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Introduction
The economic and socio-political importance of state-owned enterprises (SOEs) has significantly 
increased in recent years. State-owned enterprises play a substantial role in many economies as 
they form part of fundamental industries, such as telecommunications, electricity and 
transportation, that are responsible for delivering key infrastructure services (Kikeri 2018; 
Klovienė & Gimžauskien 2014; Masekoameng & Mpehle 2018). They also contribute to the growth 
of both state and non-state economic sectors, while providing valuable fiscal resources (Mbo 2017; 
Tanlamai & Juta 2011). State-owned enterprises refer to enterprises where the state has either full, 
majority or significant minority ownership and significant control over the organisation 
(Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 2005) and usually has both public 
policy objectives and commercial objectives (Kikeri 2018). With a strong obligation to create 
public value (Cole & Parston 2006), these enterprises are expected to be managed in such a way 
as to ensure financial sustainability but also contribute to the public good (Masekoameng & 
Mpehle 2018). An SOE is usually not a single organisation, often consisting of a number of diverse 
entities with different mandates, requiring different scales of operation (Lindquist & Marcy 2014). 

To ensure SOEs deliver on their public and financial mandates, emphasis should be placed on the 
effectiveness, efficiency and quality of their operations (Klovienė & Gimžauskien 2014). As these 

Orientation: Academics and practitioners raised concerns over appropriate public sector 
effectiveness measurement systems. In the case of state-owned enterprises (SOEs), selecting 
appropriate effectiveness measures is challenging. They are often set up for service provision 
and profitability while competing values, expectations and demands of various stakeholders 
are inherently part of their functioning.

Research purpose: To examine the psychometric properties of an adapted organisational 
effectiveness measure for SOEs, based on the competing values framework (CVF).

Motivation for the study: Literature proposes the need for ongoing review of more appropriate 
and psychometrically sound effectiveness measures for SOEs. 

Research design, approach and method: A quantitative, cross-sectional research design was 
employed to collect and analyse data from 302 managerial and non-managerial staff at 12 
SOEs in Zimbabwe. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, as well as bifactor analysis 
were employed to investigate the most appropriate solution. 

Main findings: Various sub-dimensions of the CVF had acceptable reliabilities (≥ 0.8). Both the 
four-dimensional (rational goal, human relations, open systems and internal processes) and 
unidimensional (organisational effectiveness) factor structures had acceptable goodness-of-fit. 
In addition, omega hierarchical and explained common variance (associated with the bifactor 
model) supported the presence of a strong general factor (organisational effectiveness). 

Practical/managerial implications: Researchers may use this adapted measure of 
organisational effectiveness to understand the effectiveness of SOEs better. If managers 
require a fine-grained measure of the CVF dimensions, emphasis should be placed on the 
four-dimensional structure.

Contribution/value-add: The present study found that various statistical techniques are 
required to understand the most relevant conceptualisation and operationalisation of the CVF 
for use within semi-state organisations.
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enterprises seek to please as many stakeholders as possible 
while achieving results (Bezuidenhout 2021), they are, like 
other profit-making public or non-profit organisations, under 
continuous scrutiny and pressure to develop strategies and 
adapt management practices to satisfy changing public needs 
and expectations (Eydi 2015). The effectiveness of SOEs 
should be measured regularly – not only to keep government 
informed of the effectiveness of these enterprises in terms of 
their contribution towards the well-being of society, but also 
to elicit the reasons for their effectiveness or ineffectiveness. 
This feedback is also key in assisting management in decision 
making, promoting transparency and stakeholder engagement 
and consolidating organisational processes (Burksiene & 
Dvorak 2020). 

The failure of organisations, including the failure of SOEs, can 
be because of many factors (i.e. political, economic, social and 
technological changes). However, studies suggest that SOEs 
tend to be less effective than comparable private sector 
organisations (Pratuckchai & Patanapongse 2012), specifically 
in terms of financial sustainability (Masekoameng & Mpehle 
2018) and service delivery (Kikeri 2018). According to Mbo 
(2017), several factors interact with each other to influence SOE 
performance, including governance, political and stakeholder 
interaction, as well as resource availability. Governance 
problems relate to issues such as a lack of disclosure practices 
to ensure accountability and transparency, as well as a lack of 
appropriate performance management systems (Kikeri 2018). 
In addition, Klovienė and Gimžauskien (2014) state that the 
accountability for the effectiveness of SOEs involves a 
complicated network of actors (management, ownership 
entities, ministries and government) – which gives rise to 
difficulties in corporate governance. Also, political pressures 
and activities often seem to affect the good governance of SOEs 
decisively in developing countries – not only leading to 
frequent leadership changes (Bezuidenhout 2021), but also 
sometimes exerting influence over the entire enterprise 
(Ikeanyibe et al. 2020; Mbo 2017). Studies (Luong, Jorissen & 
Paeleman 2019; Mbo 2017) showed that the higher the 
government’s share in a SOEs capital, the significantly fewer 
economic and ethical indicators are included in the 
measurement of its effectiveness; and the higher the level of 
government involvement in SOEs operational affairs, the more 
detrimental it is to their performance.

The literature has shown that there is a difference in how 
organisational effectiveness is measured in the public sector 
in comparison to the private sector (Olivier 2014), as these 
two sectors differ in relation to interested stakeholders, 
purpose, objectives, motivations, flexibility, culture and 
impact of decisions (Bezuidenhout 2021; Cristina & Ticlau 
2012). In contrast to private sector corporations, SOEs are 
often protected from major threats affecting private 
companies, such as bankruptcy and takeovers (Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development 2005). Some 
authors argue that it is easier to assess private sector 
organisations’ effectiveness because profit as an effectiveness 
criterion is mostly used in the private sector (Aubert & 

Bourdean 2012; Olivier 2014). Although financial measures 
also apply to the public sector (Masekoameng & Mpehle 
2018), profit maximisation is not the major purpose of public 
sector organisations (Aubert & Bourdean 2012). Public 
organisations usually pursue multiple goals simultaneously, 
of which most outcomes are non-economical. The use of 
financial indicators only therefore could mask the real 
effectiveness of public organisations, thereby misinforming 
stakeholders and compromising the quality of service 
delivery (Mihaiu 2014). Furthermore, SOEs have various 
internal and external stakeholders with diverse value 
perspectives that influence their views and interpretation of 
the entity’s activities and results (Martz 2008). These 
competing values culminate in competing demands and 
expectations (Lindquist & Marcy 2014) that necessitate the 
recognition of the existence of several competing logics 
(Aubry & Hobbs 2011). In other words, the pursuit of certain 
important values in governance inevitably limits pursuing 
other values; for instance, efficiency and equality necessarily 
conflict with each other in public policies (Lindquist & Marcy 
2014; Van der Wal, De Graaf & Lawton 2011). 

Concerns have been raised by academics and practitioners 
who expressed that effectiveness measurement systems are 
elusive and problematic to implement in the public sector 
(Kloot & Martin 2000; Muterera et al. 2012). More specifically, 
Moynihan and Pandey (2004) and Muterera et al. (2012) 
highlight the difficulties in finding objective measures of 
effectiveness in the case of public sector organisations. This is 
because of multiple programmes embarked on by the public 
sector, which make it difficult to compute organisational 
effectiveness on a unitary objective measure. Some researchers 
(Škerlavaj et al. 2007) emphasise that organisational 
effectiveness cannot be measured without taking organisational 
goals into account. However, in the case of the public services 
sector, a multi-goal orientation is required, as the consequences 
of the various needs, expectations and perceptions of the 
multiplicity of stakeholders (e.g. society, employees, 
shareholders, lenders, customers, suppliers and government) 
for the organisation’s effectiveness should be considered 
(Cuganesan, Guthrie & Vranic 2014; Hillman & Keim, 2001; 
Martínez-González & Martí 2006). It can be argued that the 
value-based nature of organisational effectiveness is often 
ignored in the measurement of organisational effectiveness 
(Martz 2008).

This calls into question the issue of the appropriateness of 
effectiveness measures in SOEs. As the measurement of 
SOE effectiveness is a necessity for policymakers, academia 
and civil society, effectiveness criteria that are holistic and 
all-encompassing in nature need to be applied – especially 
where SOEs are set up for both service provision as 
well as profitability. The lack of agreement on a single 
organisational effectiveness measure that is appropriate 
for all scenarios of organisational setups (Mafini & Pooe 
2013) accentuates the need for the constant review of more 
appropriate measures for SOEs (Gao 2015; Heath & 
Radcliffe 2007). 
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Aim of the study
In the light of the need for the continuous review of 
appropriate effectiveness measures for SOEs, the aim of this 
study was to examine the psychometric properties of an 
adapted measure of organisational effectiveness for SOEs 
based on the competing values framework (CVF).

Literature review
Organisational effectiveness: The construct
Although organisational effectiveness serves as the 
theoretical focal point for all organisational models and 
represents the ultimate outcome variable for organisational 
studies (Eydi 2015), its conceptualisation, explanation and 
measurement still pose substantial challenges (Eydi 2015; 
Martz 2008; Oghojafor, Muo & Aduloju 2012; Olivier 2014). 
Several authors agree that there is no universal definition of 
organisational effectiveness: it means different things to 
different people (Eydi 2015; Martz 2008) with definitions 
being influenced by the conceptual worldview of the 
researchers studying it (Oghojafor et al. 2012). However, the 
majority of authors agree that the organisational effectiveness 
construct is multidimensional and complex and that it 
requires the evaluation of different functions and the 
measuring of multiple criteria, while both processes (means) 
and outcomes (ends) should be considered in assessing the 
construct (Eydi 2013; Martz 2008; Oghojafor et al. 2012). 

For the purpose of this study, organisational effectiveness is 
defined as a ‘socially constructed, abstract notion’ (Quinn & 
Rohrbaugh 1983:374) that is broader than the concepts of 
organisational performance (e.g. shareholder return and 
financial, operational and product market performance) 
(Olivier 2014) and organisational efficiency (e.g. the amount 
of resources involved) (Martz 2008). Where the evolution of 
organisational effectiveness models reflects a construct 
perspective, the evolution of organisational performance and 
efficiency measures reflects a process perspective (Martz 
2008). Therefore, organisational effectiveness encapsulates 
both organisational performance and efficiency (Martz 2008; 
Venkatraman & Ramanujam 1986), as well as additional 
external indicators or measures that pertain to factors beyond 
economic assessment that are important to customers, 
managers and shareholders (e.g. social responsibility) 
(Richard et al. 2009). 

Models of organisational effectiveness: The 
competing values framework
There are several models or frameworks used to measure 
organisational effectiveness. These models reflect different 
values and preferences of schools of thought regarding 
effectiveness. According to Eydi (2013) the best-known 
models are the goal model, the system resource model, the 
internal process approach, the multiple constituency models 
and the competing values approach. The goal attainment 
approach is characterised by an identification of goals to 
measure organisational effectiveness. However, in the case of 
the public services sector, a multi-goal orientation is required, 

as the effects of the various needs, expectations and 
perceptions of the multiplicity of stakeholders (e.g. society, 
employees, shareholders, lenders, customers, suppliers and 
government) on the organisation’s effectiveness should be 
considered (Hillman & Keim 2001). The system resource 
approach focuses on an organisation’s ability to attract 
resources to ensure viability and highlights the ability to 
measure some inputs and outputs, but this is not necessarily 
a measure of effectiveness (Eydi 2013). The internal process 
approach emphasises the importance of the dynamics among 
employees as an important effectiveness criterion and 
regards factors such as trust, integrated systems and smooth 
functioning as more accurate measures of organisational 
effectiveness compared to, for example, the goal attainment 
approach. The strategic-constituencies approach focuses on 
the identification of key stakeholders’ views of effectiveness 
and how each constituent group has a different interest in the 
way the organisation performs (Eydi 2013). 

The CVF regards effectiveness as being based ‘on the 
recognition that organizations goals are simultaneously pulled 
in opposite directions by the expectations of multiple 
constituencies’ (Lee 2004:22) and that ‘organisations do many 
things and have many outcomes’, while having ‘disagreements 
and competing viewpoints about what constitutes 
effectiveness: which goals to pursue and measure, and how to 
measure them’ (Oghojafor et al. 2012:98). The CVF is the result 
of extensive theoretical and empirical organisational 
effectiveness research completed by expert scholars (Quinn 
1981; Quinn & Rohrbaugh 1981) during the 1980s (Lee 2004; 
Lindquist & Marcy 2014; Ncume 2018) and is proposed as an 
organisational effectiveness approach applicable to the 
measurement of organisational effectiveness of SOEs 
(Muterera et al. 2012). The framework is anchored on mainly 
three axes or value dimensions (see Figure 1) and incorporates 
the organisational focus, organisational structure and the 
means and ends (Quinn & Rohrbaugh 1983). The organisational 
focus axis includes an internal and external thrust – where the 
internal thrust is the micro emphasis related to the well-being 
and development of employees, and the external thrust is the 
macro emphasis related to the well-being and development of 

Source: Adapted from Quinn, R.E. & Rohrbaugh, J., 1983, ‘A spatial model of effectiveness 
criteria: Towards a Competing Values Approach to organizational analysis’, Management 
Science 29(3), 363–377. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.3.363

FIGURE 1: Competing Values Framework.
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the organisation. The organisational structure axis emphasises 
stability (control) and flexibility, while the value dimension 
relates to means and ends. Means focus on vital processes (such 
as planning and setting organisational goals), while ends 
emphasise the outcomes (such as productivity and efficiency) 
(Quinn & Rohrbaugh 1983).

In developing the CVF, Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983) 
identified 17 effectiveness criteria. These criteria are sub-
divided into the four models for effectiveness, namely the 
human relations model (HRM), rational goal model (RGM), 
internal process model (IPM) and open systems model 
(OSM). These criteria cater for various stakeholders.

The RGM holds that organisational effectiveness is related to 
goal achievement and emphasises control and an external 
focus (Gimžauskienė & Klovienė 2007; Quinn & Rohrbaugh 
1983). This model assumes that organisations are there to 
pursue a purpose and to achieve a clear set of measurable 
goals as determined by the stakeholders (Muterera et al. 
2012). Therefore, the organisation is regarded as effective if it 
achieves its specific objectives (Ncume 2018), which include 
productivity and profit (Morais & Graça 2013). Organisational 
effectiveness criteria in this model include planning and goal 
setting (as means) and productivity and efficiency (as ends) 
(Quinn & Rohrbaugh 1983). 

The HRM emphasises staff cohesion and morale (means), as 
well as flexibility and an internal focus (Quinn & Rohrbaugh 
1983). Other components of this model include human 
resource development (ends) and human commitment and 
training (Gimžauskienė & Klovienė 2007). The focus is on the 
fulfilment of employees’ potential and their commitment to 
the organisation’s operations. Organisations perform well in 
this area if participation, team cohesion and openness result 
in the overall development of employees (Muterera et al. 
2012). Besides the participation of staff members, conflict 
resolution and consensus building are critical in the HRM 
(Morais & Graça 2013). 

The OSM assumes that the organisation must have resources 
in the form of goods and services from the environment, 
which are then used productively in pursuit of organisational 
goals (Muterera et al. 2012). This model emphasises ‘flexibility 
and readiness (as means) and growth, resource acquisition 
and external support (as ends)’ (Quinn & Rohrbaugh 
1983:371), and it is anchored in adaptation and innovation 
(Morais & Graça 2013). Furthermore, the OSM has some 
thrust towards the organisation’s adaptation to the external 
environment (economic, social and political environment) 
(Gimžauskienė & Klovienė 2007), which is key to 
organisational effectiveness (Tregunno et al. 2004). An 
organisation that is flexible and adaptable, with the ability to 
utilise the environment to obtain scarce and valuable 
resources, will therefore be effective (Muterera et al. 2012). 

The IPM is focused on the internal (micro) environment and 
is based on stability and control (Tregunno et al. 2004). It has 
its focus on communication processes and how information 

is managed (as means), resulting in stability and control (as 
ends) (Muterera et al. 2012). Effectiveness is therefore based 
on the processes involved in the production and provision of 
goods and services. Besides showing how various processes 
are to be measured, the IPM also involves documentation, 
defining responsibility and measurement. These are 
important to ensure that there is clarity on roles and 
responsibilities, besides showing how various processes are 
to be measured (Morais & Graça 2013). 

The CVF integrates the competing values in an organisation 
(i.e. all four models) into a single framework to assist 
organisations to deal with the dilemma of competing models. 
Even though these models compete, they can be combined in 
the CVF, depicting an organisation as a political arena with the 
different competing models interacting with each other 
(Minvielle et al. 2008). The dimensions represented by the four 
models of the CVF (Quinn & Rohrbaugh 1983) show what 
people value about an organisation’s effectiveness. As an 
effectiveness measurement system, the CVF is effective 
in helping meet the various stakeholders’ requirements 
(Atkinson, Waterhouse & Well 1997). Whetten and Cameron 
(1994:141) argue that this framework allows for the inherently 
paradoxical nature of organisational life where managers 
‘must not only make trade offs between day-to-day competing 
demands on the organization’s resources’, but they also must 
‘balance competing expectations regarding the identity of the 
organization as an institution’. The CVF further emphasises 
that the pursuit of a single criterion of organisational 
effectiveness is less likely to become effective than is a broader 
and a more balanced approach (Gulosino, Franceschini & 
Hardman 2016). Therefore, it provides an integrated and 
systematic approach to investigate organisational effectiveness, 
allowing for flexibility when dealing with diverse organisational 
settings and contexts (Lee 2004).

Van der Wal et al. (2011) regard the CVF as the most widely 
recognised model for competing values in management and 
organisation and state that the main tension described in this 
framework relates to present debates on reconciling opposing 
or clashing values. State-owned enterprises attempt to balance 
two conflicting values: traditional governmental or bureaucratic 
values (e.g. legality and neutrality) on the one hand and so-
called business-like values (e.g. effectiveness, responsiveness, 
innovation and efficiency) on the other hand. The CVF is 
widely accepted and has also been used in a wide array of 
academic disciplines for organising and understanding many 
individual and organisational issues, such as organisational 
culture (Morais & Graça 2013), leadership (Komarek, 
Knight & Bielefeldt 2017), organisational decision making, 
organisational communication and organisational transition 
(Zlatković 2018). 

Given the above discussion, it seems as if there are several 
benefits of applying the CVF to SOEs. Firstly, it can assist 
these entities to balance public interest and commercial goals 
(public good vs. financial sustainability). Secondly, SOEs will 
be in a better position to manage the expectations from 
multiple stakeholders (government, policy makers, 
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employees and the public). Lastly, it is highly likely that 
when SOEs apply the CVF, they would be able to better 
manage the risks associated with competing values and 
interests of different stakeholders in terms of financial 
sustainability and reputation.

The measuring instrument 
To operationalise the CVF, various measuring scales were 
developed to validate the framework. However, despite 
the fact that the CVF was developed to ‘integrate the 
main dimensions of organizational effectiveness’ (Morais & 
Graça 2013:129), many researchers used alternative 
conceptualisations of the CVF – focusing mostly on 
leadership behaviour or organisational culture, instead of 
organisational effectiveness (e.g. Helfrich et al. 2007; Vilkinas 
& Cartan 2006). Those studies that did use the framework to 
focus on the measuring of organisational effectiveness were 
mainly conducted towards the end of the previous century 
(Kalliath, Bluedorn & Gillespie 1999; Pounder 2000; Quinn & 
Spreitzer 1991), leaving a gap in more recent research to 
validate the basic assumptions of the CVF in measuring and 
describing organisational effectiveness (Zlatković 2018). 

Quinn and Spreitzer (1991) developed a scale consisting of 
16 items to measure organisational effectiveness based on 
the CVF. Using multidimensional scaling and multitrait-
multimethod techniques, they found support for the four 
dimensions (i.e. models) associated with the CVF, as well as 
acceptable reliabilities for each of the four dimensions. 
Several other researchers investigated the usefulness of 
Quinn and Spreitzer’s measuring scale using alternative 
statistical techniques. After conducting structural equation 
modelling and more specifically CFA, Kalliath et al. (1999) 
revised the 16-item scale developed by Quinn and Spreitzer 
and found acceptable goodness of fit for the four dimensions 
associated with the CVF. Subsequently, in order to measure 
the effectiveness of a hospital in Paris, Minvielle et al. 
(2008) developed a 66-item measure representing the four 
dimensions associated with the CVF and the results of the 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) supported the four models 
associated with the CVF. Eydi (2013) developed a measure 
for organisational effectiveness representing the four 
dimensions associated with the CVF for use within a 
sporting federation. The 65-item measure focused on eight 
effectiveness dimensions, reflecting the means and ends 
associated with each of the four models.

After studying these various measuring scales, the present 
study opted to adapt the questions developed by Eydi (2013) 
and Minvielle et al. (2008) to be more relevant in the context of 
SOEs. For example, when considering the variable 
‘productivity’ (which is part of the RGM), the original item 
focused on financial stability. However, the present study 
adapted this item to reflect the complexity of the SOE context, 
with one item focusing on the profitability of the SOE, while a 
second item focused on a weak cashflow position. The 
adapted measure consisted of 85 questions across all four of 
the models associated with the CVF: rational goal model 

(Planning = 11 items; Productivity and Efficiency = 11 items), 
OSM (Flexibility and Readiness = 12 items; Growth and 
Resource Acquisition = 10 items), HRM (Maintaining 
Cohesion and Morale = 11 items; Development of Human 
Resources and Skilled Workforce = 12 items), IPM (Information 
Management and Coordination = 11 items; Stability and/or 
Equilibrium = 7 items). A seven-point Likert scale was used to 
indicate how often the SOE successfully engaged in each 
activity (1 = Never; 7 = Almost always). Examples of items 
associated with the eight dimensions are shared in Table 1.

To determine the psychometric properties (i.e. reliability and 
validity) of an adapted organisational effectiveness measure 
within the context of SOEs, a quantitative, cross-sectional 
research design was employed.

Research methods and design
The study included SOEs operating in Zimbabwe. Twelve 
SOEs representing seven sectors (financial, transport, health, 
energy, power, telecommunications and petroleum) were 
included in the study. Using convenience sampling, 
managerial and non-managerial staff employed at these 
SOEs were approached to participate in the survey. A total of 
302 participants completed the adapted organisational 
effectiveness measure. 

To determine the psychometric properties of the adapted 
measure of organisational effectiveness (based on the CVF), 
several statistical techniques were used. A two-step process 
using factor analysis was employed. Firstly, EFA, including 
parallel analysis (Timmerman & Lorenzo-Seva 2011), was 
used to determine whether the items loaded on a single 
factor (i.e. model). FACTOR software was used to conduct 
the EFA (Lorenzo-Seva & Ferrando 2006). Secondly, CFA 
using Mplus (Muthén & Muthén 2017) was applied to 
evaluate the goodness of fit of the four-dimensional structure 
(rational goal, human relations, open systems and internal 
processes) of the CVF. This was compared with a competing 

TABLE 1: Examples of items.
Item Dimension Model

We review the strategic plan at least once 
a quarter

Planning Rational goal

The organisation achieves set goals in the 
strategic plan

Productivity and 
efficiency

Rational goal

The organisation accepts public criticism Flexibility Open system
The organisation is transparent in 
its operations to the external stakeholders.

Readiness Open system

Our organisation uses an effective staff 
performance system

Maintaining cohesion 
and morale

Human relations

The organisation retains our best staff 
members

Development of 
human resources and 
skilled workforce

Human relations

Our organisation communicates well with 
parent Ministry and other Government 
agencies

Information 
management and 
coordination

Internal process

The management is consistent in strategic 
direction and decisions

Stability and/or 
equilibrium

Internal process

Source: Adapted from Eydi, H., 2013, ‘Confirmatory factor analysis of the sport organizational 
effectiveness scale according competing value framework’, Universal Journal of Management 
1(2), 83–92. and Minvielle, E., Sicotte, C., Champagne, F., Contandriopoulos, A-P., Jeantet, 
M., Préaubert, N. et al., 2008, ‘Hospital performance: Competing or shared values?,’ Health 
Policy 87(1), 8–19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2007.09.017 
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conceptualisation of the four models measuring a single 
construct (i.e. organisational effectiveness) employing 
various goodness-of-fit statistics to evaluate the models (e.g. 
Comparative Fit Index [CFI], Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation [RMSEA], Standardised Root Mean Square 
Residual [SRMR] and Akaike’s Information Criterion [AIC]) 
(Hu & Bentler 1998, 1999). In addition to the CFA, the present 
study employed two bifactor statistical indices (omega 
hierarchical and explained common variance) to determine 
the presence of a general factor (i.e. organisational 
effectiveness). When both these indices are high (≥ 0.80 and 
≥ 0.70, respectively) it is highly likely that the measure in 
question could be treated as unidimensional in nature 
(Rodriguez, Reise & Haviland 2015). The omega routine in 
the psych library (Revelle 2021) available in the R 4.05.00 
statistical package (R Core Team 2021) was used to obtain 
estimates for both omega hierarchical and explained 
common variance.

Ethical considerations 
Ethical clearance to conduct the study was obtained from the 
University of the Free State Faculty of Economic and 
Management Sciences Ethics Committee (No. UFS-
HSD2017/1150). The ethics committee recommended that in 
order to safeguard the participants, no biographical data (e.g. 
gender, age, SOE employed at) be collected. Hence, the 
committee only granted ethical clearance for participants to 
complete the questions in the survey. As part of the informed 
consent process, participants were informed that their 
participation was voluntary and that their responses would 
be anonymous.

TABLE 2: Factor loadings.
Model Item Loading 

Rational Goal Model
1 0.522
2 0.518
3 0.469
4 0.399
5 0.503
6 0.416
7 0.408
8 0.435
9 0.484

10 0.448
11 0.324
12 0.419
13 0.494
14 0.539
15 0.473
16 0.503
17 0.523
18 0.438
19 0.488
20 0.377
21 0.461
22 0.494

Open Systems Model
23 0.449
24 0.519
25 0.537
26 0.486
27 0.488
28 0.571
29 0.537
30 0.438
31 0.489
32 0.428
33 0.481
34 0.575
35 0.477
36 0.505
37 0.521
38 0.580
39 0.514
40 0.498
41 0.571
42 0.423
43 0.482
44 0.492

Human Relations Model
45 0.527
46 0.441
47 0.492
48 0.518
49 0.565
50 0.532
51 0.489
52 0.529
53 0.605
54 0.581
55 0.538
56 0.510
57 0.501
58 0.533
59 0.506
60 0.544

Table 2 continues on the next column →

TABLE 2 (Continues...): Factor loadings.
Model Item Loading 

Human Relations Model 61 0.508
62 0.601
63 0.539
64 0.568
65 0.541
66 0.506
67 0.489

Internal Processes Model
68 0.493
69 0.554
70 0.543
71 0.556
72 0.590
73 0.615
74 0.270
75 0.613
76 0.606
77 0.610
78 0.472
79 0.481
80 0.491
81 0.499
82 0.584
83 0.568
84 0.467
85 0.608
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Results
The results associated with both exploratory and confirmatory 
factor analysis as well as the outcome of the bifactor analysis, 
follow.

Results of the exploratory factor analysis
Parallel analysis suggested that the 22 items associated 
with the RGM are best viewed as a unidimensional 
construct. Regarding the factor structure of the OSM, 
parallel analysis suggested that the 22 items measure a 
unidimensional construct. A similar conclusion was 
reached for the 23 items associated with the HRM. Finally, 
the 18 items associated with the IPM also are best 
conceptualised as measuring a single construct. All the 
items had factor loadings of more than 0.3, except for item 
74. However, the loading of this item was not substantially 
lower (0.270) and was therefore retained. According to Hair 
et al. (2006), factor loadings of 0.3 and higher are deemed 
statistically significant (see Table 2).

The reliability estimates for the four dimensions were: (1) 
RGM: α = 0.854; (2) OSM: α = 0.881; (3) HRM: α = 0.899; and 
(4) IPM: α = 0.873. The correlations among the four dimensions 
are reported in Table 3. It is evident that the four dimensions 
are highly correlated (≥ 0.8), suggesting that organisational 
effectiveness (as assessed by the present measure) might be 
unidimensional. 

Results of the confirmatory factor analysis
The present study continued to determine the goodness of 
fit associated with two different conceptualisations of the 
CVF: the original four-factor solution and a unidimensional 
factor solution. To minimise model complexity, item parcels 
were used to create indicators associated with each of the 
four models (Hair et al. 2006; Little et al. 2013). More 
specifically, the parcels reflected the various means and 
ends associated with each of the four models (as originally 
conceptualised by the CVF). In addition to this four-
dimensional model, the present study also evaluated the 
goodness of fit associated with a unidimensional model 
(measuring organisational effectiveness) with the different 
means and ends associated with each of the four models of 
the CVF. 

From Table 4, it is evident that both the correlated factor 
model (i.e. original four-dimensional structure associated 
with the CVF) and the unidimensional model have acceptable 
levels of fit, with the values associated with the RMSEA 
slightly above the recommended value (≤ 0.06) and the values 
associated with the SRMR below the recommended value 
(≤ 0.08) (Hu & Bentler 1988, 1999). In addition, the CFI was 
higher and better than the recommended value (≥ 0.95) (Hu & 
Bentler 1998, 1999). However, the original four-dimensional 
conceptualisation seems to be the better model when 
looking at AIC (which is lower than the AIC value of the 
unidimensional model). 

Results of the bifactor analysis
The present study continued fitting a bifactor model (using 
all 85 items) to the data and conducted a Schmid-Leiman 
transformation to investigate the presence of a general factor. 
Omega hierarchical (0.83) and explained common variance 
(0.75) were obtained from the bifactor model. Both these 
values point to the presence of a general factor (i.e. 
organisational effectiveness).

Discussion
According to Moulin (2017), public sector organisations 
experience challenges related to: (1) the improvement of 
outcomes for various stakeholders (e.g. service users) and 
(2) developing measures of performance and effectiveness. 
The aim of this study was to examine the psychometric 
properties of an adapted measure of organisational 
effectiveness based on the CVF within the SOE context. The 
results were indeed promising.

The various items reflecting the four models associated with 
the CVF were found to be highly reliable. With all the 
reliability estimates exceeding 0.8, these results were slightly 
higher than those reported by Quinn and Spreitzer (1991), 
Kalliath et al. (1999) and Eydi (2013). Quinn and Spreitzer 
(1991) found acceptable reliabilities for each of the four 
dimensions: (1) human relations = 0.84; (2) internal processes 
= 0.77; (3) open systems = 0.81; and (4) rational goal = 0.78. 
Kalliath et al. (1999) also investigated the usefulness of Quin 
and Spreitzer’s measuring scale and found all four 
dimensions had acceptable reliabilities (human relations = 
0.90; internal process = 0.80; open systems = 0.83; and rational 
goal = 0.83) – which are fairly similar to those estimates 
reported in the present study. Although Minvielle et al. 
(2008), who conducted their research in a hospital setting, 
did not report the reliability estimates associated with each of 
the four models, they did state that 11 of the 13 sub-
dimensions associated with the four models exceeded 0.7, 
while the sub-dimensions of effectiveness and productivity 
were 0.54 and 0.59, respectively. 

TABLE 3: Correlations.
Dimensions 1 2 3 4

1. Rational goal model 1 - - -
2. Open systems model 0.843 1 - -
3. Human relations model 0.804 0.826 1 -
4. Internal processes model 0.807 0.823 0.854 1

TABLE 4: Goodness-of-fit statistics.
Fit statistics Original four-dimensional 

structure
Unidimensional structure

S-B χ2 37.08 56.65
df 14 20
SRMR 0.017 0.021
RMSEA 0.074

(0.045, 103)
0.078

(0.054, 0.102)
CFI 0.987 0.979
AIC 3882.76 3893.64

S-B χ2, Sattora-Bentler Scaled Chi-square; df, degrees of freedom; SRMR, Standardised Root 
Mean Square Residual; RMSEA, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI, Comparative 
Fit Index; AIC, Akaike’s Information Criterion.
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In terms of model fit, the present study found acceptable 
goodness of fit associated with both the four-dimensional 
and unidimensional conceptualisations of organisational 
effectiveness (using the CVF). Although the four-factor 
model provided a slightly better fit with the data, the 
unidimensional factor model is preferable for the following 
reason: the four dimensions are highly correlated with one 
another, pointing to the possibility of a unidimensional 
structure. In addition, the results of the bifactor analysis 
point to a unidimensional structure when looking at the 
values associated with omega hierarchical and explained 
common variance. The results of the present study are mostly 
in line with those reported by Quinn and Spreitzer (1991), 
Kalliath et al. (1999) and Eydi (2013).

Quinn and Spreitzer (1991) also found support for two 
competing conceptualisations: a unidimensional model 
(representing a measure of organisational effectiveness) and 
a four-factor model with the sub-dimensions associated with 
the four models of the CVF. In terms of the four-factor model, 
the results of the present study are also fairly similar to those 
reported by Quinn and Spreitzer (1991). 

Kalliath et al. (1999), who investigated the usefulness of Quin 
and Spreitzer’s measuring scale by using structural equation 
modelling and confirmatory factor analysis, found acceptable 
goodness of fit for the four dimensions associated with the 
CVF based on a revised version of the 16-item measuring 
scale developed by Quinn and Spreitzer (1991) (χ2 = 111.14; 
df = 999; RMSEA = 0.02; Goodness of Fit Index = 0.98). 
Kalliath and his colleagues (1999) hypothesised that there 
would be positive and significant correlations among the 
four dimensions. However, this was not confirmed for the 
relationship between open systems and internal process 
dimensions. In contrast, the present study found significant 
positive correlations among the four dimensions associated 
with the CVF.

Eydi (2013) evaluated two competing conceptualisations by 
using confirmatory factor analysis: (1) a model consisting of 
the eight sub-dimensions associated with the four dimensions 
of the CVF and (2) a unidimensional model (with all eight 
sub-dimensions as indicators of organisational effectiveness). 
Although the four-factor model fitted the data well (CFI = 
0.93; Non-normed Fit Index = 0.92), the unidimensional 
model fitted the data much better (CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 
0.039). The reliability estimates associated with the eight sub-
dimensions all exceeded 0.7. The present study found the 
original four-dimensional model to be a slightly better 
conceptualisation than the unidimensional conceptualisation 
of organisational effectiveness (based on the goodness-of-fit 
statistics). However, based on the bifactor model, the results 
of the present study are similar to those of Eydi (2013) who 
found the unidimensional measure of organisational 
effectiveness to be a better conceptualisation than the four-
factor model.

Although the present study found support for the reliability 
and validity of the adapted measure of organisational 

effectiveness for SOEs, it is not without limitations. Firstly, 
the study was conducted using a sample of 302 individuals 
employed in SOEs in Zimbabwe. Although the results are 
trustworthy, care should be taken when generalising the 
findings. It is suggested that future studies use the adapted 
measure in SOEs in other countries. Secondly, the adapted 
measure of organisational effectiveness is fairly lengthy. 
Although this did not deter the respondents from 
completing the survey, a shorter measure might need to be 
explored without negatively influencing the measurement 
properties of the scale. It is thus suggested that future 
studies investigate the possibility of a shorter measure for 
use in SOEs.

Conclusion
The results of the present study suggest that it would be more 
appropriate to use the adapted measure of organisational 
effectiveness based on the CVF as an indicator of overall 
organisational effectiveness. Although a four-dimensional 
structure was obtained, it appears that they are highly 
correlated. Future researchers are therefore encouraged to 
investigate the factor structure of this measure in various 
SOEs in different countries. It might also be useful to 
investigate the relative importance of each of the four models 
in a given SOE. Irrespective of the above, it can be concluded 
that if SOEs would like to obtain a measure of their overall 
effectiveness, the unidimensional structure should be used. 
However, when evidence about the four models of the CVF is 
required, the four-factor model conceptualisation could 
be considered. 
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