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Abstract

In seeking to exploit environmental resources and opptesNCEOS can either set multiple goals or narraeirth
focus on a few targets for the organizations. Whatagmbr will help organizations to benefit more frordustrial
munificence? In this paper, we investigate the moubgy&tffects of CEOs’ goal setting (including the numbier
goals and the prioritization of these goals) on thegticmship between industrial munificence and the satigin of
goal attainment. By examining 277 small and medium-&ings in four countries, we find that CEOs need to
stretch their goal list while keeping a clear priomiyder among these goals in order to capitalize on industria
munificence. Implications of our study are discussed.

Keywords: Goal Attainment, Industrial Munificence, Goal ComplextBpal Diversity
1. Introduction

Individuals find themselves compelled to pursue sevepstyf goals at the same time. As spouses, parents,
children, teachers, researchers, and more, théyteeschieve a wide range of goals. Simon (1964: 7) observed
that any action tends to serve several purposes anitl ttias makes sense to “refer to the whole setgfirements

as the (complex) goal of the action.” Extending Sirm@pproach, a group of intertwined goals whose attainment
requires similar actions can be referred to geal type Even when related goals are grouped into goal types, on
action can impact the attainment of multiple goal typest the same time, the attainment of a single goal tgre

and generally does require many actions. Because of thigtmanany relationship among actions and goal types,
actions undertaken to pursue one goal type can impede atdimfithat goal type through feedback effects from
other goals. For example, parents cannot simply put phresponsibilities above professional ambitions because
neglecting professional goals can undermine theictéfieness as parents by decreasing their happiness and income
As any spouse, parent, child, teacher, and researaneffaan, the balancing of goal types is challenging amd t
often stressful.

Organizations face an analogous challenge even when guidedfelofivef leadership. Effective leadership
provides direction, but organizations operate in complek@mwents that require more than guidance from above.
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Success in a complex environment comes not just frombnéhing done correctly but also from many small
things done well. Organizations must increase saleslbatgenerate profits. They must maintain or increase
quality while holding down or cutting costs. Pursuit ofefifint goal types generates stress for organizations as
well as for individuals. Individuals can sometimes margam complexity by reducing the types of goals they
seek to attain, for example, by focusing on their caraedschoosing to delay or avoid marriage and parenthood.
Organizations can also reduce complexity by eliminatingegiecting some types of goals, but they do so at the
risk of decreasing organizational performance becautdedhterdependence among goals and the actions required
to achieve them. Research suggests that pursuit ofjke gjoal is not a viable strategy for organizationan(lly,
Conlon, & Deutsch, 1980; Simon, 1964). Research has alsensthat organizations combining two types of
goals - market orientations and entrepreneurial orientat outperform organizations rating high on just one of
these orientations (Atuahene-Gima & Ko, 2001; Covin kvia, 1989; Hart, 1992; Slater & Narver, 1995;
Venkataraman, 1989).

Organization theories are divided in terms of the emplpaced on the friction caused by pursuing multiple goal
types. For some theories, this friction is negligibl&or example, structural contingency theory asshss fit
between the organization and its environment enhangesinational performance. But what does fit mean in a
complex environment that cannot be characterized instefra single or just a few environmental factors, saagch
uncertainty or technology? Because environments areajgneomplex, achieving fit requires the pursuit of
several goal types, leading to internal friction. Orgatiinal population ecology emphasizes variation among
rather than within organizations. But variation witlirganizations in terms of the types of goals pursued may
affect the performance of organizations and ultimatiegjr survival. Other theories of organization irpmate
more explicitly the pursuit of multiple goal types artk tresulting friction. Stakeholder theory asserts that
organizations must find a balance among different stadételso with differing interests (Connolly et al., 1980).
The need to offer rewarding experiences to employees, citivgeeturns to investors, innovative products and
services to customers, and a myriad of contributionthdse and other stakeholders or constituents suggests th
organizations must pursue a variety of goal types. riégof entrepreneurship and organizational leardinggt
attention to the friction between two types of cotiflig goals: exploration of new opportunities and explatatf
existing strengths (March, 1991; Rothaermel & Deeds, 20@hurSpeter, 1934). Solutions such as the
ambidextrous organization offer ways of explicitly addressimgflict among these goal types, but they do not and
cannot eliminate the inherent conflict between explonaéind exploitation because of the different actions redui
by each. The exploration/exploitation framework providely a limited view of goal type complexity because
many goals cannot be clearly mapped to either explorati@xploitation. For example, is increasing profieslti

to exploitation or exploration?

In general, there has been scant research related tori@exity of goal types. Goals have been examined
extensively - mainly through the lens of expectancy,ivatbn, and the roles of principles and agents (Fred &
Slowik, 2004; Lee & Schuler, 1980; Steers, 1976; Tubbs, 1986)als@ave been conceptualized in many different
ways, for example, as objectives (Blau & McKinley, 19%9puse, 1972), evaluation criteria (Tansik, 1973),
effectiveness criteria (Connolly et al., 1980; Hoy &IHebel, 1982), and aspiration levels (Lant, 1992). But these
prior studies of goals and related constructs have dbnéseused on the effectiveness of specific goals or goal
components in improving organizational performance.e Tomplexity caused by the pursuit of multiple goal
types has been largely ignored. Organizations mag @ofh goal type complexity by satisficing (Simon, 1964)
rather than optimizing, but satisficing provides an incoteppgcture of how organizations respond effectively to
goal complexity. We seek to extend previous researchnimsiigating the relationship between organizations’
pursuit of multiple goal types goal type complexity and their success in attaining goal types. More fapadby,

we propose that the pursuit of multiple types of goalditates organizations’ abilities to take advantage ef th
resources and opportunities available in their envirotgnenNe also propose that the more organizations reduce
goal type variability i.e. prioritize their goal types, the more effediyve¢hey are able to take advantage of
environmental resources and opportunities. If pursuindfiple goal types and prioritizing these goal types
facilitates organizations’ exploitation of environmemtsources and opportunities, then it is natural todekther

the pursuit of multiple goal types is itself facilitateyg reducing goal type variability; we explore this posgipiés
well.

In addition to extending research on organizational goals \slajgng and testing these specific mechanisms, we
endeavor to make three more general contributions tettitly of organizational goals. We would like to attract
more attention to the promise that complexity theatgs for the study of organizational goals. We also hiope
direct more attention to the importance of empiricafiglgzing organizational goals from an organizational elé w
as an individual perspective. Many if not most empirisaldies of goals have focused on the effects of
individual-level phenomena on organizational goals, gagl ambiguity and specificity between principles and
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agents or among different stakeholders (Austin & Klein18#9ed & Slowik, 2004; Lee & Schuler, 1980; Locke &
Latham, 1990, 2000; Steers, 1976; Tubbs, 1986), goal setting @nation or satisfaction (House, 1971; Locke,
1968), or goals and employees’ feelings of success andefdllewin, Dembo, Festinger, & Sears, 1994). There
are also several empirical studies that view orgamzatigoals through the lens of top management teamdyye.g.
examining discrepancy in goals among top management team nsefBla & McKinley, 1979; Maclver, 1955).
While concepts extrapolated from the individual level mdlgsis can inform the study of organizational godilsyt
can only go so far. As we have noted, pursuit of asigghl is arguably not a viable strategy for orgaiinatin
complex environments. While both individuals and orgaitimatmust cope with multiple goals, their mechanisms
for doing so are different. The study of phenomenaeainttiividual level informs but cannot replace the study of
organizational-level mechanisms. We hope that our stondgueages future empirical research on goals at the
organizational level. Lastly, by examining goal typabeathan specific goals and by examining organizations in
four countries and seven industries, we attempt to geavisights that are not embedded in specific organizgtio
industries, or cultures.

We begin by reviewing the literature related to orgatiimal goal types and elaborating upon our mativation fo
applying complexity theory to the investigation of orgatioreal goal types. Building on previous research on
industrial munificence and organizational performancethea explain how goal type complexity may facilitate the
exploitation of environmental opportunities in organizatieffsrts to attain goal types; we present three hypsts
based upon mechanisms developed in our explanation. Nextesgebe the field survey and the resulting data
that we used to assess our hypotheses. We end by digcassifindings and their implications for both the study
and management of organizations.

2. Theory
2.1 Organizational goal types

While empirical studies on the subject have been ramganizational goals - goals defined at the
organizational-level - have consistently been a ekmiement in organization theory (Bourgeois, 1985; Simon,
1964). The concept of the organizational goal has evolved tme, but most theoretical discussions of
organizational goals have emphasized their “normatared “evaluative” function (Connolly et al., 1980: 211).
Organizational goals have most commonly been employedtasacfor assessing effectiveness (Hoy & Hellriegel,
1982). Conceptualized in this way, organizational goals iar@ssence benchmarks used to evaluate the
effectiveness of organizational behaviors and attainetbimés (Tansik, 1973). Other conceptualizations such as
the work motif (Blau & McKinley, 1979) or work objeeg (Krouse, 1972) also accentuate the normative function
of organizational goals as “the intellectual ethosrewailing set of ideas concerning what architecturedwahat

it should accomplish” (Blau & McKinley, 1979: 201-202). Simon (19B4took the normative conceptualization
of organizational goals one step further by representiegitas “constraints” of organizational structure and
behaviors (Simon, 1964: 1).

The challenge with a normative conceptualization of degdional goals lies in defining effectiveness criténia
way that is not context-dependent. If organizations'gjaed unigue to their context, then comparing goalsacro
organizations would be like comparing the volume of one mgldiith the architectural style of another. To
facilitate our empirical analysis, we therefore aite an alternative although still normative concejatibn of
goals. We defin@rganizational goal typeas an evoked set of satisficing or policy constraintere particular
satisficing levels or targets are continually updated thrax@mpromise and achievement (Krouse, 1972; Simon,
1964). Goal types are effectiveness criteria whosénatéamt requires performance of related actions. Our
concept of organizational goal types includes such effedsgenriteria as increasing sales, improving prafit a
speeding cash flow.

As criteria for evaluating organizational performance guidles for organizational behaviors, organizational goal
types must balance the conflicting interests of diffetgnes of stakeholders (Bourgeois, 1980, 1985; Connolly et
al., 1980). Short-term and long-term goals need to enbatl (Blau and McKinley 1979). Cost and benefits
need to be weighed (Bailey & Malone, 1970), and both iddali desires and organizational needs must be
reconciled (House, 1971; Locke, 1996). As a result, no orgidonal systems are observed to employ only a
single criterion to guide organizational behaviors in theed of market competition (Connolly et al., 1980). In
adapting to complex environments, organizations develop esnvidions and structures that are reflected in their
goals (Blau & McKinley, 1979). Multiple organizational goalse anecessary for each organization — even
organizations that consist of relatively simple systegi@onnolly et al.,, 1986). While there is variationniro
organization to organization in goal types as well as sisgdhere are some common goal types that must be
satisfied in order for organizations to achieve a satisfy performance. For example, Cyert and March (1963)
identified the following domains as consistently importgmaduction, sales, inventory, market share, and profit.
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When organizations pursue multiple types of goals, thraptexity and the structure of these goals become
important considerations.

2.2 The complexity of organizational goals

Complexity theory as applied to organizations portrays ganization as a dynamic system of adaptation and
evolution that contains multiple, interacting parts (Md Ramanujam, 1999; Simon, 1996). The complexity in
organizational systems is often conceptualized in tefmhew differentiated their structures are or how nusr
their tasks are (Blau & McKinley, 1979). Of particulareirst to complexity researchers who study organizations
is the relationship between organizational performasrued the complexity of distinct activities and subsystems
within organizations (Anderson, 1999; Ashmos, 1996, 2000; Bé&ischild, 1999; Daft, 1992). The rationale
behind organizational complexity theory is that the ntamraplex an organization is, the more potential options the
organization has and thus the more flexible it is. oMplex organizational structure facilitates effectivepanses

to a complex environment (Blau & McKinley, 1979; Evan, 196@nkerly, 1975; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967;
Perrow 1961).

The value of applying a complexity perspective to the studyals is apparent in the observation that it is dalbtf
whether in real organizations decisions are genedaibcted toward achieving a single criterion.  “It ésier, and
clearer, to view decisions as being concerned witlsodésing courses of action that satisfy a whole set of
constraints” (Simon, 1964: 20). Different goal types sdlifferent purposes (Cyert & March, 1963). For
example, besides the profit maximization goal, firmecth® achieve a reasonable amount of sales and a good rate
of sales growth in order to sustain profitability (Higgiri977). Similarly, a certain degree of attainmenbof f
goals - absolute sales, sales growth, cumulative ftash and profitability — has been found to be crucial in
competition among small-to-medium sized enterprisea@B1987). When an organization pursues multiple goal
types, it is able to build a more comprehensive péctfrthe environment, which is then rewarded in theketa
(Settecase Ernst & Young LLP, 1999).

The complexity of organizational goal types is refledtedoth the number of and the interdependence among
organizational goal types applied by the organizatione define goal type complexityas the number of
organizational goal types emphasized by an organizatiorur definition of goal type complexity omits
interdependence among goal types because of the intli#gtabstudying such interdependence and because prior
research on organizational complexity has defined it ingesfrthe number of organizational elements (Boisot &
Child, 1999, Morel & Ramanujam, 1999). Multiple goal typeséase complexity and provide organizations with
broader representations of their environments and efr thelationships with other organizations. Like
open-mindedness in individuals, these broader repressrgdielp organizations remain open to a broader range of
environmental possibilities (Bourgeois, 1985). A greatamber of goal types enables organizations to be more
receptive to market possibilities. It also facilimtiae balancing of conflicting goals, e.g. conflictimjerests
among various stakeholders or the conflicting objectivesexploration and exploitation.  Professional
organizations need to have multiple objectives thageethe values and interests of the professions (Mg ®55).
Goal type variabilityrelates to prioritization among goal types or diigrén the importance rankings that
organizations attach to different goal types. For im&awhen an organization does not prioritize its ggadyit
faces greater goal variability because organizationasidecmaking is more difficult when goal types are deemed
equally important. In contrast, when there is a cle@rify among organizational goal types, decision-makig i
easier, and there is less ambiguity in the sequenagioha required for goal attainment.

2.3 Industrial munificence and organizational goal types

The relationship between organizations and extermairaments has received considerable attention in
organization theory (Covin & Slevin, 1989; Miller & Fsien, 1983; Zahra, 1993). Along with other environmental
factors such as uncertainty, instability, and hibgtilhe concept of industrial munificence has playddralamental
role in understanding the relationship between enviromaheonditions and the strategic decision-making process
that occurs within organizations (Lumpkin & Dess, 200dhia & Covin, 1995). Industrial munificenceefers to

the availability of resources and the number of exteopportunities that are present in a specific environatent
setting (Dess & Beard, 1984; Zahra, 1993). The plentifulurees and opportunities afforded to organizations in
munificent environments tend to allow these organizationenjoy heightened levels of competitive success when
exploiting current business strengths (Castrogiovanni, 19943. a result, a more proactive and risky strategic
orientation can be adopted, which in turn encourages exploraftinew market opportunities (Baird & Thomas,
1985; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Schafer, 1990).

A critical characteristic of organizations’ contextsjustrial munificence is manifested in organizatiomditées to
attain their goals (Dess & Beard, 1984; Pfeffer & Salarik978; Randolph & Dess, 1984; Staw & Szwajkowski,
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1975; Tushman & Anderson, 1986). Two different views of mumite have emerged. One perspective,
environmental determinism, portrays the environmerdrasutside set of conditions to which organizationstmus
adapt (Aldrich, 1979; Hannan & Freeman, 1977). The othepgetige, strategic choice, portrays the environment
as a reality that organizations create via the seleatf their perceptions (Child, 1972; Starbuck, 1976; Weick,
1979). This study follows a middle path between these fewsvby integrating an important strategic tool,
organizational goals, into the relationship betweenirenments and organizational performance. Our key
assertion is that while the level of industrial munifice may serve as a defining contextual factor for orgdions,
especially for smaller organizations (Atherton, 2003)algigpe complexity facilitates the process by which
organizations recognize and utilize the support affordethtby environmental conditions and thereby helps them
to attain their goals.

Munificent environments have been found to support organitipowth and performance (Gelderen, Frese, and
Thurik, 2000; Dollinger & Golden, 1992). The greater thell®f industrial munificence, the more opportunities
the environment provides and therefore the easiisr fibr organizations to survive and prosper (Castranni,
1991). Applying the concept to small-to-medium sized ersaqr Dubini (1988) characterized a munificent
environment as having: an economy that is diversifiederms of the sizes of companies and the industries
represented, an infrastructure that is rich in skillechéin resources, a financial community that is solid, and
government incentives that support the creation and deverdpof new businesses. Similarly, Gnyawali and
Fogel (1994) emphasized the socio-economic dimension ofificent environment and linked this dimension to
the availability of assistance and support servicesféitditate the entrepreneurial process. Korunkd.g2803)
split industrial resources into two categories: miaoia (e.g. family restrictions, support) and macro-do@ay.
social networks based on earlier occupational experiebo#), of which support entrepreneurs’ goal attainment.
Although there are differences, a common theme in theseeptualizations of industrial munificence is thasit
generally easier in munificent environments for orgaiiratto take advantage of external resources to readire th
goals.

We hypothesize that an appropriate level of goal typeaptexity facilitates organizations' ability to exploit
environmental resources to attain their goals. Atgreaumber of goal types means that organizationsitlieg

and able to acknowledge and balance the interests tiplawdtakeholders and to maintain alertness towardatdire
and indirect environmental factors (Blau & McKinley, 19%&aclver, 1955). In exploiting industrial munificence,
organizations with such alertness face problems diresily search for the best way to solve them (Hoy &
Hellriegel, 1982). A munificent environment presents opputies that alert organizations are better able to
recognize and exploit than are organizations with a warrgoal focus. Research on organizational goals has
found that by maintaining multiple goals to satisfy aietsrof constituencies, organizations are able to pezcei
their environments more accurately (Bourgeois, 1985). Aretevision of the environment enables a more
complete search for opportunities within an industry (8i@c1994). Setting up multiple, conflicting goal types
implies that an organization is willing to evaluate itsiation and to consider several alternatives for bloth t
present and the future (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997). Thus, tegagrthe number of goal types an organization
pursues, the more successful the organization is in expleitivigonmental resources to attain its goals:

Hypothesis 1: Goal type complexity positively moderates the troparustrial munificence on goal attainment.

While more goal types help organizations detect m@oidunities in their industries and thereby reap more
benefits from industrial munificence (Bourgeois, 1985; Br@&viisenhardt, 1997), pursuing too many goal types
could cause organizations to lose focus (Evan, 1976; Yuchtnea&hore, 1967). When organizations engage in
a broad search in exploring environmental opportunitietea priority among rules and actions makes exploration
more efficient (Krouse, 1972). The degree to which omgditins have a specific focus or goal type prioritizatio
is reflected in the variability of the importance @sed to goal types. Research on the goals of top manatieme
teams has applied a similar logic. While acknowledging thanagement team members must maintain a
sufficient number of goal types in order to represéet interests of various constituencies (Bourgeois, 1985),
scholars have also suggested that a certain congruenpeaaitization among these goal types must be achieved i
order for the goal types to be attained efficientlyu8eois, 1980; Child, 1974). Bailey and Malone (1970) found
adverse consequences from focusing on either proféles goutput) maximization. Focus on profit-maximizatio
resulted in overcapitalization behaviors. Focus onssateoutput maximization produced undercapitalization
behaviors. However, placing equal emphasis on both goatsdsemed problematic as well because of the
confusion that it caused employees and its ambiguitiréctthg employees’ activities.

While maintaining more organizational goal types benefitganizations by enhancing their alerthess to
environmental opportunities and their ability to exp#itironmental resources, organizing or structuring typals
provides additional benefits. As we have indicated, tterdependences and interactions among goal types and
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the actions that they require can be very complex. pal prioritization is a rough but simple measure of how
well an organization structures or organizes its ggpks. By establishing priorities among goal types,
organizations lower variability. To the extent th@ganizations neglect to prioritize goal types, valigbi
increases. Variability is maximized when organizatidail to distinguish among goals types in terms of their
importance. While goal type complexity makes organizatioae adaptive and thereby facilitates exploitation of
industrial munificence, variability undermines explotatiby making organizations indecisive and pulling them i
opposing directions at the same time:

Hypothesis 2: Goal type variability negatively moderates thedtgfandustrial munificence on goal attainment.

There is a potential internal conflict in our hypottsesegarding goal type complexity and variability. We dese
that the number of goal types — complexity — positively matge the impact of munificence on goal type
attainment, while goal type variability — the lack obpitization — is a negative moderator. But if gezadiversity

in the form of more goal types has a positive effdedn why does greater diversity in the form of valigbhot
have a positive impact also? This tug-of-war betwdieersity and focus has been a consistent theme irtutg s

of organizational goals. Favoring focus, Child (1979) mesuthat the less dispersed top management objectives
were, the more successful the organization would be aingtty them. Bourgeois’ (1980) empirical studies
supported Child’'s assertion, which Bourgeois (1985) labelegl Vdue of consensus.” The congruence of top
managers’ objectives is crucial in order to reduce intranizgtional politics and transaction costs associatell wit
negotiation and coordination (Child, 1979). Favoring diver§itmon (1964) asserted that organizations should
pursue multiple goal types at the same time. Accordingyst and March (1963), success comes when all goal
types are satisfied. The benefit of multiple goal tyjgethat different goal types together suggest a complete
picture of reality, and these diverse views encousagi@novative spirit, which helps organizations locateraakle

use of both the apparent and the hidden, under-exploited opportumitesir environments (Blau & McKinley,
1985). In later research, Bourgeois (1985: 568) — who favored foatgued for a type of diversity in suggesting
that the members of an organization’s top managememt $hauld “focus on sufficiently different aspects of the
environment so that their perceptions will not be hgem@ous and they will maintain different goal sets adeguatel
representing the organization’s various constituericies.

We seek to resolve the potential conflict between faud diversity in goal types by proposing a relationship
between focus and diversity. Focus facilitates theoitgpion of diversity. More specifically, the numbédrgoal
types is an even stronger moderator of the impact offiroénce on goal type attainment when organizations order
goal types by importance. We thus propose a three-wayenatioh: goal type variability moderates the
moderating effect of goal type complexity on the relatiop between the industrial munificence and goal
attainment. Lower variability (prioritization) makés easier for organizations to pursue multiple goal types
simultaneously and yet efficiently. For a given numbkgoal types, emphasizing some goal types over others
reduces negotiation and coordination efforts and thereuylithtes the identification and distribution of
environmental resources (Bourgeois, 1980; Child, 1974) — amggested by the “the value of consensus”
(Bourgeois, 1985). When organizational goal types are femlj the positive moderation effect of goal
complexity on the relationship between industrial mueifie and goal attainment is stronger.

Hypothesis 3: The goal variability negatively moderates the enation effect of goal complexity on the
relationship between industrial munificence and goal attainment.

Figure 1. summarizes the hypothesized relationshipmgrmdustrial munificence, goal type complexity, goal type
variability, and goal attainment. (See Figure 1)

3. Methodology
3.1 Data Collection and Sample

We chose to test our hypotheses using small-to-medizad ginterprises in order to reduce the impact of factors
extraneous to our model. Large organizations are ablefluence or enact their environments. Our study
required that we be able to treat the environmenkagesous to organizations. We collected both primad; a
secondary data for our analyses. Our primary data d@ammea larger survey of a stratified random sample of
companies in four countries: Australia, Sweden, Mexico,taadNetherlands. We used national databases, trade
association membership lists, and business directoviesonistruct our sample. The small-to-medium sized
enterprises in our sample were in fourteen industries faod, wood, printing, rubber, chemicals, machine
manufacturing, electronics products, transportationgraraming, textile, services, construction, oil and gas
other). Our primary data were collected using a préignsgambination of questionnaires and on-site interviews
In Mexico, structured interviews were used due to the ubikfieof the postal service; a two-wave mailing prege
was used in the other countries. Surveys were sehB%3 organizations believed to be small-to-medium sized
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enterprises: 973 in Australia, 600 in Sweden, and 300 in gteeNands. A modified on-site interview process
was conducted in Mexico (650 organizations). The surveyfaranulated in English and then translated into the
appropriate language. We confirmed the accuracy of &tiorss using a double back-translation process (Brislin,
1980) and pilot tests. The study participants were decisiakers - owners or general managers — of their
companies.

We obtained a total of 880 responses. The mailing proessked in 206 (21.2%) returned surveys from Australia,
180 (30.0%) from Sweden, and 131 (43.7%) from Norway. Th&teriaterviews in Mexico yielded 363 (55.8%)
completed surveys. The overall response rate was 34.9% (88/25Consistent with the European (European
Observatory for SMEs, 1995) and American (US GovernrRanting Office 1995) definitions of small-to-medium
sized enterprises, we constrained the firm size insanmple to between 5 and 500 employees (Steensma et al.
2000). After removing the organizations with fewer thaan8l more than 500 employees, 654 small-to-medium
sized enterprises remained.

We used archival data to calculate industrial munificen€&onsistent with previous studies (Dess & Beard, 1984;
Palmer & Wiseman, 1999), our archival data included indligtdéces such as output, employees, value-added, and
the number of establishments for the past five yeading in 1998. However, an examination of the available
archival datasets revealed that different countries gragldifferent industry codes between 1994 and 1998. After
reviewing several potential sources, we determinedhie&tructural Statisticslatabase provided the best fit for the
analysis because it yielded the greatest number ofstensindustry classifications, including food, woodntng,
rubber, chemicals, machine manufacturing, and elecgonicWhile limiting the sample to these seven
manufacturing industries could have reduced the range offioente in our study, Mizik and Jacobson (2003)
found that these seven industries have a broad range ofainigerincluding low industrial uncertainty (i.e.,ofth

and wood), moderate industrial uncertainty (i.e., chesjioaachine manufacturing, and rubber), and high industrial
uncertainty (i.e., electronics). Narrowing our samjplehese seven industries decreased the number of usable
responses to 331.

Listwise deletion of firms with missing data resultediifinal sample of 227 firms, consisting of 26 Australiah, 8
Swedish, 77 Mexican, and 40 Dutch firms. A comparatilagiger proportion of organizations (23.8%) came from
the machine manufacturing industry. The proportionshef sample accounted for by other industries were as
follows: food (21.6%), printing (15.0%), wood (12.3%), electronids@%o), rubber (9.3%), and chemicals (7.0%).
Table 1 lists the industry breakdown for each country,alksas for the total sample utilized in this study.g Sable

1)

We tested for non-response bias in each country by d¢orgag sub-sample of companies whose key decision
makers did not return the surveys - or declined interwiewexico — in order to test whether these companies wer
significantly different from the companies in our firs@mple in terms of demographic measures such as fien siz
industry, etc. No bias was detected. Because of theasuial reduction in sample size due to size constraints
and missing data, we also conducted two one-way ANQ\#lyaes to test for bias. The first ANOVA assessed
whether there were significant differences betweenfitted sample and the cases excluded for size; the second
ANOVA assessed whether there were significant differennethe final sample and the cases deleted due to
missing-values. We identified no systematic biastimeeitest.

3.2 Measures
3.2.1 Goal type complexity

Empirical analysis applying a complexity perspective gaheemploys a reductionistic approach. The unit in
such analyses is organizational structures or buspresesses. Complexity is then operationalized asuhdber

of structures or processes involved in organizationadahjos (Boisot & Child, 1999). Burton and Forsyth (1986)
identified 14 elements to measure complexity. These elmecluded the number of product categories, the
number of products, and the number of countries in whjigrations were conducted. Even as computing power
has increased, i.e. personal computers have become oweefyd, complexity has still been coded as the number
of elements, the degree to which a task was progranonéte number of exceptions (Morel & Ramanujam, 1999).

Consistent with prior empirical studies applying a coxiplgoerspective, we measured goal type complexity as the
number of goal types that are important to organizatiogpecifically, we asked CEOs to evaluate the impoetanc
to their organization of the following strategic goal typsales level ($), sales growth rate, cash flow,sgposfit,

net profit from operations, return on investment (R@Hd the ability to fund business growth from profill
items were scored on 5-point Likert scales. We idedtifiee goal types rated at the highest level of importance
(“5") as the goal types that were most influential in aigational behaviors and outcomes. Our rationale faer thi
measure was that only the most important goal types woeldonsistently employed in decision-making and
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pursued (Blau & McKinley, 1979). A more pragmatic explaafor our measure is that without a cut-off value
for importance, we would have had no variance in the nurobegoal types across organizations because
respondents selected from a predetermined list of sgpeadrtypes.

3.2.2 Goal type variability

The standard deviation is the most commonly used meakspeead and variation in data (Bourgeois, 1985; Weiss,
2004). Bourgeois (1985) used the standard deviation to mehsugedl diversity among top management team
members. Consistent with Bourgeois (1985), we used thdathdeviation in importance rating of the seven goal
types to assess the prioritization or variabilityoodanizational goal types. Our operationalization — basetthe
standard deviation — is inversely related to our th@adeconstruct of goal type variability. That is, trealler the
standard deviation (which indicates all seven goal tgpesated similarly in importance), the more compéidahe
goal system and the higher the goal variability. &ample, if an organization attaches an equal weight to eac
goal type, its goal type structure would be the most deateld, and the standard deviation would be zero. If an
organization prioritizes goal types by attaching differatings of importance to different goal types, the stahda
deviation would be higher, and the goal variability wobkl lower. We calculated our variability measure by
subtracting the standard deviation from a constanhabthe measure’s direction would be consistent with our
theoretical construct of goal type variability.

An alternative way to operationlize our variability aseres would have been to use the composite measure
developed by Tosi et al. (1971). However, we deemed the compusisure inappropriate for operationalizing
our concept of goal type variability because it inclutesrhean as the denominator. As a result, organizational
elements with the same goal type variability but diféermeans would have different values. Because our
conceptualization of goal type variability focuses $ifrion the variance in the organizational goal tyfself,
adjusting the variance based on the variable mean wouldeaaonsistent with our conceptualization. For
example, organization A might assign all five goal typasimportance rating of 3 (on a Likert scale of 1 “not
important at all’ to 5 “very important”), and organizatiBnrmay assign them all an importance rating of 5. Even
though the mean levels for organization A and B are diffierthe resources would in principle be allocated equally
across the five goals in both cases. Thereforer thal type variability is the same, and the orgaitnat
measures of goal type variability should also be equalr operationalization yields the same result for bath;
composite measure would not.

3.2.3 Objective industrial munificence

Following Dess and Beard (1984) and Palmer and Wiseman (2@3easured objective industrial munificence
by regressing industrial sales, total industrial employnesmd, industrial value-added for each industry for the five
years prior to the year of the survey. Munificem@es calculated using a ratio of the regression slopfficierts

(B) to the mean value of the dependent variables. €nsiwith Sutcliffe (1994), the final munificence measure
was expressed as the arithmetic average of the three rati

3.2.4 Goal type attainment

For the dependent variable in our analyses, we employejactive measure of goal type attainment based on
seven items that required managers to evaluate the degreeido they were satisfied with their company’s
performance in terms of seven criteria: sales le$gl gales growth rate, cash flow, gross profit, mefippfrom
operations, return on investment (ROI), and thetgibi fund business growth from profit.  All responsese to
5-point Likert scales ranging from “not satisfied at ad”“highly satisfied.” Rather than weighting each type
equally, we used each CEQ’s importance rating for eachtygmmbs a weight. That is, we weighted the attainment
responses for each goal type by multiplying each respongleebgorresponding importance rating, and we then
averaged these products to generate our measure of goalttgimment. Weighting goal types by their importance
is critical to the validity of our measure because diffié¢ organizations emphasize different goal types, and a
measure of goal type attainment needs to reflect ériance.

We chose to employ subjective rather than objective mesf goal attainment in our study for several reasons.
Absolute scores on financial performance criteriaadfected by industrial-related and country factors (Mi&e
Toulouse, 1986). Directly comparing objective measures saénosistries and countries can thus be misleading
(Covin & Slevin, 1989). Subjective measures are preblymass susceptible to distortions from inter-industry
differences. In addition, respondents - for a variétyeasons such as taxes, business secrets, or sogiabities

— cannot or will not provide the desired organizatiewel performance information (Fiorito & LaForge, 1986).
For this reason, subjective performance measures nedgt ymore complete data (Covin & Slevin, 1989).
Furthermore, objective financial data for many firraspecially smaller and privately held firms, are simpbt
publicly available, and this problem is compounded in enad®nal studies.
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3.3 Control variables
3.3.1 External environment

Consistent with prior research (Dess & Beard, 198mé&a& Wiseman, 1999) and in order to control for other
elements of environmental uncertainty, we included renmental instability (Miller & Friesen, 1983) and
environmental complexity (Downey & Slocum, 1975) as conteslables. Environmental instabilityeflects the
rate of change in the environment (Miller & Friesen, 1983)e operationalized it as the mean of the ratidhef
standard errors of the three regressions used to neemsunificence to the mean value of the dependent vasiable
Environmental complexityepresents the competitive intensity in each indyfogwney & Slocum, 1975). Our
objective environmental complexity measure was obtainecbygtng the number of the industrial establishments
as the proxy of the number of industrial competitodrier & Wiseman, 1999). These additional environmental
controls allowed us to account for potential industrgaff across countries. We found high correlationsemst

the two environmental variables and the country dummmidsiredustry dummies (VIF varied from 4 to 14); these
correlations were not surprising because industrialditions vary systematically across industries and across
countries. Therefore, we included only the two emuinental variables as controls because these twounesas
summarized the information of three country dummies andnsiustry dummies and, therefore, provided more
statistical power.

3.3.2 Firm size

Previous research has argued that smaller firms ten@ tt la resource disadvantage compared to their larger
counterparts (Calof, 1993). Therefore, we controlledfifar size as measured by the number of employees, to
account for each firm's resource sufficiency and ecide® of scale.

3.3.3 Internationalization

Companies that engage in international trade are lesly tio be constrained by the industrial munificence @irth
home countries. We gauged each company's level of attemalization by asking the percentage of the
company’s current sales revenue that came from outsideeohdme country. This variable was included to
account for international effects.

3.3.4 Entrepreneurial orientation

Our last control wasentrepreneurial orientation which has consistently appeared in research on smaller
organizations (Tan & Litschert, 1994; Venkatraman, 1989ntrdpreneurial orientation gauges the strategic posture
of organizations; differences in strategic posture nff@gtaattainment of organizational goal types. In acauocda
with previous research, we applied the establisheguneaf entrepreneurial orientation developed by Mill&8g)

and later revised by Covin and Covin (1990), which emphasize®ssi}dg product-market innovations, risky
projects, and a proclivity to pioneer innovations thatempt the competition. We verified the measure’s
dimensionality using confirmatory factor analysis (LISREEL). The model fithess in terms of GFI, CFI, and NFI
was above 0.90, indicating an acceptable measurement madthe. reliability of the entrepreneurial orientation
measure in our study was 0.78.

4. Analysis

The statistical analyses in our study were divided inteetlstages. First, we tested the direct impacts oftgoal
complexity, goal type variability, and industrial munifice on organizational performance (see Model 2 in Table 3)
We then included two interaction items (see Model 3 in Taplel) the interaction of goal type complexity and
industrial munificence and 2) the interaction of goal tyeeiability and industrial munificence. Finally, we
included a three-way interaction item - the interactibmdustrial munificence, goal type complexity, andldgpe
variability - to gauge the moderating effect of goakty@ariability on the moderating effect of goal type ptewity

(see Model 4 in Table 3).

Different from previous complexity studies (Burton andgytr 1986; Morel and Ramanujam 1999) or goal studies
(Blau and McKinley 1979; Bourgeois 1985) which focused only on tmeber of organizational elements or the
content of organizational goals, we examined the tsffet both goal type complexity and goal type variability

the same organizational-level model. Even though thebaumf goal types does not have a linear relationship
with the variability as measured by standard deviattbere might still be highly-correlated items that ceeat
problems. To prevent such problems, we applied thewiip two methods in our study. First, we examined the
hypothesized effects by including measures for both goal tgmplexity and goal type variability in the same
model. We then included each measure separately inrottdels in order to see whether the correlation detw
goal type complexity and goal type variability would changge tesults. Second, we used mean centered
interaction items to decrease the multicollineaaityong the interaction items and the main-effect s (Aiken
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& Stephen, 1991; Jaccard, Turrisi, & Choi, 1990).
5. Results

The means, standard deviations, and the correlatiothe afariables employed in our analyses are listed iteTab
Our goal type complexity measure was positively and sagifly related to the firm size while the goal type
variability measure was not. This may indicate thatlarger organizations are, the more goals they pursitee
observed relationship between firm size and goal typepliity may indicate an interesting direction for future
research. (See Table 2)

Objective munificence and both goal type complexity and typal variability are included as independent variables
in Model 2 (Table 3). The archival measure of trdustrial munificence, in accordance with previous reseamnch
organizational performance, positively and significantlated to goal type attainmert € .18, p < .05, two-tailed
test). Goal type complexity had a significantly positivgpact on goal type attainmen € .42, p < .001,
two-tailed test), suggesting pursuit of multiple goal typgspsrts attainment of goal types. However, goal type
variability was not significantly related to goal typ#ainment f§f = .08, p > .05, two-tailed test), suggesting that
prioritization of organizational goal types has no difepact on goal type attainment.

To test H1 and H2, we added two interaction items intortbdel (see Model 3 in Table 3); these items gauge the
moderation effects of goal type complexity and goal typgakdity on the relationship between industrial
munificence and goal type attainment. As shown in M8dé¢he interaction item of industrial munificence and
goal type complexity had a positive impact on the relatign between industrial munificence and goal type
attainment f§ = .14, p < .05, two-tailed test), which indicated tiwe tnore goal types an organization emphasized,
the better it was be able to attain desired goal typ€herefore, H1 was supported. The interaction of imiddist
munificence and goal type variability had an evenngteo moderating impact on the relationship between iridust
munificence and goal type attainmefit -.50, p < .001, two-tailed test), supporting H2. By nitiiing goal
types, organizations were better able to utilize inthlstesources in achieving organizational goal typéko
further explore the effect of goal type variability on Ilgtygpe attainment, we conducted an additional regression
analysis in which we included a three-way interactibimdustrial munificence, goal type complexity, and ggpk
variability. This three-way moderation was not sigaific = -.11, p > .05, two-tailed test) although the sign of
the regression coefficient was in the right diratiisee Model 4 in Table 3). Therefore, H3 was not suggor

Although the collinearity between goal type complexitg goal type variability was not substantial (VIF <\&g
nonetheless tested H1 and H2 in separate models agmeellith goal type complexity but not goal type variahility
and the other with goal type variability but not goal tgomplexity. The results confirmed the above findings.
Both goal type complexity and goal type variability sigrifily and positively moderated the relationship betwee
industrial munificence and goal attainment. In adding theetWway interaction item without the two-way
interaction items, we again found no significant retaghip between goal type variability and goal type rattent.
These supplemental analyses confirmed the results shovable 3.

6. Limitations

As with any study, our findings are subject to both eirgiiand theoretical limitations and should be intetgd in
light of these limitations. We employed a survey meéthagy that may be subject to common methods variance
In order to address this potential problem, we employehival uncertainty measures from a different data source
In addition, we conducted Harmon’'s one factor test (Pods&kdrgan, 1986). The items that were used to
measure both dependent and independent variables weredeinte one exploratory factor analysis. In analyzing
the covariance matrix, we found that the first factwoanted for only 16% of the total variance, which suggkes
that no single factor accounted for the majoritycof/ariance; therefore, common method variance is oletys
responsible for our findings. Moreover, items fromthbendogenous and exogenous variables tended to load on
different factors. Thus, common method bias would nota@xpiany interactive relationships between the
predictor and outcome variables. A second limitatioth& the missing primary and archival data signifilgant
reduced the response rate in terms of useable surveykile Wis could have biased the results, statistical
comparisons revealed no significant differences in\ayables between organizations included in our study and
those eliminated due to missing data.

More subtle but no less important are the theorelicatations of our study. To make possible comparison of
goals across organizations, industries, and countries, cus€id on goal types rather than goals. However, since
the goal type is a relatively novel construct, we habatge much of our discussion on the existing literahakis
focused on goals. Goal and goal type are two closestectlbut subtly different concepts. More research is
needed to delineate fully the differences between goabaaldtypes, but such research will have to overcome the
challenge inherent in the idiosyncratic nature of orgdimizal goals. A related issue that is both theoretindl a
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empirical is that we identified seven goal tyjepriori and requested managers to respond in terms of these seven
types. Perhaps there are more types. Perhaps same sfven should not have been included. Our intention
was to select a reasonable and representative sejafizational goal types and to determine what impaenyf

the complexity and variability of these types had on gtt@inment. Our seven goal types are at a minimum a
reasonable extension of those identified by Cyert anctiMér963), but future research using other sets of goal
types is needed to confirm the robustness of our fiysdin

7. Implications and Conclusions

It might seem that organizations would be more succebsfattaining their goals if they winnowed their list of
goals. Managers could then focus their resources and efforeschieving their short list of goals. There is
certainly a good deal of face validity in the argument phasuing multiple goals makes goal attainment more
difficult. Jack Welch achieved much success as CEO o&f@kilectric while commanding his managers to be
number one or two in each market or to divest thenlegsiunit. Welch’'s mantra is consistent with a veryoma
focus on just one type of goal, i.e. market share. Orgtoiiis have limited resources and are bounded ratipnalit
Pursuit of multiple goals taxes both the resources amshadity that organizations can bring to bear. Perhaps
focusing limited resources and managerial capabilitiesiergoal type, such as market share, yields the best results.
But organizations have several types of shareholdetk, with different needs (Blau & McKinley, 1979; Maclver,
1955). Organizations must interact with their environmentshieir pursuit of goals, and forces in their
environments, especially competitive pressures, push itnamveral different directions at once (Bourgeois, 1985;
Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997). Interdependence among goals als malkifcult for organizations to narrow their
goals because attainment of one goal might require pafsather goals as well, and there may be economies of
scope in pursuing related goals. Organizations are thupeti@oh by stakeholders, environmental pressures, and
goal interdependence to pursue several types of goals aathe time. The popularity of Kaplan and Norton’s
(1996) “balanced scorecard” would seem to confirm that gensabelieve their organizations must pursue several
goals at the same time in order to succeed. But shouldgaentry to maintain a balanced scorecard or should
they follow Welch'’s example of laser-like goal focus?

Although our study does not conclusively resolve thdlicbmetween diversity and focus of organizational goils
does provide new insight into when and how organizatidvmild pursue multiple goals. While industrial
munificence is critical for organizations - especialiyialler organizations - to survive and prosper (Biylio88;
Gnyawali & Fogel, 1994; Korunka et al., 2003), our study suggbstt organizations are better able to exploit
munificence when they prioritize goals and strate(dsld, 1972; Starbuck, 1976; Weick, 1979). While there are
almost certainly other mechanisms involved, especialtyldrge organizations, we found evidence that smaller
organizations are better able to take advantage ofeuirces and opportunities in their environments when th
place high importance on multiple goal types. Diffeisgirty among goal types in terms of their importance, i.e
prioritization or low variability, appears to have amitar, positive effect on exploitation of resourcesdan
opportunities. These findings seem to imply that prizatton or low variability among goal types would entgn
the positive effect that comes with placing high impaoreaon multiple goal types, but we were not able tdilcon
this conjecture in the form of a three-way interactdfect. Our results suggest that the effect migldebectable

in a larger sample, but we suspect that better operbtiatiens of goal type complexity and variability mighe
required. Future research is needed to explore in mord tletarelationship between prioritization and
complexity of goals. The final answer will probably rmt whethera balanced scorecard or “Neutron Jack’s”
advice is better biwwhenor under what conditionsach approach yields the best results.
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Table 1. Useable responses by industry and country

Contextual influences tlke corporate entrepreneurship-performance

Country/Industry | Australia Sweden Mexico Netherlands Total Percentage (%)
Food 2 14 29 4 49 21.6
Wood 1 17 6 28 12.3
Print 0 21 9 34 15.0
Rubber 3 6 4 21 9.3
Chemicals 0 3 4 16 7.0
Machine 13 18 13 10 54 23.8
Electronics 7 3 12 3 25 11.0
Total 26 84 77 40 227 100
Percentage (%) 11.5 37.0 33.9 17.6 104
Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and correkation
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Mean 85.43 2.36 9.39 .10 .02 1541941 61,14 2218 2431
S.D. 29.22 2.22 .78 .07 .01 2942483  79.p2 30|36 591
1. Goal Attainment 1
2. Goal Complexity 43 1
3. Goal Diversity -.05 A1 1
4. Industrial 207 .10 -.06 1
Munificence
5. Industrial -.039 -06 | -00| .56 1
Dynamism
6. Industrial 15 18 .09 | .26 .02 1
Complexity
7. Firm Size 26 A5 | -11 | .35 .03 27" 1
8. Internationalization|  .004 -04 | -15| 337 | .15 -.08 A1 1
9. Entrepreneurial 120 .07 At | a7 .03 .04 28 13 1
Orientation

"' p < .10 (2-tailed).
" p < .05 (2-tailed).

" p < .01 level (2-tailed).

Hokk

p <.001 (2-tailed).
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Table 3. Results from regression analyses

122

Dependent Variable = Goal Attainment

‘ Model 1 ‘ Model 2 ‘ Model 3 ‘ Model 4

Controls
Size 28 18" A7 18"

(.03) (.03) (.02) (.02)
Internationalization -12" -13 -13 -13

(.07) (.06) (.06) (.06)
Entrepreneurial .07 .05 .08 .09
Orientation (.32) (.29) (.28) (.28)
Industrial .08 -.00 -.01 -.01
Complexity (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Industrial -.04 -11 -.09 -.09
Dynamism (165.70) (182.03) | (174.08) (173.86)
Independent Variables
Industrial 18 17 18
Munificence (31.62) | (31.22) (31.21)
Goal Complexity 42 397 38"

(.78) (.75) (.75)
Goal Diversity -.08 347 .29
(2.19) (4.01) (4.26)

Two-Way Moderation Effects
Munificence * 14 21
Goal Complexity (9.71) (12.63)
Munificence * -50" -.48"
Goal Diversity (47.95) (48.56)
Three-Way Moderation Effect
Munificence * -11
Goal Complexity * (30.27)
Goal Diversity
Model Fitness
R® .10 .30 .37 .38
Adj. R? .08 .27 .34 .34
F-value 4.94 11.447 12.53" 11.61°
d.f. (5, 221) (8, 218) (10, 216 (11, 215)
AR .20 .07 .01
AF 20.12" 12.18" 1.84
A d.f. 3 2 1

"p < .10 (2-tailed), p < .05 (2-tailed), p < .01 level (2-tailed), ™ p < .001 (2-tailed).
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