thus far recommended, there 

was no major disagreement observed in either categories by 

the judging administrators, managers, or national authors in 

the HBO literature (see Table V, p, 90), Since more than 

seven out of ten experts in each area agreed to the category 

contents and definitions? the two categories of setting goals 

and specifying objectives should therefore be considered 

valid, 

In the proposed HEBO model, ten statements were developed 

as criteria for establishing goals and objectives in a higher 

education institution. Table IV summarizes the perceptions 

of administrators and managers of the ten criteria statements 

in the category of "Specification of Objectives," 

Nine administrators, 90 percent of ten experts, and seven 

managers, 70 percent of ten experts, totally agreed with the 

ten criterion statements presented to them for content vali-

dation, One educational administrator preferred to modify 

only one statement, and one business/industry manager wished 

to modify three. No administrators disagreed with any of 
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TABLE IV 

PERCEPTIONS OF THE EXPERTS OF THE TEN ITEMS IN 
THE CATEGORY OF SPECIFICATION OF OBJECTIVES 

Number of 

Statements 

General Category C: 
Specification of Objectives 

Higher Education 
Administrators* 

A** D** 14** 

Bus ines s / Indus try-
Managers* 

D M 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Total 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

7 

97 

10 

10 

9 

10 

10 

10 

10 

8 

9 

10 

1 

1 

96 

*N=20 (10 in the area of business/industry and 10 in 
higher education). 

**A, Agree; D, Disagree, M, Modification. 

the statements; however, three managers disagreed with one 

statement each. One executive manager who is the president 

of an oil company wrote, "Don't have a list of 30 objectives 

Limit it to a workable number (e.g., 5 or 6)." Another 
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disagreed with th,e following: "Statement #3, Meaningful 

objectives; Statement #8: Routine (regular), problem-

solving, and innovative objectives; Statement #9: Objectives 

related to personal development (e.g., technical/professional 

growth-? and managerial development) , " 

No particular reason was given as to the disagreement. 

However, a third manager, disagreeing with Statement #8, 

wrote; 

My objection is in writing objectives to cover 
routine responsibilities, In our MBO program, we have 
what we call "Key Result Areas," Failure to maintain 
significant results in these areas would prevent 
attainment of group's purpose. 

Key Result Areas are tisually continuing functions. 
And while they should be periodically reviewed to see 
if they are appropriate and timely, they usually stay 
the same unless the "job" changes. 

Objectives are results to be achieved within a 
specific time period. 

One administrator wrote that before implementing any 

goal or objective it should be determined, "What will the 

cost be?" Another commented that, other than answering the 

questions of outcome, action, actor, proficiency, measurement, 

and time, the overall goals and objectives should also answer 

the question of how they—goals and objectives--will be 

achieved. 

Table V summarizes the perceptions of national authors 

in the areas of business/industry and higher education who 

have written on the MBO system. The sixty-two criterion 

statements in six categories, along with the HEBO limitations 

and implementation requirements are supported by the majority 
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TABLE V 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF THE ITEMS ON THE CRITERIA INSTRUMENT 
AS PERCEIVED BY THE NATIONAL AUTHORS WHO HAVE 
PUBLISHED SPECIFICALLY ON THE MBO SYSTEM 

Number of 

Statements 

Scored 

Higher Edu-

cation MBO 

Authors* 

A** D'wV 

Business/ 

Industry MBO 

Authors'* 

General Categories 
CD 
CO 
U 
eu 
u 
0 
4-) 
£ 
W 

>Y 
Jd r—I Cu cd 
o a 

CD & 
4-3 
<4-4 
O 

D 

CO o 
rH 
•H 
p+ 

CO 
O cd 
O 

a o 
o 
•H i—( 
•M cd 
cd a 
o o 
•H •H 
M-4 4J 
•H ;3 
4~I 4J 
CJ *H 
CD 4J ,rO CO 
H 0 
+ H 

M-l 
O 
a o 
•H 
4-J 
Cd 
a 
m 
V4.JQ 
o o 
<u 
eu 
CO 

CD 
! I 
Q 
P4 4J •r-i 
IW r—i 
O 
fi 5 

r4 CD 
<4-4 Pi 
<D Q 

a 
o 
•H 
4-> 
Ctf CO 

a) a 
0 o 
CD 
i—[ f 
I* 

• 4-) 
£l *ri 
cd a 
too 
o u 

o 
*4-4 
o -
a -u 
O pu-
•H a) 
•P Q 
cd 
3 -
i—i * 
cd > 
J> t4 
W Q 

CO a o 
•H 
-P 
cd 
4J •H $ 

O 
PQ 
W 
K 

a o 
*H 
4J 
cd co 
4-J 4J 
a a 
a> <u 
8 0 <D a> 
i—i }-{ 
CVr4 
0 3 M o4 
a} 

O Pi 
PQ 
w 
ix! 

91 

187 

64 

256 

244 

108 

197 

171 14 X 

13 

16 

4 

16 

12 

13 

323 

119 

420 

441 

190 

350 

27 

21 

35 

14 

20 

35 

+ 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

1147 83 2014 166 

X 

*^=55 (20 in Higher Education, 35 in Business/Industry) 

**A, Agree; D, Disagree. 

+=Statements are same as Specification of Objectives. 

X=Belongs to the category checked. 

of national authors, as the statements have been item-pooled 

from those MBO literature authors. 
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For setting goals and objectives, as an example, nation-

al HBO authors, such as Drucker, Bell, Carroll, Tosi, Hostrop, 

Humble, Lahti, Varney, and Odiorne, and all the others cited 

in the review of literature, agreed with the criterion state-

ments established as characteristics for goals and objectives 

in the HEBO model. 

Following is an analysis of the perceptions held by 

fifty-five national MBO authors, both in higher education and 

business/industry, according to the general categories demon-

strated in Table V: 

Philosophy of the Educational Enterprise 

MBO authors in higher education agreed with ninety-

one statements that a philosophy is most important for ad-

ministering a higher education institution. They believed in 

a "mission statement," reflecting the institution's philosophy, 

which is provided by the board of regents, chancellor, or 

president with input from other administrators, faculty, com-

munity, staff, and students. However, they disagreed with 

nine statements in that category. The disagreements were 

concerned with lack of consideration to the "team approach" 

in the process of decision making and responding to the edu-

cational needs of the "whole community." More specifically, 

the authors did not believe that the student representatives 

should participate in the final decisions of a higher learn-

ing institution. Nor did educating the "whole community" 
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receive positive concerns among those authors in higher edu-

cation, 

In the area of business and industry, the HBO authors 

agreed with 171 criterion statements in favor of a philosophy 

for higher education institutions, but they disagreed with 

fourteen statements against the utilization of a philosophy. 

The authors basically recognized the development of a "refined 

mission statement," working from an HEBO philosophic platform. 

They also considered input from staff and student body. 

I den ti fication of Institutional' Goals 
and Specification of Objectives 

Higher education MBO authors were in favor of 187 pro-

posal statements concerned with setting goals and objectives 

at the beginning of programs. They were most favorable toward 

goals and objectives which are written, specific, demonstrable, 

meaningful, and measurable. Thirteen statements, however, 

received negative reaction. For example, four authors did 

not believe in objectives which are measurable or demonstrable. 

Four other authors disagreed with objectives relating to the 

job description of faculty or staff and objectives relating 

to the personal development. 

Business/industry authors agreed with 323 statements. 

They were most favorable toward the overall goals and ob-

jectives which, could answer the questions of outcome, action, 

actor, proficiency, measurement, and time. Twenty-seven 

statements, however, were received negatively. Seven authors 
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disagreed with writing objectives which are routine; eight 

failed to agree with relating objectives to the philosophy 

and goals of the college or university; four did not believe 

in written objectives; and eight did not mention specifying 

objectives related to the job description of the faculty and 

staff members. 

Definition of Role Responsibility 

Higher education authors who have written specifically 

on the MBO system agreed with sixty-four proposal statements 

that the responsibility of each member in the educational 

community should be defined and specified in writing through 

(1) policies and procedures, (2) interpretation by top ad-

ministrators at each organizational level, (3) departmental 

job descriptions, and (4) administrative meetings, with pre-

pared agenda. Nevertheless, they disagreed with sixteen 

statements. Business and industry authors were more favorable 

in that they agreed with 119 statements, but disagreed with 

twenty-one. For example, six authors in the area of higher 

education and five in the area of business/industry disagreed 

with defining the responsibility of administrators, faculty, 

and staff through HEBO policies and procedures and through 

interpretation by top administrators at each organizational 

level. Two authors in higher education and four in business 

and industry were not in favor of job descriptions. Another 

two from higher education and five from business and industry 
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failed to mention "administrative meetings with prepared 

agenda" to be held as a means of defining individual respon-

sibilities . 

Implementation Process 

The thirteen-step HEBO implementation process received 

a favorable reaction by higher education authors 256 times. 

The negative reaction was recorded four times. The business/ 

industry authors, however, agreed with the elements in the 

implementation process 420 times, but disagreed thirty-five 

times. The major points the authors in both areas emphasized 

were assessment of educational needs, writing objectives for 

the coming year, operational planning, regular monitoring, 

and evaluation. However, four authors from higher education 

and eleven from business and industry did not believe that 

1 performance priorities" in an HEBO implementation process 

should be subjected to a "system-wide critique." Five busi-

ness and industry authors disagreed with the analysis of the 

problem by the immediate supervisor, and another five were 

not in favor of regular monitoring or progress by each unit 

three times a year. 

Evaluation of Organization: Division, 

Department, or Unit 

No major disagreement was observed among the higher edu-

cation and business/industry MBO authors in respect to the 

statements in that category. A total; of>244-:criterion statements 
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were agreed with by authors in higher education and 441 by those 

in business and industry, Both groups believed that HEBO 

benefits include better knowledge of organizational goals 

and objectives by each professional member; defining success 

in specific termsj clarifying job descriptions; and improv-

ing performance, cooperation, and communication. Other HEBO 

benefits, the authors believed, would be increasing commit-

ment to the organizaiton; assisting in clear planning; ensur-

ing support from the unit, department, or division; reducing 

role and goal conflicts; and assisting promotions or alloca-

tion of professional duties. Higher education MBO authors, 

however, disagreed with sixteen statements, and fourteen 

statements were opposed by their business and industry 

counterparts. Four authors in each group disagreed with the 

following evaluation criteria or the benefits that the HEBO 

system provides; 

Statement #1; Better knowledge of organizational 
goals and objectives by each professional member; 

Statement #4; Clarifying job (or department, or out-
put) expectations; 

Statement #8: Increasing commitment to the organi-
zation. 

The disagreements were observed in the HBO literature 

as the authors either had not specifically described these 

points according to the proposed criterion statements or had 

interpreted them in other ways. Four educational authors 

did not believe that HEBO facilitates cooperation and 

communication between administrators and faculty members; 
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two industrial authors did not believe that HEBO improves 

performance. 

HEBO Limitations 

The majority of national MBO authors in higher education 

agreed with 108 criterion statements depicting the limita-

tions proposed for implementing the HEBO model. They be-

lieved that those limitations should be observed realisti-

cally. However, they disagreed with twelve statements. MBO 

authors from business and industry agreed with 190 limita-

tion statements, but did not agree with twenty. In both 

areas of higher education and business/industry, the authors 

demonstrated a strong commitment to HEBO orientation programs 

for faculty and administrators, involvement and participation 

at all organizational levels, and adequate evaluation, review, 

and feedback. Five authors in each area, however, disagreed 

with Statement #1, "It is difficult to set goals and objec-

tives, especially, to measure intangible aspects of teaching." 

Four authors j.n both areas of higher education and business/ 

industry were not in favor of Statement #3, "Ambiguous de-

partmental and organizational goals and objectives," as an 

HEBO limitation. Three higher education authors did not be~ 

lieve that conflict between individual and institutional goals 

and objectives constitutes a limitation. Expressing similar 

opinions, eight authors from business and industry also -
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disagreed with "lack of involvement and participation at all 

levels of the organization" in an HEBO program. 

HEBO Imp1ementat ion Requirements 

Higher education MBO authors scored 197 criterion state-

ments in favor of the proposed HEBO requirements. They 

believed that effective leadership at the top of the organi-

zation, positive attitude to HEBO, effective planning, 

adequate time span, and the use of consultants will contribute 

to a successful HEBO implementation. Thirteen statements, 

however, did not receive favorable reaction. Business and 

industry authors agreed with 350 statements, disagreed with 

thirty-five. Six authors in both areas of higher education 

and business/Industry were in disagreement with "positive 

attitude toward HEBO" and "patience," as two of the HEBO 
* 

implementation requirements. One educational author and 

fourteen industrial authors were against the use of consul-

tants, and nine business authors disagreed with "experience 

in regard to cognitive, affective, and psychomotor skills," 

as requirements for implementing an HEBO program. 

Research Question Two 

2. In what ways can Management by Objectives be applied 

effectively in the administration of higher education insti-

tutions? 

The following three broad categories were proposed in 

the HEBO model: 
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a. Philosophy of the educational enterprise (five 

statements), 

b. Definition of role responsibility (four statements), 

c. Implementation process ( thirteen statements). 

The categories along with the related twenty-two cri-

terion statements, which are supported by a majority of 

national authorities in the MBO literatures (see Table V, 

p. 90), were presented to the experts for professional judg-

ment. Tables VI and VII illustrate the perceptions of the 

twenty experts in higher education and business/industry, 

respectively. 

There was no major disagreement between the judging ad-

ministrators and managers in respect to the five statements 

in the category of the "Philosophy of the Educational Enter-

prise." Three administrators, however, modified two state-

ments, six managers modified four, and three managers disagreed 

with three. 

Two administrators believed that the "mission statement" 

provided by the board of regents, chancellor, or president of 

^ higher education institution should be prepared with the 

participation of" or "appropriate input from" other admin-

istrators, faculty members, staff, community, and students. 

Another administrator commented that, for developing policies 

and procedures, only internal constituencies should provide 

input, and external constituencies should be excluded. 
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TABLE VI 

JUDGING ADMINISTRATORS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
RELATING TO RESEARCH QUESTION TWO 

Statement 

Numbers 

Validated by 

Authorities* 

1 10 

2 10 

3 10 

4 8 

5 9 

6 , , 

7 
, # 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

General Categories A, D, and E 

Philosophy of the 

Educational 

Enterprise** 

D/Ww'wV JVJVowoV 

Definition 

of Role Re-
• 1. • i • *** sponsibility 

A D M 

Implementa-

tion 

Process 

A D M 

2 

1 

8 

7 

9 

7 

1 

2 

1 

3 

1 

1 

10 

9 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 
*N=10 m higher education. 

**Five statements. 

***Four s tatements . 

****A=Agree; D=Disagree; M=Modifications. 

Statement #4, "Responding to the educational needs of 

the whole community," was modified by one manager and two 

administrators. According to Tables VI and VII, one manager 
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TABLE VII 

JUDGING MANAGERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
RELATING TO RESEARCH QUESTION TOO 

Statement 

Numbers 

Validated by 

Authorities* 

General Categories, A, D, and E 

Philosophy of the 

Educational 

Enterprise** 

j\1cj)-kk-k-k ]y[it-kick 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

8 

9 

9 

6 

9 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

Definition 

of Role Re-
-kk-k 

sponsibility 

A 

8 

8 

9 

9 

D 

2 

1 

1 

1 

M 

Implementa-

tion 

Process 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

9 

10 

10 

10 

9 

10 

9 

D M 

1 

1 
XN-10. in business and industry. 

**Five stat emen t s. 

***Four statements. 

****A=Agree; D=Disagree; M==Modif ications . 

and one administrator commented that the phrase "whole com-

munity" should be defined. Another administrator believed 

that higher education institutions should be responsive to 

the "educational needs" as well as to the "social needs" of 
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not only the community, but also "state, region, and the 

nation," One manager disagreed with the criterion statement; 

and another modified it, stating that it is "not necessary" 

because "you educate upper levels." 

Referring to Statement #1, ''Providing a humanistic-

democratic teaching and learning environment," one manager 

agreed with, the concept of leadership in an educational enter-

prise which is "interested in supporting individual success 

experiences," and establishes and maintains "a positive work-

ing climate," However, he was unwilling to agree with the 

concept of utilization of "the team approach" in the process 

of decision making. 

In the next category, "Definition of Role Responsibility," 

an administrator modified Statement #1, "Definition and speci-

fication of responsibility in writing through policies and 

procedures manual," He wrote that writing such policies and 

procedures would be "too bulky," Another administrator plus 

two managers disagreed with that criterion statement, citing 

no reason. Two administrators and one manager disagreed 

with Statement #2: "Interpretaion [of responsibility] by the 

top administrator at each, level," Modifying the statement, 

one manager wrote, the responsibility of each educational 

constituent should be interpreted by "superior and subordin-

ate jointly at each organizational level," One administrator 

and one manager disagreed with Statement #3, "[Writing] de-

partmental job descriptions," and three administrators, along 
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with one manager, disagreed with Statement #4, "[Holding] 

administrative meetings, with prepared agenda." No reason 

for disagreement was cited. However, one administrator 

wrote, "These statements relate more to administrative organ-

ization and procedures than to role definition or responsi-

bility." 

In response to the thirteen statements in the next cate-

gory, "The Implementation Process," one administrator disagreed 

with Statement #2, "Review of needs assessment," commenting, 

the statement is the same as Statement #1, "Assessment of 

educational needs." Two administrators modified the follow-

ing statements: 

Statement #7: Review and feedback by the executive 
office (immediate supervisor). 

Statement #11: Regular monitoring or progress by 
each unit (i.e.,three times a year). 

Statement #13: A new needs assessment and a new 
HEBO cycle for the subsequent year. 

In response to Statement #7 cited previously, one admin-

istrator wrote that review and feedback by only the immediate 

supervisor is not sufficient. Referring to Statement #13, he 

stated that "a modified needs assessment" is more desirable 

than "a new needs assessment," and that "assessment" should 

not be for only "the subsequent year," but also for "years to 

come." For Statement #11, another administrator believed 

that each unit should monitor its progress "more than three 

times a year, "perhaps monthly." 
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Since seven or more out of ten experts in the MBO sys-

tem, either from business/industry or higher education, 

agreed with the statements in the three categories, the 

statements are therefore considered valid. This is consistent 

with the positive attitudes (see Table V, p. 90) demonstrated 

by authors throughout the MBO literature. 

Research Question Three 

3. Will experts and/or authorities agree that the MBO 

planning system increases knowledge of organizational, de-

partmental , and professional goals and objectives? In addi-

tion, will experts agree that the MBO system improves per-

formance and communication? 

The category of "Evaluation of Organization—Division, 

Department, or Unit," consisting of thirteen criterion state-

ments, was proposed as part of the HEBO organizational model. 

Table VIII indicates the perceptions of the twenty jurors. 

In response to the questionnaire, one administrator and 

one manager disagreed with two statements: 

Statement #11: (HEBO model) reduces role and goal 
conflicts. 

Statement #13: (HEBO) assists promotions or allocation 
of professional duties. 

No particular reasoning was cited. Modifying a statement, 

however, one administrator wrote that the HEBO model may 

"enhance" rather than "ensure" support from the department, 

division, or unit. Another believed that the HEBO model 



TABLE VIII 

PERCEPTIONS OF THE EXPERTS ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
RELATING TO RESEARCH QUESTION THREE 

104 

Number of 

Statements 

Validated 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 
12 

13 

General Category F: 
Evaluation of Organization-
Division, Department, or Unit 

Higher Education 
Administrators* 

A**. 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

9 

10 

10 

9 

9 

10 

9 

Iftk-k 

Bus ines s/Indus try 
Managers* 

10 

10 

9 

10 

9 

9 

9 

9 

10 

9 

9 

10 

9 

D 

1 

1 

M 

1 

1 

1 

*N-20 (10 in business/industry, 10 in higher education). 

**A=Agree; D=Disagree; M=Modifications. 

provides measures for "all types of" performance including 

"academic performance." 

One manager disagreed with the following two statements, 

citing no further explanation: 

Statement $5: (HEBO model) facilitates cooperation and 
communication between administrators and faculty mem-
bers. 
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Statement #10: (HEBO model) ensures support from the 
departments, divisions, or unit. 

Modifying four statements, however, he strongly be-

lieved that the HEBO model helps to achieve individual goals 

and objectives established at the beginning of programs 

"only if taken seriously." 

Apart from the disagreements and modifications thus far 

mentioned, there were no further disagreements among the twenty 

operating HBO experts in respect to validating the thirteen 

criteria statements. No less than nine out of ten experts 

and/or authorities agreed with the benefits which the HEBO 

model provides. Among the benefits, the jurors as well as 

the authors in the HBO literature believed that the model 

will increase knowledge of organizational, departmental, and 

professional goals and objectives and that it will also im-

prove performance and communication. 

Research Question Four 

^• What a r e the limitations of Hanagement by Obj ectives 

higher education administration? 

To satisfy the nature of this question, the following 

six criterion statements under the category of "limitations" 

were proposed in the IIEBO model. 

a. It is difficult to set goals and objectives, 

especially to measure intangible aspects of teaching. 

b. Lack of faculty and administrators' orientation to 

the HEBO program. 
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c. Ambiguous departmental and organizational goals and 

objectives. 

d. Not enough involvement and participation at all 

levels in the organization. 

e. Conflict between individual and institutional goals 

and obj ectives. 

f. Inadequate evaluation, review, and feedback. 

The statements were compiled from the literature written 

or edited by authorities in the MBO system, either in 

business/industry or in higher education. Table IX reflects 

the perceptions of the administrators and managers who parti-

cipated in the process of validating the criteria instrument. 

Three judging administrators disagreed with Statement 

#1, another disagreed with Statement #3, a third disagreed 

with Statement #6, and two disagreed with Statement #5. In 

addition, one administrator modified Statement #4, comment-

ing that the statement was "not clear" and "this is what MBO 

is supposed to do." Disagreeing with all six statements, 

one manager wrote., "Any of these can become problems if they 

are not worked out. I would not call them limitations." 

Another manager commented, "These limitations seem to be 

true, but they . , . must be corrected to overcome problems 

[which they may create]." 

More than the seven experts needed in each of the two 

areas, business and education, validated most of the criterion 

statements. The six criterion statements, which are supported 
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TABLE IX 

JUDGING ADMINISTRATORS' AND MANAGERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE 
QUESTIONNAIRE, RELATING TO RESEARCH QUESTION FOUR 

Number of Limitations of Higher Eduction 
by Objectives 

Validated 
Higher Education 
Administrators" 

Bus ines s/Indus try 
Managers* 

A*>wV D -k* M** A D M 

1 7 3 9 1 

2 10 
• • • • 9 1 , 

3 9 1 • 9 1 . 
4 9 

• • 1 9 1 , . 

5 8 2 • 9 1 . , 

6 9 1 
• • ; 9 1 

* * 

*N=20 (10 in business/industry, 10 in higher education) 

*"}fA=Agree; D=Disagree; M=Modifications. 

by the authorities in the MBO literature both from business/ 

industry and higher education are therefore considered valid 

Research Question Five 

* Will effective and efficient implementation proce-

dure^ in a Management by Obj ectives program improve the 

overall educational planning? 

Throughout the entire MBO literature, there were sug-

gestions made concerning the procedures to be utilized in an 

MBO program. Suggested procedures ranged from effective or 
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strong leadership to the use of internal and external con-

sultants . A thorough review of the MBO literature both in 

business/industry and higher education resulted in the 

following implementation requirements for the proposed HEBO 

model which were then subjected to the jurors' validation: 

a. Leadership; 

b. Positive attitude (toward HEBO); 

c. Patience; 

d. Effective planning and new strategies; 

e. Commitment from all parties; 

f. Dedication; 

g. Basic changes in attitude; 

h. Experience in regard to cognitive, affective, and 

psychomotor skills; 

i. Sufficient time to implement an HEBO system; 

j. Involvement; and 

k. Use of consultants. 

Table X indicates the perceptions of the participating 

administrators and managers in the study. A number of admin-

istrators and managers disagreed with the following statements 

Statement #2 
Statement #3 
Statement #5 
Statement #6 
Statement #7 
Statement #8 

Two managers 
One administrator 
One manager 
One administrator and one manager 
One manager 
One administrator and one manager 

Statement #11: One administrator and one manager 

There were no explanations made in connection with the 

disagreements cited. However, referring to Statement #2, one 
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TABLE X 

JUDGING ADMINISTRATORS' AND MANAGERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE 
QUESTIONNAIRE, RELATING TO RESEARCH QUESTION FIVE 

Statements 

Validated 

Implementation Requirements for 
Higher Education by Objectives 

Higher Education 
Administrators* 

A*.*. D** M** 

Bus ines s/Indus try 
Managers* 

D M 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

10 

10 

9 

9 

10 

9 

10 

9 

10 

10 

8 

8 . 
8 2 

10 . 
10 . 
9 1 

8 1 

9 1 

9 1 

8 . 
9 . 
8 1 

2 

1 

1 

*N=20 (10 in higher education, 10 in business/industry). 

**A=Agree; D= Disagree; M=Modifications. 

manager felt "negative attitude could be overcome." Two man-

agers modified Statement #1 by suggesting that leadership 

should "start from the top" and that "it must be strong." In 

response to Statement #9, one manager wrote that by utilizing 

the HEBO model, "every year you could get better." Modify-

ing Statement #11, one manager felt that the use of consul-

tants "depends on skills within the organization, resources, 
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and so forth." Another felt that the use of consultants is 

desirable, "especially, internal consultants." 

Research Question Six 

6. What will be an organizational model or the basic 

characteristics of managing higher education by obj ectives? 

In the process of constructing a heuristic model, the 

literature on Management by Objectives, both in business/ 

industry and in higher educational administration, was thor-

oughly reviewed. The model was developed as a result of an 

item-pool of several hundred statements, which were narrowed 

down to sixty-two items in six interrelated and interdepen-

dent categories. The six categories and sixty-two criterion 

statements, including the HEBO limitations and the model's 

implementation requirements, were then presented to a panel 

of twenty administrative and managerial experts for content 

validation. 

Table XI shows the percentages of the perceptions held 

by the judging administrators and managers. No criterion 

statement received less than 70 percent verification by ad-

ministrators or managers, or combinations of both. Similar 

positive attitudes were demonstrated by the authorities 

throughout the HBO literature. The sixty-two statements in 

six categories are therefore considered valid and thus 

identified as the basic characteristics of managing higher 

education by objectives. 
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TABLE XI 

PERCENTAGES OF THE EXPERTS' PERCEPTIONS OF SIXTY-TWO ITEMS 
ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE, RELATING TO RESEARCH QUESTION SIX 

i •U 
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<1) 

}-i U 
cd o 
O to 
pq Q) 

•U X) 
fj ra <U 
0) +J 
e <u rt 
<L) ,£> X) 
•p e-H 
CC 0 r-l 
•n jz; nj 
CO > 

Higher Education 

Administrators* 
1— 

D-

Business/ 
Industry 
Managers-v % 

kdminis trators 
and Managers 
Combined % 

D M D M 

o o 
•H >%+-> 

xl cd 
& o 
O 3 
CO TS -P 
o w e rH W 
•H CD 
A ,£ H 
P-i 4-J ctf 

1 100 

2 100 

3 100 

4 80 

5 90 

20 

10 

80 

90 

90 
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90 

10 

10 
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10 

30 
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95 

70 

90 

5. 

5 
5 

5 

5 

5 

25 
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80 
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10 

20 

10 

10 

10 

100 
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95 
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100 
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85 

90 

85 

10 

5 

5 

5 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

80 

70 

90 

70 

10 

20 

10 

30 

10 

10 

80 20 

90 10 

90 10 

100 

80 

80 

90 

85 

15 

15 

10 

15 

5 

5 

*N=2Q (10 in business/industry, 10 in higher education) 

•}V"5VA=Agree; D=Disagree; M=Modifi cat ions 
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Following are some of the suggestions and comments made 

by the respondents. 

1. We have received the set of questionnaires . . 
on the HEBO and, quite frankly, some of my associates 
and I are unable to see how we cpuld answer any of the 
items other than in the affirmative. 
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2. If you can get some automatic feedback that 
"comes in" every month, that is a big help. You need 
an I.B.M. data system that sends a detailed report on 
the planned goals and actual accomplishments to date. 

3. As you will see from the responses to the 
specific statements, we agree with your Higher Educa-
tion by Objectives concept. Any differences would be 
largely semantic. 

4. I believe the cost factor should be incor-
porated into newly developed management systems. Many 
funding agencies will or are requiring this. 

5. . . . to use this format to implement a suc-
cessful HEBO, I suggest: 

a. Start with written objectives first year-
no required analysis, no required system--at the 
top of the organization. 

b. Go down one level per year. 
c. Institute formal (HEBO) process in the 

4th or 5th year. 

Summary 

In this chapter, the findings of the study were analyzed 

and reported in descriptive form and in summary tables in 

accordance with the six research questions established in 

Chapter I. The proposed sixty-two item characteristics of 

managing higher education by objectives, consisting of six 

categories, HEBO limitations, and requirements, were presented 

to MBO experts for content validation. The perceptions of 

experts and fifty-five national authors and the review of MBO 

literature were analyzed and reported. The criterion state-

ments or basic characteristics of HEBO received at least 

seventy percent verification by administrators, or managers, or 

combinations of both. Similar positive attitudes were found 

to have been expressed by the authors in the MBO literature. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was identification of basic 

characteristics of managing higher education by objectives 

(HEBO). Six research questions were developed as follows. 

1. Will educational administrators define MBO for 

managing higher education the same way managers have defined 

it in business and industry? 

2. In what ways can Management by Objectives be applied 

effectively in the administration of higher education insti-

tutions? 

3. Will experts and/or authorities agree that the MBO 

planning system increases knowledge of organizational, de-

partmental, and professional goals and objectives? In addi-

tion, will experts agree that the MBO system improves 

performance and communication? 

4. What are the limitations of Management by Objectives 

in higher education administration? 

5. Will effective and efficient implementation pro-

cedures in a Management by Objectives program improve the 

overall educational planning? 
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6. What will be an organizational model or the basic 

characteristics of managing higher education by objectives? 

As a result of the review of the MBO literature, either 

in business/industry or higher education, an item pool of 

several hundred statements was developed. The statements 

were then modified and reduced to six broad categories: 

(1) the philosophy of the higher educational enterprise (five 

statements); (2) identification of institutional goals (the 

same statements were used as in objectives which follow); 

(3) specification of objectives (ten statements); (4) defini-

tion of role responsibility (four statements); (5) the 

implementation process (thirteen statements); and (6) evalua-

tion of organization—division, department, or unit (thirteen 

statements). In addition, six statements were developed as 

limitations for characteristics of higher education by ob-

jectives and eleven for HEBO implementation requirements. 

A sixty-two item questionnaire in six categories was 

developed after trial administrations to the students of two 

doctoral seminars, a number of whom had administrative and 

managerial experiences. Intensive interviews followed and, 

as a result, several statements were either modified or 

eliminated. The final questionnaire was developed to a 

three-point Likert-type scale and then submitted to a panel 

of twenty MBO "experts," ten from business/industry and ten 

from higher education, for content validation. 
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The ten MBO experts from higher education consisted of 

a university president, a college president, two deans of 

instruction, two deans of student development services, two 

academic administrators, one director of community college 

programs, and one division chairperson. 

In the area of business/industry, the ten experts were 

a manager of planning services, a president of petroleum 

services, a manager of data processing, a director of indus-

trial relations, a personnel director, a manager of profit 

plan and objectives, a director of marketing, a manager of 

corporate personnel services, a corporate controller, and a 

manager of personnel and public relations. 

In addition, the review of MBO literature and the per-

ceptions of fifty-five national authors of the literature, 

in business/industry as well as in higher education concern-

ing the concept, implementation, and evaluation of the MBO 

system, were analyzed. The authors' perceptions were matched 

against the proposed HEBO characteristics in order to deter-

mine if they were in concurrence with the six broad categories 

and the sixty-two specific criterion statements. 

One of the criteria for selecting the twenty judging 

managers and administrators was a minimum of two-years exper-

ience in MBO operation. Another was for the respondents 

to be in an executive capacity. Each respondent was provided 

with a questionnaire and a transmittal letter which contained 

directions and spaces for recording answers or supplying 
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comments and suggestions. The respondents were also re-

quested to express their feelings and beliefs and to share 

their experiences or activities, which contributed extensively 

to the accuracy of the information provided and to the con-

tent validity which was the ultimate purpose of the question-

naire. Provision was also made for confidential handling of 

the information furnished. 

The questionnaires were completed and returned in Feb-

ruary 1977. After the data collection, the Likert-scale 

score of each respondent to each statement was recorded on 

answer sheets and submitted to the North Texas State Univer-

sity Computer Center for further data transfer and computer 

processing. 

The empirical data as well as the perceptions of national 

MBO authors, either in business and industry or in higher ed-

ucation, were analyzed and reported according to the six 

research questions established at the beginning of the study. 

Eleven tables were constructed from the data derived through 

the analysis of the perceptions of MBO authors and experts. 

In each area of business/industry and higher education, 

seven out of ten participating experts agreed with the items 

on the questionnaire. An analysis of the MBO literature 

also revealed that similar positive perceptions, in regard to 

the concept of Management by Objectives and implementation 

procedures, were held by fifty-five authors with national 

reputation. The sixty-two statements in five categories, as 
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proposed, were considered valid and therefore identified as 

basic characteristics of managing higher education by ob-

jectives (HEBO). 

Findings 

Based on the data analysis and on visual inspection of 

the data, the findings of the study as judged by the twenty 

participating administrators and managers are as follows. 

1. There was no disagreement among the ten judging ad-

ministrators and ten managers in regard to the category of 

"Specification of Objectives" as defined and specified in 

the HEBO characteristics. However, only nine out of ten ad-

ministrators (ninety percent) and seven out of ten managers 

(seventy percent) agreed with the contents of the category of 

"Identification of Institutional Goals." One educational 

administrator believed that the contents of the category are 

"idealistic but . , , very essential." Another wrote that 

before implementing any goal or objective the cost factor 

should be determined. One executive manager agreed with 

seeking informational inputs from student representatives and 

supportive personnel, as proposed in the HEBO model. How-

ever, he felt that "the actual setting of institutional goals 

must be done by those whose responsibility it is to manage 

the institution," Two other managers commented that "stu-

dents should not be included" in the process of identification 

of institutional goals because the students have a "poor 
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voice." Another executive manager believed that objectives 

should be limited to a workable number, for example, five 

or six. 

2. There was no major disagreement between the judging 

administrators and managers in regard to the five statements 

in the category of "The Philosophy of the Educational Enter-

prise." Two administrators, however, believed that the 

"mission statement" provided by the board of regents, chan-

cellor, or president of a higher education institution should 

be prepared with the "participation of" or "appropriate input 

from" other administrators, faculty, staff, community, and 

students. Another administrator commented that for develop-

ing policies and procedures only internal constituencies 

should provide input, and external constituencies should be 

excluded. Another administrator believed that higher educa-

tion institutions should be responsive to the "educational 

needs" as well as to the "social needs" of not only the com-

munity, but also "state, region, and the nation." One 

manager stated that it is not necessary for a higher learning 

institution to respond to the educational needs of the "whole 

community" because "you educate upper levels." Another mana-

ger was unwilling to agree with the utilization of "team 

approach" for the decisions made at a higher education in-

stitution. 

3. In response to the thirteen statements in the cate-

gory of the "KplemOTtafeian Process ," one administrator wrote 
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that review and feedback by only the immediate supervisor is 

not sufficient. He also stated that "a modified needs 

assessment" is more desirable than "a hew needs assessment," 

and that educational "assessment" should not be only for the 

"subsequent yearf" but also for "years to come," Another 

administrator believed that each unit in a higher learning 

institution should monitor its progress "more than three 

times a year, perhaps monthly," Aside from those suggestions 

and the modifications which were made, HBO experts basically 

agreed with the items proposed in that category. 

4. Nine out of ten experts agreed with the statements 

in the category of "Evaluation of Organization—division, 

department, or unit," One administrator wrote that the HEBO 

model may 'Enhance" rather than "ensure" support from the de-

partment, division, or unit, Another believed that the HEBO 

system provides measures for "all types of performance," 

including "academic performance," One executive manager 

strongly believed that the HEBO model will help achieve in-

dividual goals and objectives established at the beginning 

of programs "only if taken seriously," 

5, The four criterion statements in the category of 

"Definition of Role Responsibility" were validated by the 

majority of MBO experts. One administrator, however, wrote 

that the definition and specification of responsibility in 

writing through HEBO policies and procedures would be "too 

bulky," One manager also suggested that the responsibility 
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of each educational constituent should be interpreted by 

"superior and subordinate jointly at each organizational 

level." 

6. At least seven experts in each of the two areas, 

business/industry and higher education, validated most of 

the six criterion statements proposed under the category of 

"HEBO Limitations." Disagreeing with all six statements, 

one manager wrote, "Any of those [limitation] statements can 

become problems if they are not worked out." He added that 

he would not call them limitations. Another manager com-

mented, "The limitations [proposed in this study] seem to be 

true, but they . . . must be corrected to overcome problems 

[which they may create]." 

7. No major disagreements were observed among the judg-

ing administrators and managers in regard to the statements 

of the category of "Implementation Requirements of HEBO." 

Two executive managers suggested that leadership should 

"start from the top" and that "it must be strong." Another 

manager commented that by utilizing the HEBO model "every 

year you could get better." A third manager felt that the 

utilization of the services of consultants "depends on skills 

within the organization, resources, etc." A fourth manager, 

however, felt that internal consultants were desirable. 

8. The sixty-two criterion statements in six categories, 

including HEBO limitations and requirements, identified as 

the basis characteristics of managing higher education by 
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objectives, received seventy percent validation by judging 

administrators or managers, or combinations of both. 

The findings of the analysis of the perceptions held by 

fifty-five national authors in the MBO literature from 

business/industry and higher education are as follows: 

1. The majority of the authors believed that a "mis-

sion statement," reflecting the institution's philosophy, 

should be provided by the board of regents, chancellor, or 

president of a higher education institution with input from 

other administrators, faculty, community, and also staff 

and students. 

2. Goals and objectives established at the beginning 

of programs should answer the following questions: 

a. What are the desired outcomes? 

b. What kinds of actions are necessary to provide 

those outcomes? 

c. Who must act to provide the specified out-

comes? 

d. What kinds of skills and proficiencies are 

necessary to produce the outcomes? 

e. How will specified outcomes be measured? 

f. What time priorities must be set to accomplish 

outcomes established by objectives? 

g. How much will it cost to achieve the outcomes 

specified by goals and objectives? 
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The goals and objectives should also be written, specific, 

demonstrable, measurable, and meaningful. 

3. The responsibility of each member in the educational 

community should be defined and specified in writing through 

(a) policies and procedures, (b) interpretation by top ad-

ministrators at each organizational level, (c) departmental 

job descriptions, and (d) administrative meetings, with pre-

pared agenda. 

4. For implementing an HEBO program, assessment of 

educational needs, writing objectives for the coming year, 

operational planning, regular monitoring, and evaluation 

should have priority status over other aspects of planning. 

5. National MBO authors demonstrated a strong commit-

ment to HEBO orientation programs for faculty and adminis-

trators. They also emphasized adequate evaluation, review, 

and feedback. 

6. Successful HEBO implementation depends on effective 

and strong leadership, positive attitude toward HEBO, effec-

tive planning, time span, and the use of consultants. 

7. The authors in the MBO literature believed that 

HEBO benefits from the following would be including better 

knowledge of organizational goals and objectives by each 

professional member; defining success in specific terms; 

clarifying job descriptions; and improving performance, 

communication, and cooperation. Other HEBO benefits, the 

authors believed, would be assisting in clear planning, 
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ensuring support from the organization, reducing role and 

goal conflicts, and assisting in promotions or allocation 

of professional duties. 

Conclusions 

Based upon the findings of this study, the following 

conclusions concerning the basic characteristics of manag-

ing higher education by objectives are drawn. 

1. Judging administrators, managers, and authors 

approved the characteristics of higher education by objec-

tives (HEBO) as proposed in the study. 

2. According to MBO authors and experts, an HEBO model 

should contain a mission statement, clear goals and objec-

tives, well-defined role responsibilities, and evaluation 

in order to be effective and efficient. 

3. The HEBO implementation process requires more than 

a mere decision to institute such a program. In order to 

enhance the HEBO implementation process, strong leadership, 

orientation programs, and MBO constultants are necessary. 

4. Any HEBO model should have as its major purpose 

the securing of higher performance accountability. 

5. In the policy-and-decision-making process, the 

overall internal and external constituencies of a higher 

education institution should get involved, participate, 

and share each other's input in relation to steps and pro-

cedures for implementing an HEBO program. 
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Recommendations 

The findings of this study suggest the following recom-

mendations for administrative considerations or further 

research, 

1. A similar study should be conducted in order to 

analyze the perceptions of faculty members and/or staff 

toward managing higher education by objectives. 

2. In a separate study, the perceptions of academic 

administrators and faculty in regard to the HEBO system 

should be analyzed and then compared. 

3. All higher education institutions operating on the 

HBO system within the United States should be studied and 

their managerial operations should be compared for results. 

4. It is recommended that before a higher education 

institution initiates an HEBO program, it should conduct 

a pilot study in one of its units or departments. That pro-

cess would provide the decision makers with necessary input 

as to the desirability, feasibility, and cost effectiveness 

of the HEBO program. 

5. It is recommended that one approach may be that the 

chief administrators operate on the MBO system during the 

first year, and other administrators, faculty, and staff 

should get involved in subsequent years. This procedure would 

provide the top management with an impetus for developing a 

"refined mission statement," working from an HEBO philosophic 



127 

platform, and clearing the goals and objectives of the in-

stitution at the executive level. 

6. It is recommended that the proposed HEBO character-

istics be implemented in coordination with other managerial 

techniques, such as PERT, PPBS, OR, the Delphi Technique, 

and MIS. Such coordination may ensure effective and effi-

cient implementation of an HEBO program in respect to the 

directions to take for setting goals and objectives, the 

analysis of goals and objectives, allocation of resources to 

different programs, and deciding on the techniques to utilize 

in order to evaluate the expected outcomes. 

7. The sixty-two criterion statements developed as the 

basic characteristics of managing higher education by ob-

jectives (HEBO) are recommended for any higher education 

institution which is ready or desires to utilize that system 

of management, 

8. On the basis of the results of the study, a model 

for utilizing Management by Objectives in higher education 

is here proposed. The model includes a set of basic char-

acteristics which were determined during the course of the 

study. 
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Proposed Model 

Basic Characteristics of Managing Higher Education 
b£ Objectives (HEBO) for Utilization 

in Colleges andUniversities 

Higher education administration today needs effective 

management. In order to prepare college and university pro-

fessionals at all levels for the awesome responsibilities 

thrust upon them by society, the following organizational 

model for managing higher education by objectives (HEBO) is 

proposed. This process-and-results-oriented managerial 

technique is concerned with 

A. philosophy of the higher educational enterprise, 

B. identification of institutional goals, 

C. specification of objectives, 

D. definition of role responsibility, 

E. implementation process, 

F. evaluation of organization—division, department, 

or unit. 

A. Philosophy of the higher educational enterprise:--

It is the responsibility of the board of regents, chancellor, 

or president of the higher education institution to provide 

the educational community a "mission statement," reflecting 

the institution's philosophy: 

1. providing a humanistic-democratic teaching and 

learning environment (the leadership in an educational 

enterprise which is "interested in supporting individual 
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success experiences," establishes and maintains "a 

positive working climate," and utilizes "the team 

approach in the process of decision making"); 

2. demonstrating responsibility, creativity, in-

novation, and leadership; 

3. developing the students morally, intellectual-

ly, emotionally, and physically to their maximum 

potential; 

4. responding to the educational needs of the 

who1e community; 

5. developing policies and procedures with input 

from the institution's internal and external consti-

uencies. 

B. Identification of institutional goals:--All members 

of the professional level as well as representatives from 

supportive personnel and students should participate in the 

goal-setting process in order to identify institutional 

goals--e.g., a new building, a project, a program, a new 

discipline, application of new instructional strategies, etc.-

to be accomplished within a long-range time limit, usually 

one to twenty years. The criteria for goals are the same as 

for objectives which will follow. 

C- Specification of objectives:--The objectives--e.g., 

quality education or excellence, things to be done, etc. 

should be specified and agreed upon mutually by the "superior" 
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and the "subordinate" and accomplished within a short-range 

duration, usually up to one school year, in accordance with 

the following criteria: 

1. written objectives by the president, academic 

and other vice-presidents, deans, division and depart-

ment chairman, faculty, and staff; 

2. specific (objectives); 

3. meaningful (objectives); 

4. demonstrable (objectives); 

5. related to the philosophy and goals of the col-

lege or university; 

6. measurable (objectives); 

7. related to the job description of the faculty 

or staff members; 

8. related to routine (or regular), problem solv-

ing, and innovative (objectives); 

9. related to personal development (i.e., technical/ 

professional growth, and managerial development); 

10. the overall goals and objectives attempt to 

answer three questions: 

a. What results do we want to achieve (out-

come, action, and actor)? 

b. How will we gauge the success of our 

efforts (proficiency, measurement)? 

c. When will the result be realized (time)? 
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D. Definition of role responsibility:--The responsi-

bility of each member in the educational community should be 

defined and specified in writing through 

1. policies and procedures manaual; 

2. interpretation by top administrator at each 

level; 

3. departmental job descriptions; 

4. administrative meetings, with prepared agenda. 

Implementation process:--The processes involved in 

implementing the basic HEBO characteristics are closely tied 

to the role responsibility in which the participant is held 

accountable for his performance. In the program implementa-

tion, the following thirteen steps should be considered: 

1. assessment of educational needs; 

2. review of needs assessment; 

3. a system-wide critique of performance priorities; 

4. review, feedback, and formulation of final per-

formance priorities; 

5. analysis of the problems within each unit, divi-

sion, or department; 

6. writing objectives for the coming year; 

7. review and feedback by the executive office 

(immediate supervisor); 

8. preparation of final written objectives by each 

unit, division, or department; 
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9. operational planning: preparation of time-

phased action steps, detailing who will do what, when, 

and how; including resource commitment and establishing 

alternative "plans of action'.'; 

10. implementation of action steps (number 9 above); 

11. regular monitoring or progress by each unit 

(e.g., three times a year); 

12. an end-of-the year evaluation of the performance 

outcomes; 

13. a new needs assessment and a new HEBO cycle for 

the subsequent year. 

F- Evaluation of organization--division, department, or 

unit:—Toward a system of management which is humanistic-

democratic with a vision to attaining performance accountabil-

ity, as well as "involving professional colleagues in parti-

cipatory management," the HEBO model will emphasize results 

within specific time limits. It should, therefore, be eval-

uated in terms of the following criteria or the benefits it 

provides: 

1. better knowledge of organizational goals and 

objectives by each professional member; 

2. defining success (individual or organization) in 

specific terms; 

3. achieving individual goals and objectives estab-

lished at the beginning of the program; 
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4. clarifying job (or departmental, or output) 

expectations; 

5. facilitating cooperation and communication 

between administrators and faculty members; 

6. improving performance; 

7. providing measures for academic performance; 

8. increasing commitment to the organization; 

9. assisting in clear planning and developing pro-

fesionnal objectives; 

10. ensuring support from the department, division, 

or unit; 

11. reducing role and goal conflicts; 

12. developing individual improvement and growth; 

13. assisting promotions or allocation of profes-

sional duties. 

HEBO Limitations:--

1. It is difficult to set goals and objectives, es-

pecially, to measure intangible aspects of teaching; 

2. Lack of faculty and administrators' orientation 

to HEBO program; 

3. Ambiguous departmental and organizational goals and 

obj ectives; 

4. Not enough involvement and participation at all 

levels in the organization; 
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5. Conflict between individual and institutional goals 

and objectives; 

6. Inadequate evaluation, review, and feedback. 

HEBO Implementation Requirements:--

1. Leadership; 

2. Positive attitude (toward HEBO); 

3. Patience; 

4. Effective planning and new strategies; 

5. Commitment from all parties; 

6. Dedication; 

7. Basic changes in attitude; 

8. Experience in regard to cognitive, affective, and 

psychomotor skills; 

9. Sufficient time to implement an HEBO system; 

10. Involvement; 

11. Use of consultants. 
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1211 Wayne Street 
Ft. Worth, Tx. 76117 

Dear Administrator (or Executive) 

Under the auspices of the College of Education, North Texas 
State University, I am conducting a doctoral research study 
dealing with managing higher education by objectives. 

Authorities and experts believe that Management by Objec-
tives (MBO) can be applied and implemented effectively in 
managing a higher education institution. With this in mind, 
I have borrowed the term MBO from business and industry, 
where it originated, and am now attempting to develop it 
into an organizational model for managing higher education 
by objectives (HEBO). 

Research indicates that since the application of the MBO 
system in educational administration during the late 1960's 
a number of colleges and universities, school districts, the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, etc. have 
engaged in the process of implementing an MBO system in 
their respective administrations. 

The purpose of this study is an attempt to seek agreement 
and, possibly, some information from experts and/or authori-
ties who have had at least two years experience in operation 
of MBO either in business and industry or higher education. 
It would be very much appreciated if you could study the 
enclosed model and determine if you agree with the model and 
its contents. There are spaces provided for possible dis-
agreement, or modifications, that you may wish to make. 

Would it be possible for you to return the model by February 
17, 1977, in the preaddressed stamped envelope provided 
in order to enable me to complete the study? All the in-
formation you furnish will be treated confidentially. 

Thank you very much. 

Yours truly, 

Mostafa Hedayatnia 
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STATEMENTS IN A PROPOSED ORGANIZATIONAL MODEL 

FOR MANAGING HIGHER EDUCATION BY OBJECTIVES 

Higher education administration today needs effective 

management. In order to prepare college and university pro-

fessionals at all levels for the awesome responsibilities 

thrust upon them by society, the following organizational 

model for managing higher education by objectives (HEBO) 

is proposed. This process-and-result-oriented managerial 

technique is concerned with 

A. philosophy of the educational enterprise, 

B. identification of institutional goals, 

C. specification of objectives, 

D. definition of role responsibility, 

E. implementation process, 

F. evaluation of organization—division, department, 

or unit. 

MODIFICATIONS WHICH COULD 
AGREE DISAGREE BE ACCEPTED (WRITE IN) 

Directions: Considering the above choices, and on the basis 

of the statements below, please mark your findings in the 

spaces in the left column. 



13.8 

A. Philosophy of the educational enterprise 

It is the responsibility of the boards of regents, 

chancellor, or president of the higher education in-

stitution to provide the educational community a 

"mission statement," reflecting the institution's 

philosophy. 

1. Providing a humanistic-democratic teach-

ing and learning environment (the leadersip 

in an educational enterprise which is 

"interested in supporting individual suc-

cess experiences," establishes and main-

tains "a positive working climate," and 

utilizes "the team approach in the process 

of decision making"); 

2. Demonstrating responsibility, creativity, 

innovation, and leadership; 

3. Developing the students morally, intel-

lectually, emotionally, and physically 

to their maximum potential; 

4. Responding to the educational needs of the 

whole community; 

5. Developing policies and procedures with 

input from the institution's internal and 

external constituencies. 
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_B• Identification of institutional goals 

All members of the professional level as well as 

representatives from supportive personnel and stu-

dents should participate in the goal-setting process 

in order to identify institutional goals--e.g., a 

new building, a project, a program, a new discipline, 

application of new instructional strategies, etc.--

to be accomplished within a long-range-time limit, 

usually one to twenty years. The criteria for goals 

are the same as for objectives, which will follow. 

_C. Specification of objectives 

The objectives--e.g., quality education or excel-

lence, things to be done, etc.--should be specified 

and agreed upon mutually by the "superior" and the 

"subordinate" and accomplished within a short-range 

duration, usually up to one school year, in accordance 

with the following criteria: 

1 • Written (objectives) by the president, 

academic and other vice-presidents, deans, 

division and department chairmen, faculty, 

and staff; 

2. Specific (objectives); 

3. Meaningful (objectives); 

4. Demonstrable (objectives); 

5. Measurable (objectives); 
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6. Related to the philosophy and goals of the 

college or university; 

7. Related to the job description of the 

faculty or staff members; 

8. Related to routine (or regular), problem 

solving, and innovative (objectives); 

9. Related to personal development (e.g., 

technical/professional growth, and mana-

gerial development); 

10. The overall goals and objectives attempt 

to answer three questions: 

a. What results do we want to achieve 

(outcome, action, and actor)? 

b. How will we gauge the success of our 

efforts (proficiency, measurement)? 

c. When will the result be realized (time)? 

D. Definition of role responsibility 

The responsibility of each member in the educa-

tional community should be defined and specified 

in writing through 

1. policies and procedures manual; 

2. interpretation by the top administrator 

at each level; 

3. department job descriptions; 

4. administrative meetings, with prepared 

agenda. 
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E. Implementation process 

The processes involved in implementing the pro-

posed HEBO organizational model are closely tied to 

the role responsibility in which the participant is 

held accountable for his performance. In the program 

implementation, the following thirteen steps should 

be considered: 

1. Assessment of educational needs; 

2. Review of needs assessment; 

3. A system-wide critique of performance 

priorities; 

4. Review, feedback, and formulation of final 

performance priorities; 

5. Analysis of the problems within each unit, 

division, or department; 

6. Writing objectives for the coming year; 

7. Review and feedback by the executive office 

(immediate supervisor); 

8. Preparation of final written objectives by 

each unit, division, or department; 

9. Operational planning: preparation of time-

phased action steps, detailing who will do 

what, when, and how, including resource com-

mitment and establishing alternative "plans 

of action"; 

10. Implementation of action steps (number 9 above); 
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11. Regular monitoring or progress by each unit 

(e.g., three times a year); 

12. An end-of-the-year evaluation of the per-

formance outcomes; 

13. A new needs assessment and a new HEBO cycle 

for the subsequent year. 

Limitations: 

1. It is difficult to set goals and objectives, 

especially to measure intangible aspects of teach-

ing; 

2. Lack of faculty'and administrator ' s orientation 

to HEBO program; 

3. Ambiguous departmental and organizational goals 

and objectives; 

4. Not enough involvement and participation at all 

levels in the organization; 

5. Conflict between individual and institutional 

goals and objectives; 
6. Inadequate evaluation, review, and feedback. 

Implementation requirements: 

1. Leadership; 

2. Positive attitude (toward HEBO); 

3. Patience; 

4. Effective planning and new strategies; 

_5. Commitment from all parties; 
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6. Dedication; 

7. Basic changes in attitude; 

8. Experience in regard to cognitive, affective, 

and psychomotor skills; 

9. Sufficient time to implement an HEBO system; 

10. Involvement; 

11. Use of consultants. 

F. Evaluation of organization, division, or depart-

ment : 

Toward a system of management which is humanistic-

democratic with a vision to attaining performance 

accountability, as well as involving professional 

colleagues in participatory management, the HEBO 

model will emphasize results within specific time 

limits. It should, therefore, be evaluated in terms 

of the following criteria or the benefits it provides: 

1. Better knowledge of organizational goals and 

objectives by each professional member; 

2. Defining success (individual or organization) 

in specific terms; 

3. Achieving individual goals and objectives 

established at the beginning of the program; 

4. Clarifying job (or departmental, or output) 

expectations; 

5. Facilitating cooperation and communication 

between administrators and faculty members; 
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,6. Improving performance; 

7. Providing measures for academic performance; 

8. Increasing commitment to the organization; 

9. Assisting in clear planning and developing 

professional objectives; 

10. Ensuring support from the department, divi-

sion, or unit; 

11. Reducing role and goal conflicts; 

12. Developing individual improvement and growth; 

13. Assisting promotions or allocation of pro-

fessional duties. 

Other suggestions or comments: 
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