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B 1] H P E JL@FJﬂﬂ‘ﬁ SEid f‘i"ﬂ‘iﬂjﬁﬂ‘% ’ f”\** -
| FE 1F1i“5f(Johnes&Taonr 1990) - JRjfy » plii"ﬁ fFT BeAL o
BV URESE I AR FORR o T el e R ﬁu%;mﬁ
R FFJ fﬁ RS s ﬁrﬁ{?ﬁﬁ'—r (loose-coupling system) - 4 J
AFIFST RS 1L I (Cameron & Whetten, 1983) [M[FJ‘ FTJ:LH%PIEJ
?ﬁr‘ﬂ % (Denison & Mishra, 1995) - ﬂuglrﬁii"ﬁ 4%,1” e J}fsf
ULt F“?‘J"J)ﬁi””ﬁfiﬁ?%f?ﬁ ENEVNE E“?ﬁiﬂw/ﬁ » FERISELT)
Cameron (1978 ) fiu FF,J = —ﬂ B?a?ﬁ‘im ™ H\Fﬁ”ﬂ Bl HELF[ 1 - Cameron
Elguiﬁ TR SR j\[ﬁ&[bY@?}”ﬁﬁﬂ J?F'Jl‘;l‘a (5L Lysons & Hatherly,
1992, 1996 Lysons, Hatherly, & Mitchell, 1998 ) » ==&l (3 3P Sl 7
— & FRESY [~ (organizational culture 5§ Cameron & Ettington, 1988;
Smart & Hamm, 1993a; Smart & St. John, 1996 ) - ?"a%S-IED ] ('mission
orientations ; .l Fjortoft & Smart, 1994; Smart & Hamm, 1993b) -~ 379t
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Ti%ii?&( external environments : L Cameron & Tschirhart, 1992 ) ~ 524
% organizational decline ; §l Smart, 1989 ) ~ ‘“\F'?ﬁ&iﬁﬁﬁ?“(Smart Kuh,
& Tierney, 1997 )3 o Pyl 1<55) Cameron [l il it -
I RV SLE T B BRSO > PP R
}-{%‘J’ Cameron flVEl#.2 E'JJE:”F‘, HRAZ8 - - Cameron (1980, 1981, 1983 ) }-H
iﬁi’i@‘&%ﬁ}kﬁfﬁ'#%t@ﬁ?yl“l’[ﬁ‘[ﬁ'if@ 27N ﬂjiﬁ flat [N UG,
S 2 ERE_ P }g\% o Jef P R AR EEAY o AU Byrne
(1998) EIUT‘%FEF%’ ISP = R v A Fﬁl* [ PR T RERSRETS ) RL
= {3 PO AR - AR LT RO
AL W%$Jﬁ@%ﬁﬁﬁw@@ﬁwWﬁM§ g
Wﬁ%%lﬁ s I ,HﬁrJ ;&: = [Klg“y_ii)ﬁzj r:gf 7 EJZLLDE li%; 9]
AEFENEE [HPNT AU -

BERFRY

[ H AL GRS B O R [P e
=l (Sensmle 1992) - if J%ﬁl ‘[fjﬁsmﬁfu RN ST
o fIANER T BN 1J§,FF A - 20 {7 80 & FRFIH [a
EJ’ p@%rﬁp?ﬁﬁ?{{.i% F[ﬁmmx i%bﬁ?ﬁfﬁh 2> MELRSY 3%
mﬁﬁ%&%@*ﬁﬁ?’ma%ﬁw\"ﬂw*w1ﬁﬂiﬁﬁﬁ

PUSRTESEE o [ SR G TR S RS A
FheEA A *Eﬁ SRy 80 & I*HIHF HI B E FT‘*{%F'P‘
[JTfjf,FI@]EIF e F[iﬁpuﬁ g@i 1 ;rkﬂneém (Cheng, 1996) :

%‘%ﬂ B Bﬁbfﬁflﬁigﬁﬁtfé& + 1984 = A11991 F b 5 1990
EF T e ﬁjﬂ ;1994 E‘E‘*ﬁ%@'[ﬁ‘a’aﬂm R ‘I‘J?V'ﬂﬂ% ) Ee

i %%BﬁﬁﬁmJj%%*ﬁﬂﬁ%*%:wﬁ’*%“%

= *Sv?ﬁ e IpF ﬁ% b B A ER TS g% 5= F 5 1997 & DHAFETE [

F/—‘Hiﬁﬂﬁﬁhf? Eﬂ[ﬂ% 1999 = %}1 e %“H‘M?Eigﬁ == F",&Fﬁ

HE e At ey e [J[‘FJ sr?F’I et - 1 r) ﬁty&f*?’ﬂlj pradi |
pﬂgﬂgu 3% Ipi A = 18% -



FB R EHT IR BB % 85

Eﬂu‘* "7 %¥%§F§<* BT ) S PR S
F[Lﬂ o %ﬁfuf TJI’J‘LFI@*% ( Research Assessment Exercise,

RAE) » 55 'ﬂ—‘iﬁ’?’?—zﬁ @%Eﬁ%‘j‘ ( Teaching and Learning Quality Process
Review, TLQPR) bﬁﬁfgﬁ ( Management Review, MR ) -
}”f?&%’*ﬁ" 1993 &F iyt ?F'll‘éh £r254( Research Grants Council, RGC) >
PSR GRS TR T RS - TR
SIS 7 SENIE 2 ﬂ$ﬂ$bmﬂJ”W*ﬂT?°m
jffﬁ ﬁlﬂzlz“lgﬁ for T2 5 SN [P R ) 12 15 e
» PR ;.}Fﬁﬁ ffglrpm[ﬁ‘y% F,l_jﬂﬁ[ﬁ}r—?jﬂ ’ PJ,,«TEN?T
[fljﬁ&ﬁgktinUﬁﬁ‘aﬁ?ﬁﬁéﬁﬁfﬁ PIgH SRR S
= I F]l%mu?ﬁ,ﬁ_ﬁ IR Fl%ﬁ*gﬁlﬂﬂﬁﬁ‘é{uﬁ
%UuUEﬁHEW$FMﬁﬁ§ﬁ'

B HER S o) fﬂg"ﬁplﬁ“ KPS TR *f?%’ﬁii? 1995 F £
PRGN W TR - AR
T - THBT L Y TEETIREE D A - P
ﬁi@%ﬁﬁwﬁwﬂ&m«ﬂFﬁ@#ﬁfﬁ@%@@iﬁﬁ%w:
FEEERTREER S F 1 (audit committee ) | I%’A%EEW‘*E:’?'J | AT
L INaE dE A (YR Jyﬁﬁ**%%ﬁ%UIL *ﬁfﬁ%
A A ﬂﬁﬁﬁj‘ﬁ;r ,ﬁ@?fgﬁb%ﬁ&ﬂjﬁw,(\ JEJ%H
ST -

PV 1998 47 RIS - BRSO AL
rﬁﬁ%@ < TR s THT R, TR, R

E‘%@*F' e PSSR JEERIRIOE Y
RUBE S SRS PORT] 2R N TR s
Eﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂ*%ﬁUbﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ’ﬂﬁﬂ?*?ﬁﬁﬁ
plFﬁk I R -

ikkgjwﬂw %m%;ﬁw%%uﬁ#mﬁwfihﬂ
FERF IS )Y B MRS o Tt %@tﬁﬁ@ﬁﬂﬂ$lﬁ$@
TNE rg}f F[[HJT"F'J?FTFZI‘—FT?{;*:LF%Jlﬁ:trk—ﬁf-&éﬁi%flﬁjﬁlﬁ?‘ HESR
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[ rEss pr FETEL (Y0 University Grants Committee, 2000) - [
PRGBSI 091 B HE R O T - 10
Fﬁ?ﬁf,*g&[ 12 Fg PSR pURCE T T LT E?éwiﬁ?’?ﬂﬂ”ﬂ:ﬁl
ISP o 5SR-S R P

v‘l?‘;{uﬁ*?ﬁ 5‘/1? °

_ﬂ

Cameron % # &+ aiR e Frei 4

Cameron ( 1978)?&@ Jaf’ J\[i?aﬁﬂﬂ ;@15;&& e I’ﬁ'[\i@'r;fg;ﬁ, F[sj[ﬂ
S MU S B R PR E - R RV RRARISVT S F:?}

J@W“w@

1. =48 ?Wiﬁﬂ]ﬁl’,ﬁ% (student education satisfaction) —— ?‘F’[:‘t’?éf S
FETPMTAE S

2. 243 255 (student academic development) —— ?‘F'?fii 2
ISR

3. =4 HiW 3 (student career development) —— ?F‘ BN T
IR

4, =4 = * g% (student personal development —— ?‘F',?;E; AR
%fﬂv i ~ (E'YPpuEs

5 7 Fi Hﬁﬂ]ﬁi’%‘ (teaching employment satisfaction ) —— ?‘F’[?fﬁhéﬁf

A T HIEEAEE
6. ;Tg‘ :;’a’@’?‘%ﬁfifgﬁ‘%l (professional development and quality of the
faculty) —— }f’ﬁ?fﬁjﬁﬁ?fﬁb*?ﬁt VPSR Bft,a”p J%@kf
7. BrakeEak 2= (system openness and community mteractlon)
_ ;ﬁ{éﬂ%&ﬁ;ﬂﬁ pgg’;faaﬁw%ﬁw s

8. kv quﬂf 74 (ability to acquire resources) —— ?‘F'{%@T?Vf@ﬁ
B Hgﬂﬁbﬁ TR o g
9. AW ]@’%}WEJ (organizational health ) — ?Fﬁ\ 2= jﬁfﬁl‘Eﬂ Jﬂ‘

10 B9 B ]



RIS Hfa%gfﬁ SpFsE - Cameron B i ERET I Fi
F}‘“EIJB;%WF, TEY A o PIIR S L AR DY e

AR war 9 R Y BRI *J'—ﬂr**ﬁﬁéﬂf';m
AR cp}}’,{”m T/l Cinstitutional demographics) - A A
(institutional strategies ) ‘aﬁﬂ,ﬂjﬁﬁ (institutional structure ) ~ F- RS>
(institutional finances ) Bf]f?j:%%iiﬁi (external environment) ( Cameron,
1986) - Cameron }{ﬁj’lﬁj THRZRIIELE 1RECE > F 55 H]J}H F,F}‘aﬁ&*} s
AR RO 5T R P U RAORD [ [ERDRACE 5 g [
553 F7 (regression analysis) il 55 F‘FJF wffdfR=T T T T e
UL RUR > PR {7 B [l [~

=T %E&'Eﬂﬁ APt - Cameron fuT 214 ﬁ&ﬁiﬁiﬁ'“iﬁif"'\'%f
POERH] o 0 > Lysons & Hatherly (1992, 1996 ) A1 Lysons et al. ( 1998 )
B“jtﬁFTI | Cameron fruEl ST 7= A B s A SRS F %\%'m[ﬂi’ﬁ P
B E IR EE ST R o HERY Uf\mﬂ I AR R (e ﬁ[*W [y
Hfﬂ #oi: (internal consistency ) H45% ﬁx],m%”" o SX{M,anL@E\ (D)
ML SRR, TRIVERTRE T PG fiﬁ'r~ (2) THY
RS, A e | PRS- ST ER T e

Lysons & Hatherly (1996 ) ik - fiusghfl (B0 1] A5 47 o (411
P BV I as«l{éﬂ%prafl e = 4 F o
ﬁﬁ‘&“ﬁﬂiﬁ?é{l ﬁ@g&}}#&pfj [[yﬁ ﬁj&éﬁ ﬁjﬁg“iﬁ%r "I Bftl
BURIEApRIF 2 = FE"E& e e FE#?VQWI AN ]
- e TS ,gm 5% » ['*‘Jﬁl?ﬂz ;.{:jf B S e | P
- i ERT El FREhr Sk | == rTJrE.&?Fﬁi‘ [ i i 55 H
F'ﬁﬁ“**rﬂ:ij‘ﬁbg'*@aﬁ%ﬁ;pl T*%“EJQ*E/[ i E A
H[ﬁfﬁ\ﬁ [‘v::tt{ﬂ»r{—rﬁ FVEIRL

Lysons et al. ( 1998) g Ao A (discriminate analysis ) i%~ H
il U Cameron B[O o PP bl b AT ol B E
TR SREF [ FE I Times Good University Guide HI?J\E‘EEJ@ 7} =2
?%'“Eﬂ‘ O E YT BRI AR o FUB_ERpuo AT PP Cameron fY

A ELEN Fé sr? [ At 5 mﬁ’ﬂguq T El
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Pl= =1 > Lysons (1990a, 1990b, 1993 ) #{I Lysons & Ryder (1988 )
RPN BT TP o 9 PTRNIEE A BRI R I PR
%5[4@'7’}% RN B U RO pE T
MR RO o PO g R B O &
%’Fﬁi'%ﬁ‘ Ffa P (4 f3EfSR EJI?#EJT NEGE ﬁ’ﬂ'*ﬁ'ﬁ;ﬂﬁ“[“%
FEgF v o pIgt o TR lﬂ 5= SRS -
e (R i@ﬁ%‘:‘ﬂiﬁﬁj lF* o Lysons & Ryder (1988 )
FEBERAR L5 OBV TR - lﬁ“i@ﬁi“f'fﬁhﬁ*ﬁ UL
&N PR AR [ E AR ELRE > PP A St el lrrg},
RIFE2V R Uil > lippe SER0R - PG RS TR
@@ﬁkﬁhiﬁwg’ﬁﬂﬁf 14 fFIE T [ REETET TR i .f@g_] ,
PSS | R S K [T -

Cameron £ % 7 ##it2 &

FUAC Y AT Cameron BEAT I F FE S S b
A ’E‘Hﬁﬁ@ﬁ" T B R PN ST VST - T
£, Cameron £3 ﬂj@%‘ s T RIEE B H‘:E’J%f{@ﬁg{&ﬁlj'[fj%f”gj;[ﬁﬁd .

f*]j%]wlj ) %@?}EVU@T} ?%J*“‘J@? ;%%E Jj' T% ?ﬁ:l%‘ﬁ Vg };J?jﬁﬁ{;p
.

Flj » Lysons & Ryder (1988 ) #I Lysons & Hatherly (1992, 1996 ) §J
,E\r’f,jéfl %3 :[1‘ E Fﬁﬁ]l}'\l% I/Frr[ }%thfi[#xld 77 ;P?Hlfg—] L[r—{\ i_‘f__ﬁaflr
TE‘I:\I J ﬁ%“tﬁé}j‘%\‘; Tﬁi :\lF{,:T:LF%JJ_Qi[’J‘ij v[I%\[W“ H: I:IJ}‘I;FJ‘rJ.Ig,\
?"rg"l ) 'E SRIE }"ﬁ-ﬂj@ggfﬁ&!: E{J[?‘wd F [\?[F[Ji_, Lysons =

?Q*J&iﬁ JFIEGE o R BRI, }[ﬁag‘fﬁ%iﬁ?w’? PR
m’ "RERBAUPR ) P LRI B - b
[[fm'ﬁ s Bl *Jplmf’??ﬂf«&lﬁ'@ﬁ'%% ’ H}ﬁ"?
A HEEr R o vl o T FLﬁFJ“HI » DREASEVSUI
’rd%ﬁzﬁm F}‘Flfﬂ[ﬂ—l , (indicator ) |fij kL T3~ (predictor) -

Goodman, Atkin, & Schoorman (1983 ) ﬁF'#—{n Hpusi j:f_‘l_@?m:g ;c"[

B%t o
_D' s/
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LU BRI S B o ) R P 2 0y N g o [N T
BN RL TN iy TR RL T o ) Cameron i'%ﬁ £ |
riﬂi’zﬂ%&ﬁ@wﬁh WQ'PJEI'UE‘I'WEIE' ’ H LI HRL TN iy T RL
B DR TRt A EAR L TRE
7% B TR SRR = i”f’?‘/%'ﬁizg@ [ZEE I8
Ut o [P Goodman 58 AVEER - T ATAB RGN ) RLE BT
B py IRy J*F'f; IR PR TR e R
FUN > RIS £ Fﬁxﬁﬂd FETE TR
HEIR Cameron =t [’”Jf"*’?ﬁﬁi”f xﬁl flif =" 4‘*‘ 1H J%ﬂfﬁlfk I ?‘f
FEE Wﬁ%ﬁﬁl[—'ﬁ” *"L%’A AERYE 71<|1 NEERES R
Eiéﬁﬂ}%kgffW% pAE T““' [RIF= > AR I sk
R ) R TR B o FE R WD SRR
FUAEISEF T -

i__”

r,g_‘i'.‘%kﬁﬁ 3L | PEL #’f#—

fEUA<Byrne (1998) [l - TSRS ) 5 ] AL R
IR [ SO A © ol Cameron & %ﬁﬁw"r*
R r**?’iﬁj [ A E[”P#&FP” AR E AR
SIS & I e e VR Bk L
TP T RHOP R - S DS R P
SRR ) EIRHFOPS A P - S P e B J%d TR
OV R o TERE ) PR e DA ST nﬂif
gujj B IR PRPA PR BT AR AR TR P%FJ}FH i

= R B AR 2T (RPN RE RS B S T e Ry *3?”
E:iﬁﬁi?“ 1 S A A 2 S ASLE BRI

=l

A

P i bl Cameron BEA PIIFR " TRERBIEUATN - i » kL
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= fletE R S DA A Ejiﬂf* oz 20 e [N AR
RRRLEE S ELEIIE T AT A i Ellﬁ?ﬁ%#‘ﬂjﬁﬂ‘ L

S P E e ST T Vv P ) TS
BRI [ TR SRS - R

B— MEAHEANEEEREERN

PSRRI R
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CERHREA S | o H s TSR R - R
R [ TR TR -

Fﬁ?ﬁf[, "TEIRE Ey S R ETH T S S
HL P RPN TR T 55 “ﬂﬁmm_ I Wi
T[] NI ﬁﬁﬁ 5 F[&fr»‘* A SPAVETE | F5ED - ﬁj%}‘(r;gﬁ
PEHFT 2001 F 4 FJﬁJ (o 2k 4 IR R | 1) PR S 2O -
PEH FEH 4,066 mﬁL 1% I5Ipt 481 {7 » [pVjEssRA9EE 12.1% o [IFS ey
4 T B T T W S BB S S o e >
,mﬂﬁﬁ?y%r%ﬂPﬁo@MMQOmeﬁmﬂﬂﬁ
%*JUF} *%‘ﬁ[{l'@ﬁ*f AN R Al - L) 7.1% 5 =
= 3 lﬂ "[%J? FY [k~ BN £ %I{El o F— HEA Fl[ﬁa?ﬁiﬁjﬁﬂ Al
T [y PIRIENIp R R OB - fr pLECA S PRt

£— SERNESOEER
A e L s

B! BERET B! B! Het!
D) (2) (3) (4) (3-4) [3/(1-2)]
RIS 335 0 38 2 36 11.3%
(8.24%) (7.84%)
b A 464 24 48 1 47 10.9%
(11.41%) (10.24% )
(ERS: 891 19 11 2 109 12.7%
(21.91%) (23.75% )
fs 868 18 113 12 101 13.3%
(21.35%) (22.00% )
- 142 0 18 0 18 12.7%
(3.49%) (3.92%)
BN 946 9 83 2 81 8.9%
(23.21%) (17.65% )
SN 420 9 54 0 54 13.1%
(10.33%) (11.76% )
4t 16 3 13
il ~ v (2.83%)
Wour 4,066 79 481 22 459 12.1%

(100% ) (100% )
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®Z DEENBR
PR iR CEPEER RTIRE R W

Bl P Dl
R 4 12 19 1 36
BT 9 12 20 6 47
(IERS2 23 37 44 5 109
ﬁpg.«g% 14 40 41 6 101
il 7 2 8 1 18
BN 7 22 44 8 81
R[4 A 2 6 21 25 2 54
R 13 13
fit ~ ZrR]
e 70 146 201 42 459
p R S
53 s RLIRIRTE | B IRV R PR PR
Iﬁ[ﬁ— Z;;v’[ ,\g (reliability alpha) -~ S3Frdfl B > 7 AR s
FOP - #1701 07323 % 0.8704 P37 (JLAZ ) - flilifet &

SR o VR IEOPAH UL IR O e -
*E PR ['F'EJEIU?FE'E'ET%]'% ( ff19p Cameron & Ettington, 1998; Lysons &
Hatherly, 1992, 1996; Lysons et al., 1998 ) - ¢’|1'JI‘J° W ,’:'Ejéﬁ[ﬂ
PSR - gk TR kL T M

x= BERFAB—HIERH

o Ll B I
2 *??ﬁij Lg% 0.7323
20 S Rl 0.7579
FE AR 0.8177
SR 0.7618
t3a i |‘Ei[§ijf_bj>« 0.8704
f’}‘F 1@1‘&?%@; S 0.7768
R Jﬁ’f HE.‘: LS 0.7644
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G - o EE

TP RN ?ﬁu[‘iﬁéﬁﬁﬁfﬁffiﬁ (LISREL) FRAREF5347 7 £ o AE
Byrne (1998 ) pUEE - ’FIT‘“JE{F 1B (Chi-square) -
1%;1&121;:*117& (RMSEA) K 1If (F =il (confidence interval ) . f‘ﬂﬁr}%

R ‘I?’Fﬁﬁﬂij[ I Sl o - B E r[ i if‘ﬁﬁ' VR é,}
FIETS BLERRIFOM A 13 © AR BV VR S H S RMSEA o
Beffre ) PIRIFVELL > % 2V p it S5 ( 15770 Stan HE3% 0.05 > #81 [F'1 Hayduk
& Glaser, 2000, p.13) » & ﬂfEJ[HfE'EIT%é( 911 Browne & Cudeck, 1993 ~
Byrne 1998 ~ Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995 £ 253 0.08) >

i = i Il’?j ( Y1 Yuan & Bentler, 1998 #433 0.06 ) - Hayduk &
Glaser 5:f RMSEA IV [ Il » 24T RMSEA Ui i bk 15y
o [ APERIE 2 RMSEA PRl - 5% (1 Marsh, Balla, &
McDonald (1988 ) - Marsh & Hau ( 1996 ) *’**?{F'?IIE B[ CFI

(Comparative Fit Index ) » NNFI (Non-Normed Fit Index) » PNELFI{T T
B2 = N =7 ﬁlj#’ﬁ,@?@ﬁj@& 0.90 I'] i -

=hERE - W B’ETZL?F%E@”‘N? » Marsh (1987 ) ?EI'FHE'JE'*%?%§
gy (target coefficient) ]"E}‘F’ﬁ%? s H BT 1.00 0 AP A
Fﬁ‘ﬁ o Eljﬂ;ﬁgﬁ]ij?@ﬁ? i ) = ,'[E@«:EIIT r LT R
Bl ¢ (1) Resg =" 774 (confirmatory factor analysis) ; (2)
= MR EN ST 547 (second-order confirmatory factor analysis)

R (3) FFBLEY (null model) o |HR RV HAIZEL [ (3) o
HEREm— (2) pv T ERERm] /[ (3) pvE T ERRm - (1) v
]

FPR R Bﬁ“#ﬁﬁlf 5T (S AL ;«Fi
ﬁ?ﬂw B 7 (T P TSR ) TR T
5T RS P '%Emfrf%w— BT~ WA -

RSP OB - it wf@ﬁ@ © AP BL W
B AR O E VR E R 0.90 1) b RIS [
FIFAB T AU R R BT Rt - E‘JE[}%J\_ 1.00 > Wl%wuiﬁﬂu,
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RIS ﬁ’g[ RN L 13:%@4 VA [ ‘:JVF,) I >
P e ﬁ Fi=Sa E.Hu,i_q_ i~ Wﬁfmfﬁ

=00 GRE THEBBNL R—E_KER

x? df RMSEA  CFI NNFI [ 128
FarlE= 5T 1615.03 377 0.088 0.80 0.80
Bl Gl 6711.97 435
WIEMEE 1904.45 397 0.095 0.76 0.76 0.94
HEMs 1885.78 397 0.094 0.76 0.76 0.95

i3 & Cameron € & MM fe & 4 B i

TR TR R BT T R © R 5
oK pjﬁ "L Hi#% (Goodness-of-fit Index ) ¥ > [IBF = 7 EHL
dsi o

PRlfF=s iW“ﬁj FRESY Rl & fi PR A é]% =i (correlation )
BRI T R T L B
FISD-: H- 0 CEPRTERH A, Y TRV iR
R E I bt SR TR - S

SRS S SRR = P OALRR ) o [y 2
iy Y R E R AL NIERRERCI ST A
WECH - b33t - f“i'ﬁffﬁ'%&%é’r QESULIIDE RN i

ﬁJ_H‘« =L L RO 'ruﬁl%:;sg'r‘g_ 0.90 - fitH= s iy
1) lﬁ:t DT PR o PRI AR RS TR 1S TAT (post-
hoc analy3|s) FUfETRC 1

Byrne (1998) UKL o FIFIHYE T AT IR 0 [N A A L
S R BT 554 (exploratory factor analysis) o 1 ZH#
FES 3 # (confirmatory factor analysis) o HESRE & 55 #7741
SR LY SR D SRR R
yg(ﬁprmw@1%3>ow#{%ﬁﬁ~uﬁmemm Eiﬁ
P PR PRSP T HURLTE BV 3 o iy 2Rk
iy -
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x®O SEFHEERE

D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 D8
D1 1.00
D2 0.73 1.00
D3 0.64 0.66 1.00
D4 0.90 0.84 0.67 1.00
D5 0.67 0.62 0.56 0.72 1.00
D6 0.60 0.60 0.52 0.64 0.89 1.00
D7 0.65 0.59 0.60 0.65 0.87 0.89 1.00
D8 0.50 0.56 0.46 0.58 0.72 0.95 0.70 1.00

i DL= S35 AL D2= 54 S
D3= %4 i 5i's ERELERY {1
D5 = i lﬁijﬁw D6 = 51k BT f
D7 = it i B e%e D8 = RplVR s

TR FE

_mh

|4 CHy P E DY T kL > Byrne(1998) ~ Cudeck & Browne (1983 )
A F FeH T T FRP [ v 80  (cross-validation strategy ) e s
B X E AR DI - PR A [ R AR A
CRESORY ,Tﬁ?fg;f o SR gﬁ@g@bﬁﬁf F”Hﬁ’u EUEE fy i
A IR o SRR Y PR R — TR H - BT Y
’i“xﬁ%%l?“ bl [ R R AR - Byrne (1998)  Cudeck
& Browne (1983) [f?ﬁ'J L~ PEE E e (Cross-Validation Index ) = ZJ|
[ B 2 B s BE T o A PR A BTl - R 8- A
Ep%;g,ﬁ» 5] HQ‘@:CF[* r;ﬁg—m o I’LIEI[)E{‘E[}{%’;@{“¢ STIRELC s A U]
“‘13%' SR o AR PERPIETE T R RCERET | BA T ST &
JEH\J TELl @}‘;ﬁ@r@ FUBlet ! (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991) -
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Organizational Effectiveness in Hong Kong Higher Education Institutions
Paula Y. K. KWAN

Abstract

This study aims to validate that organizational effectiveness in higher education
institutions is a second-order construct. It further examines the relative importance
of various dimensions of organizational effectiveness. Based on the findings of a
survey administered to university academics in seven Hong Kong universities, the
second-order construct of organizational effectiveness was supported. The findings
also reflected that the student-related dimensions of organizational effectiveness
were not considered as important as the dimensions related to faculty employment
and satisfaction, suggesting that there exists disproportionate influence of the
governing body on Hong Kong higher education institutions.
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