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ABSTRACT

CONTEXTUAL AND SYSTEM DIMENSIONS OF STRATEGIC 

PLANNING IN TEXAS COLLEGES:

A TEST OF THE RAMANUJAM AND 

VENKATRAMAN PLANNING MODEL

by

Timothy G. Staley

This research extends the study first performed by researchers Vasudevan Ramanujam 
and N. Venkatraman in 1986. The research tests the key dimensions of planning systems 
divided between four system design dimensions and two contextual dimensions. This 
study tests .their model with a population in the higher education community in Texas. 
Data was collected through 257 surveys based upon the original work. The surveys were 
mailed to top administrators in colleges, universities and institutions o f higher education 
listed in the State’s Higher Education Web site.

The first hypothesis tested for differences between the planner and non-planner, 
informal planner. Four of the six variables tested were significant. The second 
hypothesis tested the relationship between the planner and non-planner along the 
dimensions noted above. A majority o f the variables were found to be significant.
The third and final hypothesis tested the effectiveness dimension along the lines of small 
and colleges. This portion of the study was unable to distinguish between the size of the 
college.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Problem

A seminal question in literature for the past several decades is the relationship of 

planning and performance within the firm (Miller & Cardinal, 1994). This relationship is 

perhaps the most extensively researched in the entire field of strategic management. It 

remains to this day a point of discussion and contention (Armstrong, 1982;Ansoff, 1991). 

The essential dichotomy exits with the earlier camp believing that planning constrains an 

organization, causing it to be too rigid. This argument is further refined to say that the 

level of change, or uncertainty, in today’s business climate is too great to have such 

rigidity. The latter camp of researchers holds that organizations cannot operate on a trial 

and error basis.

As noted above, the level of change today requires an organization to plan for the 

future. The debate now centers about what characteristics are for central planning system 

effectiveness. The question of the past was simply stated: Does planning pay? While the 

debate continues about the nature and value of planning, academic researchers and 

business practitioners have attempted for several decades to correlate a firm’s 

performance with the strategic plan and goals of the firm (Whittaker, 1996). The benefit 

of finding such a relationship is rather obvious as businesses spend a significant amount 

of time and financial resources in this elusive search (Boston & Pallot, 1997). Running 

parallel with this is the observation that many firms are losing their competitive edge and 

too often result in their demise. Competitive advantages are becoming more difficult to

l
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maintain with the international community reaching to our backyard, and competition has 

reached an all time high.

Over the past two decades a model has been proposed and tested in several different 

segments of business. O f particular note is the ability of this model to assess the 

effectiveness o f a firm’s planning system based on several dimensions within the firm’s 

measure for performance (Ramanujam & Venkatraman, 1986).

Purpose

The first and most specific purpose of this research is to confirm the work of the 

original authors, Ramanujam & Venkatraman. Secondly, is to make additional 

contributions to the body of knowledge surrounding the contextual dimensions of the 

strategic planning system and the model defined by Ramanujam and Venkatraman 

(1987). The population for this research is a group of public and private colleges and 

universities within the state of Texas to determine the extent formal strategic planning is 

being used and the efficacy of planning.

Model

In the mid-l980’s, researchers Ramanujam, Venkatraman, and Camillus began the 

development of a model for strategic planning which stepped beyond the traditional 

question, Does planning pay? Their model also steps away from the age-old question of 

a firm’s financial performance as related to being simply a planner or a non-planner, or 

informal planner as sometimes referred to. It also steps away from the uni-dimensional 

aspect previously taken by researchers. Researchers over the past decade have suggested
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this multidimensional approach is needed to more fully address a complex issue like 

planning (Yasi-Ardenka and Haug, 1997; Hax and Majuluf, 1984). It was not until 1986 

that a substantial theory was developed and proposed. Additionally, the prior body of 

research has been preoccupied with the linkage of a firm’s performance as related to their 

planning efforts. These three authors, Ramanujam, Venkatraman, and Camillus, have set 

out to create a strategy planning model that addresses the multidimensional nature of 

planning systems. They also have developed within their model, multiple criteria for 

assessing the effectiveness of planning systems.

Their model is two-fold: I. more effective planning systems will differ from less 

effective ones along key design and contextual dimensions, and 2. the relative importance 

of these dimensions will vary depending upon the criteria of effectiveness used.

To test their model, they randomly surveyed 600 companies selected from Fortune 

500 Manufacturing and Fortune 500 Service organizations. They received a response 

rate of 34.5 percent, where N=207. These respondents were received from both planning 

functions, such as planning executives, and other operating functions within the firms.

Responses were received and categorized by large organizations, mature and less 

mature firms, manufacturing and service firms. Respondents were asked through mailed, 

written surveys to respond to areas such as the extent of change over the past few years in 

areas of the firm, such as major planning issues, planning techniques used, obtaining 

corporate goals and resistance to the planning effort from within the organization. 

Although the survey responses may be regarded as being subjective in some areas, Dess 

and Robinson (1984) conclude that subjective perceptions of performance have a strong
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correlation with objective measures of performances within the same period of time as 

the survey.

The Ramanujam and Venkatraman theoretical model consists of nine dimensions: six 

which represent planning system characteristics, and three which reflect planning 

effectiveness.

Model Construct

Item Variables Outcomes

COMPLEX

INTER

ACTION

Contextual
Dimensions

• Resources
• Resistance

System
Dimensions
• Internal
• External
•  Functions
• Techniques

System Capability 
Objective Fulfillment 
Relative Competitive 
Performance

Effectiveness
Dimensions

Figure One: Relationship Between

Planning System Dimensions and Planning Effectiveness

(Ramanujam and Venkatraman, 1987)
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The details of the various indicators representing the dimensions and their reliability 

(Cronback alpha values) are contained in Appendix A. The range of values was from

0.540 to 0.871, and each one of the items-to-item correlations were positive and 

significant at p-levels better than p<0.01. The Ramanujam and Venkatraman research 

findings include support for the two-dimension (contextual and system) concept of 

planning system effectiveness.

Ramanujam and Venkatraman (1986) found that the two contextual dimensions, 

resistance and resources, were the most important contributors to planning effectiveness.

Ramanujam and Venkatraman (1986) ranked the dimensions in order of importance as 

follows: techniques, external and internal factors, and functions.

Research Problem

Strategic planning is coming back into its own (Whittaker, 1996). This first new wave 

of interest leaves behind the debate on the pros and cons of strategic planning (Barry,

1998; Capon, Farley & Hulbert, 1994) to examine the critical elements of an effective 

strategic plan. The primary problem that this research shall deal with is to expand the 

knowledge based on strategic planning as it pertains to the sector of higher education. In 

many areas of the country there exists a formal recognition for the value of planning 

which (McDonald-Druhm, 1997; Riely, 1997) has been directed toward public colleges 

(two- and- four-year institutions) to prepare and implement long-term strategic planning.

A second purpose of this research is to expand the research of Ramanujam and 

Venkatraman. Their theory has been tested in several areas but not within the community
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of higher education. Since their work offers a new way to assess one’s strategic approach 

and effectiveness, this research will expand the original authors work.

Perhaps the greatest contributions of this research, this author hopes, shall be defining 

strategic planning in multidimensional items. As the original authors noted, the 

traditional research in strategic planning has been limited to effectiveness in merely 

financial terms. Since two-year colleges are by mission non-profit, the theory has great 

important as colleges struggle to find greater effectiveness (Baker & Smith, 1997). Their 

expanded analysis contains variables that are relevant to the issues which face the higher 

education community.

Population

Strategic management is a concept and tool that has been in use for many decades in 

the private sector. The public sector has been slow to adopt this approach as noted in the 

Gore Report on Reinventing Government. (Vinzant, 1994). The target population for 

this study is the public and private colleges and universities in Texas, which number 190 

as noted on the State’s education Web site.

The rationale for directing this study toward academia is that colleges are facing many 

significant challenges as they enter the 21st century (Barker, 1997; Johnson, 1997; Taylor, 

1996). These challenges are not unique to any specific area of higher education but are 

symptomatic of national trends. The public and legislative groups are demanding higher 

accountability from colleges, a greater rate of change to meet new state needs, and in 

reducing costs (PCT, 1997). To address these needs, colleges are developing strategic 

plans to help guide them through the maze of challenges. (Wallace, 1998; Sampson,
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1995). Texas in particular has requested that public colleges develop strategic plans. 

Their ability to develop these plans well will influence future funding for their academic 

programs. One recent dissertation (Gross, 1992) surveyed thirteen colleges to determine 

how the Board o f Trustees were involved in their respective campuses.

Significance of the Study

Firms today should not deny the need to improve one’s performance through greater 

performance and effectiveness. The firm that chooses to neglect performance will soon 

be outperformed by their competition. Business competition is no longer restricted to 

local or regional areas. Rather it now includes business firms from across the globe.

Additionally, rapid environmental and technological change brings a second factor to 

challenge the firm. Each of these two factors brings a higher level of challenge for the 

firm: whether for the Fortune 500 company, a small business unit, or college.

This dissertation shall extend the empirical research on the contextual dimensions 

within a firm. This study will utilize the public and private college sector to expand the 

research and to compare the usage of strategic plans within public and private colleges.

Statement of The Problem

The third wave of strategic planning, which began in the late 1980’s, continues to 

draw attention to bringing a new understanding to planning system dimensions and 

planning effectiveness (Veliyath & Shortell, 1993). This research intends to study the
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following dimensions found within strategic planning and their impact on the firm’s 

performance. These are, I. Resources provided for strategic planning and 2. Level of 

organizational resistance to strategic planning

As past research has generally found, the study intends to determine whether high 

performance organizations provide resources to a planning effort and if there is resistance 

to planning within the organization.

Hypotheses

1. Colleges classified as formal planners will perform differently from those colleges 

classified as non-planners, i.e. those colleges that are planners will have a higher 

score on the planning effectiveness scale.

2. Colleges classified as formal planners will score higher along the planning system 

design dimension than those colleges classified as non-planners.

3. Colleges that are classified as formal planners will score higher along the 

contextual dimensions than those colleges classified as non-planners.

4. Colleges classified as large will differ from smaller colleges along the systems 

dimensions.
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Assumptions

Effectiveness of planning is not measured as a single outcome or single metric. 

Rather, this model assumes that the effectiveness of planning can be measured in 

multidimensional terms.

This research also assumes that the respondent has a good point of reference for the 

strategic planning work across the campus.

Reliability

The original authors based the reliability of their results using coefficient alpha 

along with item-to-total scale correlation. The Cronback alpha values in their study 

ranged from 0.540 to 0.871. All the item-to-total correlations were positive and 

significant at p levels better than 0.01. The original authors felt that “these 

assessments provide adequate support for the reliability of the measures employed” 

(Ramanujam & Venkatraman, 1987).

Limitations

The first limitation is that the present study is restricted to one geographical area. 

The results may or may not be transferable to other regions as philosophical 

differences in strategic planning may have regional needs that differ with local needs 

and competition.

This model is relatively new. It needs the test of time and additional studies to 

confirm or deny the present theoretical base. Further refinement will move this theory 

forward.
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This study relies upon one person completing the survey instrument. The 

assumption is that the respondent has a sufficient knowledge base for the entire 

campus.

Definitions

Although the language within the field of strategic planning is quite consistent, 

practitioners may not understand or carry a common definition.

The first areas that may cause confusion are the terms strategic planning and long 

term planning. In this study, as in most research articles, the two terms are used 

interchangeably. Additionally, the term strategic management and strategic planning 

are used synonymously.

To avoid confusion during the research portion, this author will provide definitions 

for the survey respondents.
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Chapter II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The need for rethinking how one views the organization and how it achieves goals and 

objectives is currently underway in the literature of business and management journals. Witness 

a new theory of organizational knowledge, or corporate epistemology, which provides a new 

way of interpreting knowledge (Krogh & Koos, 1994; Grant, 1996; Spender & Grant, 1996; 

Camillus, 1997) that is gaining interest in journal articles. The more traditional terms of strategic 

planning, strategic management or long-term planning are found throughout the literature, often 

without drawing a distinct between the terms. Suffice it to say that each has a central theme of 

improving performance of an organization.

The history o f strategic management is well established in the literature. Perhaps the first 

substantial phase of research (Ansoff et al., 1970; Thune and House, 1970; Herold, 1972; 

Fulmer and Rue, 1974) can be categorized into an area that seeks to find a positive correlation 

between a firm’s performance and the respective formality of the strategic planning effort. This 

research set off a grand tradition (Camillus, 1975), that lasted at least until the late 1980’s.

The second phase of strategic planning began in the 1980’s (Kudla, 1980; Malik & Karger, 

1980; Leontiades and Tezel, 1980; Wood and LaForge, 1981) which stepped beyond the 

question of formality to look at the basic dichotomy of the performance of planners versus non

planners. As shall be noted later, this research stimulated a great deal of follow-up research, 

which took many tangential paths over the years. Perhaps the most lasting part of this research
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has been how one defines performance within an industry or a specific firm (Schendel & Hofer, 

1979: Capon, Farley & Hulbert, 1994; Ramanujam & Venkatraman, 1987). A second classical 

debate that arose from this research is the seminal question: can a firm plan for the strategic 

nature (long term) when change is so pervasive (Bourgeois & Eisenhardt, 1988; Fiegener, 1997; 

Mintzberg, 1994: Schiemann & Lingle, 1997)?

The third phase (Fredrickson & Mitchell, 1984; Fredrickson, 1984; Shrader, Taylor and 

Dalton, 1984; Robinson & Pearce, 1983; Wood & LaForge, 1979, 1981) began to recognize the 

limitations of earlier research. It is this phase that has begun to expand the definition of strategic 

planning into a multidimensional construct.

Since the late 1980’s and into the early I990’s, the field of strategic planning has come on 

difficult times. The environment of today’s firm has evolved much more, and more quickly, than 

the academics have moved the field of study. The emergence of global competition, the use of 

Total Quality Management (TQM), re-engineering and empowerment have changed the nature of 

business (Prahalad & Hamel, 1986). In fact, Mintzberg (1994) notes that when business- 

consulting firms have adapted their business to what industry needs (implementation and 

efficiency), the academicians quickly followed.

Rumelt, Schendel & Teece (1991,1994) fired a warning shot regarding the direction that 

strategic planning had been taking in the literature versus what was actually happening in 

practice. These authors note that in times of high turbulence the need for strategic management 

is needed more than ever.
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The concept of strategic planning has been around for at least three decades. Strategic 

management research has essentially focused on the following relationships; strategy, 

environment, leadership and performance (Summer, et al., 1990). The concept of strategic 

planning has been a topic of interest for not only strategic management theorists, but for the 

organizational theorists as well (Dean & Sharfman, 1996). Strategic management has become a 

“buzz word” for those disciplines wishing to stress the importance of their work (Lyles, 1990). 

The seminal question for this research is whether or not strategic planning has an impact on an 

organization’s performance. In nearly 20 years of research, this question remains unanswered 

(Armstrong, 1982; Mintzberg, 1991; Pearce, Freeman and Robinson, 1987). Authors such as 

Mintzberg (1990) see strategic planning as “blinders” placed on the organization. Several 

authors have found fault with the research methodologies and definitions taken in literature 

(Ramanujam and Venkatraman, 1987: Miller and Cardinal, 1994).

Planning is a business process that is common to many companies. However, except for 

some very special categories, such as military, government, large corporations, long-term 

planning has largely been an informal activity (Ackerman, 1970; Aharoni, 1966; Allison, 1970; 

Bower, 1970; Carter, 1971). Motivation for planning in organizations that are o f medium to 

small size were few as they realize the requisite time, material, human resources and expertise is 

quite high to do a thorough job of planning (Gilmore, 1971). It is noted, however, that a few 

research studies have indicated that companies, irrespective of size, committed to a process of 

formal planning, will often outperform those which do not aggressively pursue strategic planning
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(Gershefski, 1970; Thune & House, 1970; Herold, 1990; Wood & LaForge, 1979; Leontiades & 

Tezel, 1980; Miller & Cardinal, 1994).

Although the field o f strategic management has had a bumpy ride over the past several years, 

it appears that the competitive realities of the I990’s (Hart & Banbury, 1994) are bringing a 

renewed interest to this field. The widespread use of computer technology is altering ways in 

which one conducts their business (Bettis & Hitt, 1995). At the extreme end of organizational 

and business climate change is found in the field of chaos theory. Although its essence is found 

in non-business systems, theorists are finding application to processes which are largely 

unpredictable in business organizations (Cartwright, 1991).

The Value and Efficacy of Strategic Planning

The very nature or substance of strategic planning has been around for many years. Although 

a debate persists over its efficacy, researchers and executives continue to be proponents for its 

use (Miller & Cardinal, 1994). Others see strategic planning as a process which provides the 

structure for a more rational approach to strategic choice in ones business environment (Henry, 

1979).

Many managers define strategic planning as that which will require either large amounts of 

time and/or money. Definitions for strategic planning vary, not only because of one’s position 

on the topic but the context of its application. Authors Grinyer, Al-Bazzaz and Yasai-Ardekani 

(1986) find that it aids the manager’s ability to integrate and control aspects of the firm. 

Camillus (1975) approached this idea from a coordination aspect. Another approach finds a
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group of researchers defining it as a process of thinking which enables a firm to adapt so that the 

firm’s objectives are in concert with the environment (Ansoff, 1991; Armstrong, 1982).

In a more concrete manner, writer David (1993) defines strategy as “ the art and science of 

formulating, implementing, and evaluating cross-functional decisions that enable an organization 

to achieve its objectives.” Whatever definition is appropriate, strategic planning is an approach 

to organizational theory, which brings together the relationship of environment, leadership and 

performance (Summer, et al., 1990).

The importance of strategic planning or formalized planning (Shank, Nibloch & Sandalls, 

1973) or decision-making processes (Shrivastava & Grant, 1985) has been a point of discussion 

for many years. Is it effective? As authors Miller and Cardinal (1994) note, many recognized 

theorists support the general notion that planning produces better results than non-planning. 

Perhaps part o f the issue at hand is that one’s intuitive position is that strategic planning provides 

a positive benefit to the firm. However, they also write that other theorists counter with the idea 

that strategic planning is dysfunctional at worst and irrelevant at best, Mintzberg’s (1990) and 

that “blinders” are placed on an organization with the very action of planning.

Examples of strategic planning at its worst include the decision by Penn Central to focus on 

the national level of railroad business rather than localized routes. The energy crisis of 1973 

(Mintzberg, 1994), or the Chrysler organizational decision in the mid-l970’s to continue 

producing newly styled large automobiles while the Japanese and European auto makers were
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producing, and selling small autos at a much higher rate than the American makers. Chrysler 

later dropped their large car focus in 1977 (Hall, 1977).

Is strategic planning successful in meeting the objectives of the firm (Venkatraman & 

Ramanujam, 1987)? Organizational theorists have suggested that strategic planning processes 

are often, at best, semi-rational as the limit to longer term knowledge or forecasting information 

is extended. Is the plan one develops flexible enough to change with external or internal 

environmental shifts (Eppink, 1978)? And how does one balance creativity in management 

science theory throughout the organization with more practical applications that have worked 

(Shank et. al., 1973)? Koch (1976) refers to planning as collective volunteerism. In many 

examples, decisions based upon strategic plans are not well understood or widely agreed upon in 

the organization ( Hambrick & Schecter, 1983; Mintzberg & McHugh, 1985). This idea 

develops around the idea that most people will go to great extremes to avoid the potential 

downfall of a plan or company when their livelihood is at risk.

Firm Size

Firm size has often been a confounding component in the debate over efficacy and 

appropriateness to firm size. As the size of the firm increases, so does the management distance 

between top management and its employees. Aram and Cowen (1990) find that strategic 

planning leads an organization to adaptive thinking, and that this is a benefit for small firms as 

they guard their vulnerabilities through avoidance of errors. Small firms have an inherent 

liability to failure due to their limited resource base (Bruderl & Schussler, 1990). Large firms 

have an entirely different set o f issues. Their very size dictates an approach of coordination and
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developing strategy. Traditionally, the large firm included a division of strategists or planners. 

This tended to centralize the process of creating strategic plans and increased the level of 

complexity (Chandler, 1962; Bower, 1970). In fact, a much more formalized process is required 

for the large firm (Hage & Aiken, 1969).

Centralized Versus Decentralized

Kukaalis (1991) found a positive relationship between the staff specialist and performance. 

Many companies disbanded the centralized (Veliyath, 1992) approach and opted for a company- 

wide involvement in the creation of strategic planning efforts. Galpin (1997) found examples in 

current firms that the decentralized approach to strategy has aided a grassroots commitment to 

the firm’s strategy. Some current theorists, however, have inveighed for a return to the 

centralized approach of strategic making at the headquarter level (Hasperlaugh, 1982). Writers 

Bourgeois and Bodwin (1984) find this to be a troubling trend. An alternative to complete 

centralization or decentralization is the creation of strategic planning groups throughout the 

organization composed of key firm managers (Bates & Dillard, 1992). Hiam (1993) describes a 

slightly different approach of using a process that deals with smaller strategic decision units 

dispersed throughout the organization.

In more recent years some researchers have indicated that the process of long-term planning 

itself may be as, or more, important than the very content of one’s strategic management plan. 

Author Quinn (1981) notes that in large organizations the more important part of corporate
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planning systems is the improvement to the process instead of the actual outcome. The focus 

one gains from merely the thought processes of strategic planning has the potential to make one a 

more informed and effective manager. As Hall (1977) noted two decades ago, the premise is that 

the way a person manages the organization will have a larger impact on planning effectiveness 

than will the sophistication o f the formal planning effort. Whatever one believes about strategic 

planning, it is the responsibility of senior top management to set the tone and direction to ensure 

a greater likelihood of effectiveness (Mintzberg, 1994). The involvement by the CEO has been 

noted to add two distinct benefits (Ramanujam & Venkatraman, 1987). First, the quality of the 

process is increased, and second, it sends an explicit message across the entire organization that 

strategic planning is valued. Effective and well-structured plans at the top can unleash creativity 

and energy throughout the organization. Ill-defined, haphazard guesswork or poorly structured 

plans (Armstrong, 1991) can result in problems across the organization.

There is no single or homogenous theory involving the very concept of strategic planning. 

While many theorists support the notion (Ansoff, 1991), there are many other theorists that see 

significant folly with strategic planning (Mintzberg, 1993). Mintzberg inveighs at the concept 

that we are living in turbulent times (Ansoff, 1965), or in the Age of Discontinuity (Emery & 

Trist, 1965). Several problems exist as one begins to study strategic planning. First and 

foremost is the debate regarding the efficacy of strategic planning and the practical business 

environment. While the use of strategic planning appears to be on the increase with more and 

more companies participating, positive benefits resulting from strategic planning are by no
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means assured (Allen, 1985). Research on this particular area has received moderate attention 

over the years. Research that has been conducted has mainly been with large organizations with 

vast resources to contribute to their plan (Ackerman, 1970; Aharoni, 1966; Bower, 1970; Carter, 

1971). Analysis of small firms using formal strategic planning has had even less attention 

(Gilmore, 1971). Furthermore, there appears to be no process or systematic understanding of 

why formalized planning activities affects the overall performance of corporations (Camillus, 

1975). As Cameron (1986) notes that despite the ambiguity and confusion that surrounds 

performance, the construct of organizational effectiveness is central to the organizational 

sciences and should not be overlooked in theory or research. Theories of organizational 

effectiveness usually seek to define high and low performance. Organizational effectiveness is 

therefore the seminal dependent variable (Ramanujam & Venkatraman, 1987).

Evaluating the performance of the strategic planning process, either through the analysis of 

the outcome, or merely the process itself can be accomplished in several ways, as noted in Figure 

Two. A goal-centered approach is a common construct. Steiner (1979) refers to this as a 

measurement against purpose.
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Description Supporting Literature

analysis of outcome Steiner (1979)
King(1983)

system to system comparison

actual versus a theoretical construct King (1983)
Ansoff (1975)

analysis and correlation of factors 
imposed for perspective change

Figure 2
Various Strategic Planning Approaches 

(Adapted from Venkatraman & Ramanujam, 1987)

Bourgeois and Bodwin (1984) have described the method of process modeling as outdated 

and pedestrian. This is a belief held by other authors for several decades (Andrews, 1971; 

Drucker, 1954). Authors Oliva, Day, DeSarbo (1987) described an approach to measuring 

performance based on a map theory. Such maps can be generated for specific industries. The 

purpose of such strategy maps are to explicitly link performance measures with performance. 

Chakravarthy (1982) conceptualized the linkage between strategy and organizational structure 

and found a positive correlation to firm performance.

Approach

Goal centered

Comparative judgment 

Normative j udgment

Improvement judgment
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Measures of Performance and Effectiveness

While many people feel an intuitive link between planning and performance, few have been 

able to document, at least in a consistent manner, an explicit way to define it. Part o f this 

difficulty comes from the fact that defining measures of performance is quit difficult (Goold & 

Quinn, 1990). This can then lead the CEO to be distrustful of the entire measurement system 

(Ouchi, 1979). Atkinson and McCrindell (1997) find that linking performance measurements to 

strategic planning requires the additional work of identification and specification of contracts 

between the organization and its stakeholders. The drive for this ultimately rests with the desire 

to achieve operational effectiveness, which means one has the possibility to outperform rivals 

(Porter, 1980).

Before an analysis of performance can be seriously undertaken, an overview of strategic 

planning systems is warranted. Figure 3 indicates the six dimensions of strategic planning.
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Dimension Description
■>->

Supporting Literature

Use of planning 
techniques

To provide structure to ill-defined 
strategic problems

Grant & King 
(1982)
Hax & Majluf (1984)

Internal facets

External facets

Functional coverage and 
Integration

Resources provided

Organizational specific, e.g., past 
performance, strengths, weaknesses

Opportunities, threats, and 
environmental trends

Extent of coverage given to different 
functional areas across organizations;

Support from top management, 
numbers of planners, overall 
organizational commitment

Resistance to planning overall resistance to planning function

Veliyath (1992)
Hart & Quinn (1993) 
Camillus & 
Venkatraman (1984) 
Bates & Dillard 

(1992)

Elenkov (1977) 
Jennings & Seaman 
(1994)
Thomas (1980)
Hitt & Tyler (1991) 
Burgelman (1991)

Chakravarthy &
Doz (1992), Hitt, 
Ireland & Palia(1980)

Mintzberg (1994) 
Gross(1992)
Schulze (1994) 
Fredrickson & 
Mitchell (1984)

Lyles & Lenz(l982) 
Steiner (1979)

Figure 3
Six Dimensions of Planning

( Adapted from Ramanujam and Venkatraman, 1987)
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Control

Strategy is the long-term analog of control (Anthony, 1985). The relationship of strategy and 

control has seemingly evolved very little over the past two to three decades, until just recently. 

Perhaps the single largest boost has occurred within the quality movement, which is evident in 

many sectors worldwide (Ittner & Larcker, 1997). Their study revealed that organizations using 

quality principles more often than not found strategic control issues to be beneficial in achieving 

desired outcomes.

One of the newer areas of study is the manipulation of control to bring a change in one's 

strategic direction. Change to a firm’s structure and control systems is now considered 

appropriate as strategic decisions are presumed to be well understood and widely supported 

(Bourgeois & Brodwin, 1984). A preponderance of literature describes control as being 

appropriate to the input side of a system or process rather than on outputs (Reed & Buckley, 

1988). This is also very consistent with the quality, or continuous improvement work that 

continues across firms internationally.

The aspect of control is also a function of the number of inputs one must deal with. As this 

number increases, so does the need for control. There is another interesting aspect of control that 

has been made by Merchant (1984). He approaches control from the aspect of keeping a firm 

moving toward its goals while not being detracted from employees wishing to pursue activities 

that may be counter productive for the firm at large. Implicit in this statement is the need for 

clear and cogent communications across the firm.
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It is assumed that control systems contain important levers, or action points, which may be 

used to direct evolutionary change (Simons, 1994). Boureous and Eisenhardt (1988) write that 

these levers or triggers are both very important and lead to effective decision-making in high 

velocity environments. Latham (1984) perhaps sums up this area best by stating that the 

achievement of one's goals and plans does not occur in a serendipitous manner.

Change and Discontinuities

The fundamental issue behind change is the dynamic nature of business plans today. The 

challenge is for a firm's strategy to remain in alignment with their strategic actions (Burgelman 

& Grove, 1996). As Hart and Banbury (1994) note, the competitive business climate today 

demands a direct approach of efficiency, quality, and cycle time. They note the following in 

Figure 4.

Issue Author

* efficiency, quality 
cycle time

Stalk and Hout (1990)

strategic flexibility Cartwright (1991)

* social-environmental issues Schmidheiny (1992)

Figure 4:
Key Elements in Competitive Business Climates
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The need for planning has been developed into a problem situation. The concept of surprise 

or change has been around for many centuries (Mintzberg, 1991). First, some critical events, 

however, have cast a new light on this concept (Ansoff, 1965). These include, the Middle East 

petroleum crisis (c. 1970’s), the automotive industry's inability to react in a timely manner to first 

the European auto makers and specifically to the Japanese. (Enid, 1986) Secondly, United States 

congressional mandates for automotive safety are all timely examples of change and one’s ability 

to react to the change. The recession of 1974-75 caused many planners to renew their interest in 

planning and to clamor for even more advanced means to improve the quality and sophistication 

of the planning effort (Hall, 1977; Hampton, 1987). The personal computer surge of the mid- 

1980s has advanced this interest to ever higher levels (Ansoff, 1986). The information systems 

used to implement strategy through formal planning, control, and incentives is to a large degree 

yet unexplored (Mintzberg, 1987). These are just two examples of unanticipated change and the 

discontinuity many corporations and businesses are now experiencing.

Anticipated change, or at least flexibility to change, are vital as companies are forced to deal 

with these strategic discontinuities. Those theorists that subscribe to a decentralized approach to 

strategy development also find that in particularly turbulent environments, responsibility for 

following change and anticipating its impact must be shared throughout the firm (Chakaravarthy, 

1997). Fiegener's (1997) research confirmed the findings o f Bourgeois and Eisenhardt (1988) 

that in dynamic and changing environments, change is best handled by greater staff involvement. 

Recent work has been done at an international level to reinforce the need for organizations to be
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flexible, particularly in the hyper-competitive nature of technology related businesses (Bamford 

& Phelps, 1996).

Change has many characteristics. Eppink (1978) writes about three prominent types of change 

as follows:

REVERSIBLE CHANGE: Changes (X) that occur over an extended period of 

time, are random in nature but occur around a stable mean, seasonal changes in the sale of 

college textbooks.

X
MEAN

X

Time'

Figure 5
Undetermined Change versus Time
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IRREVERSIBLE: Change (X) which, over time, indicates a trend for an evolving 

mean. The significance is that this change represents a permanent change in the mean, e.g. new 

computer processor technology.

1EAN

TIME

q= quantity measured

Figure 6
Significant Change over Time

The third type of change is strategic change. This is developed from a further refinement of 

irreversible change. Eppink (1978) defines change as a strategic change if there is a high degree 

of unfamiliarity around it, where the organization has no specific experience and therefore no 

routine answer ready to tackle this strange change.

The concept o f turbulence is different in nature than change as noted above. Schon and Nutt 

(1974) define turbulence as "the perception of the absence of clear and stable paths." The 

diagram in figure 5 indicates implicitly that change, although present, is gradual in nature. 

Turbulence, by its very nature, is change that is more dramatic and causes planners and
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strategists problems as they attempt to react to the change that is non-periodic in nature. Authors 

Ansoff and Sullivan (1993) studied in fine detail the level of success a company may experience 

within a turbulent environment by measuring a few performance gaps. The diagram in Figure 7 

diagram is adapted from their study.

Environmental
Turbulence

Strategic
Aggressiveness

Responsiveness 
of General MGMT

A . B

jc D

l 2 / 3 4 5

Strategic Gap

Figure 7
Performance Gap Analysis

By measuring the three factors above (turbulence, aggression and responsiveness), an 

organization can determine the magnitude of the gap (points A to B, C to D) and how much out 

o f alignment a company is with regard to their environment. This notion of a gap is quite 

interesting. There is a current stream of knowledge that only the strongest survive and that the 

presence of the gap means trouble. Drucker (1991) states that the only firms that survive are on

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

29

the two extremes. Those that set the standard and those that serve in a speciality area. The in- 

between position is neither desirable or viable.

A contemporary example of the former is the Microsoft Corporation, and of the latter, Dell 

Computers.

On a more practical side, research has been conducted to categorize change, or uncertainty, to 

the following areas shown in Figure 8. (Elenkov, 1997):

1. Customer sector

2. economic

3. competitor

4.technology

5. political/legal

6. socio-cultural

Figure 8
Categories of Change

These categories represent, from most influential to lowest, those categories which represent 

the highest levels of strategic uncertainty and thus represent the highest likelihood for required 

change at some point in time.

As Mintzberg (1993) notes, that most change in the business environment is not turbulent in 

nature, but rather they are changes that played havoc with one's carefully laid plans. Perhaps 

Mintzberg and others are correct. Maybe the reaction to dramatic change from turbulence is
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merely an American phenomenon. A feeling developed after the years between I920's and 

1970's o f relative stability and growth in the business world. The dramatic changes noted in the 

earlier 1970's because of oil price changes and Japanese management style came from 

organizations with significant strategic planning driving them; not from some unknown or 

unanticipated phenomenon. This next example, currently underway, hopes to reverse the cycle 

of unanticipated change. The telecommunications industry is using a technique referred to as 

scenario planning (Henderson, 1997) to explore possible future environments and determine 

whether or not its strategic plans will be appropriate in the coming years.

A review of international articles indicates that many in the international academy are far less 

focused on instability but are reviewing the precepts of planning and change on a more rational 

level. (Hamilton & Shergill, 1992)

Social scientists have also taken great interest in the idea of turbulence (Stacy, 1993). This 

new area of study is grounded in the chaos theory which attempts to reconcile unpredictability; 

believing that human organizations are changing, living and dynamic nonlinear systems, just as 

are nature's systems (Cartwright, 1991). The roots o f chaos theory are found in the physical 

sciences. With this concept, the belief in long-term planning may give way to new reference 

points. Some of these new points are described in Figure 9.
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TODAY’S FRAME A NEW FRAME OF

OF REFERENCE REFERENCE

I. Long term future is 
predictable to some 
extent.

I. Long term future is unknowable

2. Visions and plans are
central to strategic management

3. Vision: single shared 
organization-wide intention 
A picture of a future state

2. Dynamic agendas of strategic issues 
are central to effective strategic 

management.

3. Challenge: multiple aspirations 
stretching and ambiguous. Arising 
out of current ill- structured and 
conflicting issues with long term 
consequences.

4. Strongly shared cultures. 4. Contradictory counter cultures.

5. Decision making as purely 
experimental process based 
on intuition and reasoning

5. Decision making as exploratory, 
logical, analytical process

Figure 9
Changes in Reference Points Over the Years 

( Adapted from Stacey, 1993)
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Strategic Surprise

The concept of change is quite important when it impacts a corporate strategic point of 

reference. One definition of strategic surprise indicates a change to what was expected to 

either an opportunity (a potentially positive deviation) or to a threat (a potentially 

negative deviation), (Ansoff, 1975). In order to avoid a misunderstanding, Drucker 

(1954) suggests that management has no choice but to anticipate the future. It is at this 

point however, that Drucker splits away from many other writers because he also 

suggests that management attempt to mold the future. This is a rather tall and ambitious 

order in a sea o f change where many businesses find themselves. This concept can be 

expanded into the greater and more often referenced analytical process of determining 

strengths, weakness', opportunities and threats, SWOT analysis, which has been in 

classical management science for years. The process of performing a SWOT analysis in 

practice is often less rational than one would hope or believe to be true in management 

science (Sawy, 1984). Far from the SWOT process being viewed as a panacea, authors 

Hill and Westbrook (1997) see this approach as one in need of a large overhaul. For a 

further discussion of this concept see Stevenson (1976) and Rothschild (1979).

Strategic Framework

The evaluation of one's strategy in today’s business climate finds it ever more difficult 

to plan.

The time frame that an organization must plan against may well determine the probability 

of success. One useful comparison is the high-tech company that may do well to forecast
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and plan out for three years while the military may easily prepare a fifteen-year plan. In 

general, the greater the time frame or the higher technology-based application, the less 

effective the outcome is likely to be.

A practical example of this is described below from a company’s profit projections 

over a five-year period of time.

Company-projected profits for 1971 as planned in their four prior 5-year documents is 

shown in Table One. (Shank, et. al. 1973):

Table I
Time Lag in Planning Future Earnings

Year of Plan
PROJECTED 
PROFITS IN 1971

five-year plan done in 1966 

five-year plan done in 1967 

five-year plan done in 1969 

1971 budget prepared in 1970

$ 60 Million 

$ 50 Million 

$ 36 Million 

$ 16 Million

Shank and the others point out a very real problem that exists between time and 

customer/resource capacity. This is an inverse relationship because as time increases the 

firm's knowledge about its own capacity or opportunities shrink (Brown, 1997). Taking 

this a bit further is the concept of co-alignment of these opportunities and resources,
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which ultimately will greatly influence firm performance (Segars, 1994). This provides 

further evidence that the planning system efficacy is a multi-dimensional construct.

Pit Falls to Strategic Planning

With all that has been written, attempted, and revised, strategic planning is far from 

being a routine process. In fact, this is probably why the topic persists in academic 

journals in many disciplines. Recently this was put in perspective as shown in Figure 10.

1. Petty competitor clashes while ignoring the longer-term needs ( battle versus 

war)

2. failing to anticipate challenges, brought in by future events

3. too close alliance on present day associations while missing the most 

important entity, the member

4. excessive reliance on opinions

5. excessive reliance on hearsay

6. strategic plans that have no explicit benefits

7. coordination/integration of staff

8. overlooking limitations of management

Figure 10
The Eight Pit Falls of Strategic Planning
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Frustrations To The Conceptual Approach of Strategic Planning 

McConkey (1988) lists the following factors. Figure 11, that have increased the level 

of difficulty in planning an order of magnitude or two:

1. Increased complexity in today's business climate.

2. Increased difficulty in forecasting the future with any sense of 

accuracy.

3. Increased number of variables.

4. The rate of obsolescence

5. Increased competitive environment from across the world

6. The increased speed at which decisions must now be made.

Figure 11
Levels of Difficulty in Long Term Planning

Opportunities for positive changes are not to be considered a panacea in the realm of 

dealing with change. Phantom, or false opportunities, are perhaps more prevalent than 

expected or one would wish. Michael M. Robert (1985) suggests that four questions 

should be reviewed to separate true opportunities from phantom opportunitiesas shown in 

Figure 12.
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1. Does the opportunity violate the corporate mission?

2. Is the opportunity counter to the current strategy of the organization?

3. Does the opportunity require the organization to learn an entirely new 

business?

4. Does the opportunity fit the current financial plan of the organization?

Figure 12
Phantom Versus Real Opportunities

The actual analysis of internal threats and opportunities includes a review of the 

following areas in Figure 13.

* Management values and capabilities;
* Performance of management systems;
* Stockholder orientations;
* Employee perspectives; and
* Organizational culture.

Figure 13
Internal Elements of Review

(Higgins & Vincze, 1989)

The analysis of external threats and opportunities is quite expanded in comparison to 

the above list (Diffenbach, 1983). Risk is an important factor in strategic management 

that is similar in many ways to strategic surprise. Researchers in this area are showing 

increased awareness to the importance of the concept of risk at the strategic level (Collins
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& Ruefli, 1992). Over the last decade and one-half business organizations have been 

drawn into additional areas of responsibility. The term frequently used to capture this 

constituency is the stakeholder. Stakeholder covers one which actually own stock 

(stockholder), to political and social activists. One concept of strategy which addresses 

these specific stakeholder concerns is issues management (Chase, 1977). " Strategic 

issues are developments or trends emerging from an organization's internal or external 

environment that are perceived to have the potential to significantly affect the 

organization's strategy, performance, or survival ( Ottensmeyer & Dutton, 1989).

Goals For Planning

Corporations have many different motivations or goals for planning. Management 

may wish the planning effort to reflect practical judgments based on what is likely or 

possible. Additionally, management wants the planning process to reflect assertive and 

creative parts in its final planning document (Shank, et al. 1973).

One of the benefits of the process behind strategic management is that it usually keeps 

an employee/manager from becoming mired in the detail and timing of operational issues 

(Richards, 1986).

Capabilities of effective strategic management systems are many. Some of the more 

common elements are listed in Figure 14.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

38

1. Ability to anticipate surprise

2. Adds flexibility to adapt to unanticipated change

3. Ability to identify key problem areas

4. Ability to identify new business opportunities

5. Enhance/create new generation of ideas

6. Provide managerial motivation

7. Enhance management control

8. Aids organizational learning

9. Integration of diverse functions and operations

10. Enhance organization communications

Figure 14
Benefits of Strategic Management

(adapted from Venkatraman & Ramanujam, 1987)

Organizations differ widely in their approach to setting goals in the strategic planning 

process. The broad category of planning serves a large host of objectives for specific 

companies.

One concept of planning is that the prime focus of developing a plan is better internal co

ordination, communication, and motivation toward overall organizational goals." 

(Rossotti).
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Seven common (Camillus, 1975) purposes of planning are as shown in Figure 15.

1. Mind stretching

2. The development of broad strategies and long term policies

3. The development of action plans and operating programs

4. The development of a framework or reference for the annual 
operating budget

5. The development of a framework in the minds of senior 
management

6. Management development

7. Internal communication and co-ordination

Figure 15 
Planning Purposes

Positive Results From Planning

Camillus ( 1975) lists the following outcomes or consequences derived from formal 

planning, as shown in Figure 16.
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1. Activity o f planning becomes required as part of normal work.

2. The process involves more staff in the process than before.

3. The process ensures that staffers consider all relevant facts.

4. The process ensures that all operate on the same common, explicitly 
identified assumptions.

5. The process can result in explicitly stated and widely accepted 
decisions taken by the organization.

6. The process provides the basic core for an organizational 
understanding for future changes

Figure 16
Formal Planning Outcomes

Micro Theory Building

Almost all discussions, theories and research have focused upon the organizational 

level, or macro perspective. Rajagopalan, Rasheed, and Datta (1993) note that only five 

studies reflect a perspective o f macro and micro levels in planning (Cray, et. al., 1991; 

Butler, et. al., 1991; Fredrickson & Iaquinto, 1989; Schilit & Paine, 1987; Wooldridge & 

Floyd, 1990).

The design of strategic planning systems is receiving increased attention in academic 

research. Few theorists have examined the link between characteristics of strategic plan 

processes and firm and organizational environment characteristics ( Kukalis, 1991).

Large-scale (macro) studies have often focused upon the performance difference 

between firms with and firms without formal planning systems. Studies have rarely 

adequately distinguished between performance-related characteristics of the planning
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process and the planning situation associated with performance from firm to firm 

(Armstrong, 1982).

The decline o f large organizations, the increase in the number of small businesses, 

coupled with a business climate of fast and continuous change creates a very real need for 

formalized planning by small businesses.

New Directions

As noted earlier, the status of strategic planning has evolved greatly over the past 

decade. Perhaps the single greatest contribution to this change has been through 

technological advances. The integration of microcomputers into products and services 

(Bettis & Hitt, 1995) are dramatically altering the pattern in which one does business. 

Today new approaches to business are required that allow for maximum flexibility.

There are now new rules for business that often require change every few years.

In a summary fashion, Krogh, Roos and Slocum (1994) provide the following list of 

strategic management signals, shown in Figure 17.

ITEM SOURCE

Information technology, new 
organizational forms

Sproull and Kiesler (1991)

Technology Kodama (1993)

New manufacturing forms Drucker (1990)

Competitive Alliances Hamel, Doz and Prahalad 
(1988)

Figure 17
Strategic Management Indicators
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Chapter III 

METHODOLOGY

Overview

This research seeks to test the key dimensions of planning systems based on the work 

of Ramanujam & Venkatraman (1987); four System Design Dimensions and two 

Contextual Dimensions. Additionally, this author intends on establishing baseline data of 

planning systems within the higher education community.

Data has been collected through the survey used in the original study. Minor 

changes were made to the survey to provide a match in selected words to provide a fit to 

the higher education community. The survey also collected data regarding the size of the 

college and the extent to which long-term planning is used.

The survey was directed to three people in the senior administrative level of the 

college executive in charge of planning. The sample was randomly selected from Texas 

colleges and universities.

Variables

The variables for this research are the measures for planning systems that are 

within the three main areas of the study by Ramanujam and Venkatraman (1987). The 

three main areas, Contextual Dimensions, System Design Dimensions and Effectiveness 

Dimensions, form their planning system model.

The original survey instrument was modified slightly. After modification, the 

survey was reviewed by top administrators from several colleges in Texas and elsewhere. 

These reviewers represented financial, operations, and instruction to ensure that the
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modifications are both appropriate to their profession and that the survey modifications 

are well understood.

The Contextual and System Design Dimensions represent the broad category of 

Planning Characteristics. The System Design Dimensions include the variables: attention 

to internal facets to an organization, such as a firm’s recent performance and an analysis 

o f one’s strengths and weaknesses, attention to external facets through the use of 

environmental scanning techniques. Functional coverage reviews the level to which a 

college provides campus-wide input to planning while integrating the different areas into 

a general perspective. The use of scientific techniques is central to planning, problem 

solving, and problem definition to provide a structure at a strategic level for problems 

facing the higher education community. The original authors work found Planning 

System Characteristic dimensions cover six areas that were noted earlier. The first two 

dimensions are found in a category noted as Contextual Dimensions. Two dimensions 

are in this category. They are as follows: 1. Resources provided to the planning function, 

and 2. Resistance to planning.

The first two dimensions, Resources and Resistance, in the original research, 

emerged as the most important elements to planning effectiveness. The authors report 

that each dimension contributed approximately 26 percent to the explained variance. The 

conclusion drawn is that planning systems have little to no value to an organization 

within an environment o f resistance to planning. Also, firms that provide little or no 

resources to the planning system seldom have a successful long-term plan.
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The definition of Resources Provided for Planning is, the degree of organizational 

support in the form of number of planners, involvement of top management in planning

and the overall time allotted to planning. Resources are characterized as tangible and 

intangible. The list above indicates examples from both areas. Both categories carry a 

cost. This is important and often explains why a firm may neglect these activities.

Resistance to planning is thought of as the need to recognize and overcome 

organizational opposition to planning. It also recognizes the need to move the firm 

beyond this position of resistance and to create a positive atmosphere for cultivating the 

planning function in the organization. It is a measure of the level or emphasis on 

strategic planning within the organization. It also measures the level of involvement of 

line managers in the strategic planning effort. As a final measure, the survey determines 

the level of acceptance of the outputs of the strategic planning work by senior 

management. Resistance to the planning effort can be direct opposition to the planning 

process, or neglect of the planning output such as planning documents which are to 

operationalized by a variety of managers and staff. Resistance can also be manifested in 

subtle ways, such as displaying or providing a negative influence within one's sphere of 

influence within the organization.

The research by Ramanujam and Venkatraman (1987) indicated that the 

reliability, as measured by the Cronbach Alpha (CA) were as shown in Table 2.
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Table 2
Original Cronbach Alpha Scores

Constructs
Resistance to Planning 0.614

C.A.

Resources Provided 0.597

The next category of dimensions is the Systems Design Dimensions. This 

category, along with Contextual Dimensions, forms the overall section of planning 

entitled Planning Characteristics. The authors have synthesized this list from the general 

strategic management literature. This is important as this approach to analysis provides 

for the first time the recognition that strategic planning has a multi-dimensional nature. 

These systems are ingrained into the context of the organization. It is important to note 

that these elements or dimensions of planning have been distilled from the greater body 

o f research. Also, and perhaps more important, these dimensions are relatively within the 

control of the management of the firm. Through discriminant analysis a distinction will 

be made as to which dimensions within Planning Characteristics are more and less

The first element within the System Design Dimension is the Attention to Internal 

facets. This will be a measure o f the degree to which a firm places emphasis on internal 

organizational factors such as these shown in Figure 18:

effective.
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• Past performance

• Analysis of Strengths

• Analysis of Weaknesses

Figure 18
Key Organizational Factors

The deliberate nature of strategic planning requires the planners to assess their recent 

historical performance along with analysis of their current position. Throughout this 

analysis there should be an effort to highlight one’s strengths and weaknesses. This work 

is absolutely vital to the success of one’s strategic planning effort. Failure to adequately 

address these areas will place the firm in a tenuous competitive position. A balanced 

approach to both strengths and weaknesses is required to assure a full disclosure or audit. 

Authors Ramanujam and Venkatraman found the Cronbach alpha reliability factor to be

0.540 for this construct. They used a five-point interval scale ranging from significantly 

less emphasis to significantly more emphasis.

The next construct is attention to external facets. This is a measure of the level to 

which a firm monitors their external environment. Perhaps one of the more important 

aspects of this is that a firm should attempt to adapt to environmental pressures and 

needs. The survey resulted in a reliability coefficient of 0.613. The survey instrument 

measured responses on a five-point interval scale. The ranges were from significantly 

less emphasis to significantly more emphasis on items including general trends and
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conditions within the economy and business overall. It also recognized regulatory issues, 

which are very important to the higher education community. As noted earlier, 

international competition is also an important aspect in planning and this is captured in 

this section. Additionally, supplier and technological trends are measured in this area.

The next construct within System Design Dimensions is Functional Coverage and 

Integration. This is an area that measures the degree or level of emphasis a firm accords 

to various functional areas of planning. Different types of firms vary their emphasis 

depending on their competitive position within their industry. Some firms will 

emphasize customer service, product differentiation, price and volume. It is regarded that 

a balanced emphasis on most all the areas is important to firms that see general 

management as a key to their success. The original author’s research indicates a 

reliability factor of 0.772. The same five-point scale was used to measure one’s 

marketing function, operations/manufacturing function, finance, personnel, 

purchasing/procurement, research and development, technology and the computer/MIS 

function.

The final construct in this section is Techniques. This construct measures the use 

of analytical techniques and methodologies used to help the manager deal with problem 

identification and strategic decision making. This area also measures one’s degree or the 

extent to which the overall planning process may be characterized as formal. The survey, 

using the same five-point interval scale, measured the use o f techniques such as BCG, 

PIMS, financial models, zero-based budgeting, PERT/CPM. A reliability coefficient of

0.834 was obtained.
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Outside of resources provided to the planning function and resistance to the 

planning function, use of techniques has the highest criterion (canonical weight, or 

coefficient of variables in the canonical variate) as a prediction and also had the highest 

percentage of explained variance.

The second of two characterizations is Planning Systems Effectiveness. This is a 

measure of effectiveness with the three overall sections; System Capability, Objective 

Fulfillment and Relative Competitive Performance. Effectiveness variables were all 

measured by a five-point Likert scale, ranging from much improvement to much 

deterioration. The twelve items captured in this area are listed in Figure 19.

1. Ability to anticipate surprises and crisis

2. Flexibility to react to change

3. Mechanisms to identify new opportunities

4. Identification o f key problem areas

5. Tools for managerial motivation

6. Means to generate new ideas

7. Ability to communicate top management expectations down the line

8. Management control tools

9. Fostering organizational learning

10. Ability to communicate line management to upper management

11. Ability to integrate diverse functions and operations

12. As a basis for enhancing innovation

13. Today’s system emphasizes creativity

Figure 19
Key Effectiveness Variables
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The analysis of data resulted in a reliability coefficient of 0.871. The authors noted that 

numbers 1,2,3,6,9,12 and 13 essentially tap the creative aspects of the planning system. 

The remaining items cluster around the control orientation of the planning system. They 

treated these as homogenous factors because the two factors were highly and positively 

correlated.

The next category is Objective Fulfillment which measured on a scale o f entirely 

unfulfilled to entirely fulfilled on six items in Figure 20.

1. Improvement in short term performance

2. Improvement in long term performance

3. Predicting future trends

4. Evaluating alternatives based on more relevant information

5. Avoiding problem areas

6. Enhancing management development

Figure 20
Objective Fulfillment Elements

These items form an appropriate an aggregate conceptualization of fulfillment. These six 

items combine a balance o f intangible objectives. The data analysis resulted in a 

reliability coefficient o f0.748.
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The final category is Relative Competitive Performance. This is a very important 

construct as it seeks to examine the impact o f planning on organizational performance. 

After all, there is the common feeling that the final measure of one’s effectiveness is in 

the level of organizational performance. The four items measured in this area are shown 

in Figure 21.

1. Sales growth (student enrollment growth)

2. Earnings growth (tuition revenue growth)

3. Market share change

4. Return on investment (budget surplus)

Figure 21
Organizational Performance Measures

The survey, using the five-point interval scale resulted in a reliability 

coefficient of 0.953.

Hypothesis

The purpose of this research study is to validate the findings of the original authors 

along several of their key design and contextual dimensions.

The first statistical hypothesis seeks to relate the concept of the planner versus the 

non-planner along the effectiveness dimension.
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Hoi: There is no statistical difference between colleges classified as 
formal planners and colleges classified as non-planners when 
compared to the variables in the effectiveness dimension.

The second hypothesis seeks to relate the variables in the contextual and design 

dimensions of the planner and non-informal planner.

Ho2: There is no statistical difference between colleges classified as 
formal planners and non-planners when compared to the 
variables within the contextual and design dimension.

The third hypothesis seeks to relate the size of colleges to the effectiveness dimension.

Ho3: There will be no statistical difference between large colleges and 
small colleges along the variables in the effectiveness dimension.

Colleges have been classified by large and small enrollments. The method used to 

determine this was based on what is accepted in colleges in Texas. This was determined 

through interviews with college leaders in the positions surveyed for the research. The 

original, or base, theory discriminated on size based on the Fortune 500 categories.

Data Collection

The survey instrument has been modified from the work of Ramanujam and 

Venkatraman work and from a more recent dissertation on this topic (Gilbertson, 1989). 

This research is directed to the higher education community within Texas. The 

population consists o f the segmentation shown in Table 3.
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Table 3 
Population Environment

42 private colleges and universities

4 state technical colleges

109 comprehensive community colleges

35_______public universities

190 total

Since the research is focused on the perceptions within higher education, not specific 

types of colleges, three top-level administrators were contacted at each institution. The 

survey was formatted for distribution through the U.S. mail. Several methods for 

determining the sample size follow. The first method is shown in Table 4.

Table 4
Estimated Number of Usable Surveys

(Colleges) x (contacts) x (return rate) = n 

(190) (3) (18%) = 102 to 

(190) (3) (25%) = 142.

A range of 102 to 142 useable survey returns is expected.
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The actual return rate was 51.9%, much higher than anticipated and much higher than the 

minimum number required for reliable statistical analysis.

The Sample and Analysis

As noted above, the returns from the sample population was more than sufficient based 

upon the following examples. The primary statistical tool will be discriminant analysis. 

In Multivariate Data Analysis. (1995) authors Hair, et al, state, “ sample sizes of 100 will 

detect fairly small R2 values (10 to 15 percent) with up to 10 independent variables and a 

significance level of .05”.

In Marketing Research. (1987) authors Tull and Hawkins suggest:

N= Z2C2 / R2 = 68,

where C=0.5 is the coefficient of variation, Z is 1.65 and R=0.1 is the allowable error.

In Discriminant Analysis When Covariances are Unequal and Sample Sizes Moderate, 

authors Wahl and Kronmal suggest the following data in Table 5.

Table 5
Estimated Number of Survey Needed

Variables N needed (cumulative)
1 to 4 25

6 50
7 75
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Finally, Gilbertson (1989), doctoral student at University of North Texas, used a 

sample size of 50 when testing the same base theory in the social service sector.

The first part of the analysis of data was to conduct typical descriptive statistics, such as 

means and frequencies. The more detailed analysis includes the use of discriminant 

analysis to determine the significance of differences for the dimensions of the study. 

Cronbach Alpha analysis was employed to determine the reliability of the dimensions. 

Comparisons of these values are made to the original data sets from the first theorists.
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Chapter IV

ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

Results

This chapter shall review the nature of the research and the sample population. The chapter 

commences with a description of the defined population and its fundamental characteristics. The 

next section shall examine the nature of the survey and its reliability. This section will also 

provide comparisons to the original authors work as well as with some other research conducted 

with other populations.

Survey Population and Sample Characteristics

The population for this research represented colleges and universities within the state of Texas. 

This included both public and private institutions at the two and four year level as well as 

technical colleges. The contact information for each institution was obtained through the 

Internet, at the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board Web site. This source provided very 

accurate contact information regarding addresses, titles and names. Contacts for survey 

administration in each institution were the president, Chief Academic Officer and the Finance 

Officer. The purpose for the multiple contacts was to provide more than one perspective for the 

data submission. Each of these officials have a strategic institutional view which is fundamental 

for this research.

The total number o f institutions in Texas is 190. The sample taken from the population was 

165. The survey was mailed to each person in the positions noted above. The web site provided 

the contact information, by name, so that each mailed survey was appropriately addressed. A 

survey was mailed to the three institutional officers. This resulted in a mailing o f495 surveys.
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The number or returned surveys was 257, resulting in a 51.9% return rate. This far exceeded this 

authors initial expectation. Several key points are thought to have contributed to the high return 

rate. First, this research topic is one that is one the minds of top level administrators. Second, 

the surveys were mailed using the proper name and title, to campus officials aiding the delivery 

process.

After discarding thirteen surveys due to their incompleteness, the net number (n) of usable 

surveys is 237, or 48% of the original mailing.

Table 6 provides an overview of the relative sizes of the respondent’s campus.

Table 7 provides an overview of the type of institutions that were included in the survey and 

those which where part of the analysis. Even though the author is including this information as 

part of the research or hypotheses, it does provide a perspective about the data, as well as 

potential follow-up research.

Table 6
Respondent Enrollment Characteristics

Enrollment Percentage of 
Respondents

Less than 1,000 
5,000 
> 10,000

8.4
65.4 
26.2

Table 7
Respondent Institute Type

Institution 
2 Year Institution 
4 Year
Research based

Percentage of 
Respondents

48.4
37.7
13.9
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Questionnaire Reliability

Although the same basic questionnaire was used in this research as the original authors, it was 

imperative that this author perform a test o f the reliability of the survey. This was done in much 

the same manner that was used by the originals authors. Table 8 indicates the measures used.

Table 8

Cronbach Alpha Values 
On

System Dimensions

Alpha From
Dimension Alpha Original Stu<

Resistance .572 .614

Resources .721 .597

Attention/Internal Envir. .855 .540

Objective Fulfillment .854 .748

Attention/External Envir. .525 .613

System Capability .793 .871

Techniques Used .764 .834
(n= 237)

This study has been conducted on a different population from the original authors work. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that Cronbach’s reliability coefficients for these constructs 

would be different. Reliability measures the internal consistency of the constructs above, 

indicating the level at which they have a common latent construct. The threshold for acceptance 

is two-fold. For exploratory research, levels at the .5 level are acceptable. Research conducted 

with an expectation to make management decisions is set at the .7 level. (Hair, Anderson, et al,
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1995: Nunnally, 1978) In this study, five of the seven values exceeded the .7 threshold and the 

remaining two exceeded the .5 threshold.

Planners versus Informal Planners

The survey items distinguished the sample between planners and informal planners. The 

definition relates to one’s length in looking forward for planning issues (Odom-Boxx, 1988) by 

at least three years. The results o f this analysis appear in Table 9.

Table 9

Planners and Informal Planners

Group___________________n_________________ %
Planner 200 84
Informal Planner 37 16

It is apparent, but not surprising, that a very large percentage of respondents to this survey are 

considered to be planners. This could be influenced by planners having a greater tendency to 

respond to this type (content) o f survey.

Satisfaction was also measured. A cross tabulation indicates that a large percentage of the 

planner category are either satisfied or very satisfied with their current planning system. Table 

10 summarizes this outcome.
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Table 10

Satisfaction of Planners with their Planning System

Response________________n__________________%
Satisfaction 140 70
Unsatisfied 25 12
Unsure 35 18

Another critical aspect of planning is the time one has to devote to the planning function. This 

analysis considered all respondents. As table 11 indicates, more respondents believe there is 

insufficient time to adequately plan. Additionally, if one considers those that responded as 

neither satisfied or unsatisfied, a full 60% respondent found time to be a significant barrier in 

developing strategic plans.

Table 11 
Time To Plan

Sufficient
Time Commitment______________ n_________________ %
Agree 95 40
Disagree 107 45
Unsure 35 15

Closely related to this is the constraint o f having sufficient resources available for the activity.

As Table 12 indicates, a majority believed there were sufficient resources at hand to carry out the 

planning process.
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Table 12 
Availability of Resources 

Sufficient

Resources Available________________n__________________%
Agree 133 56
Disagree 62 26
Unsure 42 18

A further interesting aspect of the nature of planning is the internal attitude toward the 

planning activity. The first perspective of this is the emphasis for long term planning on one’s 

campus. As table 13 indicates, there was an overwhelming positive attitude toward the planning 

function.

Table 13
Positive Campus Emphasis on Planning

Response_________ n__________________%
Agree 163 69
Disagree 40 17
Unsure 34 14

Closely related to this aspect is the level of resistance to the planning function on one’s campus. 

The results of this analysis is consistent with the data above.

Table 14 indicates a pervasive feeling that resistance to planning is not widely observed.
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Table 14 
Resistance to Planning Exists

Response______________________ n__________________%
Agree 32 14
Disagree 169 71
Unsure 36 15

The concept of uncertainty or change is a major consideration in the planner’s system. As noted 

in chapter two, this aspect is believed to be a key reason for many people not committed to a 

long term plan. (Hertzberg, 1988) Table 15 supports the thought that uncertainty is a 

considerable force to deal with.

Table 15 
External Change Is Unpredictable

Response__________ n_________________ %
Agree 192 81
Disagree 16 7
Unsure 29 12

Disriminant analysis was performed to test the assumption that long term planners were 

correctly classified by the actual survey data. The results of this analysis, shown in Table 16, 

indicates that a very high level of accuracy was measured, well above what one would expect 

from mere chance, 50%.
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Table 16
Categorization Results of Planner and Non-Planner

Planner___________ Planner___________ Informal Planner
Yes 73% 27%

Seventy-three percent of the original grouped cases were correctly classified along the lines 

of Planners and Informal Planners.

HOI: There is no statistical difference between colleges classified as formal 
planners and colleges classified as Informal Planners when compared to 
the variables in the effectiveness

Discriminant analysis was used to study the predictive values of the variables within the 

effectiveness dimension. Table 17 indicates the top three variables when correlated with the 

effectiveness djmension.

Table 17 
Planning Effectiveness

Correlation
Factor

Variable_________________________________________ Planner
Improve long term performance .965
Trend analysis .784
Evaluate alternatives .611
Identify problem areas .537

These variables are ordered by their absolute correlation size as provided through 

discriminant analysis. It is apparent that the category of planners find long term performance of
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the college to be the major factor in their planning system. Secondly, their ability to plan for and 

recognize future trends is greatly enhanced in their long term planning. The third variable, 

evaluating alternatives, indicates a correlation that aids the planner in evaluating alternative 

courses of action. The fourth variable, identifying problem areas, shows a weak correlation.

Group Statistics analysis indicates that of the 17 variables in this dimension, only six were 

found to be significantly more important for planners than Informal Planners, as shown in Table 

18.

Table 18
Six Significant Variables For Planners Versus Non-Planners 

Variable_____________________________ Planner__________________ Informal
Planner

Improve innovation and creativity 3.78 2.94
Improve long term performance 3.83 3.03
Create new ideas 4.23 3.44
To measure progress towards goals 3.97 3.19
To predict future trends 3.60 2.94
To improve short term performance 3.80 3.22

The next statistical test run was a classification of results based on the predicted versus actual 

classification. The results are summarized in Table 19.
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Table 19
Classification of Planner and Informal Planner

Category Planner Informal Planner
Planner
Informal Planner

77.9%
40.5%

22 . 1%
59.5%

Classification analysis was performed for this hypothesis to determine the accuracy of 

classifying planners and informal planners. This analysis indicates a classification rate, 78%, 

which is significantly higher than mere chance, 50%

The test for equal population covariance matrices, as shown below, for Box’s M was not 

significant enough to reject the hypothesis. This implies that the test failed to reject the null 

hypothesis. The results are summarized in Table 20.

Table 20
Discriminant Analysis Results Of Classification

Box’s M Approximate F D.F.
90.517 3.68 12278.577

H02: There is no statistical difference between colleges classified as formal 
planners and Informal Planners when compared to the variables within 
the contextual and design dimension.
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This analysis contained seven variables for the dimension. Of the seven, four were found to 

be significant, as indicated in Table 21.

Table 21 
Mean Scores

Variable______________________________________ Planner______ Informal Planner
Strong emphasis on planning 3.90 2.97
Necessary resources provided for the planning effort 3.44 2.73
Board of Directors readily accepts long term plans 3.98 3.24
College is resistance to planning 2.05 2.68

The first three variables above fit the model as one would expect. One would suppose that 

planners would find a receptive environment to do their work. Additionally, an environment that 

supports the planning function is likely to provide the needed resources.

While the analysis of the fourth item above is in the expected direction, I would have 

expected a larger gap in the means of the Planner and the informal planner. The standard 

deviations for these were also quite similar. The remaining variables did not contribute any 

further significance to the analysis.

Analysis of the discriminant function and the relative usefulness o f each variable was 

accomplished through the Structured Matrix method. This provides within-group correlations of 

each predictor variable. The top four variables are indicated in Table 22.
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Table 22 
Variables and Coefficients

Variable_____________________________ Structure Matrix Coefficient

Board of Directors accepts plans .810
Strong emphasis on planning .791

Adequate resources provided .608
Resistance to planning -.568

Classification analysis was performed for the second hypothesis. Predicted group 

membership, shown in Table 23, was run to determine if the results were better than mere 

chance, 50%.

Table 23 
Predicted Group Membership

Group___________________Planner____________Informal Planner
Planner 73.1 26.9
Informal Planner 29.7 70.3

As indicated above, the discriminant analysis correctly predicted the planner 73.1% of the 

time. A slightly lower value was obtained for the informal planner, at 70.3% of the time. In 

both cases, the results are far better than mere chance of 50%
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Box's M statistics tests the null hypothesis of equal population covariance matrices. Table 24 

indicates that the significant level was not large. Therefore, the test for equal population 

covariance matrices, as shown below, for Box's M was significant enough to accept the 

hypothesis. However, the interpretation is ambiguous since the test results could be due to small 

difference in covariances with a large sample size, or because the data may be non-normal. 

Discriminant analysis may be informative, but one must consider if the results carry high 

confidence.

Table 24
Discriminant Analysis Results Of Classification

Box's M_________________ Aproximate F_______D.F.________ Significance
65.4 1.068 13,581 .034

H03: There will be no statistical difference between 
large colleges and small colleges along the 
variables in the effectiveness dimension.

A cross tabulation of the planner versus satisfaction indicates that a full 70% of the group 

classified as Planners are either satisfied or very satisfied with their planning system as shown in 

Table 25. This compares to a mere 35% of those categorized as Informal Planners that are either 

satisfied or very satisfied with their planning system.

Table 25
Respondent Satisfaction with Current Planning System

Variable_____________ Planner___________ Informal Planner
Satisfaction 70% 35%
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With planning system

A cross tabulation of satisfaction with the current planning system and college size reveals 

little statistical difference, as noted in Table 26.

Table 26
Enrollment and Satisfaction Levels

Variable_______________________ Large_____________ Small
Satisfied 50% 60%

From the seventeen variables in the effectiveness dimension, only the four shown in Table 27 

appear to be useful as indicated through Group Statistics analysis.

Table 27 
Effectiveness Variable Scores

Mean Scores (5)
Variable__________________________ Small college_____________ Large college
Improve short term performance 3.35 3.51
Improve long term performance 3.20 3.61
Develop alternatives 3.25 3.60
Evaluate future trends 3.35 3.30

There is very little difference between the mean scores, as noted above.

The Structure Matrix analysis indicates approximately four significant within-group 

correlations for the usefulness, shown in Table 28.
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Table 28 
Structure Matrix Values

Variable__________________________ Planner____________Informal Planner
Ability to anticipate change/crisis .755 -.044
Improve short term performance .705 .359
Identify problem areas .644 .324
Predict fiiture trends .570 .038

Box's M statistic indicates that the null hypothesis should not be rejected.

Table 29
Discriminant Analysis Results Of Classification

Box’s M___________Approximate_______ D.F._______________Significance
80.92 1.307 9617.39 .062

Summary

The various statistical tests used and analyses result in support of most hypothesis. In some 

cases, it became apparent that several variables contributed little to no support of the overall 

theory. As in the other studies done with this theory, the analysis of size of the organization 

offers little separation to distinguish between dimensions.
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

Generally, this research supports many of the aspects of the work of the original 

authors, Ramanujam and Venkatraman. While not all the variables in all dimensions 

were statistically significant, there were four that did test to be significant. These results 

are consistent with past studies of the model.

The first hypothesis, which tests for a difference between the planner and non-planner 

along the lines of organizational effectiveness, was accepted. This is consistent with the 

original author’s model. Only four of the six variables in this dimension were significant. 

The classification test for this dimension was quite accurate with approximately 80 

percent of the cases being properly categorized as planners. Past research indicated a rate 

of approximately 50 to 60 percent.

The second hypothesis was a test of the relationship between a planner and the non- 

formal planner within the contextual and design dimensions. There are seven variables in 

the dimension but only four were found to add support to the original model. One 

finding that surprised this author was a lack of a statistical difference or gap between the 

planner and the non-planner with respect to the variable indicating resistance to the 

planning effort at the campus. Earlier studies found this gap to be more distinctive. An 

organization that offered little resistance was also categorized as a planner. The opposite 

was also true in their study, those organizations that displayed high resistance to
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planning falls into the non-planner category. These results may reflect the spread and 

acceptance of formal strategic planning into smaller universities and colleges.

There was a notable gap between those colleges and universities classified as planners 

and the amount of emphasis placed upon the planning effort. The relationship of the 

planner and the emphasis placed on planning within the college was a direct relationship. 

While this may seem to be intuitively obvious, it is consistent with one of the important 

findings. Ramanujam and Venkatraman (1987) also considered this finding to be 

important.

The third and final hypothesis tested the effectiveness dimension between large and 

small colleges. An analysis of the effectiveness variables over large and small colleges 

resulted in little distinction. The research was unable to provide the statistical difference 

or distinction that Ramanujam and Venkatraman (1987)and others obtained within their 

sample population. This was unexpected.

Respondents also reported on their level of satisfaction with the current planning 

system on the campus. There proved to be little statistical difference between the large 

and small college when reporting their level o f satisfaction with their current planning 

system. Past research also failed to distinguish between firm size.

Without a distinction to college size, the planner is by far the most prevalent 

respondent in this study. Overall, respondents fit into the planning category by 84 

percent. This rate is higher than past studies. Also, reporting at a greater rate is the 

satisfaction level of the respondents. It was surprising to this author that the responses by 

planners indicate, approximately 70 percent were satisfied with their current planning
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model on their campus. Only 18 percent reported they v/ere unsure of their level of 

satisfaction.

Another perceived constraint to the planning effort is the time one has to devote to the 

effort. This has consistently been noted in research literature as a detraction from one’s 

planning work. Therefore, the author would have thought that time to plan would be 

reported here as an important variable. However, it did not turn out to be statistically 

significant. In fact, just looking at this variable by itself, the respondents were almost 

evenly split over sufficient time available for the planning effort. This may lend support 

to the idea that the issue of time is sometimes used as a pseudo-constraint.

Another variable the original authors included was a business unit having sufficient 

resources available to support the planning effort. Surprisingly, approximately 56 

percent o f the respondents felt there were sufficient resources to accomplish their 

planning work. One would expect this to have been higher, especially when a majority of 

respondents were classified as a large college or university and would have greater access 

to resources. Past studies found that larger organizations tended to have greater access to 

resources. While these results were unexpected, they might reflect the spread and 

acceptance of formal strategic planning into smaller colleges and universities.

Surprisingly only four variables contributed to the overall dimension of planning 

effectiveness. This is also consistent with past research. The significant variables are, 

improvement in long term performance, analysis of important trends, ability to study 

alternatives and last, identification of problem areas.

One variable in the model evaluated the level o f use of scientific techniques a firm 

may use in their planning work. This variable also determined the variety of such
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techniques one may use in their work. Analysis of this variable indicated a lower level of 

sophistication and variety than expected from higher education institutions. One would 

have expected this population to use more formal methods in their. This leaves 

significant room for further w ork to find more relevant variables for this dimension.

Under the Contextual and Design Dimension, the top four contributing variables were, 

the acceptance of plans by the Board of Directors, a strong emphasis on planning, 

sufficient resources being provided and the amount of institutional resistance to the 

planning work. The presence of these four variables appears to be rational as one thinks 

about the context each college campus has and the aspects of their planning model 

design.

Conclusions

First, the research has expanded and added to the base theory by bringing in a new and 

different type of sample population. This expansion provides more support for the 

original model. It also lends credibility to the base theory. The lack of importance from 

several variables in this study will aid future research in determining more appropriate 

variables.

The response rate to the survey was very good. The high response rate to the survey 

was assumed to have been motivated by two factors. First, there is interest in the 

research topic by contemporary college administrators. Limited resources coupled with 

many public institutions under scrutiny make this topic one of current interest. Private 

colleges are under similar constraints as they try to keep cots and tuition increases as low 

as possible. Second, the author used the Internet to prepare the mailings to the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

74

institutions. The Internet was useful in finding current names, titles and addresses for 

mailing to each administrator. This solid base of respondents adds to the credibility of 

this research since the useable responses were far above the calculated theoretical 

minimum required for reliable analysis.

Several of the variables in each dimension did not lend support to the theory. This is 

not in contradiction with past research as others also found some inconclusive results.

One would also expect that the universality of a theory at some point lessens when tested 

on new populations.

An overall conclusion that is supported here is the original premise o f Ramanajum and 

Venkatraman that strategic planning must be considered as multi-dimensional. This was 

a major break in the long tradition of assumptions within the field of strategic planning. 

Earlier research assumed strategic planning to be uni-dimensional and simply attempted 

to find if strategic planning really paid for the firm.

Limitations

While the magnitude of respondents was very high, the homogeneity o f some opinions 

found throughout colleges and universities within a single state or geographic location 

may influence the results. In fact, a large percentage of respondents in this study, 78 

percent, were classified as planners at the outset.

Respondents to the survey involved three top-level executives on each campus. The 

study did not intend to determine if  disparate opinions existed on individual campuses. 

Therefore, data collected were not categorized by administrative position or by specific 

college name or type of institution.
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Recommendations

First, additional research should be done to improve upon the variables within each 

dimension. This would include finding those variables that are excluded from analysis 

because they do not contribute to the model. Once the variables that did not contribute to 

the model are removed research can seek out new, more relevant variables. This will 

also provide an increase in the reliability within each dimension of the complete model.

Second, the idea of change and uncertainty in one’s business is one that can be 

exploited in this theory. This is an emerging area of concern and provides significant 

challenges for many businesses and for the higher education community.

Third, additional study should be done to include institutions from across the U.S. to 

see if the reliability of the study increases when the population is less homogeneous from 

what may find by studying institutions in a single geographic area.
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Please indicate your level o f agreement with the following statements about your general elements o f planning.

Scale: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither Disagree nor agree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree.

1. As an executive, I have ample time for formal long-term planning.
Circle 

1 2
your response 

3 4 5

2. Program deans or other mid-level managers are very involved in formal long-term planning. 1 2 3 4 5

3. Staff members, such as accountants, are very involved in formal long term planning. 1 2 3 4 5

4. The board o f directors is very involved in formal long-term planning. 1 2 3 4 5

S. Necessary resources such as materials, time, or consultants are provided for formal, long-term planning. 1 2 3 4 5

6. There is a strong emphasis on formal, long-term planning in our college. 1 2 3 4 5

7. The board o f directors readily accepts the results o f the long-term planning process. 1 2 3 4 5

8. Overall, our college is resistant to planning. 1 2 3 4 5

9. There are forces or circumstances that threaten the likelihood of long term formal planning. 1 2 3 4 5

10. When planning we examine the college’s strengths and weaknesses. 1 2 3 4 5

11. When planning, we examine reasons for past failures and success. 1 2 3 4 5

12. When planning, we assess staff members’ areas of professional expertise. 1 2 3 4 5

13. When planning, we evaluate the college’s present organizational structure. 1 2 3 4 5

14. When planning, we review the college’s current performance. 1 2 3 4 5

15. The recourses we need to attain our goals are difficult to obtain. 1 2 3 4 5
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16. There are many parts of the environment external to our college that we have to consider when planning. 1 2 3 4 5

17. The parts or sectors of the external environment that we have to consider when planning are constantly 1 2 3 4 5
changing.

»

18. The changes that are taking place in the environment external to our college are not predictable. 1 2 3 4 5

Consider the following statements in light of your current planning system and the role it plays in your college 
Use the same scale o f 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree nor agree, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly 
agree.

Circle your response

“Our present planning systems allows us...”

19. To anticipate surprises and/or crises. 1 2 3 5

20. To be flexible to adapt to unanticipated changes. 1 2 3 5

21. To identify new opportunities. 1 2 3 5

22. To identify key problem areas. 1 2 3 5

23. To stimulate managerial motivation. 1 2 3 5

24. To generate new ideas. 1 2 3 5

25. To communicate top management’s expectations down the line. 1 2 3 5

26. To measure progress toward goals 1 2 3 5

27. To communicate line management’s concern to top management. 1 2 3 5
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28. To integrate diverse functions and operations. 1 2 3 4 5

29. To enhance innovation and creativity. 1 2 3 4 5

30. To improve short-term performance. ' 1 2 3 4 5

31. To improve long-term performance. 1 2 3 4 5

32. To predict future trends. 1 2 3 4 5

33. To evaluate alternatives based on more relevant information. 1 2 3 4 5

34. To avoid problem areas. 1 2 3 4 5

The following are a variety o f techniques used to improve one’s decision making process. Please indicate the level of 
importance, for each technique, each one plays in your planning process. 1= very important, 2= important, 3= little 
importance, 4= not important. Use a number 5 to indicate “not applicable”.

Circle your response
35. Brainstorming 1 2 3 4 5

36. Zero based budgeting 1 2 3 4 5

37. Trend impact analysis 1 2 3 4 5

38. Econometric models 1 2 3 4 5

39. Use of staff specialists to investigate and write reports on major decisions. 1 2 3 4 5

40. Operations research techniques such a linear programming and simulations 1 2 3 4 5
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41. Stakeholder analysis (single interest groups which place demands on the college

42. Judgement and experience

43. Scenario building

44. Project management techniques (PERT/CPM)

45. Delphi or nominal group technique

46. Does your college prepare a written plan covering one year or more?
If ‘no’ please go to number 49

47. Does your plan include specific goals?

48. Does your plan specify programs, budgets, and responses required to meet specific goals?

49. Does your college prepare a written long- range plan covering at least three years? 
if no, go to number 51.

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

Yes = 1 No = 2 
2

2

2

2

5

5

5

5

5

Yes = 1 No = 2

50. Does your long-range plan include a plan o f action for accomplishing the long 
range goals?

51. Type o f college: A: 2 year b: 4 year c: 4 Yr/Research

52. Are you satisfied with your present planning system? Scale: 1 -  very dissatisfied;
2 = dissatisfied; 3 = neither dissatisfied nor satisfied; 4 = satisfied; 5 = very satisfied.
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TIMOTHY G. STALEY

Dear Dr.

As an experienced leader in higher education, I ask for your help by completing the 
enclosed survey. I am a graduate student completing the requirements for a doctorate in 
management science.

My dissertation is a study of strategic planning in higher education. This study will 
evaluate the efficacy and key components found in strategic planning for colleges and 
universities in Texas.

This research will not identify any specific person or institution, public or private, but 
will study the influence of strategic planning found within the population.

The survey should take less than 10 minutes to complete. Again, all data and institutions 
shall be kept confidential. My interest is to study the population as a group, not on an 
individual basis.

Thank you in advance for your participation. If you would like a copy of the data, please 
enclose a business card, or other appropriate contact information.

Sincerely,

Timothy Staley 

Enclosure (1)

STALEY_DAL@YAHOO.COM
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Variable

Xi: Attention to Internal 
Facets

X2 : Attention to external 
Facets

X3 : Functional Coverage

X4 : Techniques Used

X5 : Resources Provided

Xf, : Resistance to Planning

X7: Size of College

Xg: Objective Fulfillment

X9 : Relative Competitive 
Position

X10: System Capability

Type

Independent/metric

Independent/metric

Independent/metric

Independent/metric

Independent/metric

Independent/metric

Dependent/no-metric

Dependent/metric

Dependent/metric

Dependent/metric
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VARIABLES: TYPE AND RELATION TO SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

VARIABLE____________________TYPE________________ SURVEY QUESTION #

Xt: Attention to Internal 
Facets

Independent/metric 10,11,12,13,14

X2 : Attention to external 
Facets

Independent/metric 15,16,17,18

X3 : Techniques Used Independent/metric 35,36,37,38,40,
41,42,43,44,45

X4 : Resources Provided Independent/metric 1,2,3,4,5,39

X5 : Resistance to Planning Independent/metric 6 ,7,8,9

X6 : Size of College Dependent/no-metric 51

X7 : Objective Fulfillment Dependent/metric 31,32,33,34

Xg: System Capability Dependent/metric 19,20,21,22,23,24,25
26,27,28,29,30,42

VARIABLES CATEGORY

1,2,3 System Design Dimensions

4,5 Contextual Dimensions

6 College Type

7,8 Effectiveness Dimensions
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Time Mid-Level Staff level BOD Resources Str. Emphasis BOD Accept Res. To Pin Forces agnst
2 3 5 2 5 4 3 2 8
1 2 2 4 2 3 3 3 4
4 5 5 4 4 5 4 2 2
3 4 4 3 4 4 3 2 1
2 3 3 4 3 4 4 2 4
5 4 3 5 4 4 4 3 2
3 2 4 4 3 3 4 2 4
2 4 4 4 4 5 5 1 3
4 4 4 3 2 4 3 2 2
4 4 4 5 4 4 4 2 2
2 4 4 5 4 4 3 2 3
1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 4
3 4 4 5 4 5 4 1 2
4 5 4 4 4 5 4 2
2 4 4 3 5 5 5 1 2
2 5 4 5 2 4 4 1 4
4 5 3 5 4 4 4 1
4 3 1 3 4 5 5 1 1
2 4 4 2 4 5 5 1 4
5 5 2 3 1 5 5 1 1
2 4 2 3 2 2 4 2 4
3 4 2 4 4 5 5 2 1
2 2 2 4 4 4 4 2 4
2 4 3 1 4 4 1 3 4
3 2 2 2 2 1 5 3 4
4 5 4 5 4 4 5 1 2
2 4 4 3 2 4 4 2 2
2 5 4 3 2 5 4 3 4
1 4 2 5 2 2 2 3 2
4 3 3 5 3 5 5 1 2
1 ' 4 4 4 2 5 5 2 4
5 5 3 5 4 5 5 1 4
4 5 2 5 2 4 4 1 2
2 5 5 4 5 5 4 1 4
3 5 4 5 5 5 5 1 2
3 4 4 3 3 4 4 1 1
4 4 4 5 5 5 5 1 2
4 3 3 4 4 4 4 1 2
4 5 5 5 4 5 3 2 2
4 3 2 3 3 4 4 3 2
5 5 4 3 5 5 5 1 2
4 4 4 5 4 4 4 1 3
5 5 4 4 4 4 4 2 2
4 4 3 5 5 5 5 1 2
2 5 4 4 4 5 5 1 3
5 5 5 4 4 4 4 2 2
4 4 2 3 4 4 5 2 2
2 4 4 1 3 3 4 2 3
4 4 4 3 4 2 4 4 5
5 4 4 5 4 5 5 1 1
2 5 2 5 4 5 4 1 1
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Stren/W eak P st failures S tffexper O rg Structure Current Perf R e s  not av Extenvir Ext envirchan Unpredic.
4 4 4 4 4 3 5 5
4 2 4 3 4 5 4 5
4 3 5 5 5 2 5 4
4 4 2 5 5 2 4 4
5 5 5 4 4 2 4 4
4 3 3 4 4 2 4 2
4 4 3 4 4 3 4 4
5 4 4 4 5 1 5 5
4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4
5 5 4 4 5 2 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4
5 5 1 5 1 5 5 5
5 4 4 4 5 3 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5 4 5 2
3 1 1 4 2 3 1 3
4 4 4 4 4 1 4 3
5 5 4 4 4 4 4 2
5 1 2 2 2 5 5 5
5 5 4 4 4 5 4 4
4 4 2 4 4 3 5 5
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5
2 3 3 4 3 4 4 4
5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5
4 2 2 4 4 4 5 4
4 4 4 3 4 5 4 4
4 4 3 4 4 5 4 4
4 4 4 3 5 2 5 5
5 ' 5 4 4 4 5 5 5
5 4 4 4 4 4 5
4 4 4 4 4 3 5 4
5 5 5 5 4 5 5
5 5 4 4 5 2 5 3
4 4 4 4 4 5 4 3
4 4 4 4 4 2 5 4
4 3 4 4 4 2 5 2
5 4 4 4 5 5 5 5
4 2 2 2 5 4 5
5 4 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 5 4 4 3
5 5 5 5 4 4 5
5 3 4 4 5 4 2 5
5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4
5 5 4 5 3 4 5 3
5 5 4 3 5 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
5 5 4 5 5 2 5 5
5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5

1
3
4 
4 
4
3 
2
4 
4 
3 
3
3
4
3
4 
4
3
4 
2
5 
4
4 
2 
2
3 
2 
2
5
4 
2 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2
3
4 
4 
4
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Chng/crisis Flexible New Oppor Key Prob ManMotiva New Ideas Expec Down Plot progr Upward Comr
2 2 4 5 4 4 3 4
4 4 2 2 5 5 5 2
2 2 5 2 3 3 3 4
3 4 5 5 4 5 4 5
4 4 4 3 2 3 5 5
4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4
3 3 4 4 2 3 3 4
3 4 5 4 4 4 5
3 4 4 4 4 4 5 4
4 4 5 5 5 5 5
2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
5 5 5 5 5 5 5
2 3 4 4 4 5 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 3 5 4 4
4 4 5 4 2 4 4 5
1 1 4 4 1 4 3 4
5 5 5 5 5 4 4
2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
3 3 5 3 4 4 4
2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4
4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4
3 3 4 4 4 4 4 3
3 3 3 4 3 3 4
4 4 5 3 4 5 4
3 3 2 4 4 4 4 3
4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4
3 2 2 4 3 4 4 3
4 5 5 4 4 4 4 5
4 ‘ 4 4 4 5 5 5 4
4 5 4 4 3 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4
4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 5 4 4 5 5 4
3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
3 4 4 4 4 4 4 5
5 5 5 5 53 5 4
3 4 4 4 4 4 4 3
4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5
4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4
4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 5 5 5
4 4 5 4 3 5 5 5
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5
3 4 4 4 3 4 2 2
3 4 4 4 3 4 1 4
2 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5

3
4
4
5 
4 
4
4 
2
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
1 
4 
4 
4
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Diverfunc Innov/creat ST Perf LT Perf Fut Trends Alternative Prob areas Brainst Zero Based
4 3 4 5 4 4 4 5 3
5 4 3 2 4 4 4 2 4
1 1 1 5 3 3 4 1 2
5 4 4 4 4 5 2 1 5
3 3 4 4 4 4 2 4 4
3 3 4 4 2 2 3 3 2
4 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 3
3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 2
4 5 5 4 3 4 4 4 1
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 1 2
2 4 4 3 4 3 2 2 5
5 5 5 5 5 5 5 1 4
4 4 4 4 3 4 4 2 3
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 3
3 4 4 4 3 5 4 2 3
4 4 4 3 4 4 2 2 4
1 1 1 1 1 4 2 3 2
4 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 2
4 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 4
2 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
4 4 4 4 3 4 3 1 2
4 5 4 5 4 4 4 1 2
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 3
4 4 4 4 4 4 3 1 5
3 3 4 3 3 2 2 2 4
4 4 4 5 4 5 4 1 4
4 5 4 4 3 3 2 4 2
4 3 3 5 4 4 4 2 2
2 2 3 4 3 4 3 3 4
3 4 5 4 4 3 4 5 3
3 *4 4 4 5 5 3 1 5

5 3 4 3 2 1 3
4 4 4 3 3 4 4 2
4 4 4 4 5 4 1 4
5 4 4 4 4 3 4 4
4 4 4 4 3 2 3
4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4
3 4 4 4 4 4 4 3
5 5 4 3 3 1 5
4 3 4 4 3 2 2
4 4 4 4 4 4 2 5
5 4 4 4 4 4 1 2
4 4 4 4 4 4 1 2
5 4 5 4 1 3
4 4 4 4 2 4 2
4 4 4 4 4 4 2 1
3 5 4 4 3 4 2 4
3 5 4 5 4 4 1
4 4 3 3 1 5
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
4 4 4 4 4 2 2 4
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Trend Econom Stff Special Op. Res Stakeholer Scenario PERT CPM Delphi 1 yr Goals
3 4 4 1 2 5 3 2
1 1 1 1 2 3 2 1
1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
4 3 2 3 3 1 1 2
4 4 3 3 4 4 4 2
3 3 3 2 3 3 3 4
4 3 2 2 2 4 3 3
3 1 2 2 2 4 4 3
2 2 2 3 2 1 1 3
2 5 3 2 3 1 1 2
3 3 5 5 2 1 2 3
1 4 4 4 1 1 1 2
2 3 3 3 2 2 2 2
2 3 2 3 2 2 2 2
2 3 3 2 3 2 3 3
1 2 4 1 2 2 2 2
2 1 4 2 3 2 3 4
1 2 4 3 2 2 2 2
2 2 2 2 4 2 2 5
3 4 4 4 4 1 3 3
2 3 3 3 2 1 2 3
3 3 2 2 3 1 3 5
2 3 2 3 3 1 2 3
2 2 2 5 1 2 2 5
2 1 4 4 3 1 2 4
2 2 3 2 2 1 2 2
3 3 4 2 3 4 4 1
1 4 3 4 1 2 2 3
2 1 2 4 1 1 1 3
5 5 2 4 4 2 3 5
2 ' 2 2 5 2 2 1 3
1 2 4 2 1 2 2 3
4 2 2 2 3 4 4 2
2 2 4 3 2 1 2 2
4 3 3 3 4 5 4 3
3 2 3 3 2 2 2 3
2 4 2 4 4 1 1 4
5 3 3 1 4 5 4 3
1 1 2 2 5 1 2 2
2 4 3 4 1 1 2 4
2 4 4 4 3 2 2 4
2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2
2 2 2 5 2 2 5 5
2 2 1 2 1 1 1 2
4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4
2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2
1 3 2 4 5 1 2 4
2 2 2 2 3 5 5 4
2 2 2 5 2 1 2 3
4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4
1 2 3 2 2 1 2 4
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1 2  1 1 2  2 3
1 2 2 1 2 3 3
1 1 1 1 3  4 3
1 1 1 2  2 1 5
1 1 1 1 1 2  2
1 1 1 1 2  2 4
1 1 1 1 1 2  3
1 1 1 1 1 2  4
1 1 1 1 1 2  3
1 1 1 1 1 2  4
1 1 1 1 1 2  4
1 1 1 1 1 2  3
1 1 1 1 1 2  2
1 1 2  1 2  1 2
1 2  2 1 1 2  3
1 1 1 1 1 1 2
1 1 1 2 2 3 3
1 1 1 1 1 2  2
1 1 1 1 1 1 2  
1 1 2  1 1 3  3
1 1 2  1 1 1 2  
1 1 1 1 1 2  2
1 1 2  1 1 1 3  
1 1 1 1 1 1 2  
1 2  2 1 1  1 1
1 1 1 1 1 3  2
1 1 2  1 2  2 3
1 1 1 1 1 2  2
2 2 2 2 2 2 2
1 . 1  1 1 1 2 3
1 * 1  1 1 1 2 2
1 1 1 2  2 1 2
1 1 1 2  2 1 2
1 1 1 1 1 2  3 
1 1 1 1 1 1 2  
1 1 1 1 1 1 2
1 1 1 1 1 3  2
1 1 1 1 1 2  3
1 1 1 1 1 2  2 
1 1 1 1 2  2 1
1 1 1 1 2  1 2  
1 1 1 1 1 1 2  
1 1 2  1 1 1 2  
1 1 1 1 1 1 2  
1 1 1 1 1 1 3  
1 1 1 2  2 1 2
1 1 1 1 1 2  2 
1 1 1 1 2  1 2  
1 1 1 1 2  2 2
1 1 1 1 1 1 2
1 1 1 1 1 3  2
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