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This study was to determine the degree o* _trategic planning as actually
being‘ applied and as being suggested in selecte” institutions of higher
education in Bangkok, Thailand. Interviews were made with 10 presidents,
and survey instruments were distributed to 765 administrators and faculty.

The response rate was 72.55%.

The sample groups were divided according to roles (administrators and
faculty) and sizes of the institutions (large, medium, and small). Only the
administrators and faculty of large and small institutions were studied and
compared. The medium institutions, a connecting link in between, were treated
to confirm the results.

Modified Strategic Planning Process model was employed. The
instrument was developed and tested. It enabled the researcher to determine the
perceptions of administrators and faculty in regafd to the application of strategic
planning in selected institutions in relationship to roles and sizes of the
institutions

There was no significant difference in institutional application of strategic

planning either perceived by administrators or by faculty and both in actual and



suggested application. On the other hand, in relationship to sizes of the
institutions, there were significant differences in institutional application of
strategic planning as perceived by administrators and faculty combined and in
both actual and suggested application. Institutional Analysis and Strategy
Formulation were ranked first and last in institutional application, respectively.
Conclusions were, first, there was an informal application of Strategic
Planning in higher education institutions, and second, a higher level of

application of Strategic Planning was desirable.
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CHAPTER I
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

Introduction

Man learns from the past, prepares for the present, and contemplates
the future. But the past, present, and future of yesteryear is diametrically
different from those of today. The rate of change is getting faster each day.
When Charles Darwin put forth his theory of evolution, “the survival of the
fittest,” he thought of man as an individual. The concept of the survival of
the fittest has since also been applied to families, which are the smallest social
units, and to other established organizations and institutions. Modern

literature, including The Third Wave by Alvin Toffler (1981), Megatrends by

John Naisbitt (1982), and other works, reflects the urgency of what must be
done to enable an organization to survive in today’s difficult environment.
Special measures must be taken to preserve institutions in every field.

Higher education is no exception. Like other kinds of organizations,
educational institutions have been buffeted by uncontrollable forces from
outside, now more than ever. Echoes of warning signals have been recorded
in the literature. Keller (1983) wrote that colleges and universities need
changes in planning, and Kotler (1981) agreed that changes in planning were
necessary. There is a growing interest in, and concern about, the future,
especially in higher education.

In the business world as well as in public institutions, much time and

many resources have been used to develop and test new theories for the

1
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sustenance of organizations. Colleges and universities at the present time are
struggling to cope with a volatile environment. Administrators must be
proactive rather than reactive; institutions as a whole must be innovative
and must improve management systems so that the institutions will be able
to grow and thrive in changing environments. To cope with the
contemporary situation, Kotler and Murphy (1981), Cope (1985), and Drucker
(1990) as well as others have strongly recommended the use of strategic
planning in both commercial and nonprofit organizations.

As a part of the world community, colleges and universities in
Thailand, modeled after the basic European university (Altbach, 1991), have
been affected by forces of change, too. For the past 200 years, higher education
in Thailand has grown in response to external pressures and influences
(Sinlarat, 1987). A laissez-faire attitude about planning applied now would
put institutions at risk. There is support in the literature, for example in the
major findings of a large-scale survey on changes and trends in planning in

U.S. organizations, for renewed emphasis on planning (Eskridge, 1987).

Statement of the Problem and
Clarifying Components

Historically, before the existence of the Ministry of University Affairs
in 1972, there was no formal higher education administration as such. For
studies at this level, it was left to each ministry to manage its own human
resources development to serve its own ministry. Chulalongkorn University
was the first institution of higher education in the kingdom; it was founded
in 1916. Other government universities followed. In 1959, the National
Education Council was founded to promote higher education in Thailand. In

1969, there was a promulgation of law to the effect that private institutions of



higher education were permitted to share the responsibility for providing
higher education to the high school graduates of the nation (Ministry of
University Affairs, 1993). This event led to the successive emergence of

private institutions of higher education from that time until today.

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study was to determine the degree of strategic
planning being applied in selected institutions of higher education in

Bangkok, Thailand.

Purpose of the Study

Interest in planning, and especially strategic planning, grew steadily at
universities in western countries since about 1970. Individual universities
undertook strategic planning with varying degrees of intensity and
comprehensiveness and with different levels of success. Planning models
from business and government had been used frequently, but these often
proved inappropriate for higher education. |

The purpose of this study was:

1. To determine whether and to what degree components of strategic
planning were being employed in selected private institutions of higher
education in Bangkok, Thailand, as perceived by administrators and full-time
faculty members.

2. To determine the desirability of employing components of strategic

planning in selected institutions of higher education in Bangkok, Thailand.




Definition of Terms

The following definitions are provided to help ensure accuracy in
communication through common understanding of certain terms used in
this study.

Administrators: Administrators are either full-time or part-time
employees of an educational institution who hold positions equivalent to
department chairpersbns or above in the hierarchy.

Faculty: A faculty member is a full-time employee of an educational
institution who is not assigned administrative responsibilities but formally
obtains permission to teach in colleges and universities from the Ministry of
University Affairs.

Strategic Planning: Strategic planning is “the managerial process of
developing and maintaining a strategic fit between the organization’s goals
and resources and its changing market opportunities” (Kotler & Murphy,
1981, p. 159).

Mission: Mission is “the basic purpose of an organization, that is, what
it is trying to accomplish” (Kotler & Andreasen, 1991, p. 71).

Goal: A goal is “a major variable that the organization will emphasize,
such as market share, profitability, reputation” (Kotler & Andreasen, 1991,
p-71).

Objective: “An objective of the organization that is made specific with
respect to magnitude, time, and responsibility” (Kotler & Andreasen, 1991).

Opportunity: In this study, opportunity is usually used in combination
with “market.” A marketing opportunity is “an attractive area of relevant
action in which a particular organizétion is likely to enjoy superior

competitive advantages” (Kotler & Murphy, 1981, p. 475).



Threat: A threat is defined as follows: “An environmental threat is a
challenge posed by an unfavorable trend or specific disturbance in the
environment that would lead, in the absence of purposeful action, to the
stagnation, decline, or demise of an organization or one of its programs”

(Kotler & Murphy, 1981, p. 474).

Delimitations

This study was delimited:

1. to the 10 private colleges and universities in Bangkok, Thailand,
which were selected for this study;

2. to the population of the study, administrators and faculty members,
who provided the data for the analysis;

3. to the academic year 1994-95 when the data were gathered.

This study was also subject to the limitations associated with the

survey methodology employed in collecting and analyzing the data.

Assumptions

This research was based on the assumptions that:

1. a formalized strategic planning process is vital to the growth and
development of private colleges and universities, since they have to function
in a rapidly changing environment;

2. the institutions under study would be engaged in some kind of
planning process;

3. the survey respondents would be involved in a kind of strategic
planning as they completed the survey instruments;

4. the strategic planning process is discernible;

5. observation and occurrence are one and the same.



Assumptions two and three were made on the basis that all private
colleges and universities in Thailand operate under the supervision of the
Ministry of University Affairs (MUA). The MUA requires that each private
higher education institution submit budgeting and financial reporting
information. This ensures that some form of formal planning is in use at
each institution. Formal planning methods in use may include what might
be termed as comprehensive planning, financial planning, long-range

planning, or planning for specific objectives.
Conceptual Framework

Planning as a Tool

Management is an organ of an institution; and the institution,
whether a business or a public service, is in turn an organ of
society, existing to make specific contributions and to discharge
specific social functions. . . . (Drucker, 1974, p. 37)

The two tasks of a manager of any institution are, first, “the creation of

a true whole that is larger than the sum of its parts, a productive entity that
4turns out more than the sum of the resources put into it, and second, to
harmonize in every decision and action the requirements of immediate and
long-range future” (Drucker, 1974, pp. 398-399).

To carry out the responsibilities of a manager, planning is essential. It
is a tool through which the tasks of a manager can be accomplished. In the
past, an institution or a business was small and simple. Not much
entrepreneurial skill was necessary. It was the availability of the products in
the marketplace and the capacity within the market to buy that were the
forces driving the organization. Moreover, the rate of change was slow and

predictable. By contrast, today “organizations grow in size, productive line,



diversity, geographical coverage, organizational complexity, vertical

integration; the environmental changes are rapid and often discontinuous;
immediate decisions need to be taken and action followed” (Digman, 1990,
pp. 17-22). In this information age, information technology affects strategic

thinking and planning in an organization (Gerstein, 1987).

Need for Strategic Planning

In the 1960s, “extrapolative planning” was in use. Extrapolative
planning was focused on the ability of the organization to pursue various
growth opportunities. Planning during this period centered on budgeting.
There was a shift in the late 1960s and early 1970s from “extrapolative
planning” to “business planning” in response to an increasingly competitive
business climate. The emphasis was now on products and services, and the
process of planning became one of searching for competitive strengths for an
organization and developing plans to position its products and services to
take advantage of opportunities in the marketplace. Portfolio planning came
in the 1980s during a period of incfeasing global instability. Portfolio planning
stressed an overall strategic resource balance to ensure the organization’s
survival. All the resources of the corporation, whether financial,
technological, human, or material, were taken into consideration in this
planning method (Lorange, 1982).

“Planning is as old as civilization” (Keller, 1983, p. 100). It has evolved
through time, changing its features and characteristics so that it would
continue to be useful as a tool for management. The world in which
planning must be applied today, as described by Worth Loomis (1988), is a

confusing world:



It's confusing for two reasons: first, because a number of the
events that affect the organization are random or beyond control;
and second, because the raw stream of information reaching us
with reference to all events is massive, unordered, and yet
inadequate. For Loomis, a good manager must be able to stand in
the middle of this confusing stream of information and select the
data that are important, analyze it, and set an appropriate course of
action. (p. 14)

There is an urgent necessity for planning to cope with these changes.
Inaba (1988) told how he, as the president of Asahi Chemical Industry
America, Inc., succeeded in planning through differrent phases of change.

Digman (1990) also studied the early studies of planning, indicating
that there is a relationship between planning and performance of which

strategic planning is a part.

Strategic Planning Concept

There were different models of the strategic planning process in the
past. The models employed either a content approach or a process approach
(Bryson, Freeman, & Roering, 1986). The strategic planning process
comprised the vision of the organization, the translation of the vision into
concrete proposals, defining the mission for the business, formulation of
functional strategy, and the consolidation of business and functional
strategies (Hax & Majluf, 1984).

Some divided the strategic planning into three primary steps of
assessment, strategy, and execution (Boar, 1993). Some presented strategic
planning as being conducted on intellectual and operational levels (Cope,
1987). Others concentrated on strategy as the essential part in strategic
planning (Chandler, 1962; Ansoff, 1965; Steiner, 1979; Whittaker, 1978).



For Cope (1981), “the techniques essential to strategic planning,
decision making and management focused on the environment, on the
institution, and on the links between the two” (p. 28).

Everyone had their own definition and model of strategic planning.
Whatever definition of strategic planning was used, the essential aspect of
strategic planning always lay in the decisions made after due consideration of
all the factors that might affect the operation of the organization and all the
capabilities of the organization. The decisions, once they were made, would
be translated into actions to reach the goals and objectives for carrying out the
institutional mission. In the process, strategic thinking, strategic decisions,
and strategic operations must be used to create a viable match between the

organization’s capabilities and opportunities afforded by the environment.

Strategic Planning in Higher Education

An institution of higher education as an organization also needs to
adapt itself to its changing environment to be able to survive, grow, and
" develop. Cyert, in the foreword to Academic Strategy by Keller (1983),
mentioned that the 1990s would be a difficult time for American colleges and
universities owing to a decreasing number of college candidates, higher costs,
fewer openings for faculty members, reduced federal aid to students, and
declining support for university research. Cope (1987) presented case
examples of successful applications of strategic planning in various
institutions of higher education. ‘

College and university planning has evolved through several major
stages in the same manner as in business. In order to cope with a changing
environment, strategic planning, as another tool for management, has been

developed not only to solve institutional problems but also as an effective
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means of revitalizing the institution and keeping it dynamic (Kotler &
Murphy, 1981; Morrison, Renfro, & Boucher, 1984; Cope, 1987; Kotler & Fox,
1985; Kotler & Andreasen, 1991; Keller, 1983).

Strategic Planning Model in Higher Education

In this study, private colleges and universities were chosen rather than
their counterparts in the public sector. The main reason is that public
institutions of higher education receive a fixed yearly budget from the
government, whereas private colleges and universities in Thailand have to
rely on their own resources rather than on help from the government.
Moreover, private institutions in Bangkok were chosen since Bangkok, the
capital of Thailand, has continued to be the center for education in Thailand
up to the present time." Institutions of higher education began a period of
increase and expansion in the 1960s and early 1970s, adapting for their own
use some of the aspects of colleges and universities in the United States.
Private institutions of higher education through the growth period and into
the present have had to compete in diverse environments which have
created a need for strategic planning.

Kotler and Murphy (1981) defined strategic planning as “the process of
developing and maintaining a strategic fit between the organization and its
changing marketing opportunities” (p. 471). Cope (1987), in trying to define
strategic planning specifically for higher education, gave the following
definition:

Strategic planning is an open systems approach to steering an
enterprise over time through uncertain environmental waters.
It is a proactive problem solving behavior directed externally at
conditions in the environment and a means to find a favorable
competitive position in the continual competition for resources.
Its primary purpose is to achieve success with mission while
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linking the institution’s future to anticipated changes in the
environment in such a way that the acquisition of resources
(money, personnel, staff, students, good will) is faster than the
depletion of resources. (p. 3)

The strategic planning model used in this study was composed of six
elements formulated as six steps to be taken to improve educational
institutions, as follows:

Step 1: Formulation of Institutional Mission, Goals, and Obijectives.

Since the mission of the institution is the reason for its existence, then the
mission of the institution should be determined first. Mission gives direction
to the formulation of goals and objectives and the translation of goals and
objectives into concrete actions.

Step 2: External Environmental Analysis. Once mission, goals, and
objectives of the institution have been formulated, the institution should
scan for external factors that may affect the operation of the institution.
Factors to be considered include socio-demographic, technological, economic,
and political trends. Cultural and traditional values, especially including
changing values that affect the institution, must be considered. The trends,
their implications, and the significance of the information to the institution
must be noted to help the institution exploit opportunity and avoid threat.

Step 3: Institutional Analysis. After external environmental scanning
has been undertaken, the institution should next examine its institutional
resources and environment. This means making a review of the organization
design, systems, and processes that tie all the members together; as well as the
organization’s culture, values, beliefs, and tradition. The main purpose of

this effort is to find the strengths and weaknesses of the institution.
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Step 4: Strategy Formulation. After learning the opportunities and
threats that lie outside the institution and the strengths and weaknesses
within the institution, the next step is to make use of the institution’s
experience in strategic thinking. Strategic thinking includes making decisions
about the what, when, where, and how of the actions to be taken to reach the
goals and objectives of the organization.

Step 5: Organization and Systems Design. In order to translate the
strategy decided on in Step 4 into reality, the institution’s structure must be
designed in such a way that it is fitted to the strategy and the allocation of
resources. All the tasks, responsibilities, and resources must be assigned.
Other supporting systems and processes necessary must be provided for the
efficiency and effectiveness of the operation of the institution. The strategy
should fit with the organizational environment, as well.

Step 6: Implementation and Evaluation. As the plans are
implemented, measurement and evaluation of the actual f)erformance of the
institution is carried out. The effectiveness of a planning system is judged in
terms of how well the system fulfills its objectives. The evaluation will be a
comparison of actual results to a standard of performance. The standard of
performance should not be taken from within the same institution only;
instead, it should reflect the best performance of a competitive institution
which is a leader in the performance area. This method of establishing
standards is the process of arriving at “performance benchmarks” (Digman,
1990, p. 342).

With the founding of new institutions, the formulation of mission
and establishing goals and objectives for the institution come in the first step.

The assessment of the external environment (Step 2) and the analysis of the



13

institution itself (Step 3) can be done at the same time. The next step is
strategy formulation. It is here that the raw data obtained in Steps 1, 2, and 3
are assimilated. Past experience, personal capability, and intellectual capacity
are utilized in the formulation of strategy. Risk-taking is also involved in the
decisions made, but it is well-calculated risk which is worth taking. The fifth
step, organization and systems design, follows. The implementation of
plans arrived at in the previous five steps will be carried out as the final step.
That step will include arriving at performance benchmarks and assessing the
organization’s performance with reference to them. Corrective measures
must be taken in connection with the performance appraisal to ensure
achievement of desired results. Feedback must be provided at each step, in a
process of “double-loop learning” (Argyris, 1933, p. 84); that is, a learning
process involving feedback from within and feedback from without.

Once the institution is in existence and has been operated for some
time, the six steps in the strategic planning process niodel are not necessarily
employed sequentiallly. The point of action and exarrﬁnation can be at any
step, and sometimes two or three steps must be done at the same time,
depending largely on circumstances. A continuous flow, in which the
organization is constantly looking into the matters associated with each step,

may best enable the institution to cope with changes within and without.
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Figure 1. Strategic Planning Process Model in Higher Education. Adapted

from Kotler & Andreasen, 1991, p. 69.
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Significance of the Study

This study sought to determine whether and to what degree strategic
planning or components of strategic planning was being used in selected
private colleges and universities in Bangkok, Thailand.

This study had the following implications for planning in private
colleges and universities in Bangkok, Thailand:

First, the systematic review of the literature revealed much that could
be learned from different strategic planning approaches as they were used to
build and improve institutions. This information is valuable to everyone
involved in the planning process.

Second, the data obtained from the interviews and questionnaires
reflected the perceptions administrators and faculty members have of the
strategic planning process as it was used in their institutions. This in turn
reflected the relationship between the perceptions of administrators and
faculty members and the strategic planning process itself.

Third, the data obtained from the research study indicated the degree to
which strategic planning had been applied in the selected institutions.

Fourth, insights into the use of strategic planning in the educational
institutions selected for this study could be of use to administrators seeking to
improve the use of strategic planning in their institutions.

Finally, the data obtained from this study may be a springboard for

future studies in related areas.

Research Questions
The research questions that guided this study include the following:

1. What are the perceptions of administrators concerning the ievel of

priority of institutional application of strategic planning?
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2. What are the perceptions of faculty members concerning the level of
priority of institutional application of strategic planning?

3. To what extent does the perceived level of priority of institutional
application in the strategic planning process vary according to the roles of the
respondents?

4. To what extent does the perceived level of priority of institutional
application in the strategic planning process vary according to the sizes of the
institutions?

5. What common components of strategic planning are perceived to
have a priority ranking in the selected institutions of higher education?

a. As perceived by administrators.
b. As perceived by faculty.

c. As perceived by both administrators and faculty combined.

Overview of Research Methodology

Subjects

The study was conducted with 10 selected private institutions of higher
education in Bangkok, Thailand. Two types of studies were conducted: in-
depth interviews and a survey. In-depth interviews were conducted with the
presidents of all 10 selected institutions and a survey of perceived level of
priority of intitutional application of the strategic planning process was
administered to all administrators (vice presidents, éleans, and chairpersons
or equivalent) and selected full-time faculty members. The sample size was
765 out of which 555 were valid for data analysis comprising 222

administrators and 333 full-time faculty members.
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Research Procedures

The president of each selected institution was asked for a half-hour
interview to receive permission to administer the survey questionnaire and
to request that a coordinator be designated to supply a list of administrators
and full-time faculty members to facilitate the distribution and the collection
of questionnaires, including the follow-up on non-respondents and
replacement of respondents as necessary.

In this first stage, college presidents were thus interviewed using the
checklist of questions (see Appendix B) to determine the extent to which
formal strategic planning was undertaken in their institutions and to identify
the participants involved in the planning process and the planning
documents produced.

In the second stage, the survey instrument was administered with all
administrators and full-time faculty members. The survey instrument
consisted of six components conceptualized by the researcher to be
characteristics of strategic planning process developed from the concepts of
strategic planning process of various authors using the adapted strategic
planning model of Kotler and Murphy (1981) and that of Evans for her 1987
doctoral dissertation.

A packet containing a cover letter (explaining the rationale for this
survey and the importance of this participation), a survey instrument, and a
return envelope was prepared. The number of packets equal to the sample
size in each institution were packed and delivered tQ the coordinator who in
turn facilitated the distribution, follow-up, and collection of the return survey
instruments. The listing of administrators and selected faculty members was

also provided to facilitate the distribution. Two weeks after the delivery of



18

the instruments, a phone call was made to each coordinator inquiring about
the difficulties met and reminding him of the task. A timeline of three weeks
was allowed for the respondents to receive, complete, and return the
instruments. The researcher made a personal visit to each coordinator after
the third week to help solve any problem arising and took this opportunity to
retrieve the first batch of returned instruments. The final collection was
made four weeks after the delivery. The total number of returned

instruments that could be used in data analysis was 555 (72.55%).

Statistical Design

In-depth interviews were conducted with the presidents of the 10
selected institutions of higher education. To this purpose, a set of questions
was prepared by the researcher and revised by three vice presidents of
Assumption University.

An opinion survey was also conducted to determine the perceived
level of priority of institutional application of strategic planning provided by
administrators and selected faculty. members. The instrument was pilot
tested for its content validity and revised by two university professors as
specialists. SPSSX Reliability subprogram was utilized to test its reliability.

The data obtained from the responses in the six areas of strategic
planning were tabulated. The following statistical methods were used:

1. For Research Questions 1, 2, 3, and 5, means, standard deviations,
and t-tests were utilized.

2. Means, standard deviations, and t-tests were also used with the first
part of Research Question 4. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used in the

second part of Research Question 4 to compare among the large, medium-
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sized, and small institutions on actual practice and suggested application of

strategic planning as perceived by administrators and faculty together.

Organization of the Study

This study was organized into five chapters. The first chapter provided
a statement of the problem of the study and its components. A review of
literature related to the historical development of strategic planning, the
conceptual meaning of strategic planning, components of strategic planning,
the application of strategic planning in higher education, and an overview of
the future of strategic planning were presented in the second chapter.
Research methodology (including the design of the study, population, sample
instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis) was presented in the third
chapter. In the fourth chapter, the data were analyzed and the research
.findings presented. The final chapter provided a summary of the study;
findings were discussed and implications for practice, as well as

recommendations for practice and future research, were presented.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter presents a review of the literature related to strategic
planning. The discussion includes (a) the historical developnﬂent of strategic
planning, (b) concepts of strategic planning, (c) components of strategic
planning, (d) strategic planning as it has been applied in higher education,

and (e) comments on the future of strategic planning.

History of Strategic Planning
The Military Origin of Strategic Planning

Our word “strategy” comes from the Greek word “strategos,” meaning
“army leader” (Pfeiffer, 1986, p. 501) or “a military general” (Morrison, Renfro,
& Boucher, 1984, p. 8). Strategy thus at first meant “the art and science of
" directing military forces” (Pearce & Robinson, 1991, p. 33).

Evered (1983) aptly explains the military origins of the term “strategy.”
According to Evered, most of the early Greek states after 550 BC had a
strategos (general officer of the army). Initially, strategos referred to a role of a .
general in command of an army. Later strategos came to mean the art of the
general. By the time of Pericles (450 BC) strategos came to mean managerial
skill. By Alexander’s time (330 BC), strategos referred to the skill of employing
forces to overcome opposition and to create a unified system of global
governance. In the military field, a book or statement on military strategy

was written by Sun Tzu in China around 360 BC. In Europe, strategy came

20
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during the time of Napoleonic Wars. Prior to this, the word “strategem” was
used to denote a trick by a general designed to outwit or surprise an enemy.
After the Napoleonic period, strategy referred to the art of projecting and
directing extensive military operations. With the growing complexity and
interconnectedness of societies, technology and warfare, nations found it
necessary to manage their policies through political, economic, technological,
psychological and even religious factors, along with the purely military
component.

Henderson (1983) saw three stages in the development of strategy. In
its elementary form, strategy could be seen in the cooperative activity of a
hunting party trying to capture large game. In the second stage, true strategy
appeared when one tribe tried to take over the hunting grounds of another.
In the third stage, the concept of strategy was then assotiated particularly with
military operations.

Strategic planning itself evolved when warfare began to be conducted
on a large scale and military organizations first needed specialists in planning.
Pfeiffer (1986) recorded the adoption of formal, long-range planning in
complex organizations not only in the military but also in government and
business in the 1800s. In the military context, strategy first evolved as an
aspect of man’s struggle for survival. What began as a simple task became
increasingly complex in both content and process. Today strategy is a well

developed and important aspect of modern warfare.

Strategic Planning in Business

The type of planning business managers have done over the years has
shifted along with changes in the kinds of situations they have faced. Before

1850, firms in the United States were typically small, and their business was
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conducted by families; very few American businesses needed the services of
full-time administrators or required clearly defined administrative structures.
Yet Chandler (1962) did find that even before 1850 a very few of the largest
American business enterprises had already begun to develop embryonic
administrative structures. These larger, more differentiated firms included
John Jacob Astor’s American Fur Company and Nicholas Biddle’s Second
Bank of the United States. The state boards of public works and the boards of
directors of private corporations also exemplified the trend toward the
development of administrative structure.

A formal approach to planning for the future of a business
organization was first advocated by Fayol in 1916 and subsequently practiced
at the DuPont Company and at General Motors (Makkridakis & Heau, 1987).
Before 1916, the success of any firm was considered to be the result of the
entrepreneurial abilities of the owner of the firm, as prior to the 20th century
business tended to be viewed as proceeding from an entrepreneurial base
which did not include a formal management component. From 1916 onward,
however, a body of knowledge of management began to accumulate which
could be used by managers to help introduce systems into organizations to
improve their effectiveness.

World War II was followed by a period of reconstruction of the global
economy. McCorkle and Archibald (1982) divided the decades from 1950 to
1980 into three different periods based on the state of the national economy:
(a) the 1950s and 1960s were considered an era of growth; (b) the 1970s
constituted a transitional period in which growth slowed; and (c) the 1980s

represented an era of uncertainty brought on by rapid change.
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The evolution of strategic planning has been mapped in different ways
based on differences in emphasis among scholars. Hax and Majluf (1984)
divided the evolution of modern strategic planning into five stages
corresponding to key factors in successive models of management which
gained prevalence during the period, namely, budgeting and financial
control, long-range planning, business strategic planning, corporate strategic
planning, and strategic management.

Pfeiffer (1986), by comparison, described three periods marked by
changes in organizational focus from 1890 forward as follows:

1. From 1890 to the mid-1930s, business management was production-
oriented. Budgeting and financial control methods were used to plan and
monitor the use of resources.

2. From the early 1930s to the mid-1950s, businesses were oriented
toward operations management. Organizations became more complex.
Long-range planning was used to direct the operations of the firm.

3. From the mid-1950s forward, business was marketing-oriented.
“Business policy” was a popular term in the 1960s and 1970s.

Lorange (1982) saw strategic planning as having three developmental
stages beginning in the 1960s: First, “extrapolative planning” was used in the
1960s during a period characterized by stability and growth. During this
period the focus was on the ability to pursue various growth opportunities.
Next came a period of “business planning” during the late 1960s and early
1970s. The emphasis during this period shifted to the positioning of a firm’s
products and services for responsiveness to social change. Finally “portfolio
planning” came as a result of increasing global instability from the late 1970s

onward.
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The term “long-range planning” was used by Steiner (1979) to describe
the system of strategic planning used in the 1960s. Ansoff, Declerk, and Hayes
(1976) indicated that business firms began to use strategic planning in the
process of organizational management in the 1950s, whereas Cope (1987)
stated that strategic planning was “widely assumed to have stated in the
business community in the 1960s” (p. iii).

Digman (1990) reported that, according to Michael Kami (a pioneer and
well-known consultant in strategic planning), as recently as 1952 only two
major companies, General Electric and IBM, did any type of formal strategic
planning.

Day (1984) divided developments in formal strategic planning in the
business world into four phases:

1. Budget-base planning in the 1950s, an extension of budgeting which
emphasized forecasts of revenues, costs, and capital needs for the coming
year. |

2. Long-range planning, which developed in the 1960s and early 1970s
in response to steady economic growth.

3. Strategic planning, which was adopted in the mid-1970s as a means
of solving the many crises and responding to environmental discontinuities
(including the energy criéis, inflation, high costs, and recession) of the period.

4. Strategic management, which developed in the 1980s, in answer to
competitive pressures, technological advance, demographic change, and other
external environmental change.

Henry (1967) made a study of long-range planning systems in 45
corporations. He considered formal strategic planning systems to have

evolved in the United States since the 1940s. In the period preceding World
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War I, financial and product planning were formalized as a consequence of
business expansion. During the 1950s, expansion accelerated, and planning
became a part of each functional area within the organization. Toward the
end of the 1950s, specifically in 1959, formal long-range strategic planning and
the drawing up of operating plans began to be seen. By 1966, management
had begun to give more attention to planning procedures.

Gluck (1986) and his associates divided the development of strategic
planning into four stages, namely, financial planning, forecast-based
planning, externally oriented or strategic planning, and strategic management
(Gluck, 1986).

The process known as “strategic management” appeared in the 1970s,
when long-range planning, new venture management planning,
programming, budgeting, and business policy were combined into a system to
guide management decision-making within an organization (Pearce II &
Robinson, 1982).

In Implanting Strategic Management, Ansoff (1984) described four steps
in the evolution of strategic management as follows:

1. Strategy formulation came in the late 1950s, and this process was
named “strategic planning.” Strategic planning was designed as a means for
an organization to determine where and how to conduct its future business.

2. The second step (internal analysis) was taken in the 1970s when the
importance of adjusting internal capability to accord with changes in the
organization’s strategy became apparent.

3. The third step came in the late 1970s. The adjustment of internal
resources to external environment was considered in response to rapid,

unexpected, and discontinuous change in the business environment.
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4. The fourth step (strategic management) came as organizational
resistance developed in response to attempts to introduce strategic planning
into organizations.

From the first appearance of the concept of strategy in a military context
in 500 BC (Cope, 1987), strategic planning has matured into an important
business concept which has branched into a variety of applications and
models. Taylor (1987) described five main models of strategic planning
developed over time: (a) central control system; (b) framework for
innovation; (c) strategic management; (d) political planning; (e) futures

research.

Strategic Planning in Higher Education
Cyert (1981) has stated that “despite the fact that management-science

was born in academia, university managers have been slow to apply the
techniques to the problems of their institutions” (p. 27). One of the many
reasons was that colleges and universities are different from other kinds of
organizations, particularly with respect to their essential purposes. Colleges
and universities exist to provide teachers, scholars, and students with the
resources needed for learning to take place. “These pursuits are diverse, often
individualistic, and not very amenable to management or control”
(Kauffman, 1990, p. 106).

In higher education, as in business, however, there have been attempts
to adapt strategic planning to the management purposes of the organization.
In the post-World War II years and continuing to the mid-1960s, institutions
of higher education in the United States underwent a period of expansion. In
Hammon’s words, “their enrollment grew, campuses expanded, faculty and

staff grew in size and influence, and long-term debt increased” (1984, p. 364).
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Cameron (1983) described this period of growth in higher education
similarly as taking place during the 1950s, 1960s, and early 1970s. He indicated
it was typical for colleges and universities to expand physical plant facilities
and programs during this time. The focus was on efficiency and on internal
resource allocation.

Strategic planning became a fashionable topic in academic
organizations in the 1950s and 1960s (Makridakis & Heau, 1987). Strategic
planning, as a process, was widely employed and received increasing
emphasis during the 1980s (Cope, 1987; Stockman & Lewis, 1990; Holdaway &
Meekison, 1990; Keller, 1983). In higher education, according to Schmidtlein
and Milton (1988-89), strategic planning came into existence in the late 1960s
as a result of a general decline in the population of college students,
increasing competition for fiscal resources, wavering public confidence in
higher education, and other aspects in higher education. Many adrrﬁnistrators
began at this time to pay attention to the formal planning and management
approaches which had been developed in governmental and corporate
settings. By 1977, the use of planning techniques was widely urged for
administrators, and the use of rational planning models in colleges and
universities was becoming increasingly common. A new approach, strategic
planning, then became the most widely advocated planning approach for
institutions of higher education.

Keller (1983) painted a somber picture of the conditions America’s
colleges and universities would face in 1990: a rising consumer price index,
fewer high school graduates, higher costs, and reduction of federal aid to
students. He suggested that strategic planning be used to help solve these

problems.
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Heydinger considered strategic planning in higher education to be the
fourth phase in the evolution of institutional planning (after budgeting,
specification of goals and objectives, and forecasting) (Holdaway & Meekison,
1990).

Cope (1981) gave a more detailed history of strategic planning in higher
education. By this account, Schendel and Hatten seemed to be the first
American authors to mention the possibility of applying strategic planning in
institutions of higher education. Others, including Orton and Dorr, Lynch,
and Ellison, soon endorsed this idea. Cope also said that the National Center
for Higher Education Management System (NCHEMS) and the Resource
Center for Planned Change at the American Association of State Colleges and
Universities had made early efforts to develop the concept further.

According to St. John (1987), before 1970 the literature on
administration in higher education showed a preoccupation with
governance, and the field of higher education management had not yet
emerged. In the early 1970s, however, financial crises turned many
administrators toward systematic approaches to management. St. John (1987),
while associating the gradual evolution of planning methodologies in higher
education with the development of those techniques within a single
institution, described four cumulative stages of evolution as follows:

1. The first stage of planning methodology in higher education focused
on facilities and program planning as essential to the founding and renewal
of institutions.

2. The second stage of plaming methodology added long-range and
master planning as important in building the capacity of institutions to

deliver educational services.
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3. The third stage in planning methodology emphasized systems
approaches and often integrated planning and management methodologies to
improve management capability.

4. The current stage of planning methodology for higher education
incorporates strategic approaches stressing the use of planning and policy
analysis techniques for improved institutional decision-making.

Often the use of strategic planning techniques in academic setting has
come as a response to turbulence in the. environment. Strategic planning has
matured in response to pressures from inside and outside educational
institutions. From its inception as a simple model for problem-solving and
decision-making, strategic planning has evolved into a more versatile and
flexible approach. Instead of leaving “the direction of institutional growth
and development to be swept along by events,” institutions can use strategic
planning to help achieve the control described by Marvin Bower as “the will

to manage” (Merson & Qualls, 1977, p. 71).

Summary
Key developments in the history of strategic planning revealed by a

review of the literature include the following:

1. Strategic planning has evolved and changed in emphasis over time
in response to changing circumstances.

2. Strategic planning came into existence not as a developed entity but
as a synthesis of ideas from areas such as policy analysis, marketing, and
effectiveness evaluation, forged in university schools of management (Miller,
1984).

3. Most writers in the field developed their own definitions of key

terms in strategic planning (Steiner, 1979) to suit the situation and the time.
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4. The periods into which development of strategic planning has been
divided differ from one historical account to another, as well, although there
are overlaps. Ackoff (1981) noted that “no age has a starting point: it emerges
imperceptibly in bits and pieces that eventually combine, first to produce an
awareness that something fundamental is happening, then to provide a new
world view” (p. 13). The nature of the developmental stages described by
various authors is more constant.

5. The knowledge of the origins and development of strategic planning
may enhance understanding of the theoretical framework of strategic

planning and its potential for further application.

The Concept of Strategic Planning
“Confucius is reputed to have said that if he wére made ruler of the
world the first thing he would do would be to fix the meaning of words
because action follows definition” (Steiner, 1979, p. 12).
This observation was made by George A. Steiner in his book, Strategic
Planning: What every Manager Must Know (1979, p. 12). In strategic

planning, there seem to be as many terms and definitions as writers, and
there is also considerable ambiguity in terminology. Sometimes the word
“strategy” is used to mean “complete strategic plan” (Boar, 1993, p. 9). The
terms “corporate planning,” “long-range planning,” “strategic planning,”
“formal planning,” and ”plahning” are used interchangeably by some
authors; others use each term to mean something different (Capon, Farley, &
Hubert, 1987; Lorange, 1982). As Ensign and Adler (1985) observed, there is
evidence of a general lack of shared language related to business policy.

As a pioneer in the field of strategic planning, Chandler (1962) defined

“strategy” as “the determination of the basic long-term goals and objectives of
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the enterprise and the adoption of courses of action and the allocation of
resources necessary for carrying out these goals” (p. 13). The concept of
strategic planning embodied in the definition reflects in part the economic
conditions of the 1960s, a period of stability and rapid growth (Lorange, 1982).
Chandler regarded strategic planning as directed toward the making of
administrative decisions concerning allocation of resources and actions to be
taken to achieve particular goals and objectives of the organization. Chandler
(1962) distinguished two types of administrative decisions: strategic,
involving allocation of resources for future growth, and tactical, involving
the use of resources already allocated. This same idea of strategic planning
has been shared by Anthony (1965) and Ansoff (1984), among others.
Andrew (1971) defined strategy as follows:

Strategy is the pattern of major objectives, purposes, or goals
and essential policies and plans for achieving those goals, stated
in such a way as to define what business the company is in or is
to be in and the kind of company it is or is to be. (p. 28)

This definition seems to be broader in that it suggests a way to
formulate plans and policies and project a manner of implementation. In
addition, the futurity of these organizational decisions is highlighted.

Toward the end of the 1970s, Drucker (1974) added another element.
Drucker focused on the entrepreneurial decisions made in the process of
strategic planning. These entrepreneurial decisions are made with risk, but

they are systematic in nature. Drucker states:

Strategic planning is the continuous process of making present
entrepreneurial (risk-taking) decisions systematically and with
the greatest knowledge of their futurity; organizing systematically
the efforts needed to carry out these decisions; and measuring the
results of these decisions against the expectations through
organized, systematic feedback. (p. 125)
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“The essence of formal strategic planning,” according to Steiner (1979),
“is the systematic identification of opportunities and threats that lie in the
future, which in combination with other relevant data provide a basis for a
company’s making better current decisions to exploit fhe opportunities and to
avoid the threats” (p. 14). He defines formal strategic planning as having four
important aspects:

1. Strategic planning deals with the futurity of current decisions.

2. Strategic planning is a process.

3. Strategic planning is also an attitude, a way of life: those involved
must have faith in its effectiveness and implement it with dedication.

4. Strategic planning links the three major types of plans: strategic
plans, medium-range programs, and short-range budgets and operating plans.

In the 1980s, a shift could be observed in the literature in the
conceptualization of strategic planning. Ensign and Adler (1985) noted two
predominant forces that effected this development in management
techniques: (a) uncertainty and instability in the environment and (b) intense
global competition. The idea of competitive advantage, gained by choosing to
compete only in those areas in which victories would be clearly achievable,
was thought to offer the best general approach for achieving sustained
business success. The discontinuous changes in the environment were the
common phenomena which shaped scholarly thinking about strategic
planning during this period (McCorkle & Archibald, 1982). Andrews (1987),

improving on his earlier definition of strategic planning, stated:

Corporate strategy is the pattern of decisions in a company that
determines and reveals its objectives, purposes, or goals, and
defines the range of business the company is pursuing, the kind
of economic and human organization it is or intends to be, and
the nature of the economic and noneconomic contribution it
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intends to make to its shareholders, employers, customers, and
communities. (p. 13)

This new definition incorporates a deviation from the conception of
strategic planning embodied in Andrews’ earlier (1971) definition. Instead of
referring only to internal matters in the organization, the responsibility of the
firm also had begun to be seen as extending to its constituent groups and
those affected by its products and services. The two main subprocesses
involved in this change were strategy formulation and strategy implementa-
tion, with determination of purpose becoming the key to guiding the
organization. Andrews listed six elements of this approach: (a) recognition of
a problem; (b) designation of responsibility for inquiry; (c) interviews with
line and staff managers; (d) staff examination of strategic alternatives; (e)
strategic review conference; and (f) approach to final decision.

Morrison, Renfro, and Boucher (1984) presented another approach to
strategic planning involving three developmental stages, namely, (a) the use
of extrapolative methods in support of long-range planning focused on
surface indicators, (b) trend-impact analysis, and (c) changing values and
attitudes.

Traditional approaches to long-range planning developed from an
internal perspective made possible by a stable environment. Today, external
factors impinging on the organization continuously affect the workings of the
organization’s internal systems. To cope with the impact of a more volatile
environment, traditional long-range planning, which proceeded from an
internal perspective, needed to be merged with environmental scanning,
which emphasized the role of external forces. The resultant strategic planning
process would thus have two basic components: (a) the external perspective,

with such key considerations as the organization’s mission, the clientele
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served, and emerging issues in the external world; and (b) the internal
perspective, which would focus on such considerations as number of students
and salaries of faculty and staff. This more comprehensive planning could
proceed through six stages: (a) environmental scanning, (b) evaluation/
ranking of issues, (c) forecasting, (d) goal setting, (e) implementation, and (f)
monitoring.

A concept of strategic planning similarly acknowledging the primacy of
the interface between organization and environment was developed by
Peterson (1980). In Peterson’s approach, the primary purpose of strategic

planning was

... to foster institutional adaption by assuring congruence between
an institution and its relevant and often changing environment,
by developing a viable design for the future of the institution, by
modifying it as needed, and by devising strategies that facilitate its
accomplishment. (p. 140)

Peterson’s emphasis was thus on the institution’s continuous
adaptation to changes in the operating environment. Four key elements of
" strategic planning were mentioned: (a) environmental assessment or
scanning, (b) institutional assessment, (c) values assessment, and (d) creation
of a master plan. The purpose of the fourth element, the master plan, was to
devise a strategic pattern, design, or direction for the institution that would be
based on the first three elements.

It was during the 1980s that higher education began to suffer a decline,
and strategic planning was tested seriously. Cyert (1981) suggested two
competitive focal points in strategic planning: the first was the concept of
comparative advantage (the strengths of the organization), and the second
was the concept of “nich” (the section of a market that the organization

would seek to develop) (p. 35).
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Kotler and Murphy (1981) used similar concepts in their definition of
strategic planning: “Strategic planning is the process of developing and
maintaining a strategic fit between the organization and its changing
marketing opportunities” (p. 471). Kotler and Fox (1985) later improved their
presentation of the process by adding more concrete steps toward the goals.

They defined strategic planning as follows:

Strategic planning is the process of developing and maintaining a
strategic fit between the institution’s goals and capabilities and its
changing marketing opportunities. It relies on developing a clear
institutional mission, supporting goals and objectives, a sound
strategy, and appropriate implementation. (p. 73)

Kotler has three main emphases: clear goals for the organization (and clear
subunit goals and objectives), good strategic fit, and effective implementation.

Kotler observed three levels of planning in use in education: budgeting
and scheduling, short-range tactical planning, and strategically oriented long-
range planning. Kotler and Murphy recommend that formal planning of two
types (strategic and tactical) be used by educational institutions.

Kotler and Murphy (1981) sﬁggested six steps that an educational
institution should take in planning: (a) environmental analysis, (b) resource
analysis, (c) goal formulation, (d) strategy formulation, (e) organization
design, and (f) system design.

Lewis (1983) considers strategic planning more dynamic than other
kinds of planning such as problem-solving and operational planning.
According to Lewis, “Strategic planning is the process of realizing the
institution’s mission, long-range goals, and strategies governing use of
human and nonhuman resources needed to achieve the mission” (p. 10).

Cope (1987) offered another approach to strategic planning. To Cope,

the essence of strategic planning is in the “direction finding” (p. 3) of the
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organization in relation to the ecosystem. Cope’s strategic planning process
model is in two parts. The first part consists of analysis of the environment
to enable perceived strengths of the institution to be matched appropriately to
anticipated opportunity. The second part consists of the implementation of
the strategy thus arrived at by arraying the internal resources of the
institution to achieve optimum results. Cope (1987) thus sees strategic
concepts as directing and shaping the enterprise: strategic planning is strategic
formulations put into action by strategic implementation.

The essential elements of strategic planning are described by Cope as

follows:

Strategic planning is an open system approach to steering an
enterprise over time through uncertain environmental waters.
It is a proactive problem-solving behavior directed externally at
conditions in the environment and .a means to find a favorable
competitive position in the continual competition for resources.
Its primary purpose is to achieve success with mission while
linking the institution’s future to anticipated changes in the
environment in such a way that the acquisition of resources
(money, personnel, staff, students, good will) is faster than the
depletion of resources. (p. 3)

Pfeiffer (1986) defined strategic planning as “the process by which an
organization envisions its future and develops the necessary procedures and
operations to achieve the future” (p. 2). This definition is short, but it
includes the core elements of strategic planning.

In the early literature, most of the definitions of strategic planning
tended to be descriptive. As development has occurred, the working
definitions have taken on normative aspects. In complex situations,
specialization in strategic planning has been found to be necessary. Its concept
and model used should have clear components and steps, designated by

precise terms.
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Hofer, Murray, Charan, and Pitts (1984) explored two broad areas of

concern in the field of strategic management, the strategic management

process and the general management of the organization, beginning with the

following definition:

Strategic management is the process that deals with fundamental
organization renewal and growth, with the development of
strategies, structures, and systems necessary to achieve such
renewal and growth, and with the organizational systems
needed to effectively manage the strategy formulation and
implementation processes. (pp. 6-7)

Five major activities make up the strategic management process

suggested to achieve organizational goals: (a) goal formulation; (b) strategy

formulation; (c) strategy evaluation; (d) the design of macro-organizational

structure, systems, and processes; and (e) strategic control.

Another broad definition encompassing all the norms of strategic

planning is that presented by Pearce II and Robinson (1991): “Strategic

management is the set of decisions and actions that result in the formulation,

“implementation, and control of strategies designed to achieve the objectives

of an organization” (p. 1). Pearce II and Robinson (1991) suggest the following

activities as appropriate in strategic management:

1.

AR o

policies;

determination of the organization’s mission;

assessment of resources and capabilities;

analysis of the external competitive environment;
assessment of strategic options;

determination of long-term objectives and master strategy;
development of short-term objectives;

development of annual and functional strategies and operational
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8. design of implementation strategies employing budgeted resource
allocation; '

9. matching of tasks, people, technologies, and reward systems;

10. development of monitoring and control systems to gauge strategic
performance.

The steps enumerated by Pearce II and Robinson were designed to
organize the process to avoid duplication of effort and resulting confusion

and ineffectiveness.

Summary

Various definitions of strategic planning and related terms, along with
suggested strategic planning processes, have been developed over time in an
attempt to make clear how strategic planning (and its related concepts) can
best be understood, and what its implications are. Some definitions are more
detailed than others, but there are commonalities. Differences in emphasis
can be used to group definitions of strategic planning into three principal
phases.

The first phase began in the 1960s, with the earliest writers in the area
of strategic planning (such as Chandler [1962] and Ansoff [1984]), who
emphasized formation of goals and objectives, together with the action plans
and resource commifments needed to achieve those ends (Schendel & Hofer,
1979). In the second phase, beginning in the 1970s, the emphasis shifted to the
operating environment. Models of strategic planning focused on the
relationship between institutional resources and the external environment,
although they continued to incorporate the features of earlier models. In the
third period, beginning in the 1980s and continuing through the present, the

trend in strategic planning has been toward more clearly specifying the
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component parts of the strategic planning process, including strategy
formulation, strategy implementation, and (a later development) strategic
management.

The main purpose of strategic planning, of course, is to bring about the
growth and development of the organization. The earlier conceptions of
strategic planning were geared toward conditions prevalent at the time they
were developed. Planning evolved from the time of the golden age of
planning for slow growth (in the 1950s, the 1960s, and early 1970s), through
planning for financial stringency (in the late 1970s), through planning for
uncertainty (in the 1980s). In the 1990s, the emphasis was on strategic
planning of a dynamic nature. That is, strategic planning should not be static
or confined to reacting or responding to external events; instead it should be
proactive. As it applies to educational institutions, strategic planning should
make it possible to lead the institution in the desired direction within current
limitations.

The concept of strategic planning can be thought of as comprisihg two
main parts, one intellectual or analytical and one administrative or
managerial. Activities involved in the first part include assessment of the
internal and external environment; analysis of institutional resburces;
a;s;éssment of values, beliefs, and traditions; and formulation of strategy to
match organizational strengths with opportunities to achieve goals and avoid
threats. All of these activities must be done under the umbrella of the
orgamzatlon s mission statement. The managerial or administrative aspect
of:tf;féglc planmng includes organization and systems design, coordination

of different units, and other administrative tasks required to achieve

organizational goals.
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Common Elements of Strategic Planning

Different authors developed different components of Strategic
planning, depending on the author’s viewpoint, the time of writing, and the
kind of organization in which the model was intended to be used. “There is
no such thing as the strategic planning system, which every organization
should adopt” (Steiner, 1979, p. 12). The term “strategic planning” is
something of a misnomer. Some writers have considered the meaning of
strategic planning to cover only strategic formulation. Others regard strategic
planning as encompassing the complete process of strategic formulation and
strategic implementation. Basic components of strategic planning of
Schmidtlein and Milton (1988-89), Gup (1986), Whittaker (1978), and Ensign
and Adler (1985) are examples of the first kind; while Thompson and
Strickland III (1992), Boar (1993), Pearce II and Robinson (1982), and Dube and
Brown (1983) are examples of the second.

In spite of the _differences in definition, common elements can be
found in most of the models. These include (a) goal formulation, (b)
environmental scanning, (c) assessment of institutional resources, and (d)
formulation of strategy. The process of strategic planning can be thought of as
involving a continuous cycle of activities constantly adjusting itself according
to information received. The planning process is dynamic. Assuming an
organization is getting accurate information from within and without, and its
top management is able and trustworthy, strategic planning should provide
the means for the organization not only to survive turbulent times but to be

able to grow and develop (Kotler & Fox, 1985).
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Components of Strategic Planning
A working definition of strategic planning may be helpful in organizing
the discussion of components that follows:

Strategic planning is a continuous process of searching for
information both inside and outside the organization being
knowledgeable of opportunities and threats, strengths and
weaknesses, so that decisions about organizational adjustments
in time, process, and contents, can be made in such a way that the
organization remains fit and achieves goals and objectives with
optimum results.

The main emphasis in strategic planﬁing is the ability to achieve a
“strategic fit” (Kotler & Murphy, 1981, p. 471) between the institution’s goals
and capabilities and its changing marketing opportunities (Schendel & Hofer,
1979). This definition of strategic planning suggests that an effective
educational institution must take the following steps, in some form or
another: First, the institution determines its mission, formulates its
objectives and goals, and ensures that the organizational culture will support
them. Second, the institution assesses its strengths and weaknesses. Third,
the institution analyzes the external environment. Fourth, the institution
formulates a strategy for deciding on current and future programs and
projects. Fifth, the institution analyzes and determines organizational
structure and systems required. Sixth, the institution executes the plan by
implementing its plans, evaluating the results, adjusting as required by the

results of the evaluation, and controlling the process throughout.

Formulation of Mission Statement

Every organization must have a rationale or reason for its existence;

otherwise, there is no overall purpose in the organization. This purpose or
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reason for existence is set forth in the mission statement. The mission is the
starting point of any organization.

The mission statement, according to Steiner (1979), is designed by an
organization to identify the aim or thrust of that organization, usually
expressed at different levels of abstraction and stated in product and market
terms. The importance of mission is seen in the information of the company
about its competitive areas, allocation of resources, and the size of the
company in accomplishing the mission. To fulfill its mission, an
organization must translate it into actions through objectives and goals. For
Steiner(1979), mission stands at one end of a continuum with short-range
goals at the other end, while objectives lie between those two extremes.

Merson and Qualls (1979) used the terms “mission statement,” “goals,”
and “objectives.” The purpose of the mission statement is to determine the
most general aims and strategies. The mission statement thus becomes the
basis of subsequent planning steps.

Mission also delimits the range of services to be provided. Goals are
developed as an intermediate step in translating the mission statement into
short-term objectives. Goals may be understood as being stated in general,
nonquantitative terms, and as covering a period of at least 5 to 10 years.
Objectives are written to translate goals into specific operating plans to
achieve results capable of being measured.

Whittaker (1978) used the terms “goals” and “objectives”
synonymously (p. 35). There is some confusion in the way these terms are
used in the planning literature. According to Morrison, Renfro, and Boucher
(1984), most authors treated objectives as nonquantitative, long-range, and

time-based. Objectives were more general than goal statements.
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In contrast, Fenske (1980) stated that the term “goal” was often used
interchangeably with function, purpose, mission, objective, role, scope, and
aspiration. Although there was no general consensus about these terms,
there seemed to be a clustering of usage. The concept of “goals” was viewed
as intermediate in a hierarchy between more general missions on the one
hand and more specific objectives on the other.

A mission statement may begin with the beliefs, desires, and aspirations
of an individual who wants to do something. These can be expressed in a
statement of attitude, outlook, and orientation. The organization’s basic
product or service, the primary market, and the principal technology to be
used in producing or delivering the product or service are the three
indispensable components of a mission statement (Pearce II, Robinson, &
Roth, 1987; Kotler & Andreasen, 1991).

An organization “should strive for a mission that is feasible,
motivating, and distinctive” (Kotler & Andreasen, 1991, p. 72).__Egr a _mission
~ to be successful, the institution must look at its own strengths and
performénéé and the opportunities outside. In writing its mission statement,

the organization must be sure it reflects “what we (members of the

~

organiZétion) feélly believe in” (Drx;tcker, 1990, p. 7).

Some observations can b; made with respect to the discussion of
mission statement, goals, and objectives. Many institutions do not have a
formal, written mission statement. Absence of a mission statement does not
mean that an organization is aimless. If the vision of that organization is
shared among its members and regularly reinforced, then the organization

may be said to have a mission. By contrast, if an organization possesses a

beautifully written mission statement, goals, and objectives, but its members
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do not endorse them or put them into action, then they will be of little use,
and the organization will suffer ultimately. Mission statements, goals, and
objectives must be in congruence with one another; they should all be
moving in the same direction.

For the purpose of this study, the meanings of the terms “mission
statement,” “goals,” and “objectives” will be taken in order from abstract and
general (“mission”) to concrete and specific (“objectives”), with goals
representing an intermediate step. The definitions of these three terms, as

proposed by Kotler and Andreasen (1991), will be used in this study as follows:

Mission: The basic purpose of an organization, that is, what it is

trying to accomplish. :
Goal: A major variable that the organization will emphasize, |
such as market share, profitability, reputation. i
Objective: An objective of the organization that is made specific |
with respect to magnitude, time, and responsibility. (p. 71) 1

Institutional Analysis

An institution that understands its own character, resources, and
mission is in a better position to respond by setting goals and objectives and
developing an appropriate marketing program (Kotler & Fox, 1985). That is
the reason institutional analysis is an element in strategic planning. The
main purpose of institutional analysis is for managers and administrators to
identify the resources (human, financial, facilities, technologies) available in
the institution. KnoWing how abundant particular resources are can be
important in making effective strategic decisions about when, where, and
how the institution should allocate those resources (Kotler & Fox, 1985).

Peterson (1980) commented that institutional assessment had been
done for many years only in terms of accreditation, program review, or

institutional operating reports. This was unfortunate, as the accreditation
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report was typically not very useful to the organization itself because of
organizational deficiencies.

Stevenson made the first formal study of practices in defining
organizational strengths and weaknesses as part of the strategic planning
process (Andrews, 1987). Although the traditional concept of resources was
man, money, and management, Kotler and Fox (1985) used a broader
approach by considering both the “tangible” (facilities, staff, money) and the
“intangible” (good reputation, long history, traditions) resources of an
institution (p. 116). Most of the writers in this area regarded understanding
strengths and weaknesses as the main purpose in institutional assessment
(Taylor, 1987; Eskridge, 1987; Kotler & Murphy, 1981; Cope, 1987).

King and Cleland (1987) criticized traditional approaches to the
assessment of strengths and weaknesses. They proposed an approach based
on six practical steps, as follows:

1. Managers including top management must be directly involved in
planning. |

2. Assessment of strengths and weaknesses must be an integral and
useful element of strategic planning.

3. The results of the assessment of strengths and weaknesses must be
in the form of strategically useful information, and not merely data.

4. Information about strengths and weaknesses should not be confined
to facts and figures. Perceptions of strengths and weaknesses were also
essential.

5. The assessment of strengths and weaknesses should go beyond
statistics and historical descriptions of the institution. Assessment must also

involve predictions of potential.
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6. Strengths and weaknesses of any institution must also be assessed
relative to those of competitors.

Institutional assessment is performed for the purpose of learning the
strengths and weaknesses of the institution as a prerequisite for making
strategic decisions. In this regard, Kotler and Fox (1985) proposed several
aspects of the organization that should be considered:

1. Institutional environment. The institutional environment is the
unique character of the institution that has evolved through time. Relevant
aspects include the institution’s founders, its history, its geographical location,
its size, the local climate, the success of the founding institution, and the
match between the institution’s offerings and its markets.

2. Institutional life cycle. An institution may be characterized as being
in a particular point in its life cycle (for example, in a period of growth,
maturity, or decline). An educational institution should make an attempt to
assess the organization’s position in its life-cycle, and in doing so it should
make reference to its potential for continued adaptation, since adaptability
may help prolong each phase or produce new life cycles.

3. Potential for adaptation. An institution must be able to adapt to
changes in its environment. Large institutions tend to be slow in responding
to exterior changes. Kotler and Fox (1985) aptly define “an adaptive
institution” as “one that operates systems for monitoring and interpreting
important environmental changes and shows a readiness to revise its
mission, goals, strategies, organization, and systems to be maximally aligned
with its opportunities” (p. 119).

4. Tangible resources and marketing assets. An institution needs to

identify its strengths and weaknesses so that strategic decisions can be made to
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pursue those goals that relate to opportunities outside and strengths within.
At the same time, the institution should avoid moving into areas where its
resources are too weak. The institution should pay special attention to its
distinctive competencies (resources and abilities of distinctive strength) and
to areas of differential advantage (where the institution can outperform
competitors). The institution also should listen to the opinions and
perceptions of outside constituents.

In this study, institutional assessment included five elements:

1. institutional environment, including beliefs, values, aspirations,
customs and traditions;

2. all the tangible resources available in the institution, including
income, cash, and in-kind goods;

4. the development of the institution’s potential, or its capabilities;

5. factors internal to the institution.

External Environmental Analysis

The word “environment” may mean different things in different
contexts. According to Webster’s Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary (1991), one
meaning of environment is “the aggregate of social and cultural conditions
that influence the life of an individual or community” (p. 416). In the field of
education, environment has often been defined in the literature as the
internal social climate of the institution, while in organization theory, it
typically refers to the external environment any orgainization faces (Hearn,
1985).

In this study, “environment” means the external environment, and

the terms “environmental assessment,” “environmental scanning,” and
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“environmental analysis” are used interchangeably. According to Aguilar
(1967), environmental scanning is “the activity of acquiring or scanning for
information about events and relationships in a company’s outside
environment in its task of charting the company’s future course of action”
(p- 1). Aguilar (1967) divided environment into the external and the internal
environment. The external environment as analyzed by Aguilar comprises
four aspects: the economic, technological, political, and social surroundings.
Gathering information on the external environment is considered essential
to the assessment phase of strategic planning. When members of an
institution are aware of changes outside, they are better able to keep the
institution in tune with the outside world while steering it in the desired
direction (Clagett, 1988-89). Clagett (1988-89) divided outside elements into six
factors, namely, demographic, economic, legal-political, organizational-
competitive, socio-cultural, and technological.

Lorange (1982) presented the environment as an outside force that is
the cause of all the problems confronting an organization. He specified major
environmental trends as scarcity (shortage of natural resources), politics,
attitudes (changing values), power shifts (changing roles), and technology. He
also described changes in these trends as “turbulent, aggressive, adverse to
industrial rationality, endlessly changing, elusive, and unforeseeable” (p. 62).

Cope (1987) defined the outside environment simply as “everything
outside the institution, or the outward-looking character, what is ‘out there’”
(p. 69). “Situation audit” is the term coined by Steiner (1979, p. 122) to mean
review of both the internal and external environments.

With respect to nonprofit organizations, Olenic and Olenic (1991)

defined the term “operating environment” in the broadest terms to include
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everything external to the organization that potentially affects its functioning.
The environment includes the following factors:

Various potential sources of funds.

Other support sources.

The marketplace, the direct beneficiaries of services.
Government regulatory agencies.

Employees or client organizations.

Competitors.

Other environmental factors (p. 49).

Nk D=

Pearce I and Robinson (1991) liken strategic planning to a rudder that
keeps a business on course, while environmental scanning is compared to
radar that informs a pilot of the conditions to be encountered ahead. Wilson
(1983) developed his radar analogy further by stating: (a) environmental
scanning should cover every aspect outside the organization, (b) the scanning
should be continuous, and (c) there is something resembling an automatic
control in the system in the results obtained. Wilson gave six suggestions for
effective environmental analysis:

1. Environmental analysis should be an integral part of strategic
planning. |

2. Environmental analysis should focus on strategic issues and assist in
making strategic decisions with a good sense of futurities.

3. Environmental analysis should cover all aspects of the
organization’s environment.

4. Environmental analysis should be continuous.

5. Environmental analysis is a search of the unknown. Anything may
happen.

6. Environmental analysis is qualitative. A large part of the input is

from subjective judgments.
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Morrison, Renfro, and Boucher (1984) presented an environmental
scanning model with the following steps:

1. Scanning: searching the external environment for opportunity and
threat.

2. Evaluation/ranking: analyzing factors observed to measure the
degree of impact they have on the institution.

3. Forecasting: predicting the future in light of the emergence of these
factors.

4. Monitoring: identifying areas for additional scanning or continued
scanning.

Kotler and Andreasen (1991) specified three components of the external
environment to be used in environmental analysis: (a) the public
environment, consisting of groups and organizations that take an interest in
the activities of the focal organization; (b) the competitive environment,
consisting of groups and organizations that compete for attention and loyalty
from the audiences of the focal organization; and (c) the macroenvironment,
consisting of large-scale fundamental forces that shape opportunities and pose
threats to the focal organizétion. The principal forces of the
macroenvironment are the demographic, economic, technological, political,
and social forces that are uncontrollable.

At its inception, formal strategic planning was conducted from an
“inside-out’ perspective (looking only inside the institution). More recently,
the approach to strategic planning has been to place the focus on the external
environment, or on what is outside the institution that may affect the
normal operation of the institution. Specific steps in environmental analysis

may include (a) definition of the environment, (b) scanning, evaluating /
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ranking, forecasting, monitoring (Morrison, et al., 1984), and (c) providing
input (information for decision making) to the strategic planning process. To

quote Wilson (1983):

Environmental analysis is intended to help us cope with an
uncertain world. It should not be expected to remove the
uncertainty; but, by using this tool well, we can reasonably expect
to make the inevitable uncertainty more manageable. (pp. 9-19)

Strategy Formulation

According to Kotler and Fox (1985) “an overall strategy for the
institution is the culmination of strategic planning” (p. 77). Formulation of
organizational strategy is the fourth step in the strategic planning process,

after development of the organization’s mission statement, goals, and

objectives; institutional analysis; and external environment assessment.

These three earlier steps represent ongoing tasks which will be performed
over and over, and in continuously monitoring these areas, the institution
must now pay particular attention to the environment because of its
‘turbulent state.

Most of the literature deals more with actions required to implement
strategies than with formulating strategies (Digman, 1990). Pearce II and
Robinson (1991), for example, proposed the following as options from which
to seléct in formulating the grand strategy of the institution:

1. concentration on the current business;

. market and product development;
innovation;

2
3
4. horizontal and vertical integration;
5. joint venture;

6

. concentric and conglomerate diversification;



52

7. retrenchment/turnaround;

8. divestiture;

9. liquidation;

10. combination grand strategies.

In this study, strategy formulation in institutions of higher education is
understood in the manner explained by Kotler and Fox (1985). They defined
institutional strategy as including “decisions about its current programs
(whether to maintain, build, or drop them), and about future new programs
and market opportun1t1es” (p. 77). Once the previous three steps in the
strategic planning process have been comipleted thls step may be begun, with
attention to five distinct areas of institutional strategy. “(a) academic portfolio
strategy, (b) production/marketing opportunity strategy; (c) competitive
strategy; (d) positioning strategy; and (e) target market strategf’ (p. 132).

The first task is determining academic portfolio strategy. Educational
institutions must evaluate programs in order to scrutinize their relevancy
and appropriateness to the market. The academic portfblio strategy is a
strategy to evaluate academic programs with respect to centrality of the
program to the mission of the institution, the quality of the program, and
market viability. As Kotler emphasized, a strategic decision can be made to
maintain or build the quality and size of a program, reduce the size of a
program, or terminate a program and replace it with a new one decided upon
through portfolio strategy analysis.

The second task is determining the product/market opportunity
strategy. The institution needs to search for new programs and new markets.
Kotler proposed a program/market opportunity matrix as a systematic way for

the institution to pursue new programs and markets. Common sense dictates
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that this strategy be applied only when the market is not saturated. Again, the
opportunities that have been identified must be evaluated for their centrality,
quality, market viability, cost, and other features. The best alternatives found

can be selected for use.

The third task is determining a competitive strategy. This consists of
analyzing the cost of programs and services offered by the institution with
respect to the competition for resources. Every institution faces constant
competition for resources, including students, faculty, and donors, although
traditionally the idea of competition has been regarded as foreign to academic
circles. Educational institutions can make use of information gathered from
their analysis of their own market assets (program quality, program
uniqueness, price, convenience, reputation, students and faculty, among
other aspects), as well as from their analysis of the competitors (their financial
situations, admissions criteria, enrollment trends, programs offered, and
other aspects) to help in designing competitive strategy. To design an
effective competitive strategy, the institution has to understand its market,
analyze its competition, and think and act strategically to maintain and build
on its current strengths.

Fourth, positioning strategy helps determine the current standing of
the institution in the minds of those who have contact with the institution or
know about it. The task for the institution is to select an appropriate position
and then support that position by all possible means. To develop a
positioning strategy, Kotler suggested four steps, namely, (a) assessing the
institution’s current position in the relevant market, (b) selecting the desired
position, (c) planning a strategy to achieve the desired position, and (d)

implementing the strategy.
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Fifth, a target market strategy is designed to select the particular market
targets for each program and develop marketing strategies for them. Selection
criteria for the marketing strategy may include market segmentation appro-
priate to the program, analysis of competitive position, and development of
an effective n{arketing mix to reach and serve the chosen consumers (Kotler

& Fox, 1985).

Organization and Systems Design
Whittaker (1978) has stated that “one of the basic principles of

management, whether in an organization of ten people or a million plus, is
‘organizing’” (p. 55). The work of an organization must be divided among its
members, and the organization must be structured in such a way that people
work effectively to accomplish the goals and objectives of the organization.
The main purposes of organization and systems design are to improve the
quality of work life and the productivity of the organization (Ackoff, 1981).
Good organization and systems design are important to achieving the stated
mission of the organization.

Rock and Eisthen (1983) considered organization design an important
instrument to be used in achieving the aspirations of an organization’s
members. The two most important considerations are the organizational
structure and decision-making. Appropriate structure helps the members to
carry out their assigned responsibilities in such a manner as to produce
results which will ultimately fulfill the organization’s mission.

Chandler (1962) emphasized two aspects of organization design. First,
the lines of authority and communication between the different
administrators must be made clear. Second, the information and data that

flow through these lines of communication need to be considered. Attention
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to both is essential to the maneuvering of all the resources of the
organization to achieve its goals and objectives. From his experience with
many companies, and especially with DuPont and General Motors, Chandler
(1962) developed the idea that “structure follows strategy and . . . the most
complex type of structure is the result of the concatenation of several basic
strategies” (p. 14). Chandler indicated that the relationship between structure
and strategy is such that when there is a change in strategy, then the structure
must be adapted accordingly so that the organization’s resources will be used
efficiently and profitably.

The same relationship between strategy and structure proposed by
Chandler was also espoused by Andrews (1971), who wrote that “the chief
determinant of organizational structure and the processes by which tasks are
assigned and performance motivated, rewarded, and controlled should be the
strategy of the firm” (p. 181). Thus in Chandler’s view, before coming to the
point of implementation of a strategic plan, the organization and its systems
should be consciously designed so that maximum benefit will be obtained
from the implementation of its strategies.

An organization is always changing in response to its own makeup and
past development. Galbraith and Nathanson (1979) presented results from
the Harvard Studies, as summarized by Scott, that supported the idea that
structure follows strategy in general, and that diversification of strategy leads
to multidivisional structure. In referring to contingency theories of
organization, Galbraith and Nathanson further stated that “there is no best
way of organizing, but . . . all ways of organizing are not equally effective. The

choice depends on the situation” (p. 257).
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Galbraith and Nathanson (1979) quoted Oliver Williamson in support
of the idea that the internal organization and administrative processes should
develop an adaptive approach to outside uncertainties.

Lorange (1982) stated that the purpose of organization design was “a
decision process to bring about a coherence between the goals or purposes for
which the organization exists, the pattern of division of labor and interunit
coordination and the people who will do the work” (p. 93). The organization,
though an open system, must define its boundaries. Then, the organization
design process is the link between the organization’s goals and its operational
plans and their implementation. The critical variables of organization design
are task, structure, information, decision processes, reward systems, and
people. All of these variables must be considered in the creation of an
internally consistent organizational form, as well as in attaining the
appropriate ‘fit’ or congruence with the firm’s strategy (Lorange, 1982, p. 98). If
one of the variables is changed, then all other organizational variables need
to be altered to maintain internal fit and also to ensure a fit with the
organization’s strategy for adjusting itself in response to its environment.
Strategic planning and organization design are thus strongly interrelated.

Schendel and Hofer (1979) and Hofer, Murray, Charan, and Pitts (1984)
considered three main categories in organizational design: |

1. Structure, which includes physical structure and layout, methods of
specialization, departmentalization and coordination, and delegation of
authority;

2. Systems and processes, including those dealing with information

collection, processing, and dissemination; resource allocation, measurement,
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and evaluation; rewards and sanctions; and personnel selection,
development, and promotion;

3. Behavior, which includes interpersonal behavior, informal
organization, leadership style, and the use of power and influence.

MacMillan and Jones (1987) viewed organization design as having
wider scope, including not only design of the organizational structure but also
design of the support, planning, and control system. They divided
organization design into three categories, namely, (a) grouping decisions (to
group or divide major work functions), (b) linking decisions (to unite and
integrate work units), and (c) system decisions (to provide necessary support
systems).

" Peters (1986) made use of different approaches in his explanation of the
organization. According to Peters, the emphasis in any organization must be
on customer satisfaction. An innovative organization must always focus on
the outside world in order to adapt to customers’ needs. This enables the
organization to make use of its skills to invent adaptive strategies so that it
can compete, develop and grow. In sum, Péters’ position is that “skills drive
strategy” (p. 418).

For the purposes of this study, Kotler and Fox’s (1985) conception of
structure, people, and culture as key elements in organization design was
adopted. Division of work and responsibilities, as well as the modification,
merging, and cancellation of work units, is reflected in the structure of the
organization. To carry out strategy, people need to be selected so that a fit is
achieved between the people and their different positions. To avoid
resistance, the institutional cultﬁre (shared values, beliefs, and ways of

looking at things) must be managed. The institution also has to provide the
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systems necessary to support the organization design. The three principal
systems are the information, planning, and control systems.

Whether “structure follows strategy” or “the firm’s structure and
processes influence its choice of strategies” is immaterial. The important
thing is that there should be interaction and coordination among strategy,
structure, and environment. The interaction effect may be the most
significant factor in explaining the performance of the institution (Digman,

1990).

Implementation and Evaluation

The last component in the strategic planning process is
implementation. Broadly speaking, implementation is a process of turning
strategic decisions into reality. The purpose of implementation is to ensure
that the planned results of strategic decisions are realized; and successful
implementation requires that management shape the formal structure of the
organization, its informal relationships, and its processes of motivation and
control (Digman, 1990).

Digman (1990) identified five key implementation tasks:

—

. building an organization capable of carrying out the strategic plan;

N

allocating resources and focusing them on strategic objectives;

©

eliciting an organization-wide commitment to the chosen strategic
plan;

4. installing internal administrative support systems;

5. exerting strategic leadership.

Birnbaum (1990) pointed out that there are two sides of
implementation. As a science, implementation has to deal with specific steps

in a process; as an art, implementation deals with the “softer” side of
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management, the human resource issues, employee participation,
communication, and commitment. .In his analysis of the process of
implementation, Birnbaum (1990) described three major subprocesses,
namely, preplanning, planning, and postplanning implementation steps.

Hofer, Murray, Charan, and Pitts (1984) mentioned only organization
and systems design and strategic control processes in their discussion of the
process of implementation.

Sawyer (1986) presented a different approach to implementation. He
listed steps to be followed in administering and controlling strategic plans.
They are:

Establish a plan control framework.

Reevaluate the present plan.

Keep the plan on schedule.

Review the strategy if necessary.

Rebuild the plan to make it work.

Keep the plan pointed at its intended targets as they move (pp. 8.17-
8.18).

SRR S

Radford (1980) discussed three major aspects of implémentation:‘(a) the
restructuring of the organization; (b) guidance provided to those responsible
for carrying out the strategy; and (c) allocation of resources.

Whatever the processes or steps suggested, the objective is the same,
that is, to translate strategy into reality and to achieve the goals and objectives
of the organization. Most of the authors whose contributions to
implementation literature were reviewed provided a step-by-step procedure
for translating strategy into activities designed to obtain the desired results.

For the purposes of this study, organization and systems design was
given special prominence and treated as a separate component in the last
element of strategic planning. The meaning of implementation itself thus

came to be limited to actually putting all the plans into operation in
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accordance with the structure, systems, and processes laid down earlier. To
ensure that plans are implemented successfully, systems for monitoring,
evaluation, and control must be included in the total organizational design.

To achieve successful implementation, Digman (1990) proposed
strategic control. The purpose of strategic control is to monitor progress and
take any corrective action found to be necessary. Strategic control attempts to
ensure that performance will conform to plans. Effective control requires
(a) the measurement of performance, (b) an evaluation of that performance,
(c) an analysis of deviations from the plan found in the performance, and
(d) taking appropriate corrective action to modify future performanée, plans,
or both. |

Effective strategic control involves answering two key questions:

(a) Has the strategy been implemented as planned? (b) Once implemented, is
the strategy producing the desired results? To answer these questions, the
author proposed a strategic control process consisting of four basic elements,
as follows:

1. First, performance standards need to be developed. This involves
evaluating the plan and setting standards for performance in accordance with
that evaluation.

2. Second, measurement of actual performance is needed. In this step,
data are collected and processed, functional controls are implemented, and
environmental signals are monitored. The mechanism dperates in a feedback
network so that adjustments can be made to environmental changes.

3. Third, a performance evaluation must be done. Here, the actual

performance will be compared to standards to determine deviations.
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4. Fourth, corrective action and contingency plans are needed. In this
final step, if undesirable or negative deviations occur, corrective action must
be taken and contingency plans implemented to suit the changing
environment.

Performance should be compared not only to the best in the same
institution but also to be best in the field. That is, to be able to compete, an
organization should “benchmark” performance against that of another
institution known to be excellent in the relevant functional area (Digman,
1990, p. 342).

Applied Strategic Planning

Strategic planning has been in use for over four decades. It has
evolved and developed, changing in response to failures as well as successes.
It is useful to learn something about the experience top executives of various
organizations have had with planning. This can help us come to a better
understanding of the need for and the consequences of formal planning as it

has been carried out by organizations.

Strategic Planning as Applied by Business Organizations
In the past, strategic planning seemed to be in a dilemma. According to

Naylor (1983), “forecasts were often unreliable; trend extrapolations could be
misleading; turbulence which was unpredictable became the norm of
decision-making; decision-making was a matter of opinion and judgment”
(pp- 22-6).

Toll (1982) found that strategic planning in corporations had produced
mixed results. He cited the findings of Charles Lindblom and Aaron
Wildavsky to explain why planning failed more often than it succeeded. Two

important problems found were inadequacies of past planning and relying
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mainly on quantitative and simplified approaches to the extent of neglecting
the changing outside environment and the human factors.

Strategic planning can be applied as a comprehensive program in large
organizations, and it can also be applied in specific areas (Rothwell & Sredl,
1992). Barocas (1992) did research with large corporations, such as AT&T,
IBM, Xerox, Hewlett-Packard, the Coca-Cola Company, and others that used
strategic planning in the area of employee benefits. He reported that more
than 50% of responding executives said planning was useful or invaluable.
Strategic planning has been used in a variety of areas, including determining
employee remuneration (Lawler, 1990), public affairs planning (Bowling,
1986), human resource planning and management (Rothwell & Kazanas,
1988), and others.

Strategic planning has taken place in the periods characterized by
growth, stability, retrenchment, and use of a combination strategy (Boseman
& Phatak, 1988).

. In a study of 20 firms from several different industries in nine cities in
the US, Ensign and Adler (1985) reported the following findings of Franklin
and others. First, the planning cycle and approval process varied widely
among firms, with no strong distinguishing characteristics of large or small
firms. Second, a key finding in the area of internal and external
environmental factors was that there should be improvement in formal
internal scanning practices. And third, there was acknowledgment of a
greater need for strategic planning in the face of changes in the environment
to ensure the survival of organizations.

From their experience, Pfeiffer, Goodstein, and Nolan (1986) judged

that many people did not grasp the concept of strategic planning clearly.
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Consequently, strategic planning processes were poorly executed and results
were not consistent with expectations. Pfeiffer, et al. (1986), suggested that the
strategic planning process should provide the criteria both for making
organizational decisions at all levels and for evaluating the decisions made.

In order to understand how strategic planning worked, Gray (1986) and
his colleagues conducted a broad survey of business unit heads, corporate
planning directors, and chief executive officers engaged in strategic planning
in American multibusiness corporations. The following findings were
reported:

1. Most companies in the sample remained committed to strategic
planning.

2. Over half reported feelings of disappointment and frustration
arising from difficulties encountered in the implementation of plans.

3. The implementation problems found were attributed to problems in
organizational and systems design and in the way the organization had been
managed.

Hunsicker (1986) found that many top managers regarded the strategic
planning process as “sophisticated and time-consuming” (p. 451) in use. He
characterized this view as a kind of “paralysis of analysis” (p. 454).

Koontz (1976) compared an organization’s strategy to the rudder of a
ship. According to Koontz, people failed to use strategic planning tools well
because there was a general lack of knowledge about what strategies were and
why they were important, how to fit strategic planning into the entire
planning process, how to develop strategies, and how to implement

strategies.



As a practitioner of strategic planning, and after reviewing strategic
planning experiences in the federal government and in three Fortune 200
corporations, Michel (1986) observed that there were many unsuccessful
examples of use of the strategic planning process by organizations. Michel

found several sources of error, including the following:

[

tolerance for major unresolved issues;

2. inaction on emerging major issues;

3. stepping over the boundary of responsibilities;

4. making key decisions outside of the normal process;

5. redesigning the process for each decision;

6. incomplete decision communication;

7. poorly designed strategic mission statements.

A survey questionnaire was administered to a random sample of 650
executives drawn from the Fortune 500, Fortune 500 Service, and Inc. 500
companies to obtain their perceptions of the extent of changes that had
occurred over the past five years in formal strategic planning in their
organizations (Ramanujam, Camillus, & Venkatraman, 1987). The following
five aspects of strategic planning were reported to have increased the most:

1. overall emphasis on strategic planning systems;

2. perceived usefulness of strategic planning;

3. involvement of line managers in strategic planning activities;

4. time spent by the chief executive in strategic planning;

5. acceptance of the output of the strategic planning exercise by top
management.

In a series of interviews with corporate planning officers in selected

American companies, Royce (1986) identified three main problems in



65

strategic planning, namely, (a) difficulty in converting information on the
environment into usable assumptions, (b) failure to generate a variety of
strategic alternatives, and (c) difficulty in implementing plans. At the same
time, Royce (1986) also pointed out two main behaviors of top management
from the survey done by George Steiner in 1972 that contributed to the failure
of strategic planning. The first was that top management spent most of its
time in the firm’s daily operations and had no time for planning. The second
was that top management made use of intuitive decisions rather than the
formal strategic planning mechanism.

Goodstein and others (1992) suggested seven ingredients of a successful
planning process: The strategic planning process should be future-focused,
leadership-driven, conducted with a high level of organizational
involvement, widely understood and accepted, comprehensive and detailed,
able to be applied rigorously, and sufficiently dynamic to drive the
transformation of the organization.

According to Rowe, Mason, and Dickel (1986), strategic management
must be interrelated with contextual variables which include the
socioeconomic environment, organizational dynamics, the physical and
technological environment within the organization, and the decision style of
key executives in the corporate hierarchy. This principle of interrelation of
strategic management practice with its contextual variables, especially with
respect to the aspect of business environment, appears to be confirmed by a
case study of the Thai Polyester Fiber plant. Austin and Kohn (1990) studied
the case of the Thai Polyester plant, which was founded in 1972 as a joint
venture between Chimie du Sud, on the world’s largest chemical

conglomerates, and the Yipsoon Group. They were convinced as a result that



66

adequate analysis of the business environment and clear understanding of
the environment’s influences on operations of the firm were keys to
successful management in less-developed countries.

Usually execution is to blame for the failure of strategic planning as
applied by organizations. The most important factor in failures is ineffective
strategic thinking (Allio, 1988). Lorange (1982) stated that “there seems to be no
one best way to structure the strategic planning process” (p. 99). Lorange cited
the earliest research on strategic planning which clearly implied that “there
was no single organizational planning pattern that fit all companies”
(Lorange, 1982, p. 99). Instead, a contingency-based approach should be used in
the design of the formal planning process if it is to be effective (Lorange, 1979).

Mitchell and Marks (1983) mentioned that there was no order of
precedence in the application of the components of the strategic planning
process. The bottom-up and top-down processes in planning should be
mutually supportive.

Schoeffler (1983) reported findings from more than 200 major
companies participating in the Profit Impact of Market Strategy (PIMS)
program which indicated that strategic planning is developing and has a place
in today’s organization. The greatest weakness in the strategic planning
process lies in the informational and analytical input. The planning process
worked well for executives with good intuition and/or good luck.

Thomas, Litschert, and Ramaswamy (1991) pointed out that the
effectiveness of outcomes depended largely on the degree of alignment

between the characteristics of organizational leaders and their strategies.



67

The Application of Strategic Planning in Higher Education

During the time when higher education was experiencing growth and
expansion, in the 1950s, 1960s, and early 1970s, the field of higher education
management was also in a period of growth and development (Cameron,
1983). In the 1980s, changes in the environment became rapid and
discontinuous. The literature suggested that the difficulties American
institutions of higher education had experienced with planning resulted from
incongruities and inconsistencies between the assumptions underlying
recommended planning approaches and the operational realities of academic
institutions. Many tried to use planning processes derived from corporate
and government models with little consideration of conditions that might
affect their applicability in an academic setting.

Schmidtlein and Milton (1988-89) suggested that colleges and
universities should use planning approaches that reflected their unique
organizational characteristics. They cited specific difficulties in applying
strategic planning in academic institutions, as follows:

1. The emphasis of strategic planning is on economic opportunities,
which are different in the academic world.

2. Strategic planning concepts are not clearly related to higher
education settings.

3. In higher education, growth and opportunity are limited because of
the need to satisfy internal constituents and because the values of the
academic culture generally are inconsistént with strategic planning’s

emphasis on market demand.
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By contrast, Cyert (1981) believed that nonprofit organizations
(including higher education institutions) could be managed in the same
manner as profit-making organizations.

| Young (1981) mentioned that various arguments were presented in
opposition to use of a system of strategic planning in higher education
institutions. He specifically noted the following:

1. Strategic planning was too mechanical a process, and an institution
must rely on the faculty to form any new program.

2. Strategic planning was applicable more to private than public
institutions.

3. The objectives of higher education were viewed in a priori, abstract,
and permanent terms. |

For strategic planning to be successful in an academic setting,
Balderston believed top management must tailor an appropriate approach to
create a fit with the particular institution. There should also be compatibility
between the approach, the environment, and the decision-making style of
management (Balderston, 1981).

As one of the promoters of strategic planning, Cope (1981) also agreed
that strategic planning can be adapted for use in colleges and universities. His
opinion was based on a growing consensus reflected in the literature that,
while there are differences, the essential characteristics of strategic planning
in business organizations and nonprofit organizations are similar. In spite of
the differences and the difficulty of applying strategic planning in higher

education, Cope (1981) still confirmed its usefulness:

Used wisely, strategic planning will aid in the formulation of
crucial issues, serve as a guide to diverse operating and
administrative functions, force a greater awareness of changes
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in external, environmental forces, and should help develop a
way of thinking that broadly takes into account the institution’s
mission, its particular capabilities, and its opportunities in the
environment. (p. 20)

According to Chaffee (1984), successful strategic management must
follow either an adaptive model or an interpretive model. The adaptive
model is goal-directed, attuning the institution to changes in market demand
and reorienting the institution as needed in order to maintain or increase the
flow of resources from the market to the institution. On the basis of the
adaptive models, colleges and universities must conduct market research,
monitor trends in their environment, increase flexibility, and update their
program offerings. On the other hand, the interpretive model makes use of
communication and symbols in the management of meaning for the life of
institutional participaﬁts.

Chaffee (1984) studied two sets of colleges that experienced financial
difficulties in the mid-1970s. The more resilient colleges were more likely to
have pursued a combination of adaptive and interpretive strategies.

In the application of strategic'planning, Hammond (1984) proposed
three ways for small private colleges to survive, namely, (a) balancing
institutional growth with productivity, (b) encouraging institutional
flexibility that would give rise to new behaviors appropriate to new
conditions, and (c) emphasizing the adjustment of technical design, political
allocation, and ideological or cultural mix to different social contexts.

Hammond (1984) suggested further that colleges should not be isolated
from the external environment. Some members of every institution must
assume boundary-spanning roles for information gathering and

interpretation.
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Tack, Rentz, and Russell (1982) discussed the philosophical assumptions
underlying the strategic planning process and the operational guidelines that
can ensure the effectiveness and efficiency of the process. The assumptions
described as underlying a successful strategic planning process included:

1. broad participation of those affected by planning;

2. the opportunity for dissenting opinions to be expressed and
considered seriously;'

3. involvement of the affected groups in the development of the
planning process itself;

4. opportunity for instituting change;

5. commitment of the participants to planning;

6. the inclusion and influence of the planning process in all directions
within an organization;

7. awareness of the relationship between size of the planning group
and the effectiveness of the planning process and the goals arrived at;

8. the ultimate responsibility for decisions relative to execution of
recommendations resting with the administrator of the institution.

To ensure effectiveness and efficiency, Tack, et al. (1982), prescribed six
operational guidelines as follows:

1. The planning process should include both short-range and strategic
planning mechanisms.

2. The planning process must include implementation strategies.

3. Diégnostic, formative, and summative evaluation are critical to
successful planning.

4. Alternatives must be acceptable to participants.
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5. Responsibilities for implementation, evaluation, and provision of
support services need to be designated.

6. Procedures for obtaining and using empirical evidence are essential
to successful planning. |

St. John (1987) contended that there must be a gradual evolution of
planning methodologies in higher education. The first stage would be focused
on facilities and program planning essential to the founding and renewal of
institutions. The next stage would involve long-range planning and master
planning essential to building the capacity of institutions to deliver
educational services. The third stage would emphasize systems approaches
which integrated planning and management methodologies for effective
management. And finally, the current state of planning would be one which
emphasized strategic approaches combining planning and policy analysis
techniques to build effective institutional decision-making capabilities.

St. John (1987) further stated that to be successful in applying strategic
planning in institutions of higher education, the institutions must pass
through the four stages prescribed. Training in the application of strategic
methodologies must also be provided, and it should emphasize strategic
thinking and the fundamental need for capacity-building on the part of
agencies and institutions.

Rather than focusing solely on how strategic planning may be applied
in the business world and in institutions of higher education, McGinnis
(1987) tried to integrate the two sectors by suggesting that to help develop
integrative skills in the business world, the business schools must train

future managers to integrate theory and practice.
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Among institutions of higher education employing strategic planning
were many that had been plagued with threats and dangers but finally were
saved. Each institution was in a unique situation with respect to its resources,
environment, and problems. Through the strategic planning process, each
took measures to stimulate institutional revival. Sometimes, the problems
appeared to be similar, but the root causes were different (Steeples, 1986).

Doyle and Lynch (1979) reported little progress in the application of
strategic planning in British universities. The following main reasons were
cited:

1. Universities have a highly democratic structure, and it is difficult to
bring about change. In addition, the goals of a university are rarely defined in
an operational manner.

2. In a university, the academics tend to treat all the departments as
equally important. No priority is given to any particular program.

3. Universities are not market-oriented, and courses are not
‘established on the basis of supply and demand in the market-place.

4. The system of tenure means resources are highly inflexible. The
unwillingness to allocate disproportionate resources to high performing
universities also reduces the incentive for a university to direct investment
to areas of potential high performance.

Neumann (1993) looked at college planning from two perspectives--
rational and cultural. She contended that effective administrators would
exhibit both, as administrators need to be able to shift between the two

perspectives as necessary.
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Summary

From the review of the manner in which strategic planning has been
applied in the business world as well as in institutions of higher education,
the following observations can be drawn:

1. Strategic planning can be divided into three main areas: assessment,
strategy, and execution (Boar, 1993). It has also been divided into intellectual
and operational levels (Cope, 1981).

2. The steps taken in the process of strategic planning should not be
considered to be separate and successive. As Cohen and Cyert (1973) suggested,
“the whole procedure is a dynamic feedback process that has neither a
beginning nor an end; it is merely for expository convenience that we label
the first step as formulating corporate goals” (pp. 349-350).

3. In the application of strategic planning, there have been successes
and failures, and certain problems have been encountered.

4. To apply strategic planning successfully requires coordination and
harmonious fit among “the mindsets, the plan, the practices, and the overall
controls” (Gray, 1986, p. 448).

5. Most of the unsuccessful attempts to apply strategic planning have
occurred as a result of a misfitting of one or many parts of the mechanism of
strategic planning.

6. There is no one best approach to the strategic planning process
(Lorange & Vancil, 1981; Balderston, 1981; Mangieri, 1993). As Mangieri (1993)
observed, “there are different types of planning and none is innately the best.
Which proves to be most effective will be determined by the purpose(s) for
which it is being used, the group’s readiness to engage in the process, the

attributes of the leader, and the characteristics of the institution” (p. 49). It is
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therefore necessary to design a strategic model that will be suitable for a
particular institution.

7. Strategic planning must be applied with attention, commitment,
and patience, allowing states of development to occur. Strategies must also be
kept simple.

8. The focus of the application of strategic planning should be on
building the capacity of the institution more than on immediate material
gain (St. John, 1987).

9. Strategic planning is a function and responsibility of all managers at
all levels, and of other members of the whole organization as well (Steiner,

1979).

Trends in Strategic Planning

Schaffir (1988) summed up the history of strategic planning as follows:

Strategic planning has gone through many stages. It's been
formalized and systematized, criticized, reshaped, misunderstood,
oversold (and overbought), once again redefined, misapplied,
discarded . . . and revitalized. Today, strategic planning is alive
and well in the real world of business. (p. xiii)

The review of the literature has made it clear that strategic planning is
increasingly evident in the management of organizations.

Lewis (1987) stated that “the main issue in education during the 21st
century is not the quéstion of the need for strategic planning, but rather, how
should it be accomplished and how should it be evaluated” (p. 204).

According to Lorange (1982),

. . . the major challenges to planning are likely to stem from rapid
environmental changes, discontinuities, crises, and other
turbulent conditions. To remain useful, the planning process
must show a strengthened ability to help management cope with
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developing strategles and implement their strateg1c decisions in
such emerging environments. (p. 225)

In light of major changes in both the environment and internal
constraints of institutions, Lorange (1982) proposed corresponding changes in
the planning process in four areas:

1. The strategié structure must undergo appropriate change to be fitted
to the operational structure.

2. The planning process and all strategic subsystems should also be
tailored to various organizations.

3. Environmental scanning should be done continuously to adjust the
organization to environmental constraints.

4. Strategic style should also be adapted to changes in internal
constraints.

Steiner (1979) believed that formal strategic planning would undergo a
process of development and made the following projections:

1. Since there would be a strategic planning model unique to each
institution, numerous models of strategic planning systems would be
required.

2. There would be more flexibility in the best strategic planning to
allow creativity, innovation, and imagination.

3. While the old analytical methods would still be in use, computers
and other advanced analytical tools would also be employed.

4. More emphasis would be placed on the formulation and
implementation of strategies.

5. Meaningful participation in the planning process by members of the

organization would be greatly encouraged.
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6. The corporate planner would find a place in the organization and

would work side by side with the CEO.

7.
8.

Satisfaction with planning systems would grow.

More companies, both big and small, would develop some form of

formal strategic planning to fit their circumstances.

9.

There would be more integration of business strategic planning

systems with government planning as a means of dealing jointly with social

problems.

10.

Finally, there would be a transfer of knowledge and experience from

the business world to the nonprofit sector.

Digman (1990) gave practical suggestions for future development:

1.

8.

Strategic planning must continue to undergo an evolutionary
process. The framework for strategic planning should be
improved.

Better information should be obtained through the use of better
tools.

Rewards for strategic performance should replace rewards given
on the basis of profit or cash flow.

Managers should be trained in strategic management.

Not only the top manager but also the rest of the organization
should be involved in the learning process.

Interorganizational strategies should be used (strategies involving
joint ventures).

Organizational culture and climate, and the need for harmony
between strategic and operational units, should always be taken
into consideration in planning.

Sustaining networks and cooperation would take the place of the
classical hierarchical structure of the organization. (p. 400)

Rowe, Mason, and Dickel (1986) suggested a future direction for strategy

formulation and implementation in several areas:

1.

Marketing forces must be taken into consideration in the

determination of strategy; in particular, a better understanding of market

structures and market dynamics is needed.
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2. Commitment on the part of the individual should be given priority
(to assure performance).

3. Top management should be proactive to achieve significant gains in
corporate performance.

4. Strategic management must be able to create the future, while being
able to integrate it with operational control.

5. Strategic planning should become open-systems planning in which
all levels of management get involved in the formulation and
implementation of strategy. |

6. The rigid organizational structure of the past should be abandoned
in favor of a flexible or ad hoc structure, depending on circumstances.

7. An organizational climate that fosters innovation and
entrepreneurship should be encouraged in the interest of commitment and
retention of talent.

8. Changes in management and leadership styles are required to
encourage not only adaptive but also creative and innovative behavior
within the organization, while still maintaining a pragmatic balance. The
role of the individual leader in determining the effectiveness of strategy will
continue to increase in importance. |

9. Resources should be allocated to analyze market conditions, to
formulate and implement strategy, and to meet external demands and the
requirements of stakeholders. There will be a growing emphasis on changes
in the operating environment.

10. New technology, such as decision support systems (DSS), artificial
intelligence (AI), and expert systems (ES), may assist in certain decision tasks.

Whenever strategic planning is applied, in the words of Drucker (1974),



78

It does not substitute facts for judgment, does not substitute
science for the manager. It does not even lessen the importance
and role of managerial ability, courage, experience, intuition, or
even hunch. . . . On the contrary, the systematic organization of
the planning job and the supply of knowledge to it strengthen the
manager’s judgment, leadership, and vision. (p. 129)

Summary

The review of the literature provided in this chapter focused on the
historical development of strategic planning. The purpose of this review was
to lay a foundation for the understanding of the concept of strategic planning
from different perspectives. A working definition was provided as a
distillation from previous definitions.

Strategic planning, in the opinion of the researcher, consists of six
elements: external environmental analysis; formulation of institutional
mission, goals, and objectives; institutional analysis; strategy formulation;
organization and systems design; and implementation and evaluation.

Strategic planning has passed through periods of growth, decline,
uncertainty, and turbulence. It has been used in the private sector as well as
in the public sector. Most of the largest business organizations have used this
tool. Institutions of higher education were slow to adopt strategic planning as
part of their management, but the literature suggests an increase in the
application of strategic planning in higher education as well as the corporate
sphere. There are stories of successes as well as failures included in the
literature, but strategic planning has been judged more successful than not.
Most of the failures were due to misapplication of the tool. Finally, trends in
strategic planning were presented. As a managerial tool, strategic planning

will be beneficial for years to come.



CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction
The primary purpose of this study focused on the level of strategic
planning being applied in selected private institutions of higher education in
Bangkok, Thailand. This chapter dealt with the design of the study, the
composition and size of the population and sample being employed in the
collection of data, the instruments used and how the data would be analyzed

to obtain the results.

Design of the Study
The research design included both qualitative and quantitative aspects.
In-depth interviews of all presidents of selected institutions were conducted.
" Collection of data using survey instruments was done with administrators
and selected full-time faculty members. The results obtained were analyzed

and compared.

Subjects and Sites
Population
The subjects for the study included three major groups. The first group
consisted of 10 presidents of the institutions selected. The second group, all
the administrators (vice presidents, college deans, and chairpersons) of the

selected institutions were included. The full-time faculty members formed
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the third group. The population for the survey included 3,357 administrators

and full-time faculty members.

Sample

All the presidents of the 10 institutions selected were included in the
sample for interviewing since the number was rather small.

The survey was conducted with all vice presidents, college deans, and
chairpersons as administrators of the institutions. Moreover, the same
survey instruments were administered to full-time faculty members. Since
the number of faculty members was large, listings of full-time faculty teaching
in the academic year 1994 were requested from a coordinator at each selected
institution. Each faculty listing was arranged in alphabetical order. Then, a
sample group was obtained by gathering every sixth, fourth, and third person
for large, medium, and small institutions in the sample. The total of 765

administrators and faculty members formed the survey sample.

Sites

The focus of this study was with private colleges and universities in
Bangkok, Thailand. Ten private institutions of higher education were
selected from the total of 15 private institutions of higher education in
Bangkok. The other five were not included in this study due to its particular
nature of program offering.

Ten selected institutions again were divided into three groups in terms
of sizes designated as large, medium, and small. The criteria were based on
the student enrollments in each institution. Large institutions were those
having more than 12,000 enrollments. Small institutions had less than 4,000

enrollments. The other four institutions were classified as medium-sized
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institutions. The reason was to make comparisons in terms of large and small
institutions clearer.

Using enrollments, the 10 institutions were divided into three groups
(large, medium, and small): three large institutions, designated as L1, L2, and
L3, with more than 12,000 enrollments; three small institutions designated as
S1, S2, and S3 with enrollments below 4,000; and four medium institutions
designated as M1, M2, M3, and M4 between the large and small sizes and with
the number of students ranging between 4,000 and 12,000.

Instrumentation
Data for the study were obtained in two ways: (a) through interviews
with the president of each selected institution, and (b) through the
completion of survey instruments by the administrators and faculty members

of institutions under the study.

Interview Instrument

The interview instrument consisted of questions on actual practices on
planning using six components of the institutional planning process. The
general outline of the interview concentrated on who made decisions on
different plans and projects in the institution. The other emphasis was in the
studies and the analysis of different outcomes of the plans as well as projects
for future planning. The instrument was thus divided into two major parts:
In the first part of the instrument, the interviewer requested each president to
provide information on who set institutional policies on mission, goals, and
objectives; the recruitment of personnel; the personnel development plan;
facility hiring; curriculum development (including introduction of new

curriculum and termination of the existing one); financial planning; the
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design of different systems within the institution, the change or adaptation of
the design of systems; and the construction on campus.

The second section of the instrument investigated the following topics
for future planning: programs and course offerings demanded by market
labor force; public relations for public image and to obtain quality students;
the number of students enrolled in each department; teaching and learning
methods; evaluation of the teaching performance; academic achievement of
students; effectiveness in the working areas of the graduates; the number of
graduates working in the field in which they graduated; the reason for being
unemployed; manpower planning; financial situation; academic excellence;

environmental scanning and institutional analysis.

Survey Instrument

The survey instrument consisted of six components conceptualized by
the researcher to be characteristics of the strategic planning process developed
from the concepts of strategic planning process of various authors and
especially that of Kotler and Murphy (1981) and that of Evans for her doctoral
dissertation completed in 1987. Permission was obtained to use an adaptation
of her survey instrument in the questionnaire (see Appendix A).

The instrument was comprised of two parts. The first part required the
respondents to provide demographic information, their personal background,
including the rank rating of the institutions under the survey. For the second
part, the respondents provided personal judgments about the six components
identified by the researcher as essential elements in strategic planing process.
These components were similar to those proposed by Kotler and Murphy

(1981). They are as follows:
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1. Institutional Analysis. Question 1, Items a-m, measured the
respondents’ perception of the level of priority of institutional application of
strategic planning in terms of the strengths anci weaknesses of the institution.

2. Formulation of Institution’s Mission, Goals, and Obijectives.
Question 2, Items a-i, was designed to elicit responses from participants on the
role of their institution’s mission, goals, and objectives in the strategic
planning process.

3. External Environmental Analysis. Question 3, Items a-h, elicited
responses from the respondents concerning the level of attention the
institution had given to external environmental analysis in the strategic
planning process.

4. Strategy Formulation. Question 4, Items a-k, measured the activities
organized in the strategic planning process, especially in the arrangement of
academic progress.

5. Organization and Systems Design. Question 5, Items a-j, elicited
responses on the relationship between strategic planning and the institution’s
planning structure and planning resources.

6. Implementation and Evaluation. Question 6, Items a-i, measured
perceptions of the respondents of the relationship between strategic planning
and the actual implementation and evaluation of the plan and strategic
control thereof.

A five-point Likert scale was used to measure the relationship between
the strategic planning process and the six components at five levels of
priority: 1 = none, 2 = some, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, and 5 = highest with
value = 1 in case the respondent did not know whether the institution had

any planning at all.
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A questionnaire was constructed on the basis of established criteria for
the strategic planning model. The researcher was well aware of the
advantages and disadvantages of the survey questionnaire presented by

Orlich (1978).

Instrument Testing

The interview instrument was pilot tested with three vice presidents of
Assumption University. Each agreed to help and make suggestions to
improve on the clarity, utility and comprehensiveness of the instrument.
Their suggestions and revisions were incorporated into the final version of
the instrument which was then used as the interview instrument.

Test of validity. The survey 1nstrument consisted of six components
conceptualized by the researcher to be charactenstlcs of strategrc planmng
process. The 51x components were developed from the concepts of strategic
plannlng process of vanous authors. The model developed in thxs study was
‘T modified strategic planning process model of Kotler and Murphy (1981) and
the questionnaire items were adapted from the doctoral dxssertatlon of Evans
in 1987 with her perm1ssxon (see Appendlx A) ‘The content vahdlty for this

instrument was further strengthened by two pilot tests conducted with two
groups of 15 full-time faculty members of Assumption University in
subsequent order to determine the terminology and intent of each statement,
to eliminate vague wording, to get suggestions for modifications, and to
determine the approximate length of time needed to complete the
questionnaire. The opinions and suggestions of the pilot test groups were
included for the improvement of the clarity and utility of the instruments.

The results of these pilot tests were again revised by three university

professors specializing in this area who assisted in its development. Their
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revisions were incorporated into the final version of the instrument which
was then used for collection of data in this study.

Test of reliability. The survey instrument was tested for its reliability.
For this purpose, SPSSX Reliability subprogram was used to determine the
consistency in mesuring each of the six components in strategic planning
process. The results from the computer runs of reliability of each component

were as follows:

1. Institutional Analysis 12 items = .74
2. Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives 8 items = .78
3. External Environment Analysis 7 items = .76
4. Strategy Formulation 10 items = .80
5. Organization and Systems Design 9 items = .83
6. Implementation and Evaluation 8 items = .85

Reliability of total score of the six components (54 items) was .90. It was
concluded from this test that the survey instrument possessed reliable scales

for the measurement (see Appendix E).

Data Collection

Once the interview instrument and survey instrument were
determined, then data collection was able to proceed. Permission to collect
data with selected institutions was first obtained from the president of the
Association of Private Higher Education Institutions of Thailand on June 16,
1994. Then, the president of the Association circulated letters to all presidents
of selected institutions informing them of the need of the researcher to collect
data. Initial contacts were made through telephone calls to each president
making appointments for time and date of the interviews. All interviews

were conducted on thbse specified dates lasting about half-hour each.
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On the same occasion as the interview, permission to collect data from
the administrators and faculty members was obtained from the president. At
the same time, a request was made to the president for a designated
coordinator who facilitated the acquisition of the lists of administrators and
full-time faculty members, distribution and collection of instruments
including the replacement of respondents, and follow-up of the survey.

From the alphabetical listing of full-time faculty members teaching in
1994, a random sample (consisting of every sixth faculty member for large
institutions, every fourth for medium and every third for small institutions)
was selected for the survey.

Accompanying the survey instrument were a cover letter and a return
envelope. The cover letter explained the need for the study and the purpose
of the survey; it also assured the subjects that the confidentiality of individual
responses would be maintained. The survey instrument was coded for
confidentiality and for follow-up with non-respondents. For each respondent,
‘a packet containing the questionnaire, the cover letter, and a return envelope
was prepared. A roster list of all administrators and the selected faculty
members was prepared and sent along with the survey packets to the
designated coordinator at each institution. The prepared packets were hand-
delivered to the coordinators for distribution.

The coordinator at each institution distributed the packets to the
admvinistrators and selected members of the faculty. If any members of the
faculty selected for inclusion in the survey were absent, then the coordinator
was requested to select substitutes in the same departments.

Two weeks after the delivery of the survey instruments, the first

follow-up with the coordinators was made by telephone. The purpose was to
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track the progress made and to check whether any difficulty had arisen. A
second follow-up was done in the same manner one week after the first
follow-up. After the second follow-up, the first collection of the
questionnaires distribute was made. Of the 765 surveys distributed, 412
(53.86%) were received on the first collection. The third and final contact with
coordinators was to collect the remaining questionnaires which had been left
out. An additional 143 (18.69%) were obtained from this final collection. The

total number of survey responses returned was 555, 72.55% of the sample.

Data Analysis
The data obtained from the responses in the six areas of strategic
planning were tabulated. The following statistics were used in the analysis of

the data.

1. Research Question One. What are the perceptions of administrators
concerning the level of priority of institutional application of
strategic planning?

To determine the perceptions of administrators, means and standard
deviations were computed for groups of items representing each of the six
variables identified as components of strategic planning process. Then, t-test
(t-values of paired samples) was administered for administrators’ perception
on actual practice in each dimension of strategic planning to determine the

importance and relationship of these components.

2. Research Question Two. What are the perceptions of faculty
members concerning the level of priority of institutional
application of strategic planning?

Means and standard deviations were first computed for groups of items
representing each of the six variables identified as components of the strategic

planning process. The relationship and importance of the six variables were
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determined by t-tests (t-values of paired samples) of faculty’s perception on

actual practice in each dimension of strategic planning.

3. Research Question Three. To what extent does the perceived
level of priority of institutional application of the strategic planning
process vary according to the roles of the respondents?

To compare the perception levels of priority of institutional application
in strategic planning of administrators with those of faculty, means for each
of the six variables representing components of the strategic planning process
were computed separately for administrators and for faculty members. T-tests
between administrators’ and faculty’s perceptions were then performed to
compare the administrators’ means and faculty’s means for each of the six
variables representing components of the strategic planning process.

Additional analysis was also done to compare the perception level of
suggested applicatioﬁ of priority of institutional application of strategic
planning of administrators with those of faculty. T-tests between
administrators’ and faculty’s perceptions on suggested applications were
performed to compare the means between them for each of the six variables

representing components of the strategic planning process.

4. Research Question Four. To what extent does the perceived
level of priority of institutional application in the strategic planning
process vary according to the sizes of the institutions?

To compare the perceptions of priority of institutional application of
strategic planning of administrators and faculty members from large and
small institutions, the combined means of administrators and faculty
members of large universities and the combined means of administrators and
faculty members of small institutions were computed for each of the six
variables representing components of the strategic planning process. Then, t-

tests on both actual practice and suggested application were performed to
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determine whether there was a difference in the levels of priority of
application perceived by the two groups.

Analysis of variance on both actual practice and suggested application
was conducted for each of the six variables representing components of
strategic planning process to determine the relationship between the
perception levels of priority of institutional application to the strategic

planning process and the sizes of institutions.

5. Research Question Five. What common components of
strategic planning are perceived to have a priority ranking in the
selected institutions of higher education?

a. As perceived by administrators.
b. As perceived by faculty members.
c. As perceived by both administrators and faculty combined.

To determine the characteristics of strategic planning perceived to be of
high priority in the selected institutions of higher education, the following
procedure was used:

As perceived by administrators. For administrators, means and
standard deviations were computed for perceived desirability (suggested
application) of each of the six variables representing components of the
strategic planning process. T-tests (t-values of paired samples) were then
performed to compare the means of those variables in pair.

As perceived by faculty members. For faculty, means and standard
deviations were computed for perceived desirability (suggested application) of
each of the six variables presenting components of the strategic planning
process. T-tests (t-values of paired samples) were performed to compare these
means in pair.

As perceived by both administrators and faculty combined. For both

administrators and faculty, combined means and standard deviations were



920

computed for suggested application of each of the six variables representing
components of the strategic planning process. T-test (t-values of paired
samples) of administrators’ and faculty’s combined perception on suggested
application for each dimension of strategic planning was determined.

All statistics were computed using the Statistical Package for the Social
Science (SPSS/PC+).

Summary

In this chapter, the methodology of the study was described. The
discussion included a description of the instrumentation used, a description
of the study population, an explanation of how the study sample was chosen,
a description of the procedures used for data collection, and the data analysis
used related to each of the research questions. In addition to quantitative
analysis, the researcher also made a qualitative analysis making use of
interviews with each president of the selected institutions. Two collections of
data were made. The overall return rate for the study was 72.55%. The
sample groups were divided according to roles (admini.strators and faculty)
and sizes (large, medium, and small) of institutions. Only the administrators
and faculty of large and small institutions were studied and compared. The
medium-sized institutions, a connecting link in between, were considered
separately. The six components considered to be the process of strategic
planning were: institutional analysis, formulation of mission, goals and
objectives; external environment analysis; strategy formulation; organization
and systems design; and implementation and evaluation.

The survey instruments were distributed, collected. The data obtained

was tabulated and statistically analyzed.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA

Introduction
The data obtained from the interviews were analyzed to determine
the viewpoints of top management about the priority of institutional
application of strategic planning. This chapter profiles the characteristics of
the respondents. The major thrust of the chapter is on the results of the

interviews and the survey.

Characteristics of Respondents

This study included only private colleges and universities in Bangkok,
Thailand. From a list of all 28 private colleges and universities in Thailand
(MUA, 1993), another list of 15 institutions in Bangkok was prepared (see
Appendix E). Five institutions were excluded from the study due to the
particular nature of course offerings. The final list of 10 private colleges and
universities comprised the sample for the study.

The 10 institutions were divided into large, medium, and small
institutions using the enrollment criterion. Large institutions (L1, L2, and L3)
had more than 12,000 enrollment, medium-sized iﬁstitutions (M1, M2, M3,
and M4) had yearly enrollment between 4,000 to 12,000, and small institutions
(S1, S2, and S3) had less than 4,000 enrollment.

From the responses obtained, the researcher decided to focus attention

on the analysis of data from large and small institutions. The main reason
91
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was that some of the medium-sized institutions had characteristics more
similar to large institutions and some had certain characteristics of small
institutions. To be able to present a clear picture of the characteristics of large
and small institutions in terms of institutional application of strategic
planning, the medium-sized institutions were removed and the two
extremes were retained. The medium-sized institutions were only included
where they helped confirm the results obtained in the analysis of data in large
and small institutions. Interviews were then made with the presidents of the
10 selected institutions.

- The survey was conducted with the administrators (all vice presidents,
deans, and chairpersons) and selected faculty. To randomly select faculty, a
listing of full-time faculty teaching in academic year 1994 was obtained from
the coordinator of each institution. Every sixth person on the large institu-
tions list, every fourth person from the r}iedium-sized institutions list, and
every third person from the small institutions list formed the sample size for
the survey. The combined group of administrators and selected faculty
totaling 765 formed the sample size. The questionnaires were distributed
according to the procédures outlined in Chapter III. The data base consisted of
555 returned questionnaires representing a return rate at 72.55%. The
summary of sample size in each institution, number of responses returned,
and return rates in percent are given in Table 1. From the table, it can be seen
that rate of response was relatively consistent from all selected institutions.

From the total 555 surveys returned, 206 were from large institutions,
219 from medium-sized institutions, and 130 from small institutions.

Administrators completed 222 surveys and faculty completed 333. The
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distribution of administrators and selected faculty members that provided

responses for the surveys is shown in Table 2.

Table 1

Summary of Sample Size and Return Rate

Sample
Institution Size Return No % of
Surveyed Return Return

Large Institution
L1 99 71 28 71.72
L2 97 70 27 72.16
L3 83 65 18 78.31

Medium Institution

M1 88 58 30 65.91
M2 88 52 36 59.10
M3 74 51 23 68.92
M4 65 58 7 89.23

Small Institution
S1 63 43 20 68.25
S2 50 42 8 84.00
S3 58 45 13 77.59
Total 765 555 210 72.55

Table 2

The Distribution of Administrators and Facuity by Size of the Institutions

Size of Institution Administrators Faculty Total
Large (L) 88 118 206
Medium (M) 78 141 219
Small (S) 56 74 130
Total 222 333 555
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The survey instrument was composed of two parts. Personal
background of the respondents formed Part I of the questionnaire and the
perceptions of the respondents concerning institutional application of
strategic planning formed Part II. Personal background referred to
characteristics of the respondents in terms of their role in the institution,
gender, age groups, educational background, and the places where they
received their formal education. The number and percentage of subjects
classified by role, gender, age, educational level, and place of education are
shown in Table 3 and 4. The following characteristics were noted:

1. There was relative consistency in the number of administrators
and faculty in each institution. There was no consistency in other aspects.

2. The majority of the respondents obtained their education in
Thailand and held master’s degreess.

3. The three groups differed in the age groups of the respondents.

4. The majority of the respondents’ ages for large and small
institutions were in the range of 34-59; whereas in medium-sized institutions,

the majority were in the age range of 23-33 (see Table 3 and 4).
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Table 3

Number and Percentage of Subjects in Large and Small Institutions Classified
by Role, Sex, Age, Educational Level, and Place of Education

Large Institution Small Institution
L1 L2 L3 Sl S2 S3 Total
Role
faculty 42 41 35 27 23 24 192
59.2% 58.6% 53.8% 60.0% 53.5% 57.1% 57.1%
admin. 29 29 30 18 20 18 14
40.8% 414% 46.2% 40.0% 465% 429% 429%
Sex
male 21 22 27 23 7 15 115
29.6% 314% 415% 51.1% 16.3% 35.7% 34.2%
female 50 - 48 38 22 36 27 221
70.4% 68.6% 585% 489% 83.7% 64.3% 65.8%
Am ,
23-33 24 24 - 116 16 10 19 109
33.8% 34.3% 246% 35.6% 233 452% 32.4%
34-59 37 33 33 25 28 15 171
52.1% 471% - 50.8% 55.6% 65.1% 3.7 50.9%
60-up 10 13 16 4 5 8 56
- 14.1% 186% 24.6% 8.9% 116% 19.0% 16.7%
Education
bachelor’s 21 8 14 24 5 16 88
29.6% 114% 215% 53.3% 116% 381% 26.2%
master’s 44 54 44 20 32 25 219
62.0% 77.1% 67.7% 44.4% 74.4% 595% 652%
doctor’s 6 8 7 1 6 1 29
85% 11.4% 108% 22% 14.0% 2.4% 8.6%
Place
Thailand 51 40 41 41 38 34 245
71.8% 571% 63.1% 91.1% 88.4% 81.0% 72.9%
abroad 20 30 24 4 5 8 91
28.2% 429% 369% 8.9% 11.6% 19.0% 27.1%
Total 71 70 65 45 43 42 336
21.1% 20.8% 193% 13.4% 12.8% 125% 100%
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Table 4

Number and Percentage of Subjects in Medium-sized Institutions Classified
by Role, Sex, Age, Educational Level, and Place of Education

Medium Institution
Mi M2 M3 M4 Total
Roles A
faculty : 39 35 31 36 141
67.2% 60.3% 60.8% 69.2% 64.4%
administration 19 23 20 16 78
32.8% 39.7% 39.2% 30.8% 35.6%
Sex
male 34 42 5 32 113
58.6% 72.4% 9.8% 61.5% 51.6%
female 24 16 46 20 106
41.4% 27.6% 90.2% 38.5% 48.4%
Age.
23-33 30 27 9 24 90
51.7% 46.6% 17.6% 46.2% 41.1%
34-59 18 16 30 22 86
31.0% 27.6% 58.8% 42.3% 39.3%
60-up 10 15 12 6 43
17.2% 25.9% 23.5% 11.5% 19.6%
Education
bachelor’s 31 28 5 24 88
53.4% 48.3% 9.8% 46.2% 40.2%
master’s 24 26 42 22 114
41.4% 44.8% 82.4% 42.3% 52.1%
doctor’s 3 4 4 6 17
. 5.2% 6.9% 7.8% 11.5% 7.8%
Place
Thailand 51 50 45 38 184
87.9% 86.2% 88.2% 73.1% 84.0%
Abroad 7 8 6 14 35
12.1% 13.8% 11.8% 26.9% 16.0%
Total 58 58 51 52 219
26.5% 26.5% 23.3% 23.7% 100%
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Analysis of the Interviews

Interviews were conducted with all 10 presidents of the selected private
colleges and universities. Appointments were made in advance with each
president requesting time and date for an interview. The time and date of the
delivery of the questionnaires coincided with the president’s interview so that
the researcher would have a chance to meet the coordinator personnally and
to explain the needs and administration of the survey. The main purpose of
the interview was to determine the extent to which formal strategic planning
had been undertaken by the institution. The level of application of strategic
planning was measured by analysis of documents from personnel involved.

Questions were designed using the six components conceptualized by
the researcher to represent a strategic planning model. These components had
a bearing on the practical and formal aspects of planning and contained the
following:

1. Institutional analysis. The researcher inquired about eight items:
manpower planning, personnel development, facility acquisition, budgeting
planning, study of financial trends, study on teaching and learning methods,
evaluation of teaching performance, and the academic achievement of
students. These eight items covered four major areas of institutional
resources, namely, personnel, physical plant, finance, and teaching-learning .

2. Formulation of mission, goals, and objectives. Questions were
asked about the existence of a mission statement, goals, and objectives of the
institution, and the alignment of institutional activities with fhe mission.

3. External environmental analysis. The main components under
this variable were the number of applications and enrollments and outside

forces such as technological, social, political, economic. The main purpose
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was to see the emphasis and interest exerted by the president on external
forces that could have a bearing on the operation of the institution.

4. Strategy Formulation. To understand the strategies the presidents
had used in the institution, the researcher inquired about major areas in
which strategies could be implemented. The contents included the existence
of curriculum and program development, the process of academic staff and
personnel selection, the process to obtain quality students, and the decision
making process regarding construction.

5. Organization and Systems Design. Concentration was on the who,
how, and when of designing the structure and systems of the organization.

6. Implementation and Evaluation. To determine the quality of
implementation as a part of strategic planning, the following activities were
examined: the follow-up on plans and projects, the foliow-up of graduates,
evaluation of effectiveness, and corrective measures on action-plans.

The researcher also inquired into the manner in which planning was
formulated, follow-up, evaluation, the use of the results, and obstacles and
difficulties. An effort was made to seek information from the presidents on
how they made their strategic decisions and on what basis the decision was
made, from hard data to soft data.

For purposes of confidentiality, the identity of each president was
excluded from personal background. The analysis was done only to give a

general profile of strategic planning application in selected institutions.

The Interview Results

After the 45-60 minute interview with each president, the data
gathered were grouped under the six components of strategic planning, and

the results are as follows:
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Institutional analysis. All the presidents interviewed gave similar
testimony about the direction of institutional analysis. Since their institutions
were privately owned and self-sufficient, no government subsidies were
provided. As a result, the operation of the institutions depended largely on
students’ tuition fees. The presidents confirmed that financial planning,
including budgeting and analysis of revenues and expenses, was regularly and
systematically performed. They even mentioned that financial reports were
submitted to the Ministry of University Affairs (MUA) on a yearly basis and
for a fixed period. Moreover, presentation of financial planning was essential
before the institutions received permission from the MUA for tuition
increases. All testified that everything went on as planned in this regard.

On the aspect of manpower planning and human resource
development, each president confirmed that manpower planning was
practiced in his institution. The differences arose in human resource
development. The presidents from institutions with sufficient revenues had
definite plans on this aspect. For small and medium-sized institutions, the
presidents assured that there was some plan for human resource develop-
ment, but there were no documents to support evidence of planning. The
difficulty that presidents of small as well as large institutions were facing was
in the turnover of the faculty, more in small than in large institutions.
Human resorce development planning needed to be adjusted intermittently.

With regard to physical plants, every president stated that there was a
long-range plan for any construction on campus. The decision varied
depending on the nature of each institution. As a whole, the decision came
as the result of a committee, and the feasibility of the construction depended

on funding. The way in which decisions were made was similar across
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campuses. The final results of the decisions however, varied with the
campus. Generally, the decision making was done on the basis of expansion
and growth of the organization. Only two presidents mentioned that they
used construction to add better profile to their institutions and thus attract
more enrollment.

On facility acquisition, the decision-making process was not uniform.
It ranged from formal to informal, with decisions made either by committee
or by individuals. Yet, all agreed on one point—that they must obtain the
facilities required to meet the needs of students, staff and faculty. They
further stated that this was also a source of attraction to personnel.

The interviews regarding teaching and learning methods, evaluation
of teaching performance, and academic achievement of students revealed that
there was evaluation of the teaching performance of faculty in only two
institutions. There was no formal study of the teaching and learning
methods. All presidents agreed that these issues were important. They even
“asserted that they would plan more effectively in this area in the future. One
commonality was that in all 10 institutions there were academic test measure-
ments for the students, and records were kept systematically. In general, the
presidents agreed that the evaluation of teaching performance and the
improvement of teaching methodologies was a weak point. The reasons
given were the length of time needed to achieve the results, the inaccuracy of
the evaluation of teaching performance, and the unaccepting nature of
persons who would be evaluated. The presidents reflected about ways and
means to improve on this aspect.

As a whole, the presidents confirmed that there was institutional

planning involving all institutional resources. The planning with tangible
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resources (finance, construction, personnel) was evident in their
implementation. What seemed to be more abstract was the study of methods
of teaching, the evaluation of teaching performance, and academic
achievement and effectiveness . The number of activities, projects, and plans
differed depending on funding which, in turn, depended largely on the size of
the enrollment.

Formulation of mission, goals, and objectives. The second element of

the strategic planning process dealt with the formulation of the institution’s
mission, goals, and objectives. The formal existence and the person(s) or
working units that were the source of their existence was questioned. The
results of the interviews revealed that all institutions had their own
missions, goals, and objectives put down in writing. Their statements could
be confirmed by the fact that the by-laws of the Ministry of University Affairs
required that every institution submit its missions, goals, and objectives on
the day it submitted documents to the Ministry of University Affairs for
approval as a formal educational establishment of higher learning (Ministry
of University Affairs, 1992). All pointed out that the missions, goals, and
objectives of their institution had evolved through time. These missions,
goals, and objectives might have begun with a vision of a founder, and
through years of development had been shaped and formed by a group of
institutional leaders.

External enviromental analysis. For external environmental analysis,

the researcher interviewed the presidents regarding three areas: outside forces
(technological, social, economic, political), the market demand of labor, and
student demography. The emphases were on the procurement of data and

information obtained for decision making, the person(s) or working units
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responsible for decision making, and the study of market demand. One of the
common features agreed upon by the presidents of all selected institutions
was that the external environment played an important role in the planning
process. They were forced not only to react to the changes outside the
institution, but they sometimes had to forecast and act in advance instead of
waiting for the situation to happen (Ansoff, 1984; Keller, 1983; Drucker, 1974).
There were no formal studies of the environment as such, but through years
of experience and through informal and daily contacts with the news and the
existing trends, the presidents were confident of their actions taken in the
institutions. They gathered information from the mass media, through
educational tours and visits, and through seminars and discussions.

Strategy formulation. Strategy formulation, the fourth element,
involved the process of selection and recruitment of teaching staff and other
personnel; curriculum development; program increase, or elimination; the
method of selection of quality students and other personnel; and investment
or expansion in terms of construction. The emphases of the inquiry were on
the methods employed in the process, the decision making, the persons or
units that were responsible, and how these strategies came into existence.
Strategy was at the heart of strategic planning. Every president had strategies
depending on the size and circumstances of the institution. In large and long-
established institutions, due to better resources and experiences acquired on
the job, the strategies employed were varied and broad in scope. In small and
newly established institutions, however, the actions taken to formulate the
strategies were within the scope of the resources available. Large institutions
put up new buildings to increase facilities, to augment qualities, and to attract

more students. The process of faculty recruitment was easier due to better
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compensation and facilities than in small institutions. What seemed to be
common in terms of strategy formulation for both large and small
institutions were different forms of public relations and the development of
different courses, to keep them up-to-date, to delete what was outdated, and to
increase what the market demanded. Another common feature practiced in
both categories of institutions was that the formulation of strategies was not
based on formal collection of data or research. All decisions depended
primarily on past experience and existing information and was subjective to
the persons who made the decisions. For big and well-established institutions,
most strategies resulted from committee decisions. For small and newly
established institutions, strategies tended to be formulated by the highest
authority or leader. Nothing was mentioned about strategies particular to
small institutions that were distinctive and distinguished them from large
institutions.

Organization and systems design. The researcher inquired about the
persons or units responsible for organization and systems design, the factors
employed in their creation, and the time and factors used in the changes of
these mechanisms. Every president agreed that organization and systems
were essential to the daily operation of the institution. All stated clearly and
emphatically that in their institutions the structures and all sub-systems had
been organized and designed by teams of administrators. Only on rare
occasions had they been formed or initiated by the presidents. In structuring
the systems of the institutions, the presidents considered the “fit” between the
environments and the resources of the institutions as the most important
aspect (Peterson, 1980; Kotler & Murphy, 1981; Cope, 1987). And once the

structures and systems were in operation, they were revised and adapted in
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accordance with the changes in environments and all the resources in the
institutions. The period of time during which this occurred could not be
specifically spelled out. It all depended on the changes that occurred. The
difference between the large and small institutions was in the initiation of the
organization and systems design. For small institutions, normally, the work
was initiated by the president.

Implementation and evaluation. The last component was
implementation, evaluation, and adaptation of strategies and organization
and systems design. The contents of the interview were on follow-up,
evaluation of plans, corrective measures, and end results. Concerning the
end results, the researcher inquired about effectiveness of graduates and the
manner in which the effectiveness was evaluated; the study of the
employment, unemployment, and underemployment of these graduates and
their causes; and the study of the methods to reach academic excellence
obtained by other institutions. The emphasis was attaining the results of
these studies and applying them to future planning. All presidents followed-
up of on the plans implemented and their evaluation. Corrective measures
were specified for future planning. The results also revealed that the
processes of implementation and evaluation were done by committees
responsible. Further investigation with all presidents on end results (the
graduates) revealed that products (effectiveness of the graduates) must be
reviewed and studied regarding their relevancy and appropriateness to the
market. They needed to study and apply the academic excellénce attained by
the best institutions in different areas to their own systems (Digman, 1990).
Only a few large institutions made use of the research done by business firms

and by the Ministry of University Affairs to check on the relevancy and
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effectiveness of their products. Most did not do much in this area. In general,
each institution made studies on the effectiveness of its graduates and
evaluated the effectiveness of the graduates through informal contacts with
the alumni. Studies on academic excellence obtained by other institutions

were also done informally to view the general pattern for improvement.

Summary

The interviews with the 10 presidents revealed that all six elements of
strategic planning were employed in the institutions but with different
emphases. Formulation of mission, goals, and objectives was done by all
institutions. Its necessity was taken for granted. The presidents’ priority
seemed to be in institutional analysis and organization and systems design
which were day-to-day operations. These two aspects were also points of
emphasis in the past. Strategy formulation resulted from the analysis of the
first three elements. It can be concluded that all the presidents paid much
attention to this element. The process of strategy formulation was abstract
and complicated. The analysis of external environments was considered
essential and given high priority by all the presidents. The weak point, as
found from the interviews, arose from the last element, implementation and
evaluation. In particular, weaknesses included teaching method
improvement, evaluation of teaching performance, and effectiveness of the
graduates. Planning was evident in institutional finance, physical facilities
and construction, and organization and systems design. In other areas,
planning existed as policies rather than for implementation.

Based on interviews with the presidents of the 10 colleges and uni-

versities, it was clear that, to varying extents on the various campuses, both
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administrators and faculty were involved in strategic planning. Also, it
appeared that strategic planning followed a process related to the six

components which were identified in the literature.

Analysis of the Survey

The data obtained from the survey were statistically analyzed. The
survey included 54 items which pertained to the six components of strategic
planning. Each respondent was asked to give his/her perception of the
“Actual Practice” and “Suggested Application” concerning institutional
application of strategic planning using a 5-point scale. The 5-point scale
represented the five levels of application which were utilized in the survey
and also in the subsequent analyses of the survey: Level 1 (none) designated
either there was no institutional application of strategic planning as perceived
by the respondent or the respondent had no knowledge of its application.
Level 2 (some) meant that there was some institutional application of
strategic planning. Level 3 (moderate) designated a moderate level of
institutional application of strategic planning. Level 4 (high) designated high
institutional application of strategic planning, and Level 5 (highest) meant
that the institution had very high application of strategic planning. The

following is the presentation of the findings of the survey.

Findings of Research Question One

Research Question One: What are the perceptions of administrators
concerning the level of institutional application of strategic
planning?

Administrators’ perceptions about application in actual practice for

each dimension of strategic planning and t-test results are shown in Table 5.



107

In this analysis, a group of 88 administrators in large institutions formed the
first unit of analysis and a group of 56 administrators in small institutions
formed the second unit of analysis. The perceptions of the administrators
concerning actual practice for each component of strategic planning provided
data for the analysis.

Table 5 shows the means, t-values in the form of a matrix, and
ranking of the levels of priority of institutional application of strategic
planning of the six components in actual practice as perceived by administra-
tors in large and small institutions. The rankings of the six components in
both large and small institutions were érranged as a result of paired t-tests.

The perception levels of priority of institutional application of
strategic planning of the six components in actual practice of administrators
in large institutions were considered first. The mean values of the
administrators’ perceptions of the six components were as follows:
Institutional Analysis = 3.82, Formulation of Mission = 3.61, External Analysis

' = 3.64, Strategy Formulation = 3.32, Organization and Systems Design = 3.68,
and Implementation and Evaluation = 3.45. The means ranged from 3.82 to
3.32. The component that received the highest mean was Institutional
Analysis with a mean value of 3.82 and the component that received the
lowest mean of 3.32 was “Strategy Formulation.” In general, the level of
perceptions of administrators in institutional application of strategic planning

was above moderate to high.
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Table 5

T-Test Results (T-values of Paired Samples) of Administrators’ Perceptions on
Actual Practice for Each Dimension of Strategic Planning

Large Institutions (n = 88)

Mean SD Rank

Institutional Analysis - . 382 045 1
Formulation of Mission 3.61 0.74 2
External Analysis 364 059 2
Strategy Formulation 332 0.60 6
Organization and Systems Design 3.68 0.75 2
Implementation and Evaluation 345 0.79 5

Form Ext. Strat. Org. Imp.
Ins. 3.13* 3.04* 7.72% 2.02* 4.63**
Form. . 041 4.80" 1.05 2.34*
Ext. 546 0.56 2.30*
Strat. 6.03** 2.30*
Org. 3.92%*

Small Institutions (n = 56)
Mean SD Rank

Institutional Analysis 334 051 1
Formulation of Mission 3.06 0.63 2
External Analysis 3.03 0.64 2
Strategy Formulation 241 057 6
Organization and Systems Design 2389 0.68 2
Implementation and Evaluation 263 0.82 5

Form Ext. Strat. Org. Imp.
Ins. 3.60** 3.81™ 12.18** 5.26** 7.05**
Form. 0.30 8.88** 213 4.56"*
Ext. 6.80** 1.64 3.57*
Strat. 7.10* 2.76*
Org. 3.29*

*p<.05
*»p<.01
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The application of the six components in strategic planning can be
ranked (from highest to lowest) according to the magnitude of mean values:
Institutional Analysis (3.82), Organization and Systems Design (3.68), External
Analysis (3.64), Formulation of Mission (3.61), Implementation and-
Evaluation (3.45), and Strategy Formulation (3.32).

Paired t-tests were employed to specify the significance of each pair in
terms of their interaction with statistical significance set at .05 and .01

probability levels. The results of t-tests utilized a ranking from highest = 1 to
lowest = 6 according to importance of the component. The results of the t-
tests were presented in the form of a matrix.

In terms of ranking using the results of paired t-tests, Institutional
Analysis was ranked first, followed by Formulation of Mission, External
Analysis, and Organization and Systems Design having second rank, with
Implementation and Evaluation taking the fifth and Strategy Formulation
coming last.

Considering the levels of perceptions of administrators in small
institutions, the mean values of institutional application of strategic planning
of the six components in actual practice were: Institutional Analysis = 3.34,
Formulation of Mission = 3.06, External Analysis = 3.03, Strategy Formulation
= 241, Organization and Systems Design = 2.89, Implementation and
Evaluation = 2.63. The administrators’ perception levels of priority of
institutional application of strategic planning ranged from the highest of 3.34
to the lowest of 2.41. The highest mean of 3.34 in this group was found in
Institutional Analysis and the lowest mean of 2.41 went to Strategy
Formulation. As a whole, the level of application in strategic planning as

perceived by administrators in small institutions was moderate.
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Using the magnitude of mean values, the ranking of the six
components in strategic planning application from highest to lowest is as
follows: Institutional Analysis, Formulation of Mission, External Analysis,
Organization and Systems Design, Implementation and Evaluation, and
Strategy Formulation.

In terms of ranking, the first among the six components was
Institutional Analysis. Three components occupied the second rank, namely,
Formulation of Mission, External Analysis, and Organization and Systems
Design. Implementation and Evaluation and Strategy Formulation came fifth
and sixth, respectively. The first priority of institutional application was on
Institutional Analysis and the lowest of all six components was on Strategy
Formulation.

It can be seen from the above results that the level of institutional
application in strategic planning as perceived by administrators in large
institutions was higher than the level of institutional application in strategic
planning as perceived by administrators in small institutions. The ranking of
the six components, in order of priority of institutional application of strategic
planning obtained in large institutions, was the same as the ranking obtained
in small institutions. The component which received the highest scores for
application, according to administrators in both large and small institutions
was Institutional Analysis, followed by Organization and Systems Design,
External Analysis, Formulation of Mission, to the lowest scores for
application—Implementation and Evaluation, and Strategy Formulation—

respectively.



111

Findings of Research Question Two

Research Question Two: What are the perceptions of faculty |
members concerning the level of priority of institutional
application of strategic planning?

Faculty’s perception. The faculty’s perception about application in

actual practice for each component of strategic planning and t-test results are
shown in Table 6. In the analysis, a group of 118 faculty in large institutions
formed the first unit of analysis and a group of 74 faculty in small institutions
formed the second unit of analysis. The 'peréeptions of faculty in large
institutions and small institutions in actual practice for each component of
strategic planning provided data for the analysis.

Table 6 shows means, t-values in matrix form, and rankings of the
levels of priority of institutional application of strategic planning of the six-
components in actual practice as perceived by faculty in large and small
institutions. The rankings of the six components in both large and small
institutions were arranged as the result of paired t-tests.

The levels of perception of institutional application of strategic
planning of the six components in actual practice of faculty in large institu-
tions were considered first. The mean values of the faculty’s perceptions of
the six components were as follows: Institutional Analysis = 3.71, Formula-
tion of Mission = 3.44, External Analysis = 3.67, Strategy Formulation = 3.20,
Organization and Systems Design = 3.34, Implementation and Evaluation =
3.27. The mean values ranged from 3.71 to 3.20. The component that received
the highest mean waé Institutional Analysis with a mean value of 3.71 and
the component that received the lowest mean was “Strategy Formulation”
with a mean value of 3.20. As a whole, the level of perceptions of administra-

tors in institutional application of strategic planning was above moderate.
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Table 6

T-Test Results (T-values of Paired Samples) of Faculty’s Perceptions on Actual
Practice for Each Dimension of Strategic Planning

Large Institutions (n = 118)

Mean SD Rank
Institutional Analysis 371 0.52 1
Formulation of Mission 344 0.65 2
External Analysis 3.67 0.61 1
Strategy Formulation 320 056 5
Organization and Systems Design 334 0.62 4
Implementation and Evaluation 327 0.72 5
Form Ext. Strat. Org. Imp.
Ins. 4.62* 0.67 8.91** 6.63** 6.25**
Form. 3.76™ 4.46™ 1.77 2.81*
Ext. 7.97% 5.60** 5.92**
Strat. 272 1.39
Org. 1.12
Small Institutions (n = 74)
Mean SD Rank
Institutional Analysis 3.07 045 1
Formulation of Mission 2.68 0.67 3
External Analysis ' 285 0.65 2
Strategy Formulation 224 051 6
Organization and Systems Design 258 0.62 4
Implementation and Evaluation 240 0.73 5
Form Ext. Strat. Org. Imp.
Ins. 6.03** 347 15.33** 7.89** 9.27**
Form. 2,10 6.30™ 1.55 3.20"
Ext. 10.82** 3.92* 6.21**
Strat. 6.29** 2.41*
Org. 3.05**

*p<.05
o< .01
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From the mean values obtained, the six components in strategic
planning application can be arranged from highest to lowest as follows:
Institutional Analysis (3.71), External Analysis (3.67), Formulation of Mission
(3.44), Organization and Systems Design (3.34), Implementation and
Evaluation (3.27), and Strategy Formulation (3.20).

The paired t-tests were utilized to specify the significance of each pair in
terms of their interaction with statistical significance set at .05 and .01
probability levels. The results of t-tests were presented in the form of a matrix.
Using the results of paired t-tests, the six components in strategic planning
application were arranged from highest = 1 to lowest = 6 according to
importance of application as follows: Institutional Analysis (3.71) and
External Analysis (3.67) were ranked first; Formulation of Mission (3.44) came
second; Organization -and Systems Design (3.34) came fourth; and Strategy
Formulation (3.20) and Implementation and Evaluation (3.27) were ranked
fifth.

The levels of perceptions of faculty in small institutions can be
observed from the mean values, results of paired t-tests, and rankings as
shown also in Table 6. The mean values of institutional application of
strategic planning of the six components in actual practice as perceived by the
faculty in small institutions and arranged from tﬁe highest to the lowest
mean were: Institutional Analysis = 3.07, External Analysis = 2.85,
Formulation of Mission = 2.68, Organization and Systems Design = 2.58,
Implementation and Evaluation = 2.40, and Strategy Formulation = 2.24.

From the resul;cs of paired t-tests, ranking of levels of institutional
application of strategic planning obtained was the same ranking as arranged

using the magnitude of mean values in order of precedents as follows:
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Institutional Analysis, External Analysis, Formulation of Mission,
Organization and Systems Design, Implementation and Evaluation, and
Strategy Formulation.

The above descriptive statistics indicate that both sample groups held
the six components of strategic planning with almost equal importance with
the difference in level of priority of institutional application of strategic
planning. Those in large institutions tended to view their institutions as
having a higher level of institutional application in strategic planning than
those in small institutions. The level of institutional application of strategic
planning perceived by faculty in large institutions was higher than the level
of institutional application of strategic planning perceived by faculty in small
institutions. The rankings of the two sample groups were almost the same.

Combined group perception. Table 7 shows the results of
administrators” and faculty’s perceptions about application of actual practice
for each component of strategic planning and paired t-tests.

Comparison was made between level of institutional application as
perceived by administrators and faculty combined in large institutions as one
sample group and level of institutional application as perceived by
administrators and faculty combined in small institutions as another sample
group. T-tests (t-values of paired samples) of administrators’ and faculty’s
perceptions on actual practice were conducted with two sample groups in
large and small institutions on six dimensions. The results of means,
standard deviations, and paired t-tests are shown in Table 7.

The first combined group was comprised of 88 administrators and
118 faculty in large institutions with a sample size of 206. Means, t-values,

and rankings using t-test results are shown in Table 7.
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Table 7

T-Test Results (T-values of Paired Samples) of Administrators’ and Faculty’s
Perceptions on Actual Practice for Each Dimension of Strategic Planning

Large Institutions (n = 206)

Mean SD Rank

Institutional Analysis 3.76 049 1
Formulation of Mission ' v 351 0.69 3
External Analysis 3.66 0.60 2
Strategy Formulation 325 058 6
Organization and Systems Design 349 0.70 3
Implementation and Evaluation 335 0.75 5

Form Ext. Strat. Org. Imp.
Ins. 5.54** 2.44™ 11.82** 6.11* 777
Form. 3.12% 6.50"* 0.62 3.67**
Ext. 9.60** 3.53% 5.89**
Strat. 5.85** 2.49*
Org. 3.18**

Small Institutions (n = 130)
Mean SD Rank

Institutional Analysis 3.19 049 1
Formulation of Mission 284 0.68 2
External Analysis ‘ 293 0.65 2
Strategy Formulation 231 0.54 6
Organization and Systems Design 271 0.66 4
Implementation and Evaluation 250 0.78 5

Form Ext. Strat. Org. Imp.
Ins. 6.87** 5.15** 19.35** 9.28* 11.54**
Form. 147 10.32* 2.58* 5.34**
Ext. 12.17* 3.96** 6.79**
Strat. 9.39** 3.65**
Org. : 4.49*

*p<.05
*p< 01
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The mean values of administrators’ and faculty’s perceptions of levels
of institutional application of strategic planning of the six components as
arranged from the highest to the lowest mean were Institutional Analysis =
3.76, External Analysis = 3.66, Formulation of Mission = 3.51, Organization
and Systems Design = 3.49, Implementation and Evaluation = 3.35, and
Strategy Formulation = 3.25.

The results of paired t-tests, ranked in terms of institutional application
of strategic planning as obtained by the six components from the highest = 1
to lowest = 6, were: first, Institutional Analysis (3.76); second, External
Analysis (3.66); third, Formulation of Mission (3.51) and Organization and
Systems Design (3.49); fifth, Implementation and Evaluation (3.35); and sixth,
Strategy Formulation (3.25).

Consider the perceptions of administrators and faculty in small
institutions combined. The combined group in small institutions was
composed of 54 administrators and 74 faculty to form a sample size of 130.

As shown in Table 7, the mean values of institutional application of
strategic planning of six components from the highest to the lowest were:
Institutional Analysis = 3.19, External Analysis = 2.93, Formulation of Mission
= 2.84, Organization and Systems Design = 2.71, Implementation and
Evaluation = 2.50, and Strategy Formulation = 2.31.

A ranking of means of levels of institutional application in strategic
planning of the six components from the highest = 1 to the lowest = 6 was:
first, Institutional Analysis (3.19); second, Formulation of Mission (2.84) and
External Analysis (2.93); fourth, Organization and Systems Design (2.71); fifth,

Implementation and Evaluation (2.50); and sixth, Strategy Formulation (2.31).



117

It can be observed at this point that in actual practice, the level of insti-
tutional application of strategic planning as perceived by administrators was
similar to the level of institutional application of strategic planning as
perceived by faculty. With additional analyses of combined groups between
administrators and faculty, the level of institutional application of strategic
planning as perceived by the combined group in large institutions was the
same as perceived by administrators or faculty separately. And the level of
institutional application of strategic planning as perceived by the combined
group in small institutions was the same as perceived by administrators or
faculty separately. There was only one difference: the level of institutional
application of strategic planning in large instittitions was higher in the
perception of respondents from large institutions than in the perception of
respondents from small institutions. Therefore, those in large institutions
viewed their institutions as having a higher level of institutional application

of strategic planning than those in small institutions.

Findings of Research Question Three

Research Question Three: To what extent does the perceived level
of priority of institutional application of the strategic planning process
vary according to the roles of the respondents?

Perception in actual practice. To answer this question, results of t-tests
between administrators’ and faculty’s perception on actual practice were used
as shown in Table 8.

The level of institutional application of strategic planning was
measured against the two roles of the respondents, namely, the administra-
tors and the faculty. The level of institutional application of strategic planning

on actual practice was measured in both large and small institutions.
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T-Test Results between Administrators’ and Faculty’s Perceptions on Actual

Practice of Strategic Planning

- Large Institutions

Small Institutions

Mean SD T-value Mean SD T-value

Institutional Analysis

Administrator 4590 543 1.66 40.14 6.12 3.24*

Faculty 44.52 6.23 3688 5.35
Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives

Administrator 2887 5.89 1.72 2446 5.05  3.24*

Faculty 2754 520 2147 5.34
External Analysis

Administrator 2546 4.12 041 2123 452 155

Faculty : 2571 4.30 1999 4.56
Strategy Formulation

Administrator 33.24 5.98 1.56 24.11 5.75 1.78

Faculty 3197 5.59 2240 5.10
Organization and Systems Design

Administrator 3312 680 3.51* 2598 6.09 2.68**

Faculty 30.08 5.60 2322 5.62
Implementation and Evaluation

Administrator 2760 6.20 1.66 21.07 6.56 1.71

Faculty 26.19 5.79 19.20 5.88

*» < .05

*n < 01

ny = sample size of administrators
ng = sample size of faculty
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In large institutions, the sample size of administrators was 88 and the
sample size of faculty was 118. In each component, the level of application as
perceived by the two roles of administrators and faculty were compared. The
mean values of application perceived by administrators and faculty were
similar, although the means of administrators were higher except for External
Analysis. T-values of the differences of mean values of levels of institutional
application of strategic planning obtained in the six components were as
follows: t-value of 1.66 in Institutional Analysis, 1.72 in Formulation of
Mission, 0.41 in External Analysis, 1.56 in Strategy Formulation, 3.51 in
Organization and Systems Design, and 1.66 in Implementation and Evalua-
tion. The results of t-tests of independent groups showed that there was no
significant difference in the perception levels of institutional application of
strategic planning as perceived by administrators and faculty. The only
statistical difference could be found in Organization and Systems Design with
a t-value of 3.51; the difference was found to be significant at .01 level.

To measure the difference in level of institutional application of
strategic planning in relation to roles in small institutions, t-tests of
independent groups were utilized with 56 administrators and 74 faculty. T-
values from the comparison of means in the six components were as follows:
t-value of 3.24 in both Institutional Analysis and Formulation of Mission, t-
value of 1.55 in External Analysis, t-value of 1.78 in Strategy Formulation, t-
value of 2.68 in Organization and Systems Design, and t-value of 1.71 in
Implementation and Evaluation. From the results of t-tests of independent
groups, three variables were found to have significant differences in means
between the administrators and faculty at the .01 level. The three variables

were Institutional Analysis with t-value of 3.24, Formulation of Mission,
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Goals, and Objectives (3.24); and Organization and Systems Design (2.68). On
the other hand, External Analysis with a t-value. of 1.55, Strategy Formulation
(1.78), ahd Implementation and Evaluation (1.71) were three variables that
were not statistically significant, but, again, the administrators’ mean scores
were consistently higher than faculty mean scores.

It can be concluded from the data analysis that the role differences
(administrators and faculty) made no difference in perception of level of

application of strategic planning.

Perception on suggested application. T-tests between administrators’
and faculty’s perception on Suggested Application of strategic planning were
used to determine the difference in levels of institutional application of
strategic planning in relation to roles.

In large institutions, the two groups of comparison were the adminis-
trators of size 88 and the faculty of size 118. Means, standard deviations, and
t-values are shown in Table 9. Comparing the mean values of administrators
and faculty under each component, the difference was not large. To further
investigate the differences, t-values were considered. T-values as the result of
comparison of means of institutional application of strategic planning of the
two roles in the six components were as follows: t-value = 0.26 in
Institutional Analysis, t-value = 1.04 in Formulation of Mission, t-value =
0.18 in External Analysis, t-value = 1.68 in Strategy Formulation, t-value =
1.78 in Organization and Systems Design, and t-value = 2.12 in Implementa-
tion and Evaluation. It was found that five components had no significant
difference. One significant difference was found in Implementation and

Evaluation with a t-value of 2.12 and a significant difference at .05 level.
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Table 9

T-Test Results between Administrators’ and Faculty’s Perceptions on
Suggested Application of Strategic Planning

Large Institutions Small Institutions
(na = 88, nf= 118) (na = 56’ ng= 74)
Mean SD T-value Mean SD  T-value
Institutional Analysis
Administrator 5217 530 0.26 4887 6.21  0.92
Faculty 5198 4.86 4793 542

Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives
Administrator 3471 392 1.04 3341 441  2.08*
Faculty 34.11 431 3172 473
External Analysis
Administrator ) 2975 415 0.18 2791 362 178
Faculty 2985 3.56 2666 4.19
Strategy Formulation A
Administrator 4035 4.58 1.68 3646 552 1.67

Faculty 39.16 535 3484 549
Organization and Systems Design

Administrator 3968 414 178 3764 516 158

Faculty 3857 4.65 3624 4.88

Implementation and Evaluation

Administrator 3550 4.1 2.12* 3228 525 130
Faculty 3419 4.60 3101 5.73
*» < .05

*p < .01

n, = sample size of administrators
n¢ = sample size of faculty
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The two groups of comparison in small institutions were a group of 56
administrators and a group of 64 faculty. Table 9 also shows means, standard
deviations, and t-values. The mean value of the administrators was almost
of the same magnitude as the mean value of the faculty in each of the six
components. The t-values of mean differences between mean level of insti-
tutional application of strategic planning as perceived by administrators and
mean level of institutional application of strategic planning as perceived by
faculty in the six corﬁponents were found to be 0.92 for Institutional Analysis,
2.08 for Formulation of Mission, 1.78 for External Analysis, 1.67 for Strategy
Formulation, 1.58 for Organization and Systems Design, and 1.30 for
Implementation and Evaluation. T-values revealed that there was significant
difference at the .05 level only in Formulation of Mission, Goals, and
Objectives with t-value of 2.08 for all the six components.

A simple conclusion can be drawn concerning the difference in level of
institutional application of strategic planning in relation to roles. In
“Suggested Application,” there was no significant difference perceived by
administrators or faculty. The perception of either “Actual Practice” or
“Suggested Application” did not make any difference (see Tables 8 and 9).

The perceived “Actual Practice” of institutional application of the
strategic planning process as found in the respondents of two different work
positions is shown in Table 8. The two positions were those of administrators
and faculty. The means of the respondents in the two positions in both large
and small institutions were nearly the same. In general, when t-tests were
used to analyze the data, no significant difference was found in either the

administrator group nor the faculty group in terms of perception of
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institutional application in almost all the dimensions of the strategic
planning process.

In large institutions, a significant difference between administrators
and faculty members.was found in only one dimension, Organization and
Systems Design. In small institutions, however, significant differences were
found in several dimensions, namely, Institutional Analysis; Formulation of
Mission, Goals, and Objectives; and Organization and Systems Design.

Similar t-tests were applied to the perceived levels of institutional
application of “Suggested Application” in the strategic planning process in
relation to the positions of the respondents. Only slight differences in
perceptions were found, one in large institutions on “Implementation and
Evaluation” and another in small institutions on “Formulation of Mission.”
In general, there was no difference in perception on “Suggested Application”

of strategic planning between administrators and faculty (see Table 9).

Findings of Research Question Four

Research Question Four: To what extent does the perceived level of
priority of institutional application in the strategic planning process
vary according to the sizes of the institutions?

Levels of application by large and small institutions. This research
question can best be answered using the results of t-tests of independent
groups between large and small institutions on strategic planning as shown
in Table 10. |

The first group for analysis was the respondents in large institutions—
88 administrators and 118 faculty for a total group size of 206. The second
group was the respondents in small institutions—56 administrators and 74

faculty for a total groﬁp of size 130.
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Table 10

T-Test Results between Large and Small Institutions on Strategic Planning

Actual Practice Suggested Application
n Mean SD T-value Mean SD  T-value
Institutional Analysis
Large Institutions 206 45.11 593 10.29** 4999 570 2.23*
Small Institutions 130 38.28 5.90 51.08 5.59

Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives
Large Institutions 206 28.11 553 8.71** 3284 453  3.84™
Small Institutions 130 2276 541 3430 4.15
External Analysis
Large Institutions 206 25.62 421 10.46* 2863 4.02 1.44*
Small Institutios 130 2052 456 29.12 3.84
Strategy Formulation
Large Institutions 206 3251 5.78 14.82** 3718 558 3.67*
Small Institutions 130 23.14 543 3891 5.22
Organization and Systems Design
Large Institutions 206 31.38 631 10.08** 3740 5.01 4.00*™
Small Institutions 130 2441 597 39.09 4.67

Implementation and Evaluation

Large Institutions 206 2680 6.04 9.91* 3286 5.04 3.25*
Small Institutions 130 20.01 6.23 3426 4.86
*n < .05

*p < .01
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Administrators and faculty were combined in both large and small
institutions because a conclusion of the findings in research question three
revealed that there was no significant difference in the level of institutional
application of strategic planning in relation to roles (administrators and
faculty).

Table 10 shows the results of means, standard deviations, and t-values
of large and small institutions concerning “Actual Practice” and “Suggested
Application.” Consider the mean values of institutional application of
strategic planning in large and small institutions concerning “Actual Practice”
and “Suggested Application.” The differences between the two means of
perception levels of institutional application of strategic planning as
perceived by respondents in large institutions and small institutions were
considerabley large in the six components of strategic planing.

Further investigation was done in t-values concerning both “Actual
Practice” and “Suggested Application.” Concerning “Actual Practice,” there
were significant differences (o < .000) in the perception levels of the two
groups in all six components. The highest t-value belonged to “Strategy
Formulation” (14.82) and the lowest was “Formulation of Mission, Goals, and
Objectives” (8.71). Concerning “Suggested Application,” components that
were found to be statistically different at .01 level were: Formulation of
Mission, Goals, and Objectives; Strategy Formulation; Organization and
Systems Design; and Implemenfation and Evaluation. Two were found to be
significant at .05 level. They were Institutional Analysis and External
Analysis with t-value of 2.23 and 1.44, respectively.

The descriptive statistics indicate that the level of institutional

application of strategic planning as perceived by respondents in large
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institutions was higher than that perceived by respondents in small
institutions. In other words, administrators and faculty in large institutions
tend to view their institutions as applying more strategic planning than those
in small institutions.

Level of application by large, medium-sized, and small institutions.

The results of analysis of variance (ANOVA) concerning “Actual Practice”

and “Suggested Application” by sizes of institutions are shown in Table 11 to
confirm the results already obtained in Research Question Four.

The units of analysis and comparison were the respondents in large
institutions (88 administrators and 118 faculty) totaling 206; the respondents
in medium-sized institutions (78 administrators and 141 faculty) totaling 218,
and the respondents in small institutions (56 administrators and 74 faculty)
totaling 130. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was condtllcted to compare the
relationship between levels of perceptions and sizes of institutions.

The Student-Newman Keuls results indicated that with the significant
difference at the .05 level, the meané must be at least 2.85 different. Likewise,
the difference of means must be at léast 3.6 to be significant at the .01 level.

Concerning “Actual Practice,” the results of ANOVA show the F-ratio
relating to the differences in means of perception levels of institutional
application of strategic planning of respondents between large and medium-
sized, and between large and small institutions were as follows: F-ratio = 61.34
in Institutional Analysis, F-ratio = 44.15 in Formulation of Mission, F-ratio =
58.42 in External Analysis, F-ratio = 107.66 in Strategy Formulation, F-ratio =
60.29 in Organization and Systems Design, and F-ratio = 54.93 in
Implementation and Evauation. All F-ratios were found to be statistically

significant at the .01 level.
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Table 11

ANOVA Results on Actual Practice and Suggested Application by Size of

Institution

Actual Practice Suggested Application
n Mean SD F-ratio Mean SD  F-ratio
Institutional Analysis
Large Institutions 206 4511 593 61.34* 5206 5.04 18.76*
Medium Institutions 219 39.87 643 50.14 5.76

Small Institutions 130 38.28 5.90 4834 5.77

Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives

Large Institutions 206 28.11 553 44.15* 3436 415 8.50*
Medium Institutions 219 2446 536 33.13 441
Small Institutions 130 22.76 540 3245 4.65

External Analysis

Large Institutions 206 2562 421 5842* 2982 380 18.63**
Medium Institutions 219 2225 4.63 2885 3.76
Small Institutions 130 2052 4.56 2720 3.99

Strategy Formulation

Large Institutions 206 32.51 5.78 107.06** 39.68 5.03 25.01**
Medium Institutions 219 2744 6.11 3754 5.32
Small Institutions 130 23.14 543 35.56 5.55

Organization and Systems Design

Large Institutions 206 3138 6.31 60.29** 39.04 446  8.32*
Medium Institution 219 2680 5.73 37.89 5.16
Small Institutions 130 24.41 5.97 36.85 5.03

Implementation and Evaluation

Large Institutions 206 26.80 6.04 54.93*+ 34.75 443 17.22*
Medium Institutions 219 23.15 553 3327 4.83

Small Institutions . 130 2001 6.23 " 3156 5.54

*p < .05

**p < .01
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Concerning “Actual Practice” and considering the means of large,
medium-sized, and small institutions using the results from Student-
Newman Keuls, it can be said that in large institutions the levels of
institutional application of strategic planning were different from the levels
of institutional application in medium-sized and small institutions at a
statistically significant level. When compared the means of medium-sized
and small institutions, the differences in the degree of use could be found in
only two components: Strategy Formulation and Implementation and
Evaluation. For the Organization and Systems Design, the difference was
nearly significant.

Concerning “Suggested Application,” the results of ANOVA show that
the F-ratios indicating the difference in means of perception levels of institu-
tional application of strategic planning of respondents between large and
medium-sized, and between large and small institutions were 18.76 for F-ratio
in Institutional Analysis, 8.5 for F-ratio in Formulation of Mission, 18.63 for

" F-ratio in External Analysis, 25.01 for F-ratio in Strategy Formulation, 8.32 for
F-ratio in Organization and Systems Design, and 17.22 for F-ratio in Imple-
mentation and Evaluz;ttion. All six F-ratios were found to be statistically
significant at the .01 level.

Using ANOVA, the findings confirmed the results that the perceived
levels of institutional application of strategic planning concerning “Actual
Practice” and “Suggested Application,” varied according to size of the
institution. In other words, the larger the institution, the higher the level of
institutional application of strategic planning of the six components. There-
fore, it could be concluded that levels of institutidnal application of strategic

planning as perceived by respondents in large institutions were observed to
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be higher than levels of institutional application of strategic planning as per-
ceived by respondents in medium-sized institutions and in small institutions
at a statistically significant level of .01. But the differences in perception levels
of institutional application of strategic planning between medium-sized
institutions and small institutions were found in only two components:
Strategy Formulation and Implementation and Evaluation. For the Organiza-

tion and Systems Design, the difference was nearly significant (see Table 11).

Findings of Research Question Five

Research Question Five: What common components of strategic
planning are perceived to have a priority ranking in the selected
institutions of higher education?

a. As perceived by administrators.

b. As perceived by faculty members.

c. As perceived by both administrators and

a. As perceived by administrators. Administrators’ perceptions
concerning “Suggested Application” for each component of strategic planning
and t-test results are shown in Table 12. The main purpose was to find
common characteristics or components of strategic planning perceived by
administrators to be of high priority in the institutions of the study. Two
units of analysis were considered. A group of 88 administrators in large
institutions fomed one unit of analysis, and a group of 56 administrators in
small institutions formed another.

Table 12 shows the means, t-values in matrix form, and rankings of the
levels of institutional application of strategic planning of the six components
concerning suggested application as perceived by administrators in large and
small institutions. The rankings of the six components in both large and

small institiutions were arranged as the results of paired t-tests.
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T-Test Results (T-values of Paired Samples) of Administrators’ Perception on

Suggested Application for Each Dimension of Strategic Planning

Large Institutions (n = 88)

Mean SD Rank

Institutional Analysis 4.35 044 1
Formulation of Mission 434 049 1
External Analysis 425 059 1
Strategy Formulation 404 046 6
Organization and Systems Design 441 046 1
Implementation and Evaluation 444 051 1

Form Ext. Strat. Org. Imp.
Ins. 0.21 1.66 6.20" 140 1.66
Form. 1.63 6.18** 1.67 1.94
Ext. 4.13" 3.13* 3.70**
Strat. 8.49* 8.95**
Org. 0.79

Small Institutions (n = 56)
Mean SD Rank

Institutional Analysis 4.07 052 1
Formulation of Mission 4.18 055 1
External Analysis 399 052 1
Strategy Formulation 3.65 055 6
Organization and Systems Design 4.18 057 1
Implementation and Evaluation 403 0.66 1

Form Ext. Strat. Org. Imp.
Ins. 1.61 1.09 5.17** 1.35 0.42
Form. 274" 7.20" 0.09 1.80
Ext. 4.77* 2.65* 0.64
Strat. 9.64* 5.68**
Org. 2.57*

*p<.05

*p<.01
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The levels of perceptions in institutional application of strategic
planning of the six components as suggested by administrators in large
institutions were considered. The mean values of institutional application of
the six components from the highest to the lowest means were
Implementation and Evaluation = 4.44, Organization and Systems Design =
4.41, Institutional Analysis = 4.35, Formulation of Mission = 4.34, External
Analysis = 4.25, and Strategy Formulation = 4.04. The component with the
highest level of institutional application of strategic planning was
Implementation and Evaluation with a mean of 4.44, and the component
with the lowest level of institutional application of strategic planning was
Strategy Formulation.: The means of all six components were almost of equal
magnitude. Taken as a whole, the desirable level of institutional application
of strategic planning as perceived by administrators in large institutions was
above a high level of priority of application.

The results of paired t-tests gave a new ranking to the six components
in terms of levels of institutional application of strategic planning. Five
components (Institutional Analysis, Formulation of Mission, External
Analysis, Organization and Systems Design, and Implementation and
Evaluation) were ranked first and were on the same level of importance in
application. Strategy Formulation was ranked last among the six components.
Since all the means of levels of institutional application of strategic planning
of the six components were almost of equal magnitude, they can be
considered to have equal importance in institutional application of strategic
planning.

From Table 12, the means of levels of institutional application of

strategic planning of the six components as perceived by administrators in
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small institutions from the highest to the lowest mean were as follows:
Organization and Systems Design and Formulaltion of Mission = 4.18,
Institutional Analysis = 4.07, Implementation and Evaluation = 4.03, External
Analysis = 3.99, and Strategy Formulation = 3.65. Two components,
Formulation of Mission and Organization and Systems Design, were ranked
first with mean of 4.18. Strategy Formulation came last of all six components
in the priority of application with mean of 3.65.

The ranking of the six components was redone in terms of
institutional application of strategic planning as the result of paired t-tests.
Five components (Institutional Analysis, Formulation of Mission, External
Analysis, Organization and Systems Design, and Implementation and
Evaluation) were put on the first rank leaving Strategy Formulation last in
the list of six components. As in large institutions, administrators in small
institutions perceived the six components to have equal institutional
application of strategic planning. Rankings of the six components in levels of
institutional application of strategic planning of the two sample groups were
the same.

As a whole, the administrators in large institutions and administrators
in small institutions perceived the six components to have equal institu-
tional application of strategic planning. The only difference between these
two sample groups was that the level of institutional application of strategic
planning perceived by administrators in large insitutions was only slightly
higher than that perceived by administrators in small institufions.

The level of perception of administrators on “Suggested Application”
concerning institutional application of strategic planning can be determined

using 88 administrator responses on the six components of strategic planning
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for large institutions. For small institutions, 56 administrators responses
were used. Paired t-tests were conducted. T-values, means, and standard
deviations of each pair of strategic planning components concerning the
“Suggested Application” of institutional application of strategic planning
process as perceived by administrators of both large and small institutions.
The means of the administrators’ perception on “Suggested Application” of
institutional application of strategic planning in large institutions ranged
from the highest mean of 4.44 on “Implementation and Evaluation,” to the
lowest mean of 4.04 on “Strategy Formulation.” All the means on six
components were almost of equal magnitudes. The ranking put five
variables (Institutional Analysis, Formulation of Mission, External Analysis,
Organization Systems and Design, and Implementation and Evaluation) on
the same level of importance. Strategy Formulation raﬁked last in the list of
six components. Since all the means of six components were almost of equal
magnitude, they can be considered as having equal importance in
institutional application of strategié planning.

Regarding small institutions, the highest mean in institutional
application of strategic planning belonged to two components (Formulation
of Mission, and Organization and Systems Design) with mean of 4.18. The
lowest mean of 3.65 was on “Strategy Formulation.” The ranking of these
five variables (Institutional Analysis, Formulation of Mission, External
Analysis, Organization and Systems Design, and Implementation and
Evaluation) were the same. “Strategy Formulation” (3.65) ranked last in the
list of six components. As in large institutions, administrators in small
institutions perceived the six components to have equal importance in the

strategic planning of the institution.
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As a whole, the administrators in large institutions and administrators
in small institiutions gave equal importance to all the six variables in
institutional application of strategic planning. The only difference was that
the level of institutional application of strategic planning perceived by
administrators in large institutions was only slightly higher than that
perceived by administrators in small institutions.

b. As perceived by faculty. To answer part b of Research Question Five,

faculty’s perception on suggested application for each component of strategic
planning, paired t-tests were conducted and the results are shown in Table 13.
- The sample for analysis was composed of 118 faculty in large institu-
tions and 74 faculty in small institutions. Means, t-values in matrix form, and
rankings of the levels of institutional application of strategic planning of the
six components concerning Suggested Application as perceived by faculty in
large and small institutions provided common characteristics of strategic
- planning as perceived to have priority in the institutions of the study.
Considering the levels of institutional application of strategic planning
as suggested by faculty in large institutions, the mean values of institutional
application of the six components from highest to lowest means were Institu-
tional Analysis = 4.33, Organization and Systems Design = 4.28, External
Analysis and Implementation and Evaluation = 4.27, Formulation of Mission
= 4.26, and Strategy Formulation = 3.92. Institutional Analysis was ranked first
with mean of 4.33 and Strategy Formulation was ranked last with mean of
3.92. Using the results of t-tests in ranking the levels of institutional applica-
tion of strategic planning of the six components, five components were
ranked first, namely, Institutional Analysis (4.33), Formulation of Mission

(4.26), External Analysis (4.27), Organization and Systems Design (4.28), and
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Table 13

T-Test Results (T-values of Paired Samples) of Faculty’s Perception on
Suggested Application for Each Dimension of Strategic Planning

Large Institutions (n = 118)

Mean SD Rank
Institutional Analysis 4.33 040 1
Formulation of Mission 426 054 1
External Analysis 427 051 1
Strategy Formulation 3.92 053 6
Organization and Systems Design 428 052 1
Implementation and Evaluation 4.27 0.57 1
Form Ext. Strat. Org. Imp.
Ins. 1.65 148 8.35* 112 1.15
Form. 0.11 747 0.55 0.24
Ext. 8.80* 0.46 0.12
Strat. 9.52** 9.49**
Org. 0.33
Small Institutions (n = 74)
Mean SD Rank
Institutional Analysis 399 045 1
Formulation of Mission 3.96 0.59 1
External Analysis 381 0.60 1
Strategy Formulation 349 055 6
Organization and Systems Design 4.03 0.54 1
Implementation and Evaluation 3.88 0.72 1
Form ‘ Ext. Strat. Org. Imp.
Ins. ' 151 327 8.39* 0.64 1.84
Form. 2.70™ 8.43* 1.05 1.33
Ext. 6.24* 4.06™ 1.16
Strat. 10.49** 6.29**
Org. 3.30%*

*p<.05
*p<.01
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Implementation and Evaluation (4.27). Strategy Formulation with mean of
3.92 came last in the list of six components. All the means of six components
were almost of equal magnitude. In general, the priority of institutional
application of strategic planning as perceived by the faculty in large
institutions was above the high level of involvement.

In small institutions, the mean levels of institutional application of
strategic planning as perceived by faculty from the highest to the lowest mean
were Organization and Systems Design = 4.03, Institutional Analysis = 3.99,
Formulation of Mission = 3.96, Implementation and Evaluation = 3.88,
Esternal Analysis = 3.81, and Strategy Formulation = 3.49. The highest mean
of institutional application of strategic planning was Organization and
Systems Design and the lowest was Strategy Formulation. From the results of
t-tests, t-values were presented ‘in matrix form and ranking was done with the
six components from highest level of application = 1 to lowest level of
application = 6. The ranking in the list of six components in strategic
planning according to level of institutional application as perceived by faculty
in large institutions was the same as that perceived by faculty in small
institutions. Five components (Institutional Analysis, 3.99; Formulation of
Mission, 3.96; External Analysis, 3.81; Organization and Systems Design, 4.03;
and Implementation and Evaluation, 3.88) were ranked first in terms of
levels of application. Strategy Formulation (3.49) was ranked last.

In brief, the faculty in both large and small institutions gave almost
equal importance to all the six elements. The difference was in the level of
institutional application of strategic planning. Faculty in large institutions
perceived a higher level of institutional application of strategic planning than

those in small institutions.
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c. As perceived by both administrators and faculty combined. The com-

bined perceptions of administrators and faculty on suggested application for
each component of strategic planning and t-test results are shown in Table 14.

Two units of analysis were formed and the results compared to find
common components of strategic planning as perceived to be of high priority
in the institutions under the study. One unit of analysis was a combined
group of 206 respondents comprising 88 administrators and 118 faculty in
large institutions. The data obtained from this sample group were tabulated
and analyzed. Means, t-values in matrix form, and ranking of institutional
application of strategic planning of the six components are shown in Table 14.
The mean levels of institutional application of strategic planning perceived to
be of high priority by a combined group of administrators and faculty in large
institutions from the highest to the lowest mean were Institutional Analysis
= 4.34, Formulation of Mission = 4.29, External Analysis = 4.26, Organization
and Systems Design = 4.34, and Implementation and Evaluation =4.34. Three
components (Institutional Analysis, Organization and Systems Design, and
Implementation and Evaluation) were ranked first with the same mean of
magnitude = 4.34. Strategy Formulation ranked last in the list of six com-
ponents with mean of 3.97. Using t-test results to rank the six components in
terms of levels of institutional application of strategic planning, five
components ranked first: Institutional Analysis (4.34), Formulation of
Mission (4.29), External Analysis (4.26), Organization and Systems Design
(4.34), and Implementation and Evaluation (4.34). Strategy Formulation (3.97)
ranked last.
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Table 14

T-Test Results (T-values of Paired Samples) of Administrators” and Faculty’s
Combined Perceptions on Suggested Application for Each Dimension of
Strategic Planning

Large Institutions (n = 206)

Mean SD Rank

Institutional Analysis 4.34 042 1
Formulation of Mission 429 052 1
External Analysis 426 . 054 1
Strategy Formulation 3.97 0.50 6
Organization and Systems Design 434 050 1
Implementation and Evaluation 43¢ 055 1

Form Ext. Strat. Org. Imp.
Ins. 1.48 223 10.37** 0.01 0.13
Form. 1.04 9.71% 145 1.43
Ext. 9.12* 249" 2.41*
Strat. . 12.78* 13.05**
Org. ’ 0.20

Small Institutions (n = 130)
Mean SD Rank

Institutional Analysis 4.03 048 1
Formulation of Mission 4.05 0.58 1
External Analysis 3.88 057 5
Strategy Formulation 3.56 056 6
Organization and Systems Design 4.09 056 1
Implementation and Evaluation 3.94 0.69 1

Form Ext. Strat. Org. Imp.
Ins. 0.63 3.05* 9.57+ 145 1.59
Form. 3.85* 11.09** 0.85 2.19*
Ext. 7.80* 4.75* 1.29
Strat. 14.27* 8.50**
Org. 4.18**

*p<.05
**p<.01
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The respondents (administrators and faculty) in large institutions
perceived the levels of institutional application of strategic planning of the six
components to be equal but the overall desired level of institutional
application was above “high” in level of priority.

The second unit of analysis was a combined group of 130 respondents
—b56 administrators and 74 faculty. Also Table 14 shows means, t-values in
matrix form, and ranking of the six components in terms of levels of
institutional application of strategic planning perceived to be desirable by the
combined group. The mean levels of institutional application of strategic
planning perceived to be desirable by a combined administrators and faculty
in small institutions were as follows: Institutional Analysis = 4.03,
Formulation of Mission = 4.05, External Analysis = 3.88, Strategy Formulation
= 3.56, Organization and Systems Design = 4.09, and Implementation and
Evaluation = 3.94. Organization and Systems Design (4.09) had the highest
mean and Strategy Formulation (3.56) received the lowest mean of
institutional application of strategic planning.

T-test results ranked five components [Institutional Analysis (4.03),
Formulation of Mission (4.05), Organization and Systems Design (4.09), and
Implementation and Evaluation (3.94)] first in priority. External Analysis
(3.88) ranked fifth and Strategy Formulation (3.56) ranked sixth.

Rankings of the six components in levels of institutional application of
strategic planning in both sample groups were almost the same. The mean
levels of institutional application of strategic planning perceivéd to be
desirable by the respondents in large institutions were almost equal in
magnitude. The same can be mentioned of the mean levels of institutional

application perceived to have priority by respondents in small institutions.



140

When administrators and faculty in large and small institutions were
combined, the means obtained in the analysis of data drawn from the
combined group in small institutions seemed to be slightly lower than in
large institutions. Similar patterns of ranking could also be observed. The
most recommended components common to large and small institutions
were Institutional Analysis; Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives;
Organization and Systems Design; and Implementation and Evaluation. The
least recommended component common to both was “Strategy
Formulation.” The only difference was that “External Analysis” was in the
most recommended group for large institutions and it was just before what
was least recommended for small institutions. The difference was very small
(see Table 14).

From paired t-tests in three cases mentioned abéve, what was common
to the results obtained for both large and small institutions was that “Strategy
Formulation” was the least desirable element in strategic planning. In small
institutions, the elements recommended for application in order of
precedence were: Organization and Systems Design, Formulation of Mission,
Institutional Analysis, Implementation and Evaluation, Esternal Analysis,
and Strategy Formulation. The ranking of suggested application in large
institutions from the highest to the lowest were: Institutional Aﬁalysis,
Implementation and Evaluation, Organization and Systems Design,

Formulation of Mission, External Analysis, and Strategy Formulation.

Summary

The information gathered from the interviews conducted with the 10

presidents of selected private colleges and universities was reported in
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conjunction with the six components of strategic planning. Then, the five
research questions were answered utilizing quantitative data collected from
the survey to determine the levels of institutional application of strategic
planning in relation to roles of the respondents and to sizes of the

institutions.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents the overall summary of the research study in
relation to the literature, study findings, conclusions, and recommendations.
The chapter is divided into four sections. The overview of the study includes
the statement of the problem, the purpose of the study including pertinent
literature, and the research methodology. The second section summarizes
the most significant findings of the study according to the five research
questions. Conclusions and discussion of the findings are in the third section.
In the final section of Chapter V, recommendations for future study and

recommendations for practice in institutions are offered.

Overview of the Study
The study was based on studies, reports and research provided in the
literature. The study focused on perceptions of presidents, administrators and
faculty from 10 selected private colleges and universities in Bangkok,

Thailand, on the application of strategic planning.

Statement of the Problem

To accomplish ‘any kind of activity, strategy is involved and thus
strategic planning is its simplest form. Strategic planning in its elementary
form was a cooperative activity of a hunting party to capture large game

(Henderson, 1983). More complex strategic planning was seen in tribal wars

142
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or in military operations (Evered, 1983; Henderson, 1983; Pfeiffer, 1986;
Morrison, Renfro, & Boucher, 1984). Strategic planning evolved through
time and under different conditions. It was adopted for use in business as
early as 1850 (Chandler, 1962). The emphasis of utilizing strategic planning
differed according to the status of the national economy at different periods
(McCorkle & Archibald, 1982). It took different forms, such as budgeting and
financial control, long-range planning, business strategic planning, corporate
strategic planning, and strategic management (Hax & Majluf, 1984).

Actually, strategic planning was initiated in academe, but university
authorities were slow to apply it (.Cyert, 1981). Many researchers have
recommended it to be applied in academic organizations (Cope, 1987; Kotler &
Murphy, 1981; Kotler & Andreasen, 1991; Keller, 1983).

In the application of strategic planning, there have been incidents of
both successes and failures (Doyle & Lynch, 1979; Toll, 1982). But the successes
outnumbered the failures, and the failures tended to be due to a
misunderstanding of the concept of strategic planning (Pfeiffer, Goodstein, &
Nolan, 1986) or a misapplication of strategic planning (Hunsicker, 1986).

As a whole, in spite of misapplications and failures, most researchers
seem to agree that strategic planning is useful. It can be applied to a
comprehensive program or to a specific area (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992) and in
any type of organization, profit as well as nonprofit (Cyert, 1981).

There are as many models of strategic planning as there are authors.
There is no one best model in its application (Lorange, 1982). The common
elements found in the models presented in the literature are: goal
formulation, environmental analysis; institutional analysié; and formulation

of strategy. In this study, six components were conceptualized into a
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framework for strategic planning, including the following: Formulation of
mission, goals and objectives; external environmental analysis; institutional
analysis; strategy formulation; organization of systems and design; and
implementation and evaluation. This framework was adapted from the
strategic planning model process of Kotler and Murphy (1981). The situation
in Thailand at present is similar to the United States in the early 1970s during
the period of growth in higher education. A period of uncertainty followed.
Many institutions were caught unaware. Strategic planning can be used to
direct an institution and thus contribute to its growth and development. It is
useful to know the level of application of strategic planning in academic
institutions, especially in the private sector, so that the appropriate

application of strategic planning can help sustain the life of the institution.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to survey the application of strategic

planning in selected private colleges and universities in Bangkok, Thailand.
The study utilized the perceptions of administrators and faculty members to
determine the level of strategic planning in these selected institutions.
Moreover, the study included the differences in perceptions of this

application in terms of roles of the respondents and sizes of the institutions.

Research Design and Methodology
Population and sample. The sample included three subgroups from 10

selected private colleges and universities in Bangkok, Thailand. The first
group involved all 10 presidents for the interviews; the second group was
comprised of 250 administrators; and the third group included 515 randomly

selected faculty members for a total survey population of 765 individuals.
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Instrumentation. The instruments employed in the study consisted of
a set of interview questions to inquire about the actual practice of strategic
planning from the presidents, and a questionnaire designed to measure the
level of institutional application of strategic planning as perceived by
administrators and faculty members. The presidents were asked about
various activities they had performed that gave indication of institutional
application of strategic planning. The administrators and faculty members
gave their perceptions of the actual practice and suggested practice of various
activities undertaken by the institutions that indicated institutional
application of strategic planning,.

Data collection and analysis. The researcher interviewed the 10
presidents personally. Permission was obtained from each president to collect
data in the institution. Questionnaire items and statistical procedures were
designed to answer the five research questions.

Statistics utilized to analyze the data for the five research questions
included means, standard deviations, t-tests of independent groups, and
paired t-tests. All data were analyzed with SPSS/PC+. The .05 level was used

as the statistical level of significance.

Summary of Findings
The following results were obtained according to each of the five

research questions.

Research Question One

What are the perceptions of administrators concerning the level of
institutional application of strategic planning?

In the survey, the following five levels of priority were employed:

level 1 = none, designated no level of institutional priority in strategic
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planning at all or that the respondent had no knowledge of its application;
level 2 = some, designated that there was a certain level of institutional
priority in strategic planning; level 3 = moderate, designated moderate
priority in strategic planning in the institution; level 4 = high, designated
high level of institutional priority in strategic planning; and level 5 = highest,
meant that the institution had a very high level of priority in strategic
planning.

From the perceptions of administrators on “Actual Practice” of strategic
planning in large universities, the mean values of the responses regarding
the six variables as essential components in strategic planning showed that
the level of institutional application on “Actual Practice” of strategic planning
was slightly above moderate in level of participation. Means ranged from 3.32
to 3.82 with an average mean of 3.58. Administrators in small institutions
perceived a lower level of institutional priority in strategic planning ranging
from 2.41 to 3.34 with an average mean of 2.89. The gap between the average
mean of administrators’ perceptions in large instituﬁoﬁs (3.58) and the
average mean of administrators’ perceptions in small institutions (2.89)
seemed to be wider.

The administrators tended to view activities in the institution on a
daily basis (what was tangible and concrete) before they observed what was
abstract. They perceived the following activities being done often, if not daily:
Institutional Analysis, Formulation of Mission, External Analysis, and
Organization and Systems Design. Implementation and Evaluation was also
in regular use, but in the Thai culture, evaluation is in the area that is most
neglected (Santasombat, 1994). “Strategy Formulation” was the embodiment

of the first three components and was rather abstract. The process involves
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many other factors which sometimes cannot be identified concretely. Strategy
comes to life only in action plan or implementation. Sometime, people
overlook this aspect of planning.

The means of perception of administrators in large institutions were
higher than those in small institution. In large institutions, there are more
opportunities for putting strategies into action due to the availability of
resources. When institutions grow, expansion results in many activities.
Thus, administrators in large institutions gave higher ratings than those in

small institutions.

Research Question Two

What are the perceptions of faculty members concerning the level
of priority of institutional application of strategic planning?

In answering Research Question Two, the following five levels of
priority of institutional involvement in strategic planning were used: level 1
= none, designated no level of institutional priority in strategic planning at all
or that the respondent had no knowledge of its application; level 2 = some,
designated that there was a certain level of institutional priority in strategic
planning; level 3 = moderate, designated moderate priority in strategic
planning in the institution; level 4 = high, designated high level of
institutional priority in strategic planning; and level 5 = highest, meant that
the institution had a very high level of priority in strategic planning.

The levels of priority of institutional application of strategic planning
as perceived by faculty in large universities was moderate. The range of
means was from lowest 3.20 to highest 3.71 with an average mean of 3.43. On
the other hand, the level of priority of institutional application of strategic

planning as perceived by faculty in small institutions showed a lower result
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with mean values ranging from lowest of 2.24 to 3.07 and an average mean of
2.63. The gap between the average mean of perception of faculty in large
institutions (3.43) and the average mean of perception of faculty in small
institutions (2.63) was considered wide.

The faculty in large institutions observed many activities being applied
in the institutions due to availability of funds. They had more plans and
projects to implement. The faculty in small institutions had seen and
experienced institutional plans and activities too, but to a lesser degree. The
faculty in the institutions with more institutional activities naturally viewed
a higher level of priority in strategic planning than the faculty in the

institutions with fewer activities.

Research Question Three

To what extent does the perceived level of priority of institutional
application of the strategic planning process vary according to the roles
of the respondents?

The analysis of t-tests for individual institution showed no significant
difference on the levels of priority of institutional application of the six
components of strategic planning as perceived by either administrators or
faculty. T-tests between administrators’ and faculty’s perception on the level
of institutional application of strategic planning on both “Actual Practice” and
“Suggested Application” gave similar results. Therefore, differences in roles
(administrators and faculty) were not related to differences in perception
levels of institutional application of strategic planning.

There was no significant difference in priority of application of strategic
planning as perceived by administrators and faculty in this study. In private

higher education institutions, the administrators and the faculty, at the time
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of this study, were working side by side. There were both formal meetings and
informal gatherings for various purposes. What was left out of formal
meetings and discussions, could have been covered by in informal meetings
and discussion. So, to some degree, both administrators and faculty members
perceived no significant difference in the priority of institutional application

of strategic planning.

Research Question Four

To what extent does the perceived level of priority of institutional
application in the strategic planning process vary according to the sizes
of the institutions?

The sizes of the institutions in this study were determined from the
number of students. Taking institution size into consideration, there were
significant differences in means as measured by perceptions of administrators
and faculty in both large and small institutions. As mentioned earlier, in
large institutions the sample group felt that there were opportunities for
expansion, for activities for further growth and development. Financial
situation seemed to be the key issue for expansion and growth at the initial
stage. Investment at this stage was essential. With large investment in
different projects, the application of strategic planning was evident to the
administrators and faculty members. Large institutions with more funding
can get more involved in various activities. The subjects, therefore, perceived
a high level of application of the six components in their institutions in both

“Actual Practice” and “Suggested Application.”

Research Question Five

What common components of strategic planning are perceived to have
a priority ranking in the selected institutions of higher education?
a. As perceived by administrators.
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b. As perceived by faculty.
c. As perceived by both administrators and faculty combined.

Considering the suggested application of the six components, the
administrators and faculty gave the same ranking of the six components in
terms of level of institutional priority. Moreover, the perceptions of both
administrators and faculty in large and small institutions were almost at the
same level with the sample group, with a slightly higher level of perception in
large institutions. It was implied that all administrators and faculty wanted to
see their institutions improve, grow, and develop. They tended to forget to
differentiate between the attainable (what can be achieved) and the desirable
(the ideal). Actually, each institution was unique in its own way with different
environment, resources, mission, opportunities, and threats. Taking all these
factors into consideration, perceptions varied depending on size of the
institution.

In combined group (administrators and faculty in large institutions
together as a single unit of analysis and administrators and faculty in small
institutions as another unit), the results showed that in large institutions, the
mean levels of priority of application of strategic planning of the six
components as perceived by the sample group were almost of the same level.
Paired t-tests ranked five components first and left Strategy Formulation last
in the list of six components.

In small institutions, another combined group (administrators and
faculty together) had the same perceptions and ranking of priority of
application in strategic planning as the sample group in large institutions.
The only difference was that, in general, the perception levels of strategic

planning of the sample group in large institutions were slightly higher than
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the perception levels of application of priority in strategic planning of the
sample group in small institutions.

The administrators and faculty in combined grovups perceived all six
components to have a priority ranking of common components of strategic
planning with almost equal levels of priority of application. In order of
precedence, the six components recommended for application were: Institu-
tional Analysis, Organization and Systems Design, Formulation of Mission,

Implementation and Evaluation, External Analysis and Strategy Formulation.

Conclusions and Discussion
The purpose of the study was to survey the application of strategic
planning in selected private colleges and universities in Bangkok, Thailand,
regarding the level of priority of strategic planning and to what degree
components of strategic planning were being employed in selected private
institutions of higher education in Bangkok, Thailand, as perceived by

administrators and full-time faculty members.

Strategic Planning as Practiced by the Presidents

From interviews with 10 presidents of selected private colleges and
universities, it was concluded that in terms of planning all the presidents
gave priority to “Institutional Analysis.” This was congruent with the
literature that stated that the first stage in the evolution of the institutions
involved either budgeting planning (Day, 1984) or financial planning (Gluck,
1986). At this first stage, the institution was in its growth period. Investment
in terms of expansion in physical plant, facilities, and program was required

(Cameron, 1983).
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The second priority according to the opinions of the presidents was in
“External Analysis.” Presidents seemed to agree that they had to keep in touch
with the environment to find opportunities and avoid threats outside the
institution (Steiner, 1979). To achieve this objective, they needed to be in
continuous contact with the outside world, and both quantitative as well as
qualitative analyses were considered (Wilson, 1983). The presidents daily
followed current news in all possible areas, particularly in social, political,
economic, demographic, business, and technological trends. They attended
meetings, made contacts with public and business sectors and made trips
abroad. These activities formed an external environmental scanning for the
presidents to gather as much data as possible for future decision making,.
They admitted that no systematic data gathering was done for external
environmental analysis.

For “Formulation of Mission,” the by-laws of the Ministry of
University Affairs stated that every academic institution of higher education,
at its inception, was required to have a written mission statement. The
formulation of missions, goals, and objectives is an essential part of an
institution. As stated in the literature, a mission statement identifies the aim
and thrust of an organization (Steiner, 1979), forms the basis of subsequent
planning steps (Merson & Qualls, 1979), and reflects what members of the
organization really believe in (Drucker, 1990). The presidents affirmed that
all activities or decisions taken were in line with the mission of the
institutions.

As for “Strategy Formulation,” the presidents found themselves

continuously engaging in the formulation of various strategies in
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institutional planning. They constantly had to find the fit between internal
resources and the external environment (Kotler & Murphy, 1981; Cope, 1981).

On “Organization and Systems Design,” the level of priority of
institutional application in this area was done side by side with other
variables. Since the work was assigned to the vice presidents, it was
considered to have less emphasis.

Regarding the last variable, “Implementation and Evaluation,” the
presidents agreed that formal follow-up was weak and less emphasis was put

in this area.

Perceptions of Administrators and Faculty

From statistical analysis of the survey, the following conclusions were
formulated based on the perceptions of levels of priority of institutional
application of strategic planning as perceived by administrators and faculty:

Administrators’ perception of actual practice of strategic planning. The
administrators in large and small institutions perceived the application of
strategic planning on the six components in a similar fashion in terms of
priority of institutional application of the six components. The perception of
level of priority of administrators in large institutions was higher than that of
administrators in small institutions. The level of priority as a whole was
considered to be moderate, ranging from highest mean = 3.82 to lowest mean
= 2.41 (see Table 5).

Faculty’s perception of actual practice of strategic planning. The
rankings of the six variables as essential components in strategic planning
were similar to perceptions of faculty in both large and small institutions.
The perception levels. of priority of faculty in large institutions were higher

than those of faculty in small institutions.
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The level of priority perceived by faculty as a whole was similar to that
of the administrators; it ranged from the highest mean = 3.71 to the lowest
mean = 2.24 (see Table 6). ‘ ,

Perception on actual practice of combined group. Administrators and
faculty in large institutions and administrators and faculty in small
institutions were combined to form two new units of analysis. Results were
similar to those obtained from the administrators and faculty separately.

Ranking of levels of priority of institutional application of the six
components in strategic planning by the combined group in large institutions
was similar to that of the combined group in small institutions. The level of
priority as perceived by the combined group in large institutions was higher
than that of the combined group in small institutions ranging from the
highest mean = 3.76 to the lowest mean = 2.31 (see Table 7).

Level of priority in relation to roles. The levels of priority of
institutional application of strategic planning were measured against the
two roles of administrators and faculty, concerning “Actual Practice” and
“Suggested Application.” Comparison of means was made by the use of
t-tests. There was only one significant difference in “Actual Practice” at the
.01 level on “Organization and Systems Design” for large institutions. For
small institutions, three components resulted in significant differences at the
.01 level, namely, “Institutional Analysis,” “Formulation of Mission, Goals,
and Objectives” for small institutions (see Table 8). The mean scores of
administrators, however, were consistently higher than the faculty mean

scores in all instances but one for External Analysis.
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Concerning ”Sﬁggested Application” in large institutions, t-tests of the
differences between mean levels of priority of institutional application of
strategic planning perceived by administrators and faculty of the six
components showed t-values with no significant differences in components.
One component, “Implementation and Evaluation,” had a t-value of 2.12; the
significant difference was at the .05 level.

In small institutions concerning “Suggested Application,” the t-test
results of the differences between mean levels of priority of application in
strategic planning perceived by administrators and faculty of the six
components show t-values with no significant differences in five
components. Formulation of Mission was the only component with a
significant difference in mean level of priority of application at the .05 level
(see Table 9).

It can be concluded that, as a whole and concerning both “Actual
Practice” and “Suggested Application,” there was no difference in perception
level of priority of application in strategic planning in relation to roles of
administrators and faculty.

Level of priority in relation to sizes. Levels of priority of application in
strategic planning were measured in relation to sizes (large, medium-sized,
and small) of the institutions with enrollment as criterion. The combined
group of administrators and faculty was considered the unit of analysis in
each size of institution. The mean levels of priority of institutional
application in strategic planning of a combined group (administrators and
faculty) in large institutions were compared to the mean levels of priority of
application in strategic planning of another combined group in small

institutions. The t-test results showed that the differences between mean
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levels of priority of application in strategic planning as perceived by the two
sample groups were statistically different at the .01 level in all six components
and under both areas of “Actual Practice” and “Suggested Application” (see
Table 10).

The analysis of levels of priority of application in strategic planning in
relation to sizes was also done with large, medium-sized, and small
institutions. Student-Newman Keuls values were used (mean difference of
at least 2.85 for significance at the .05 level and mean difference of at least 3.6
to be significant at the .01 level).

The mean differences between levels of priority of application in
strategic planning in large and medium-sized, and between large and small
institutions were found to be statistically significant at the .01 level in all six
components concerning both “Actual Practice” and “Suggested Application”
(see Table 11).

It was concluded from two analyses of levels of application in relation
to sizes of institutions that the levels of priority of application of the six
components in strategic planning as perceived by respondents in large
institutions were significantly different from medium-sized and from small
institutions. In other words, large institutions tended to have higher levels of
priority of application in strategic planning than did smaller institutions (see
Tables 10 and 11)

Common Components of Strategic Planning

To determine common components of strategic planning perceived to
have a priority ranking in the institutions under the study, three sample
groups were formed. Administrators from large and small institutions

formed the first sample group; faculty from large and small institutions
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formed the second sample group; and administrators and faculty combined
from large and small institutions formed the third sample group.

As perceived by administrators. A sample group of administrators was
divided into two units of analysis, with 88 administrators from large
institutions in one group and with 56 administrators from small institutions
in another.

In both sample groups, the respondents perceived all six components
to have almost equal importance in the application of strategic planning. The
mean values of the six components were close together in each group.
Moreover, the rankings of the levels of priority of application in strategic
planning of the six components were the same in both groups. The only
difference was in the levels of priority of application in strategic planning.
The levels of priority of application in strategic planning as perceived by
administrators in large institutions (average mean = 4.30) was higher than the
levels of priority of application in strategic planning as perceived by
administrators in small institutions (average mean = 4.01).

The following components had a priority ranking of moderate or high
in the application of strategic planning: Institutional Analysis, Formulation of
Mission, External Analysis, Organization and Systems Design,
Implementation and Evaluation, and Strategy Formulation. Though Strategy
Formulation was least in priority ranking, the mean level of priority of appli-
cation in strategic planning perceived was very close to the mean levels of
priority of application of other components in strategic planning (see Table 12).

As perceived by faculty. A sample group of faculty was composed of
118 faculty in large institutions and 74 faculty in small institutions to form

two units of analysis.”
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In both units of analysis, the mean values of the six components in
each group were almost equal. The respondents considered these six
components to have equal importance in their application of priority in
strategic planning. Moreover, both groups obtained the same ranking. The
difference was in the mean levels of priority of application in strategic
planning as perceived by faculty in large institutions which was higher than
those perceived by faculty in small institutions.

Components found to have a priority ranking by faculty were:
Institutional Analysis, Formulation of Mission, External Analysis,
Organization and Systems Design, Implementation and Evaluation, and
Strategy Formulation. Strategy Formulation was least in priority ranking of
all six components, but it was considered to be important in its application of
priority (see Table 13).

As perceived by combined group. Administrators and faculty in large
institutions were combined to form one unit of analysis and administrators
and faculty in small institutions were combined to form the second unit of
analysis. There were 206 respondents in large institutions and 130
respondents in small institutions.

From means, t-values in matrix form, and rankings as shown in Table
14, in both groups of large and small institutions, the mean values of all six
components were almost the same. The levels of priority of application in
strategic planning perceived by respondents in large institutions were higher
than those perceived by respondents in small institutions.

Components found to have a priority ranking with the combined
groups were: Institutional Analysis, Formulation of Mission, Organization

and Systems Design, Implementation and Evaluation, External Analysis, and
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Strategy Formulation. Strategy Formulation was the least in priority ranking
but remained important in its application to strategic planning.

Concerning “Suggested Application,” the levels of priority of
application of the six components in strategic planning were perceived to be
the same by administrators, faculty, and administrators and faculty combined.
The difference in perception level was in relation to size. Common
components of strategic planning perceived to have a priority ranking in the
institutions under the study were: Institutional Analysis, Formulation of
Mission, External Analysis, Organization and Systems Design,
Implementation and Evaluation, and Strategic Planning. Participants

considered all components equally important to the institutions.

Interview and Survey Result Differences
From the analyses of in-depth interviews of the presidents of selected

institutions and from the analyses of the data gathered from the survey of
administrators and faculty concerning the application of different
components in strategic planning process, the interview and the survey
results agreed on the following points:

1. Both the interviews and the survey showed that the component
“Institutional Analysis”. ranked first in terms of level of priority of
application to strategic planning. The presidents stated very emphatically that
they made use of “Institutional Analysis” most in institutional planning.
The administrators and faculty also perceived that higher authorities used
data gathered from the internal resources as important bases of
administration and development more than other components. This result

was found in both large and small institutions. The only difference was in
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the level of utility, that is, large institutions made use of data in this area
more than small institutions.

Those involve& in strategic planning must engage in “Institutional
Analysis” (to identify all aspects of resources, in the institution) to be able to
make effective decisions in terms of tangible and intangible allocation of
resources (Kotler & Fox, 1985).

2. Next in importance to institutional application of strategic planning
was “External Analysis.” All the presidents interviewed accepted that they
had to gather information on the economic, technological, political, and
social surroundings to keep their institutions in balance with the outside
world and move toward their goals and objectives (Aguilar, 1967; Clagett,
1988-89). | _

The results obtained from the three sample groups confirmed the same
results, that is, the administrators and faculty from large, medium-sized, and
small institutions rated perception levels of priority of application on
“External Analysis” as high as “Institutional Analysis.”‘ They admitted that
they did not make use of research or systematic ways of data-gathering in
order to learn about the rate of changes outside. They used secondary data
and personal experiences in planning.

3. Next in the ranking of levels of priority of application in strategic
planning was “Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives.” Mission,
goals, and objectives give sense of purpose and direction to the institution
(Steiner, 1979; Drucker, 1990). This third ranked component was perceived to
be as important as “External Analysis.” Besides being a guideline to the first
two components, it acted also as an important starting point in the

administration of educational institutions, the success of which depended
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largely on its clarity and the importance given to it by the high level
administrators (Merson & Qualls, 1979, pp. 25-31).

The Ministry of University Affairs required that a mission statement
accompany every application for the establishment of an educational
institution (Ministry of University Affairs, 1992). Some of the administrators
and faculty had no knowledge or did not pay attention to the mission
statement and did not give due importance to this aspect of the institution.
This was observed in the survey résponses, but there were a lot of variations
in those responses.

As stated in the summary under “The Concept of Strategic Planning”
of Chapter II, strategic planning is comprised two main parts, an intellectual
aspect and an administrative task. Internal and external analysis, which are
an important foundation of the first part, must be implemented under the
umbrella of the institution’s mission statement.

From the analysis of the interviews of the presidents, the researcher
believed that higher-level administrators utilized the data obtained from the
“Internal and External Analysis” and reflected on the plans implemented in
congruence with the mission, goals, and objectives of the institutions. The
only thing they ignored was that there was no step or system of approach in
the process. In the inferviews as well as in the surveys, the presidents and the
respondents stated clearly that their institutions had made use of mission
statements, goals, and specific objectives relative to and consistent with each
other. Moreover, the rating on “Participation of executive committee in
formulating policies, plans, and objectives” was high (X = 3.90) demonstrating

that the sample groups had knowledge of the use of information obtained
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from the internal and external analysis in the administrative tasks and in
congruence with the mission statement of the institution.

The rate of growth and development of large institutions has been
documented by the survey results. The increases in facilities, teaching staff
and students; the expansion through new construction and new campuses;
and the procurement of well-equipped facilities and other educational
necessities are signs of growth and development of the institution and have
created a new status and popularity for private higher education institutions
in the eyes of the public. These private institutions are even considered on
par with state universities in spite of the fact that state universities have been
in exisfence much longer than private higher education institutions and are
subsidized by the state.

4. The other three components “Strategy Formulation,” “Organization
and Systems Design,” and “Implementation and Evaluation” were considered
to be the second part, the administrative task. The second part bases its
activities on the first..

Concerning the fourth component “Strategy Formulation,” the
interviews with the presidents revealed that they had employed various
means as strategies. Large institutions could afford to put up new buildings to
increase facilities for increasing numbers of students. In one way, these
strategies could be used to improve quality in education. Whatever means
each institution was employing, the outcome was geared toward the mission
of the institution. Large institutions had an advahtage over small institutions
in this regard since there were many factors involved in strategy formulation.

Strategy formulation must be translated into action. It was, therefore,

objective and observable. The analysis of the survey responses showed that
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the mean of each item under this component was lower than the means of
other components. The sample groups perceived that their institutions made
use of “Strategy Formulation” at a low level.

On “Strategy Formulation,” the interviews revealed that large
institutions had better financial status due to larger numbers of students,
assuming that private institutions were tuition dependent. The large
institutions had more opportunities to implement strategies than did the
small institutions. Expanding the institution by setting up new campuses,
opening new academic programs, constructing other facilities, even
maintaining programs that are not important to the institution but
responsive to the public can be effective strategies. Small institutions cannot
do likewise unless they are supported financially from agencies outside. What
were considered common strategies employed by both groups of institutions
were public relations in different forms and curriculum development to keep
up-to-date. On the other hand, what was considered lacking in both groups
‘was a systematic method of data collection and analysis to help support the
decision-making process. On the whole, the administrators depended largely
on their personal experiences and on secondary sources of data. In large
institutions, the decisions on stfategy formulation, as with other aspects, were
made by a committee, whereas in small institutions, most of the decisions
- were made by the presidents.

The interviews revealed that institutional and external analyses were
used in the decision—fnaking process. On the other hand, the responses
showed the mean of “Strategy Formulation” to be lowest in comparison to
other components. This result was found in both large and small groups of

institutions.
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Two things need to be considered here. First, the process of strategy
formulation involves intellectual capacity which is abstract and
unobservable. The rating for what cannot be seen is, thus, low. Second, what
is in congruence with the result of the interviews of the presidents is that
large institutions had done more in terms of “Strategy Formulation” than
small institutions. The results from survey analysis showed the mean value
of large institutions to be statistically different and higher than in small
institutions in terms of “Strategy Formulation.”

5. In-depth interviews showed that most of the presidents’ answers
were congruent with those of their institutions, and they designed and
organized all the systems and functions systematically. Most of the systems
and organization design were done by committees. Only the minority came
from the presidents themselves. To make organization systems and design,

they had to make use of all the data collected from the external influences and
internal resources to find the match between the two.

On the contrary, analysis of the survey presented a result different from
that obtained from the interviews. The ratings of the sample groups were not
high but still higher than that of “Implementation and Evaluation.” The
highest ratings of this component from large institutions were moderate
under “facilitating inter-office communication at all levels” and “having
clear job descriptions for each position.” The two items “consistency in
updating the management information system” and “acknowledgment and
implementation of institutions’ plans by the faculty” received low ratings
with means = 3.20 and 3.27 (highest = 5,, lowest = 1). It is implied that on
“Organization and Systems and Design” the administrators and faculty

perceived that the organization and systems design of their institutions were
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not conducive for faculty and staff to work efficiently. This was due to the
line of authority, communication between different administrative offices,
the information that flowed through this line, and the lack of personnel
appropriate to the task. In sum, Organization and Systems Design was an
important factor that contributes to the success of “Implementation and
Evaluation.” The design process was the link between operational plans and
implementation. As Gray (1986) and his colleagues reported, the
implementation problems found were due to the organizational and systems
design and the way the organization had been managed.

6. On “Implementation and Evaluation,” the result from the survey
analysis showed that the mean value rated by the administrators and faculty
was a little higher than those of “Strategy Formulation.” Considering each
item under “Implementation and Evaluation,” the sample groups presented
low ratings in “periodic evaluation of performance based on the plan
objectives,” “evaluation of institution’s achievement based on the standards
set in the operational plans,” and “making use of academic research and
evaluation to improve teaching methodology.” It was implied that each
institution carried out the implementation of plans, taking corrective
measures, and adjustment of plans to the desired goals (see Appendix E).
This was true in large as well as in small institutions. The lack of systematic
assessment resulted in missing information concerning factors that
contributed to the success and failure of plans in the process of strategic
planning. It is hard t.o make conclusions on the advantages and
disadvantages of the process, and harder to make corrections or adjustments

to the plans.
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Link between the Interviews and Survey

As a whole, there was congruence between the results of the interviews
and the results of the survey on the six components of strategic planning.
First, there was no systematic application of strategic planning. Each institu-
tion used strategic planning process according to their own understanding.
Second, the administrative structure of most of the institutions utilized what
could be called top-down management. The nature of the work assignment
was in the form of distributive rather than participative management. From
the survey analysis, the results show that “Strategy Formulation” and
“Implementation and Evaluation,” two key components that contribute to
success in carrying out planning, were not given due importance. Very often,
the administrators and academics mentioned that usually people are good at
planning and keep the plans safely on the shelf. Gray (1986) mentioned the
success of strategic planning in noting that “Most of the unsuccessful cases
came about due to the misfit of one or many parts in the whole mechanism of
strategic planning.” Third, the steps taken in the process of strategic planning
should not necessarily be implemented in succession, but neither should each
step be treated separately. A holistic approach to strategic planning process
should be used. As Cohen and Cyert (1973) suggested, the whole procedure
involves a dynamic feedback process that has neither a beginning nor an end;
it is merely for expository convenience that we label the first step as
formulating goals.

Limitations of the Study

In this study, the research obtained data from selected private colleges

and universities in Bangkok, Thailand. The following limitations must be

taken into consideration when interpreting the results.
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1. The study was conducted utilizing only private institutions. State
universities were excluded from the study in spite of the fact that strategic
planning can be applied to any kind of organization (Cyert, 1981).

2. Moreover, among private institutions, only private colleges and
universities in Bangkok, Thailand, were involved in the study. Private
colleges that catered to only one particular discipline were excluded from the
sample to reduce the complexity of the sample. In spite of this attempt, the
colleges and universities in the study had unique characteristics of their own.

3. The private institutions surveyed differed in size and tenure of
existence, among other differences. Long-established institutions that are
stable in terms of management differ from those that are newly-established.

4. In some institutions, many faculty members were new to the job
and administrative work. Their perceptions of administrative management
were not clear. Consequently, the responses were left to their personal
thinking.

5. The classification of private institutions accofdihg to size of
enrollment created a problem. Institutions might be considered large if they
were near the upper limit or low if they were near the lower limit.

6. The results of this study also depended on the nature of the Thai
culture and religion that governed the habits of the respondents. The value
responses tended to cluster at the moderate level or were either slightly above
or lower than the mean. Moreover, the “Suggested Application” in
comparison to “Actual Practice” could be something a little bit better than the
existing situation instead of a personal suggestion of the application

considered from the fit of resources to the environment.
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7. The survey instrument had to be translated into Thai so that people
who did not understand English could express their views. In the process, the
translation may have assumed different meanings from those originally
intended and therefore netted different results.

8. The nature of the Thai people is to please everybody. This Thai
characteristic gave rise to another limitation in the responses to the
questionnaires (Santasombat, 1994). The responses may have reﬂécted what
the respondents thought would please the researcher and may not have been

the actual feelings of the respondents.

Summary
As we are at the threshold of the year 2000, the rate of change in

various aspects of life becomes faster and faster. Billionaires can be turned
into street beggars overnight and vice versa. Globalization is here; what
happens at one corner of the globe may gravely affect the organization. What
happens outside the organization, both in the country or in the world at large,
has to be dealt with. Decisions mustA be made at the right time and in the right
place to keep the organization moving with a sense of purpose and to
experience growth instead of decline.

Educational institutions in Thailand now, unlike before, are facing the
challenge of time. The number of higher education institutions has doubled
even tripled, compared to yesteryear. Competitidn from abroad is increasing.
The expansion of higher education institutions in Asia and the attraction of
internationalization cause students to flock to institutions abroad instead of
attending local institutions. In addition, the new trend in birth control and its

effectiveness has reduced the potential population of higher education
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institutions. With all these happenings, educational institutions have to
employ certain strategies in their operation, not only to survive the turbulent
times but also to keep growing in these new surroundings (Keller, 1983).

In Bangkok, Thailand, strategic planning might have been used
informally a long time ago. To see the application of strategic planning in
higher education institutions in Thailand, the researcher undertook a study
of selected private colleges and universities in Bangkok, excluding a few
colleges that catered to one particular discipline. Both qualitative and
quantitative analyses were done. Interviews were conducted with the
president of each selected institution, and questionnaires were distributed to
administrators and faculty.

From the interviews, it was clear that all the presidents had applied
strategic planning without labeling it as “strategic planning.” The application
was done with different intensity and with different degrees of success
depending on the nature and factors surrounding the institutions. The
presidents agreed that the six components of strategic planning are essential
to the management of the institutions but applied to different degrees
depending on mission, interests, possibilities, and the urgency of the needs.

What was common to all was that the demands of the Ministry of Uni-
versity Affairs in terms of rules and regulations and what could be presented
concretely was put into practice. There was no formal quantitative analysis
due to lack of systematic data gathering. Most of the decisions were made
qualitatively using informal ways of data gathering and years of experience in
the office. Strategies differed due to the availability of institutional resources.

Financial planning seemed to be a must in every selected institution.
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Recommendations
Recommendations for Future Research

This study was conducted under certain limitations. There are still
many areas to explore to give a better light to strategic planning. They are as
follows:

1. To verify the findings of this study, another investigation should be
made to determine the degree of strategic planning being applied in all
private colleges and universities in Thailand as perceived by administrators
and faculty. Relationships between roles and levels of priority of application
of strategic planning and relationships between sizes of the institution and
level of priority of application must be established.

2. A study must be made of the application of strategic planning in
state universities. As mentioned earlier in Chapter II, strategic planning can
be applied to any kind of organization. This would determine the level of
application and how strategic planning could be applied effectively.

3. A comparison between private and state institutions of higher
learning is recommended to determine the level of priority of application of
strategic planning. Further research should be done to determine the varying
degrees of intensity and comprehensiveness between public and private
colleges and universities as perceived by administrators and faculty.

4. Similar investigation on the application of strategic planning should
also be made in the business sector to observe components of strategic
planning model that are being applied and to see the similarities and
differences of the application between the business sector and institutions of

higher learning.
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5. A study could also be made in an individual institution to identify
factors that contributeé to the success and failure of the application of strategic
planning. At the same time, factors responsible for success and failure must
be identified.

6. Investigation of institutional involvement in strategic planning

should be undertaken, since strategic planning itself is a process and involves

every member in the institution.

Recommendations for Practice

As in other organizations, private colleges and universities must have
a mission to exist. And to be able to continue to exist and grow, these
institutions must continue to adapt to changes in the broader social and
economic environment and in the ecosystem. The following are
recommendations for. practice in four major areas:

1. Research in the area of strategic planning in higher education
institutions was a starting point for the study. The data and results obtained
can serve as a spring board to move to another study in the same area. At the
same time, it also helps prepare for the change in the administration of
private colleges and universities. At present, the change is from a position
free from competition to a market with a lot of competitors. Revision of
administration in each institution is necessary to -keep the institution “fit” to
the outside environment (Kotler & Murphy, 1981).

2. This study will help administrators see the importance of research
and make use of it in administrative work. It can also be observed from this
étudy that, in almost all of the components of strategic planning, the research

findings be used in management. Moreover, primary data are better than
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secondary data in planning and implementation. In the past, administrators
made use of their own experiences or simply followed the patterns
established by their predecessors.

3. Systematic evaluation of plans is necessary. From this study, the
researcher determined that, for all practical purposes, there were no systems
of evaluation in both large and small institutions that were helpful in terms
of predicting or giving direction for change. The success of planning and
implementation relies on this factor, too.

4. Participative management should be employed in the daily
operation of the institution. Strategic planning is a process and it involves all
the members of the institution. Therefore, to be effective, all members must
be part of the planning.

It can be observed that the first private institution of higher learning in
Thailand was founded only in 1970 (see Appendix E). At this point in time,
with a life span of about 25 years, institutions have been at a particular stage
depending on environment of the institutions. They have to pass through a
gradual evolution of planning methodologies (St. John, 1987). The challenges
facing higher education are fundamentally different from those confronted in
the past because of significant changes in the economic and social fabric of the
country. Responding to thse new challenges, strategic planning would be

another tool to help sustain the life of the institution.
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Illinois State University

Department of Educational Administration
and Foundations

April 28, 1994

Dr. Nancy D. Evans

Heartland Community College
1226 Towanda Avenue
Bloomington, 11 61701

Dear Dr. Evans:

I am currently a student at Illinois State University in the doctoral program in the Department
of Educational Administration and Foundations. I am working on my doctoral dissertation. At
this stage, I need to work on my doctoral dissertation proposal.

I am interested in strategic planning, and my dissertation topic is "Strategic Planning in Higher
Education: A Study of Application in Selected Private Colleges and Universities in Thailand"
which is similar to what you did in 1987. It is well understood that strategic planning was
especially popular in the 1980s. I am personally convinced that strategic planning as a
discipline and as a tool has an important role to play in organization management. With this
conviction, I decide to work on strateglc planning for my doctoral dissertation. And since Iam an
administrator in a private university in Bangkok, Thailand, then my sample includes selected
private colleges and universities in Thailand.

I found out that the instrument you used in your study would be valuable to my purpose. I ask for
your permission to allow me to use an adaptation of your survey instrument in my questionnaire.
Dr. John McCarthy and Dr. Edward R. Hines have consented to my dissertation topic and they
provided me with your address.

Your permission will assist me greatly in my dissertation. If you need any further detail
concerning the use of your instrument or anything related to it, do not hesitate to contact me. I
will be most willing to send you a reply. Thank you for your assistance. Ilook forward to
getting your permission soon.

Sincerely,

Bancha Saenghiran
Department of Educational Administration

and Foundations
Normal-Bloomington, Illinois 331 DeGarmo Hall
Phone: 309/438-5422 Normal, Illinois 61761-6901
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Illinois State University

Department of Educational Administration
and Foundations

June 15, 1994

The President
&institution&
&address&
&locationé&

Dear &saluté& &last&:

May I take this opportunity to introduce myself. Iam Bro. Bancha Saenghiran, a doctoral
candidate, Department of Educational Administration and Foundations, Illinois State
University. Currently, I am working toward my doctoral dissertation on "Strategic Planning in
Higher Education: A Study of Application in Selected Private Colleges and Universities in
Bangkok, Thailand.”

At this stage of my academic work, I am conducting a survey to gather data from the sampling
group. The purpose of my survey is to determine the extent to which private colleges and
universities in Thailand are practicing strategic planning as perceived by administrators and
full-time faculty members. Since the administrators and faculty of Assumption University
have been selected to share perceptions about planning practices, I would like to obtain your
permission on the following: ‘

1. To have half-an-hour to one-hour interview with you, as the president of the institution,
to share with you on planning process at your institution.

2. To obtain your permission to conduct a survey with administrators and faculty. It would be

most convenient, if you will assign one of your staff acting as coordinator to facilitate the
distribution and collection of my questionnaires and for the follow-up if need be.

You may be assured of confidentiality of individual responses. If you need further clarification,
please contact me at (02) 300-4543. I truly appreciate your time and effort in assisting me to
complete the survey.

Sincerely,
Bancha Saenghiran Edward R. Hines, Ph.D.
Doctoral Candidate Professor of Education

Department of Educational
Administration and Foundations
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[linois State University
Department of Educational Administration
and Foundations

June 30, 1994

Dear Faculty:

Allow me first to introduce myself. I am Bro. Bancha Saenghiran, a doctoral
candidate, Department of Educational Administration and Foundations,
Nlinois State University. I am conducting a study to determine the
perceptions of administrators and faculty concerning the level of institutional
involvement in strategic planning.

Enclosed is a questionnaire designed to complete the study. Your opinions
are very much needed. Just mark the appropriate response for each item and
return the questionnaire to Mr. &firsté& &last nameé, the coordinator
designated by your president for this project. It will take you about 20
minutes to complete the survey. Under no circumstances will your name or
the name of your institution be released to anyone. Your name will be held
totally confidential.

I hope to complete the study by November 30th. Your participation will help
me a great deal in my study and in the promotion of a scholarly research in
the study of higher education.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Bancha Saenghiran -
Doctoral Candidate
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INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT

The researcher spent 45-60 minutes interviewing the president of each
selected institution to determine the extent to which formal strategic
planning is undertaken and the participants involved in the planning
process.

The questions used were as follows:

For the past 2-3 years, what have you done in terms of formal planning
for your institution?

Institutional Analysis.

1. Have you planned for faculty and staff development and made know your
plan to all concerned in the institution?

—Did you plan alone or was a committee used?
2. Have you planned for the facilities to be used in the institution?

—Is there a person or a unit of work responsible for planning in the
acquisition of these facilities?

—How far would you be able to follow the plan?
State some of the problems or difficulties faced?

3. Have you studied the financial trends through revenue and expense
analysis and planned accordingly?

—Who assisted you in the analysis and planning?
—What are the problems and obstacles that you have faced?

4. Is there any study on teaching and learning methods or on experimental
research?

—Who is responsible?

—Do you make known the studies or research to all the faculty members,
and how?

—Do you make use of the result of this study or research in planning?
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5. In the evaluation of the teaching performance of the faculty members, do
you make known and discuss the results with them?

—Are there follow-up stages?

6. Have you studied or assigned someone to study academic achievement
of the students?

—How do you evaluate and in what areas?
—Do you make use of the result obtained in your planning?

7. Have you made studies or put someone in charge on manpower planning
of the institution?

—Is there a study on the rate of turnover of the personnel?
—What is the average age of the teaching staff?
—How many applied for the teaching job each year?
8. Have you planned for budgeting of the institution?
—Who is responsible for the task?
—How far could you follow the plan?

—What are the obstacles you have faced?

Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Obijectives

1. Do you have formal mission, goals, and objectives put down in writing
for your institution?

—Who helped in the preparation and consideration?

External Environmental Analysis

1. Do you make any study on changes outside the institution, for example,
technological, social, economic, political, and other forces outside the
institution but affect the operation of your institution?

—How did you go about it?

—Where did you obtain the data for the development?
—Who is held responsible for the task?

—When did you launch the project?

—What were majér obstacles for you to follow according to planning?
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2. Is there such study or research done concerning department or subjects

that is in great demand in market?

—Who is responsible for it?

Do you make study on the number of applications of students in each
department to see the trends of increase and decrease, and demographic
trends of the students?

—Who is responsible?

Strategy Formulation

1.

Have you planned for program development and program elimination?
—How did you go about doing it, and on what basis?
—Where did you get data to support your decisions?

What process of selection of academic staff and other personnel do you
have?

—Who has the authority to make such decision?
—How far could you follow the plan?

To obtain quality students, how and when did you make public relations
to attract them?

—Are they effective?
Have you planned for the construction?
—What are the data that you have used to support your decision making?

—WHho has the final decision to make?

Organization and Systems Design

1.

Who designed the structure and other systems of your institution?
—Had they been designed by a single individual or by a committee?

In the design of the structure and different sub-systems, on what did you
base your judgment?

—Did you consider the outside environments and the internal resources?
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Did you change or modify the structure systems of the institution
sometime?

—When and how did you go about doing it?
—Who performed this job?

Implementation and Evaluation

1.

Did you have any system of follow-up, evaluation, corrective measures,
and evaluation of .end results?

Have you studied and had follow-up on the effectiveness in the areas the
graduates are working?

—How did you evaluate the effectiveness and in what areas?

Did you keep record and make studies on the graduates who employed in
the fields they graduated or why they were unemployed?

—How often did you do this?

—Did you find the causes of irregularity?

—Did you make use of the result in your planning?

Did you have a follow-up on the academic excellence of other institutions?
—How did you study and what emphasis did you make?

—Did you make use of the result obtained in institution planning?

THANK YOU
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Direction for the Respondents

The title of this dissertation is “Strategic Planning in Higher Education:
A Study of Application in Selected Private Institutions in Bangkok, Thailand.
The main purpose of this questionnaire is to investigate and study your
opinion on strategic planning in higher education for the use of
administration in higher education institutions. It also provides good
opportunity for you to present your views that will be of value to the
management in higher education institutions.

The questionnaire is divided into two parts. Part I contains general
data of the demography. Part II is the survey of the opinions on the six
components that form a model of strategic planning process of higher
education institutions.

Before answering the questionnaire, kindly go through these advises,

namely,

1. answer all the items,
2. give the answers that are closest to your opinions,

3. do not write your name on the questionnaire.

Your answers are most valuable to educational administration

and to this dissertation.
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Part I: Professional Characteristics

Please fill in the blanks or mark with “X” in the spaces required.

1. Institution
Faculty
Department

2. Sex: [ Imale [ ]female

3. Age______yearsold.

4. Degree(s) obtained
[ 1bachelor’s degree in
[ 1 master’s degree in
[ 1doctor's degreein
from educational institution [ ]in the country

[ ]abroad
5. Your academic rank
[ 1 professor [ 1 associate professor
[ ]assistant professor [ ]lecturer
6. Administrative position
[ ] vice president [ 1dean
[ ] department head [ 1 others (please, specify)

7. For how long have you been associated with your institution?
years months.

8. Were you in administrative position before?
[ lyes [ Ino. If yes, please specify:

position years months

9. For how long have you been in this present administrative position?
years months

10. In comparison to other private colleges and universities, in terms of popularity and social
acceptance, how would you rank your institution?

~Evaluative Ranking
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

highest lowest
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Part II: Institutional Planning Process

Direction

Items 1 through 6 listed below have been identified as components of
the institutional planning process. You are to provide two responses for each
item. One response is your view of the “Actual Practice” of the level of
priority of the item at your institution. The other response is your view of
the “Suggested Application” of the level of priority of what should be done at
your institution.

On the left, you requested to mark with “X” the response which most
closely matches your .perception of the level of priority of each item of the
planning process (actually being practiced) at your institution. While on the
right, it’s your suggested application (what can be done and should be done) at
your institution.

The following scale was used:

1 = none, 2 = some, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, and 5 = highest.
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Table E-1

The Results of Correlation between Each Item and Sub-Scale and Total Score

Institutional Analysis Strategy Formulation
Q1 0.44** 0.23** Q28 0.62** 0.62**
Q2 0.48** 0.39** Q29 0.37** 0.25**
Q3 0.56** 0.42** Q30 0.57** 0.52**
Q4 0.46** 0.25** Q31 0.64** 0.52**
Q5 0.57** 0.43** Q32 0.54** 0.41**
Q6 0.59** 0.56** Q33 0.71** 0.64**
Q7 0.58** 0.47** Q34 0.58** 0.50**
Q8 0.53** 0.43** Q35 0.48** 0.60**
Q9 0.65** 0.61** Q36 0.50** 0.58**
810 0.36** 0.22** Q37 0.63** 0.68**
11 0.54** 0.43**
Q12 0.58** 0.43** Organization and Systems Design
Formulation of Mission, Q38 0.76** 0.66**
Goals, and Objectives Q39 0.69** 0.63**
' 0.75** 0.67**
Q13 0.66** 0.48** %(1) 0.73** 0.62**
Q14 0.74** 0.57** Q42 0.73** 0.63**
Q15 0.63** 0.54** Q43 0.71%* 0.64**
Q16 0.70** 0.55** Q44 0.76** 0.72%*
Q17 0.66** 0.57** Q45 0.71** 0.62**
Q18 0.60** 0.37** Q46 0.55** 0.38**
Q19 0.65** 0.54** '
Q20 0.64** 0.63** Implementation and
Evaluation
External Analysis Q47 0.69** 0.60%*
Q48 - 0.80** 0.62**
Q21 0.70** 0.56** Q49 0.83** 0.69**
Q22 0.73** 0.64** Q50 0.76** 0.61**
Q23 0.68** 0.46** Q51 0.77** 0.65**
Q24 0.56** 0.47** Q52 0.70** 0.58**
8%2 0.23"* 0.54** Q53 0.71** 0.61**
0.60** 0.36** 54 0.70** 0.65**
Q27 0.63** - 0.42** °
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Table E-2
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Names, Numbers of Students, and Year Founded of Private Colleges and

Universities in Thailand

Number of Year
Institution Students Founded
1. Bangkok University 20,375 1970
2. Dhurakijpundit University 13,778 1970
3. Sripatum University 12,000 1970
4. Institute of Social Technology 2,252 1970
5. The University of the Thai Chamber

of Commerce 13,600 1970
6. Assumption University 10,217 1972
7. Siam University 15,336 1973
8. South-East Asia University 4,335 1973
9. Payap University 5,500 1974
10. Saengtham College 252 1976
11. Huachiew Chalermprakiat University 450 1981
12. Christian College 243 1982
13. Vongchavalitkul College 1,660 1984
14. Srisophon College 250 1984
15. Rangsit University 8,974 1985
16. Saint Louis Nursing College 220 1985
17. Phakklang College 989 1986
18. Mission College 187 1986
19. Kasem Bundit University 4473 1987
20. Bundit Sakon Nakhon College 2,586 1987
21. Yonok College 1,199 1988
22. North Eastern College 2,962 1988
23. Saint John’s College 2,058 1989
24. Mahanakorn University 2,952 1990

25. Rama Ayodhaya College 0 1992*

26. UMUC Maryland (Thailand) 0 1993*

27. Rutchapuk College 0 1993*

28. Technology Ratchathani College 0 1993*

*Not in operation at the time of this study

Source: Ministry of University Affairs, 1993
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Names, Number of Students, and Year Founded of Private Colleges and
Universities in Bangkok, Thailand

Number of Year
Institution Students Founded
1. Bangkok University 20,375 1970
2. Dhurakijpundit University 13,778 1970
3. Sripatum University 12,000 1970
4. Institute of Social Technology 2,252 1970
5. The University of the Thai Chamber of
Commerce 13,600 1970
6. Assumption University 10,217 1972
7. Siam University 15,336 1973
8. South-East Asia University 4,335 1973
9. Huachiew Chalermprakiat University 450 1981
10. Christian College 243 1982
11. Saint Louis College 220 1985
12. Mission College 187 1986
13. Kasem Bundit University 4473 1987
14. Saint John’s College 2,058 1989
15. 2,952 1990

Mahanakorn University




Table E-4

The Results of T-Test of Actual Practice between Large and Small Institutions of Each
Question (n =206, n = 130)
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Large Small
Institution Institution
Mean SD Mean SD T-value Sig-t
Institutional Analysis
1. financial situation of the institute 360 152 328 131 1.96 0.05
2. facilities (instruments, equipment) 416 077 345 093 728 0.00
3. physical plant (buildings) 408 089 340 097 6.66 0.00
4. geographic location and environments 399 098 361 1.04 345 0.00
5. number of current enrollment 417 095 325 1.00 849 0.00
6. quality of enrollment 327 096 257 081 7.16 0.00
7. number of teaching staff in each faculty 347 092 300 085 475  0.00
8. quality of teaching staff in each faculty ~ 3.79  0.90 336 0.86 4.28 0.00
9. efficiency of administration 402 1.06 305 1.05 821 0.00
10. foundations, organizations, and alumni
supports 268 114 242 127 1.92 0.06
11. curricula responsive to the needs of
society and country 404 088 356 0.95 4.69 0.00
12. strength of curricula 382 095 332 097 4.62 0.00
Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives
13. mission statement of the institute 3.87 107 *3.10 1.01 6.55 0.00
14. goals consistent with mission statement 381 1.02 3.00 094 733 0.00
15. specific objectives consistent with mission
and goals 372 096 298 092 699 0.00
16. annual data analysis on mission, goals,
and objectives 322 116 259 097 538 0.00
17. long-term goal development as guidelines
for continuing yearly operation 364 104 268 1.00 8.30 0.00
18. board of trustees’ devoted participation
in planning 313 140 298 113 1.02 0.31
19. participation of the administration in
policy making, goal and objective
determination 390 118 309 1.09 6.28 0.00
20. participation of the faculty in policy
making, goals and objective determination 2.82 1.09 232 096 427 0.00
External Analysis
21. external factors that affect the institute 375 1.04 279 096 850 0.00
22. taking advantages of external influences 3.68 0.94 286 1.01 7.55 0.00
23. reducing negative impacts presented to
the institute by external influences 365 110 296 101 5.80 0.00
24. study programs and curricula required v
by society 413 089 360 1.02 5.07 0.00
25. needs of the labor market (employers) 427 080 355 1.06 6.61 0.00
26. support from GOs and NGOs in the
country 310 104 254 092 5.05 0.00
27. support from GOs and NGOs abroad 302 103 221 1.06 6.92 0.00

(table continues)
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Large Small
Institution Institution
Mean SD Mean SD T-value Sig-t

rategy Formulation
28. use the institute objectives as 394 093 289 088 1021 0.00
operational guidelines '
29. eliminating study programs of low quality

and of no relevance to the institute 242 121 185 1.14 428 0.00
30. granting financial support to important,

and of high quality projects 366 106 288 097 6.84 0.00
31. effective public relations to increase both

the number and the quality of enrollments 357 1.02 267 087 8.69 0.00
32. setting up of new campus at other

geographical location 299 132 1.51 085 1245 0.00
33. study, analysis and evaluation of the

plans of the institute 335 112 231 09 9.07 0.00
34. offering continuing education programs

for outsiders 340 102 239 099 8.89 0.00
35. academic evaluation on a yearly basis 332 112 231 091 9.02 0.00
36. evaluation of the achievement of the

institute relative to its objectives 3.09 117 221 0.87 792 0.00
37. the faculty’s participation in decision

making on the aforementioned matters 277 094 210 085 6.57 0.00
Organization and Systems Design
38. clear job description for each position 374 100 285 097 8.04 0.00
39. job assignment corresponding to each

individual capability 356 093 275 091 785 0.00
40. faculty’s awareness and knowledge of

the plan and its implementation 327 094 261 088 6.36 0.00
41. facilitating inter-office communication

at all levels 365 093 288 093 740 0.00
42. financial support to the plan

implementation 362 101 281 093 733 0.00
43. consistency in updating management

information systems 320 102 231 082 887 0.00

44. encouragement of the faculty and staff
to perform in accordance with the plans

of the institute 365 095 282 089 7.96 0.00
45. developing and adjusting long term goals

at a regular time each year 339 108 256 098 7.06 0.00
46. determining annual budgets at a regular '

time each year 330 142 280 118 346 0.00
Implementation and Evaluation
47. work assignment to all the working units 386 097 3.09 098 7.05 0.00
48. periodic evaluation of performance based

on the plan objectives 333 109 240 1.03 7.76 0.00
49. taking corrective action when planning

results do not match planning goals 340 103 245 1.00 8.37 0.00

(table continues)
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Large Small
Institution Institution
Mean SD Mean SD T-value Sig-t
50. evaluation of institute’s achievement
based on the standards set in the
operational plans 310 118 235 095 640 0.00
51. adjustment of plans for practical
implementation and vice versa 340 109 251 1.06 731 0.00
52. making use of the results of curriculum
analysis to improve the study programs 330 111 251 14 642 0.00
53. making use of academic research and
evaluation 283 108 217 084 6.39 0.00
54. study and follow-up of academic progress
in other institutes that attain
internationally accepted standards 356 1.06 251 1.01 897 0.00
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The Results of ANOVA on Actual Practice among Three Large Institutions

Institutional
Analysis Mean SD n F-ratio Sig-F

L1 46.20 5.12 71 2.00 0.14
L2 44.80 6.96 70
L3 44.25 5.44 65

Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives
L1 28.89 5.52 71 1.64 0.20
L2 27.21 5.46 70
L3 28.23 5.57 65

External Analysis
L1 26.65 4.04 71 3.65 0.03*
L2 25.34 5.06 70
L3 24.78 3.04 65

Strategy Formulation
L1 33.80 4.82 71 3.71 0.03*
L2 31.19 5.69 70
L3 32.54 6.54 65

Organization and Systems Design
L1 3293 5.42 71 5.17 0.01**
L2 29.60 6.48 70
L3 31.61 6.63 65

Implementation and Evaluation
L1 27.59 5.88 71 2.78 0.06
L2 2543 5.74 70
L3 27.40 6.35 65

*p<.05

“ p < .01
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Table E-6

The Results of ANOVA on Actual Practice between Three Small Institutions

Institutional
Analysis Mean SD . n F-ratio Sig-F
S1 38.09 6.08 45 0.65 0.52
S2 39.09 5.66 43
53 37.67 6.00 42

Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives

S1 22.02 4.96 45 0.65 0.52
S2 23.23 5.09 43
S3 23.07 6.17 42

External Analysis

S1 20.31 5.12 45 1.58 0.21
S2 19.79 4.77 43
S3 21.50 3.55 42

Strategy Formulation '

S1 21.62 4.97 45 3.23 0.04*
52 23.39 6.16 43
S3 24.50 4.79 42

Organization and Systems Design

S1 2473 6.28 45 1.46 0.24
S2 23.19 5.64 43
S3 25.31 5.87 42

Implementation and Evaluation

S1 19.27 5.76 45 3.17 0.04*
S2 18.88 6.07 43
S3 21.95 6.54 42

*p <.05
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Table E-7
The Results of ANOVA on the Difference between Actual Practice and
Suggested Application of Three large Institutions
Institutional
Analysis Mean SD n F-ratio Sig-F
L1 7.03 591 71 2.32 0.10
L2 8.70 6.56 70
L3 6.45 6.60 65
Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives
L1 7.06 7.27 71 2.33 0.10
L2 8.64 6.48 70
L3 6.21 6.15 65
External Analysis
L1 427 442 71 1.15 0.86
L2 - 4.51 433 70
L3 4.66 3.92 65
Strategy Formulation
L1 7.11 4.85 71 4.89 0.01**
L2 9.53 5.18 70
L3 6.91 6.36 65
Organization and Systems Design
L1 7.35 5.32 71 4.65 0.01**
L2 9.96 6.48 70
L3 7.08 6.54 65

Implementation and Evaluation

L1 8.06 6.51 71 2.31 0.10
L2 9.80 6.42 70
L3 7.58 6.13 65

*p<.05

** 5 < .01
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Table E-8

The Results of ANOVA on the Difference between Actual Practice and
Suggested Application of Three Small Institutions

Institutional
Analysis Mean SD n F-ratio Sig-F
S1 8.13 7.28 45 3.51 0.03*
S2 11.16 7.12 43
S3 11.81 6.38 42

Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives

S1 9.24 6.42 45 0.72 0.49

52 10.91 5.51 43
S3 10.12 7.48 42

External Analysis

S1 6.16 - 478 45 1.55 0.21
S2 7.93 5.62 43
S3 6.55 4.29 42

Strategy Formulation

S1 12.11 6.49 45 0.73 0.48
S2 13.72 7.82 43
S3 12.38 5.35 42

Organization and Systems Design

S1 10.98 743 45 2.20 0.11
52 14.14 7.75 43
S3 12.88 6.06 42

Implementation and Evaluation

S1 11.29 7.45 45 1.60 0.20
S2 13.60 8.44 43
S3 10.86 6.97 42

*p <.05

** 5 < 01
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* p<.01

Table E-9

The Results of T-Test of Difference Score between Actual and Suggested
Practice

Administrators Faculty
n Mean SD  T-value n Mean SD T-value

Institutional Analysis -

Large Inst. 8 627 575  202¢ 118 747 639 3.84**
Small Inst. 56 873 7.89 74 1105 6.15
Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives

Large Inst. 88 584 544  3.37% 118 656  5.35 4.30**
Small Inst. 56 895 530 74 10246 39

External Analysis

Large Inst. 88 428 365 3.22* 118 414 413 3.89**
Small Inst. 56 6.68 475 - 74 668 476

Strategy Formulation

Large Inst. 88 712 54 525" 118 719 474 5.98**
Small Inst. 56 1237 646 74 1246  6.58
Organization and Systems Design

Large Inst. 88 656 575  4.45* 118 848 576 4.90**
Small Inst. 56  11.66 7.25 74 13.03 6.96
Implementation and Evaluation

Large Inst. 88 790 578  2.80* 118 799 588 4.06**
Small Inst. 56 1121 759 74 1181 7.04

*p<.05
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The Results of T-Test between Administrators and Faculty in Large Institutions

Administrators Faculty
n Mean = SD T-value Mean SD T-value
Institutional Analysis
L1 Faculty 42 45.52 5.56 134 52.64 4.14 0.02
Admin. 29 47.17 431 52.62 3.95
L2 Faculty 41 43.71 744 158 52.73 4.58 0.83
Admin. 29 46.34 6.02 53.69 4.99
L3 Faculty 3B - 4426 541 0.02 50.31 5.63 0.03
Admin. 30 44.23 556 50.27 6.25
Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives
L1 Faculty 42 28.00 5.55 1.65 34.00 371 1.11
Admin. 29 30.17 531 3493 3.09
L2 Faculty 41 27.05 548 0.30 34.34 442 0.83
Admin. 29 2745 553 35.21 4.07
L3 Faculty 35 2757 449 1.00 33.94 4.95 0.08
Admin. 30 29.00 661 34.03 4.47 ‘
External Analysis
L1 Faculty 42 26.62 4.14 0.07 30.40 2.76 0.50
Admin. 29 26.69 395 30.76 3.17
L2 Faculty 41 25.83 5.13 0.95 29.54 3.59 0.05
Admin. 29 24.65 498 29.59 5.06
L3 Faculty 35 24.54 299 069 - 29.63 4.26 0.68
Admin. 30 25.07 312 28.93 3.95
Strategy Formulation
L1 Faculty 42 33.38 439 0.89 40.21 3.74 0.40
Admin. 29 3441 540 39.83 4.36
L2 Faculty 41 30.76 5.60 0.75 38.83 5.46 1.94
Admin, 29 31.79 5.87 4127 4.80
L3 Faculty 35 31.71 6.56 1.10 38.31 6.59 1.22
Admin. 30 33.50 650 40.00 4.52
Organization and Svstems Design
L1 Faculty 4?2 31.57 463 2.65* 39.17 3.29 1.51
Admin. 29 34.90 5.94 40.38 3.35
L2 Faculty 41 28.27 5.37 2.09* 38.36 4.72 1.21
Admin. 29 3148 748 39.76 4.76
L3 Faculty 35 3043 6.44 158 38.08 5.86 0.66
Admin. 30 33.00 6.69 38.93 4.19
Implementation and Evaluation
L1 Faculty 42 26.50 5.83 1.92 34.40 334 1.23
Admin. 29 29.17 569 35.48 3.31
12 Faculty 41 25.00 5.59 0.74 33.97 4.75 1.33
Admin. 29 26.03 6.00 35.48 4.56
L3 Faculty 35 27.23 5.91 023 34.17 5.32 1.11
Admin. 30 27.60 693 35.53 448
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Table E-11

The Results of T-Test between Administrators and Faculty in Medium Institutions

Actual Practice Suggested Application
n Mean SD T-value Mean SD T-value
Institutional Analysis
M1 Faculty 39 36.82 6.73 0.74 50.00 522 041
Admin. 19 38.16 5.96 4942 4.80
M2 Faculty 35 - 3997 822 0.59 47.34 597 2.06*
Admin. 23 4117 6.55 50.74 6.38
M3 Faculty 31 40.81 535 3.38** 51.29 495 2.11*
Admin. 20 4490 3.29 53.65 3.03
M4 Faculty 36 3839 5.04 2.78** 49.17 717 1.83
Admin. 16 4244 440 52.12 4.38
Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives
M1 Faculty 39 21.59 6.06 1.57 33.54 477 0.21
Admin. 19 2442 717 33.26 452
M2 Faculty 35 23.20 594 0.99 30.48 501 2.64**
Admin. 23 2469 5.10 33.96 4.70
M3 Faculty 31 2522 3.37 4.11* 33.64 333 277+
Admin, 20 28.35 2.06 ‘ 36.05 248
M4 Faculty 36 24.67 441 1.94 31.89 334 2.53*
Admin. 16 2719 4.10 34.69 4.36
External Analysis
‘M1 Faculty 39 20.33 5.01 0.29 29.46 445 157
Admin. 19 20.74 4.70 27.58 392
M2 Faculty 35 23.66 5.80 0.12 26.83 403 2.16*
Admin. 23 2348 5.37 29.22 4.25
M3 Faculty 31 2152 340 1.96 29.61 267 1.65
Admin. 20 2325 251 30.80 2.24
M4 Faculty 36 2205 3.64 2.15* 28.58 3.60 120
Admin. 16 2444 3.79 29.50 1.90
Strategy Formulation
M1 Faculty 39 2461 537 0.60 37.23 490 042
Admin. 19 25,53 541 36.63 5.65
M2 Faculty 35 28.00 8.66 0.36 3497 6.33 2.60**
Admin. 23 28.78 7.04 39.22 5.70
M3 Faculty 31 2600 4.33 1.49 37.52 4.30 1.47
Admin. 20 2745 262 39.15 3.08
M4 Faculty 36 28.75 4.79 3.23** 37.22 5.13 2.75**
Admin. 16 3325 427 41.37 4.77

(table continues)
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Actual Practice Suggested Application
n Mean SD T-value Mean SD T-value
Organization and Systems Design
M1 Faculty 39 2351 547 0.46 37.90 528 032
Admin. 19 2426 6.63 38.37 498
M2 Faculty 35 2697 6.84 0.66 34.80 591 2.77**
Admin. 23 2822 729 39.13 5.68
M3 Faculty 31 2697 4.37 3.53** 38.71 348 197
Admin. 20 3040 256 40.60 3.15
M4 Faculty 36 2728 395 1.85 36.80 508 2.04*
Admin. 16 29.50 4.08 39.81 4.52
Implementation_and Evaluation
M1 Faculty 39 2141 585 0.49 33.26 440 0.03
Admin. 19 2226 7.02 4 33.21 5.55
M2 Faculty 35 2343 6.27 0.76 30.94 556 194
Admin. 23 2204 743 33.91 5.93
M3 Faculty 31 2277 329 1.28 33.87 3.63 096
Admin. 20 2410 4.04 34.80 297
M4 Faculty 36 24.14 3.88 2.03* 32.86 464 1.80
Admin. 16 26.69 4.81 35.37 4.69
*p <.05

* p<.01
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Table E-12

The Results of T-Test between Administrators and Faculty in Small Institutions

Actual Practice Suggested Application
n Mean SD T-value Mean SD T-value
Institutional Analysis
S1 Faculty 24 36.58 5.76 1.37 49.75 469 0.84
Admin. 18 39.11 6.17 48.28 6.62
S2 Faculty 27 36.67 5.89 1.98 44 .67 5.57 1.65
Admin. 18 40.22 5.89 47.67 6.52
S3 Faculty 23 3743 4.37 2.15* 49.87 414 0.43
Admin. 20 41.00 644 50.50 545
Formulation of Mission, Goals, and Objectives
S1 Faculty 24 2083 6.36 2.96* 3242 414  0.02
Admin. 18 2605 453 3244 4.19
S2 Faculty 27 2111  5.08 153 29.59 4.79 2.48*
Admin. 18 2339 458 33.05 4.26
S3 Faculty 23 22.56 448 0.92 3348 447 0.80
Admin. 20 24.00 574 34.60 4.66
External Analysis
S1 Faculty 24 21.00 3.87 1.06 27.83 2.30 0.06
Admin. 18 2217 305 27.78 3.42
S2 Faculty 27 19.37 481 1.53 24.89 5.00 2.62**
Admin. 18 21.72 537 28.50 3.67
S3 Faculty 23 19.65 492 0.20 27.52 413 0.02
Admin. 20 1995 471 27.50 3.87
Strategy Formulation
S1 Faculty 24 2283  3.63 2.81* 35.96 426 0.80
Admin. 18 26.72 533 37.05 4.58
S2 Faculty 27 2122 _ 463 0.66 3244 537 1.59
Admin. 18 222 553 35.17 5.97
S3 Faculty 23 2335 6.65 0.05 36.56 603 032
Admin. 20 2345 572 37.15 5.94
Organization and Systems Design
S1 Faculty 24 2421 6.06 142 37.50 4.58 069 -
Admin. 18 26.78 544 38.44 4.10
S2 Faculty 27 23.26 6.10 1.9 3448 4.05 1.78
Admin. 18 2694 604 37.05 5.68
S3 Faculty 23 2213 448 1.33 37.00 561 0.26
Admin. 20 - 24.40 6.65 3745 5.67
Implementation and Evaluation
S1 Faculty 24 2154 633 047 3225 481  0.09
Admin. 18 250 696 32.11 4.59
S2 Faculty 27 18.33 5.28 1.34 28.78 5.46 2.16*
Admin. 18 20.67 6.31 3244 5.78
S3 Faculty 23 17.78 554 1.28 32.35 631 0.03
Admin. 20 20.15 655 32.30 5.57
*p<.05 *p<.01
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