
STRATEGIC PLANNING PRACTICES BY UNIVERSITIES 
IN KENYA 

By 

( oGARI GEORG OMAE 



DECLARATION 

This management project is my original work and has not been presented for a degree in 

any other university. 

Signed~ 
GEORGE OMAE OGART 

This management re earch project ha been ubmitted !I r examination with my approval 

as the Univer ity upervi or. 

lit 



DEDICATION 

I dedicate this project to my late father Mr. C.P. Ogari and late wife Agnes N. Omae who 

passed away in 2002 and 2003, respectively and behind whose inspiration I had enrolled 

for the MBA course. 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

Throughout the long period of preparation of this project, I have been greatly assisted by 

. many excellent people who in one way or another helped in the process. I wish to convey 

my heartfelt gratitude to all of them. First I am greatly indebted to my supervisor Dr. 

Martin Ogutu for his patience, guidance, encouragement, advice, comments and 

suggestions throughout the period of this study. I am sincerely grateful. 

To my wife and friend Cecilia Moraa Omae for inspiration and encouragement to resume 

MBA studies long after abandonment and more so for sacrificing her time to edit, typeset 

and produce this work. To on R y and daughter Br nda and Anita for their lo c and 

support. I am grateful to all the management taff f the universities lhut agreed to 

participate in this re earch for their invaluubl contribution to th~ personal inter iev s 1 

conducted and their undivided attention. 1 heir rc ·pon ·e · and c nlributions gu\ • me a 

better understanding of trategic planning pr e and great! cnri hcd this research. 

My sincexc thank to 11 the ~.: ll~.:mic n l non, : tkmi stall at the fncu\t of omm n.:c, 

who •ave m . srI; •htl th.\llks •l) t) 111 1H r 

>II .1nd \lj p 11. lit\. II. , I ,un IIIli\' th.1nklul 

Ill ith I I {OJ lh I I iJit \1 d thi l\11\ . 1 

m II\ 1\l , 

in-1 '" 

u IIU I t n t l 

I 



ABBREVIATIONS 

U.O.N - University of Nairobi 

UNES - University ofNairobi Enterprises and Services Ltd 

MoES&T - Ministry of Education, Science and Technology 

SP - Strategic Plan 

VC - Vice Chancellor 

UMB - University Management Board 

CEO - Chief Executive Officer 

BoD Board of Directors 

K Kenya crtificatc of ccondary ducation 

IU - United tate International niver ity 

DP ross Domestic Product 

SWOT trengths, Weakne e , pportunitie und Threat ' 

MART pecific, Measurable, gr d, Reali ' tic Timel 

U A - United tate of Am ri 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Declaration ......................................................................................................................... ii 

Dedication ......................................................................... ................................................ iii 

Acknowledgement ............................................................................................................ iv 

Abbreviations .................................................................................................................... v 

List of Tables .................................................................................................................. viii 

List of Figures ................................................................................................................... ix 

List of Appendices ................................................................................................ .. ........... x 

Abstract .............................................................................................................. ............... xi 

HAPT RONE: I ROD TIO ............................................................................ I 

1. 1 Background .......................................................................................................... I 

1.1.1 University ~ducation In Kenya ........................................................................ 2 

1.1.2 halleges Facing niver itie InK n)a .......................................................... S 

1.2 tatement 

1.3 bj ctivc 

1.4 ignifi 

fl heRe ear h Problcn1 ................................................................... 6 

fThe tud • ...... ................................................................................. 8 

f 'l 1 tud ' ... ........ ..... ..... .. ........ .... .............. ................................. 8 

ll ,\\ ......... , ............... ....................................... l) 

.......................................................................... 
111\itl ••.••••••••.•••••••.....••••••.•.••••••...••••••• l () 

••••••••••.•••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 

................................ 17 

......... I 



2.7 Strategic Planning Practices In Kenya ............................................................... 20 

CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLY ........................................ 23 

3.1 Research Design and Population ...................................................... 23 

3.2 Data Collection .................................................................................................. 23 

3.3 Data Analysis .............................................. ..... ........ ....... ................................... 23 

CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS ................................ 24 

4.1 Introduction .............................................................................. 24 

4.2 Profile Of The Universities ..... ......................... .................. ....................... ......... 24 

4.3 Strategic Planning Practices In Universities ...................................................... 28 

HAPTER FIVE: UMMARY, Dl U ION AND ON LU ION ............ .46 

5.1 Introduction .............................................................................. 46 

5.2 ummary Di cu sion and onclu ion· ............................................. 4 > 

5.3 Limitation of the tudy ................................................................. 5 

5.4 uggestion for urth r Re ar h .......... ............................................................ 5 

5.5 Recommendation or P lie.:, nd P ·ti c ........................................................ 54 

................................................................................................................ 55 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1: Age of the University ..................................................... ........... ... 24 

Table 2: Ownership of the Universities ............. .. ....................................... 25 

Table 3: Student Population.in Universities ..................................... 25 

Table 4: University Premises Ownership ................................................... 26 

Table 5: Main Focus ofUniversities ........................................................... 26 

Table 6: Number ofEmployees.in Universities ............................ . .... 27 

Table 7: Vision and Mission Statement.. .... .. ......................................... ..... 28 

Table 8: Implementation of the Mission Statement ............. ....................... 29 

able 9: Objectives ..... .. .... ... ..... ...... ... ...... ....... .. .... ..... .......... ..... ..... ..... ....... 30 

able 10: Attainment of ct bjccti c ........ .... .... ... .. .. ... ....... ... ..... ......... .... 1 

able 11: Factor Influential in etting Pre ent bjc 'ti c .. ..... ................ . 2 

able 12: Role of Objecti es .... .... .. .......... ..... ......... ............. .... .. .... .. ......... . . 

Table 13 : orporate Reputati n ......... .................. ................... ................. .. 3 

Table 14: De elopment of petati nal Plan .............................................. 35 

Table 15 : ReYie\ of p t ti nal Plan .............................. .... .................... 15 

able 16: trategi PI, n ........................................................................... . 

"J abl 17: 1ain P tt i ip nt in trat :yi Phnnin , I to css ..................... .. 

"I bl un ilfl 7 
\ 

\ 

nn nt I lltlil ..................................•.. l( 

Jl ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

••.••.•...•..••..•.. . . . •......•..........•...•..• 



LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1: Strategic Planning Process model. .................................... 14 

Figure 2: Awareness of Objectives in Public Universities .......................... 30 

Figure 3: Achievement of Key Objectives in Private Universities .............. 31 

Figure 4: Public Universities: Operational Plans ........................................ 34 

Figure 5: Variances Between Plan and Actual Performance ....................... 3 9 

Figure 6: Environmental Scanning ............................................................. 40 

Figure 7: Gathering of Information About ompetitor .............................. 41 

igure 8: Indu try Attracti enc ................................................................ 43 

igure 9: Internal Audit ............................................................................ 4S 



LIST OF APPENDICES 

APPENDIX I: Letter of Introduction ................... . ......................... 62 

APPENDIX II: The Questionnaire ................................................. 63 

APPENDIX III: Universities in Kenya ........................................... 73 

APPENDIX IV: Student Enrolment by Gender in Universities in Kenya .... 75 



ABSTRACT 

The objective of this study was to establish the strategic planning practices of universities 

in Kenya. To achieve this objective, primary data was collected by use of a questionnaire 

targeted at the Vice Chancellors or their Deputies with responsibilities for strategic 

planning. A census study was done. From the population of 23 universities, 14 responded 

to the questionnaire. The data collected was first checked for consistency, coded and then 

analysed to arrive at various conclusions. 

The study concluded that universities in Kenya use strategic planning to establish and 

clarify their mission, establish performance objectives, identify areas of future 

collaboration and appraise university strengths and weaknesses that are relevant to the 

long-term direction of the univer ity. In addition, they usc strategic planning as a 

management to I for allocating univer ity re. ur e to competing stratcgi' priorities, 

anticipating and designing appr priatc academic programmes that meet publi demand. 

I lence the strategic planning practice · of the univer ·itie · Ken a b )th JUbli' und pri ut 

are similar to those propo ed in tratcgy management thcor and ulso to tho ·c r 1 Jrtcd in 

literature from studie conducted in oth~.:r parts of the world or ·i rmlur ·tudics done on 

other indu tries locally. 

hom the findin 
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of the tud •, it i 
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c.: omm~.:ndc.:d th t lurthc.:r rc.:sc.:ar ·h b .mkd out in 
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l.lBACKGROUND 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Strategic planning is one of the most respected and valued management tool for tuming 

organizational dreams into reality. It is defined as the process by which organizations 

determine and establish long-term directions, formulate and implement strategies to 

accomplish long-term objectives while taking into account relevant intemal and extemal 

environmental variables (Hax and Majluf, 1991). The result of a coherent strategic 

planning process is a blue print that defines organizational activities and resource 

allocation (cash, personnel, facilities, etc) required to accomplish organizational strategic 

objectives. Many success ful private and public sect r organi zations usc the strategic 

planning proce to create and clarify an rganization 's vision, mission, guid 

organi zational deci ions about re urce allocati n t ompctin 1 pri riti c', and slr 'ngth ' n 

competiti ve positions. 

The overall purpo e of trategic planning ac ording to J m1 ' tr ng ( 19 2), is to cr~u te und 

maintain organization-environment alignm nt. Thomp 'On and tri klund ( 19 0) cont~nd 

that tratcgic planning derive it " lu fiom the n rg · inruscd into 11 b the 

commitment of m n gc , nd the ben fit ot stt It: ll · pl nnin T • rc realized onl \\ hen 

m nagcrs gi\· rd th d 

·ith 

tin 

utit n t 1 nd nn hl)\\ " II it ' 1.11 • 
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internal and external conditions (Machado et. al. , 2004). The degree to which strategic 

planning is being utilized is important predictor of institutional vitality and prosperity. 

The prescriptive literature strongly advocates strategic planning as the key to superior 

institutional and system performance. This process focuses on strategic and operational 

goals, objectives and strategies based on organizational policies, programs and actions 

designed to achieve the institution's aims and desired results. 

Strategic planning can help organizations clarify their future direction, develop a coherent 

basis for the decision-making process, establish priorities, improve organizational 

performance and overall think strategically (Bryson, 19 8; Anoff and McDonell , 

1990).0nly institutions that correctly implement strategic plans arc more likely to be 

successful. 

1.1.1 IV R ITY D 10 I K 

Univer ity education in Kenya ha wi tne · · d raptd grm th in the lust four de ' <l th:s. 

independence in the 1960' Ken had no univcr it nd ·tudents seeking to pursue 

degree cour e had to enroll at t kcrcr ni\ cr it 'oil g ', ganJu. 1 he onl 

in titution of higher rning in K~:n_ thr u •hout the }l 60s \ as th then Ro al 

'1 echnical olle , lot ' lc' cl ~om scs ,md lot oth ' t 

profe ion I th t 11\ t: on I 1 ' sdll) Is. t th tim . It \\'.I s 

.m 

uni • 

th nl in tiltlltt n ol hi h 1 

I it 

1\t 



Since then, the system has undergone some commendable expansion, and today there is a 

total of six (6) Public Universities, and seventeen Private Universities with varying 

degrees of recognition in the country (See Appendix III). There has also been a 

corresponding increase in the number of enrolled students from 2,786 in 1970 to 67,556 

in 2003, representing an enrolment growth of about 2,200 per cent (See Appendix IV) 

Notwithstanding the expansion m the past several years, the capacity of the higher 

education sector in Kenya is still limited and accommodates only 7.5 per cent of students 

graduating from secondary schools and two (2) per cent of the expected age cohort 

(Weidman, 1995). Every year, the combined intake of the six public universities to the 

government subsidized regular degree programmes is only 10,000 students against 

50,000 qualifier who attain the minimum ntry requirements of a + in the Kenya 

ertificatc of ccondary •xamination (K E). 1 o me t thi. demand, public uni crsities 

have intr duced parall 1 degree pr grammes. imilar to th publi se tor, th upa ity or 
Private higher education instituti n i' inadequate and they uccommodat only I per ·cnt 

of the overall enrollment (Weidman, 1995) 

o t sharing in public universitie wa introdu ·cd in 1 1 as u rcspons to thl.! 1.! er-

declining state Budget, whi h did not keep p c \\ ith hi 'h student intake \ hen the first 

cohort of the -4-4 of tudcnt entcn:d the nivcrsit (. an l nd Martin, tt 9 ') . I he 

hortfall in th Publi r h i ti n h. t ~,; t m~.: .m impetus fl)t institutions 

to lo k lor It m th 

II 
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Establishing units for income generation. These include training and consultancy 

services, University press operations among others 

Establishing enterprise services. Many Universities maintain farms, which 

carryout dairy farming and cereal seed multiplication to generate revenue. Other 

sources include mortuary services, diagnostics and X-ray services. 

The provision of University education in Kenya continues to be monopolized by the 

Public universities that have been established by Acts of parliament (some of them with 

constituent colleges). Universities are autonomous. All administrative functions are 

independently managed through university councils. Although autonomous, universities 

receive funding from Ministry of •ducation, cience and Technology (MoE &T). The 

1980s and 90s saw emergence of orne private institutions, and by 2000, there were six 

(6) hartered Private Universitie and five (5) Univ r. iti \: ith letters of int~;rim 

Authority operating in Kenya. Despite these dcvcl pm~;nts, th~; contribution of thcs 

in titution in expanding accc to higher education is ·till minimal. With th ~.; . c ption 

of some institutions such a the nitcd • tales International University (U.S.!. ) most 

private univer ities in Kenya are rcligiou l · controlled. The maJonty of these institutions 

are limited in capacity and their urri ulum i largcl gear ·d tm ards the arts and 

commercial cour 

Pri ate nive iti 

tu nt . u h h 

m 

in 

•d 

t th it It:\ ~.:nuc st ld • tlom tuition fees the ' I v ' on 
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This exemplifies the essence of institutional quality. It can become reality if a strategic 

plan drives the process, defines the road and sets the course; or it can simply end up in 

the myth with rhetoric and uncharted meanderings leading nowhere and everywhere 

(Machado et. a!. , 2004). 

1.1.2 CHALLEGES FACING UNIVERSITIES IN KENYA 

University education represents one of the oldest institutions in the world. Throughout 

hi story, academic institutions have sought to respond to the demands of endlessly 

changing and evolving environmental conditions (Machado, et. al. , 2004). The global 

economy of today demands the development of management capabilities, innovation 

strategies and competitive advantage within the higher education enterprise. Institutions 

have to be prepared for the chall enge fa highly omp titivc and c cr-incrcasing global 

market that i in a con ·tant ·tate f fl ux. 

During the Ia t two decade , the Kenyan econ m performed po nl main I du to th · 

dismal performance of the main growth ector of agricultur , t un m and manu fa turin ' 

(MoE &'I, se ional paper o. 1 200 ). 'I he r ss 1 omc ·ti · Product 1DP) grO\ th ra te 

averaged 2% over the period. 'I h dimini hcd pcrtormant:c or th '0110111 hamJI!tcd th 

rate of job creation. 'I hi r ult in m n uncmplo 

20 5-2010). 

ofer 

r quire th m t 

stt utc •ic plan 

th rdc\<\11 ·c of the cdtu.:,l tion 

nl m • .md th n I llH 'H:.ll 1 
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diversify their sources of incomes as well as ensure more efficient and cost effective use 

of institutional resources. 

With the liberalized environment, public universities and their private counterparts, are 

increasingly facing entrepreneurial challenges from foreign universities operating with 

local Kenyan colleges (Otieno, 2004). Examples include, the University of Southern 

Africa, University of London, Technikon of South Africa, the University of Free State, 

the Australian Studies Institute and a Consortium of British Universities represented by 

the British Council. Only the Public Universities seem to mount credible responses to this 

challenge, interestingly by franchising local private tertiary colleges to offer programs on 

their behalf. 

Other major challenge facing the univer itie today in lud s incr a ing demand for 

univer ity educati n concurrent with dwindling finan ial res ur cs from th ' -h~.;qucr, 

academic programme who e quality and rei vance urc being put t qu~.:slion , u 

management system that ha been criticized [I r being t · n ·crvutivc und non­

responsive, a relatively-poor learning faciliti und emir nmcnl, rcluli cly ' cak 

structures and sy tern for the managem nt of tudent wclfar • and an imag that in rc cnt 

times has been grossly dented and limited human rc ur ·c ba c for qualit ucadcmi · 

trategic plan 2 5-20 l 0 nd nc d to omp tc..: ' ·ith the em rgin' modeL or 

higher educati n ' •hi! 

trategi pl nnin r 

h II 

pi 

th diti n l 'ompr hcnsi utm rstt . 
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limited, there is mounting pressure to optimize the outcome-resource link. To therefore, 

ensure continued existence, universities have to anticipate change sufficiently in advance, 

plan timely response, increase speed at which they implement the responses, be fl exible 

and be able to anticipate surprises that could not be anticipated in advance. The chief 

executives of universities can achieve this by employing management processes that will 

position the institutions optimally in their competitive environment by maximizing the 

anticipation of environmental changes and unexpected internal and competitive demands. 

Strategic planning is the means to achieve this end. 

Strategic planning is perceived as a continuous process, an externally responsive 

approach to an ever-changing environment that requires constant adaptation on the part of 

the institution ( ope, 1981; Keller, 19 3; Peterson, 1995, 1999; Ball, 2001 ; Austin, 

2002). Kaufman (1996) v iewed trategic planning a a way of r ating th futur rather 

than wai ting for the rea lity of change to ovcrtakc the organiJUtion . M un ( 19 6) 

defi ned trategic planning a· ' ... apr css [i r rgani:tational ren " at and tl't\n ~ f(mnu ti n'. 

trategic planning focu e on adaptive change or changc moti atcd by th c. lerna! 

environment. uch change reflect in ·ti tutional response · to em ir mmcntul 1 r s ·urcs, 

both internal and e. ternal (Lovinguth. 19 ). 

lhe increa ing coml etition ml 

globalization , t 

Publi niv iti 

111 the univ rsiti s in Ken duc to 

t~ hnl lo •i 1 innO\ tions and ·ommunk<\llon, 

hl:qu 1 lot thl: \st.: n l 

to 1 sot t tn sit Ill: • i 
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2004; Orodho, 1995; Rodrigues and Wandiga, 1997; Monyoncho, 2004), non of them 

seems to have focused on strategic planning. As the environment becomes turbulent and 

complex firms and organizations tend to resort to strategic planning as a mean of 

survival. What strategic planning practices have the universities in Kenya resorted to? 

1.3 OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY 

The objective of this study is to establish strategic planning practices of universities in 

Kenya. 

1.4 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

The study will contribute to the body of knowledge, scholars and researchers on strategic 

planning will find the study beneficial for further research. The study will also benefit the 

management and taff of th higher education in, tituti ns as it will be a . our of 

information and reference material on strut gic planning pra ·ti es. 'l hc study ·an also be 

useful to the government on policy fonnulation for highcr cdu ·uti m institutions. 



CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 EVOLUTION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
The idea of strategic planning has historical roots in the military concept of strategy. 

According to Webster's New world Dictionary, strategy is "the science of planning and 

directing large-scale military operations of maneuvering forces into the most 

advantageous position prior to actual engagement with the enemy" (Guralnic, 1986). 

Taking its name and roots from the military model, early models of formal strategic 

planning reflected the hierarchical values and linear systems of traditional organizations. 

Undertaken by elite planning function at the top of the organization, its structure was 

highly vertical and time-bound. A c rtain p riod w uld be , et a ide to analyze the 

situation and decide on a cour c facti n. Thi would rc ult in a lonna! do umcnt. n c 

this wa done, the actual w rk f implcmcntati n ' hi h ' us ·onsid r I t1 scpurut 

discrete proce ·s - could begin (Wall and Wall, 1 < 5). 

'I he literature of formal trategic planning for organi7uti ns cnu!rgcd in th · 1960 · 

through writer like handler, ( 1 62 and 1 n. of C 196. ) thcr studies ·onductcd in th 

late 1960s and arly 197 th t coq k plannin' was pr.lctlccd 111 the mtcd 

t te (Ru nd ' .tllil 1 77). , nd t hwad Dcnnin, md 

Lehr, 197 1; 'J yl . nd S ht Jh. met , 197. ). llt)\\ ·vet , tllt)st 

ita ; II in lu inc s md 

Ill tk l . 
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reacted to events as they occurred. Strategies emerged from a consensus of top 

management opinions. 

In the 1960s, companies found that it could be dangerous to plan their future based on 

extrapolation of past trends. They began to take into account threats and opportunities. 

Strategic planning up till then was very much cut off from operations. Organizations 

adapted strategic planning after realization that the environment was not stable any 

longer. 

In the 70s and 80s, there was increasing criticism against over-reliance on analysis at the 

expense of the learnings from doing. Emphasis turned more to executive leadership. The 

pendulum of management thinking switched from a rigid predictable future to that the 

future is unknown or unpredictable. The rc t of the 19 0 was dictat d by stratcgi intent 

and core compctcncic and market-[! u d rg nizati n . 

The 1990s brought the revival of tratcgic planning a· a 1 r cs · ' ith l articular bcn •tit · 

in particular context (Mintzberg 19 4) . u ·cqu ntl ·, n ' cr m del · of ·trutcgi · 

planning focused on adaptabilit . change, ne ibilit ' and importan or stratcgi' 

thinking and organizational learning . .. ~tht " b am mor important than the 

trategy it elfb cau e the 

to tran form it If c ntinu th n ' hdht:t it h. d tl mg stnltc •t 'll\1 

han •cs Ill thc11 gil 

r ts , l nst,ll\1 
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it 
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identified three approaches to strategy development as a deliberate and planned 

managerial process. These are the planning view, the command view and the logical 

incremental view. The logical incremental view sees strategy to develop through small 

stepwise responses to a gradually changing environment. This view is similar to that 

advanced by Mintzberg and Waters (1985), that strategy is a pattern in a stream of 

decisions. 

Strategic planning could be formal or informal. Formality in strategic planning refers to 

the degree to which participants, responsibilities, authority and discretion in decision­

making are specified (Pearce and Robinson, 2000). Formal analytical processes are 

characterized by the use of analytical tools and methodologies to help managers reach a 

better quality of strategic decisions. Greater formality has been positively correlated with 

corporate succe s (Hofer and chendel, 197 ). Fom1al tratcgi planning usually ends up 

with a d cumcnt, the trategic plan. A trategic plan i, a mprchcnsivc statcmt.:nl about 

the organization' mi 'ion and future direction, ncar-term and I n 1-tcrm pcr!'onnnn 'c 

targets and how management intend to produce th desired r suits to fulfill th mi ·sion, 

given the organization' ·ituation ('I homp ·on and tnckland, 19< 3) 

The informal approache to tratc • re ch 

nd th pt 

t rizcd h '. c 'u ti\ ' burgainin, and 

f 'muddling throu ,h' (lla. and negotiation, building f lition 

Majluf, 1 96). In nn I pi nnin u. u ll.. intuiti\ c nd undct the mllu n c of .1 
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The literature is equally inundated with the apparent advantages of planning. Most 

notably, is its ability to improve the fit between the organization and its external 

environment (Godiwalla et. al., 1981). Planning aids in the identification of future 

marketing threats and opportunities, elicits an objective view of managerial problems, 

creates a framework for internal communication, promotes forward thinking and 

encourages a favourable attitude to change (Hausler, 1968; Loasby, 1967; Stem, 1966; 

Wilson, 1979). Further, there are intrinsic benefits that accrue as a result of the planning 

process including the positive effects of planning on local employment and the economy 

(Greenley, 1986). 

Langley (1988) al o provided upport for the benefit of planning, identifying four roles 

of formal strategic planning. In the public relations role, fom1al trategic planning is 

intended to impre or influence out ·ider . Th information r pro ides input for 

management commitment through the involvement f pcopl at ull I~; cis or th 

organization in strategic planning. •inally. the dire ·tion und contr )I role is Cullillcd-.: h ·n 

plan serve to guide future deci ·ion and activitic toward · s m on:i ·tent ends. 

Rummier and Brache ( 1990) on tend that tratl.:gi pi m1ing pro ·cs · i · th product o I 

the be t mind in id nd out i t: the or" niz tion . 'l h pn ·css onsidcrs Cutlll 

implication pl n to the em r •in • business cnviwnm ·nt , 

m na th bu in ntll)ls l:< mpk nt q ri c.:s 
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larger firms. Gray (1986) adds that strategic planning is no longer an added managerial 

duty, but a way of thinking about a business and how to run it. 

Wilson, (1998) argues that the greatest benefit of strategic planning is that it encourages, 

indeed forces managers to take a holistic view of the business and its environment. 

Managing an organization strategically embraces both thinking and action. It takes action 

on multiple fronts, moving seamlessly from one strategic issue to another, because it 

employs a multi-dimensional strategy. Steiner (1979) provided a true conceptualization 

of strategic planning. He agrees that planning is an attitude and a process concerned with 

the future consequence of current decisions. Formal strategic planning does not attempt 

to make future decisions or even forecast future events. It need not replace managerial 

intuition and judgement with massive detailed sets of plans. He argued on the importance 

of strategic planning, providing keen in ight into overcoming the ban·iers and biases 

a ociated with planning failure . 

Denning and Lehr, (1971), argue that the introdu ·tion f [! nnul · ·temuti · · rp ratu 

long-range planning is a managenal re ·p n e to t\\ o ·cp rate · t · f need · r' hi h on· 

is strategic. They report a trong po iti\'e relation ·hip b t\ cen th intr du ·tion of I ong 

Range Planning and a high rate of tc hnologi al ·hunge, sit f ·omt un , capital 

in ten ity and comple. ity. H r ld n cd th t plann r · \\ cr bettc1 thun non-

planner at id ntif in 't I. , nd obj~.: ·tiv~.:s, and sdtin l propcr 
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2.3 STEPS IN A STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS 

Whereas every strategic planning process is uniquely designed to fit the specific needs o[ 

a particular university, (Morrison et al., (1984) argues that every successful "model" 

includes the following steps: 

nvironmental 
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defined within the framework 
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VISION AND MISSION 

Identification of the organization's vision and mission is the first step of any strategic 

planning process. The universities vision sets out the reasons for organization's existence 

and the "ideal" state that the organization aims to achieve; the mission identifies major 

goals and performance objectives. Both are defined within the framework of the 

university's philosophy, and are used as a context for development and evaluation of 

intended and emergent strategies. One cannot overemphasize the importance of a clear 

vision and mission; non of the subsequent steps will matter if the organization is not 

certain where it is headed. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SCAN 

Once the vision and mission are clearly identified, the university must analyze its external 

and internal environment. The cnvir nmcntal can, pcrforn1cd within the framl.:works of 

the l-ive Force Model and W T, analyze information about organization's , tcrnal 

environment (economic cial, demographic, politi al, legal, tc ·hnolo •i ·ol and 

international factors), the industry, and internal organizational ra 'tors. 

GAP ANALYSIS 

rganizations e aluate the differ n bdwecn their uncnt po ' it ion and desired futur' 

through gap analy i . A a n:: ult 

re urccs to clo up th 
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the fundamental issues the organization has to address to achieve its mission and move 

towards its desired future. 

STRATEGIC PROGRAMMING 

To address strategic issues and develop deliberate strategies for achieving their mission, 

universities set strategic goals, action plans, and tactics during the strategic programming 

stage. Strategic goals are the milestones that campus aims to achieve that evolve from the 

strategic issues. The SMART goals model is essential to setting meaningful goals. Smart 

goals are specific, measurable, agreed upon, realistic, and timely/cost bound. 

"Action plans . . .. define how we get to where we want to go," the steps required to reach 

our strategic goals. Tactics are specific actions used to achieve the strategic goals and 

implement the strategic plan . 

EMERGENT TRA TEGIE 

Unpredicted and unintended events frequently o ur that difTl!r from Uw uni crsity's 

intended strategies, and the univer ity mu t re pond. Emt:rgent strutegy is " a 1uttcrn , a 

consistency of behaviour over time," "u realized pattern (thut \ as not c:1 r ss \y 

intended" in the original planning of tratcg . It r ·ul t. ii·om a seri ·s or a ·tion · 

converging into a con i t nt p ttcm ' 1intzberg 1 4). 

EVALUA'f10 OF TRATEGY 
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valuations. The revised plan must take into consideration emergent strategies, and 

changes affecting the organization's intended course. 

STRATEGIC THINKING 

With time, people in the university routinely make their decisions within the framework 

of the organization's strategic vision and mission. Strategic planning becomes an 

organizational norm, deeply embedded within the organization's decision-making 

process, and participants learn to think strategically as part of their regular daily activities 

(Lerner, 1999). Strategic thinking involves "arraying options through a process of 

opening up institutional thinking to a range of alternatives and decisions that identify the 

best fit between the institution, its resources and the environment" (Rowley,et. al. , 1997). 

2.4 TRA TEGI PLA IVER ITI : A LOBAL PER PE TIVE 

uring the pa t decad , in tituti ns of higher education had to onfront num rous 

changes in their external and internal cnviromm:nt, and r st nd to cmcrgin 1 hallcngcs, 

·uch a ' dccrca ·ing financial ·upport , rapid tc hn logi ·al ud an cs, hangin • 

demographic and outdated academic pr gram:. s a r suit, m·m univ rsiti s ·n •a 1cd 

in trategic planning a mean of making beneficial stratcgi · ·hang •s and adat tin • to the 

rapidly shifting en ironment (Rowlc · t. al., 1 7). 

Much of the lit ratur on 
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strategic planning within Spanish higher education institutions, whereas, Ball, (2001), 

presented an inquiry entitled " the history of strategic planning in British univer ities" 

and noted that strategic planning helped promote institutional diversity, giving 

institutions a clearer perspective of their range of development options. 

Overall, strategic planning at universities has been only moderately successful, as only 

few were able to achieve significantly successful results and transformed themselves 

dramatically. Others have been able to make important changes in parts of their 

operations. But many institutions have stumbled, dissolved into controversy, or lost their 

nerve (Rowley et. al. , 1997). 

2.5 TRATEGIC PLANNING IN HIGHER ED CATION VERSUS "BUSINESS 
TRA TEGY MODEL" 

To en ure succe s of the trategic planning effort , universities need to adjust the 

"bu iness strategy m del" to higher education . nivcrsity- bascd strategic planning dirtL:rs 

from the busine ' model in 'evcral ·peclfic ' ays. By rc ognizing these difT·n:nt cs und 

changing the tradit ional model accordmgly, uni\' r ' itlcs can in ' teas unth.:rstanding or 
and participation in the trategy proce throughout its c nst1tm:ncics. 

TIME FRAME 

In the "bu inc ' orld" tcgi pl nnin • llll del timch 1111 is 2 to cars; ut 
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VALUE SYSTEM 

Universities' guiding principle - long-term investment in educating people - is different 

from business ' bottom line approach. Differences in the value system require a different 

approach to strategic planning at universities. 

CUSTOMERS 

Universities do not have a clear defined customer; students, employers, and the 

community may all be considered "customers" . As a result, defining goals and measuring 

effectiveness consistently with the university' s mission is problematic. 

CONTEXT 

hange is especially difficult to accept at the universities, because by nature universities 

arc about pre ervation. 

2.6 TRATEGI PLAN 
PERFORMAN E 

PR " AND R , NIZATI NAL 

•or more than three decade , strategic planning adv catc ', n.: ·etm:h rs, und tnunugemetH 

practitioners have argued for its legttimacy a a to 1 of dfl: · ti c · t ra t~;;gi · munag ·mcnt. 

These arguments are ba ed on a pre ·urn d po ·itiYc r ·lutmn ·hip bl!t\ ccn sh ut •gi · 

planning and organizational pcrfom1an c. pc ifi ull , the link : tratcgi plunmng " ith 

improved financial p rform nee cftc tivc organiz tion 1 mission ddinition, compcht in: 

advantage, and organiz ti n-~.:nvir nmcnt li mmcnt riti .I to r•ating and sustaming 

.sup rior comp titiv 0 . 
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Wood and Laforge (1979) investigated the relationship between formal planning 

procedures and financial performance in a sample of large United States banks. Using 

interviews and questionnaires, they sought to determine if comprehensive planning has 

any impact on financial performance. This study found that banks that engaged in 

comprehensive long-range planning significantly outperformed those that do not have 

formal planning systems. They also outperformed a randomly selected control group. 

Burt (1975) examined the relationship between planning and performance in fourteen 

retail firms in Australia. The study utilized "Quality of Planning" ratings derived from the 

application of predetermined weights. From this study, it was found that high-quality 

planning is significantly associated with high levels of performance (as measured by 

improvement in profits; rates of return on invested capital. 

Aram and wen (1 0) argue that a m jor ~ c tivc f trat gi planning is tt promot ~.: 

stra tegic and adaptive thinking for the c pre ·cd purpo ~.: of dTc ·tivc or 1ani1ati m­

environment alignment. Therefore, ·tratcgic-planning p rfi nnun ' · ·hould b mea ·un.:d 

by the extent to which it facili tate orgamzuli n-cn\lronmcnt alignnu:nt. 
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competitor analysis, industry analysis and environmental mastering. A few companies 

followed formal strategic management procedures, which were communicated to their 

staff in writing while majority of them were not very formal in strategic management 

practices. 

Karemu (1993) looked at strategic management aspects in the large-scale retail sector. 

She established that supermarkets practice minimal budgetary forms of strategic 

management. Planning characteristics included reliance on intuition and individual ability 

to pursue long-term goals, prevalence of budgets and large informal planning activities. 

She also established both variations and similarities between the companies with respect 

to their strategy practices. These variations were ba ed on ownership, size and trategic 

orientation. ompanies were di similar in the ea. pe t . 

himba ( 1993) looked at the Kenyan finan ial . e tor and est blishcd both vmiations and 

imilaritie between the companie with rcsp t to sttutcgy pru ·ti · s. lhc tlliatiom: \ cr 

based on size, owner hip and tratcgic dentation. Juguna ( 199<>) lo )k I ut st1ut •i • 

management within the oil indu try and established that strategic manu' m nt pw ·ti · s 

in the Kenyan oil companic were gcn rull in line '' ith tratc 'ic manag ·mcnt th ·or , 
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planning process. All the organizations considered all the aspects of the environment that 

is, political and legal developments, general economic trends, competitors, market trends, 

technological changes, social and cultural changes and the organizational internal 

resources. 

However, most of the public sector organizations indicated that government influence in 

their strategy processes was negative. This was through appointment of incompetent 

directors and chief executive officers plus political interference, which resulted in poor 

strategy development hence poor performance. Bureaucracy and red tape in approval of 

strategies and plans resulted in delays and poor implementation of strategies. Similar 

studies on strategic management practices in Kenya (Bukusi, 2003; Mutonyi, 2003; 

Wahomc, 2003; Sharbani, 2001; and Njanja, 2001) indicate that strategic management is 

practiced in each ofthe industries studied. 

trategic planning practice then become · an i ' ·ue of e ·tent ruther than just f rn ·ti . 

tudies carried out in mea uring the e tent of an a ti ity h:n e had nried n:sult · in lhl: 

past. Evidence ba ed finding through th ·e tudic · ha\ c added alu to academi, 

knowledge in the different ector and have enabled a grcatct under ·tanding of th • fa ·tors 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 RESEARCH DESIGN AND POPULATION 

Since the number of universities in Kenya is 23, this study adopted a descriptive census 

survey. The population of interest in this study consisted of all Public universities in 

Kenya and Private Universities registered to offer university education in Kenya by the 

Commission for Higher Education, Kenya. According to the Commission for Higher 

Education directory (2005), there are six (6) public universities and seventeen private 

universities. 

3.2 DATA COLLECTION 

Data collection wa carried out through u e of a structured qu~.:stionnairc (sec Appendi 

1). The que ti nnaire contained both tructured and un tru ture I questions. P•rsonul 

interview with Vice chancellor I hicf c ·c utivc officers or thdr deputi s and/ or 

Registrars who hold resp n ibility for tratcgi planning in c.:u ·h university were used to 

collect data. Nachmia and achmia ( 1996) h ld that per ·onal int ·r i " · rc ·ults in u 

higher response rate than the mail que ·tionna1re. OO£ ~.:r and ' mor ( 1995), ul · stat' 

that the greate t value of p r ·onal interview lie. in thc depth and dcta1l of information 

that can be ecurcd. Where Pa i of the vic\ that personal inten i ·ws 

h c th pot nti I o yiddin the hi ht: t qu. lit l f d.lt, llll , n.:d to othc1 modes smt'C 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter constitutes the analysis of data and the presentation of findings of the 

research study. Of the twenty three universities contacted, all the six (6) public 

universities and only eight (8) of the private universities participated in this study. The 

response rate was 60.87%, which was found to be adequate for the purposes of the study. 

4.2 PROFILE OF THE UNIVER ITIE 

For the purpo c of mapping uta profile of the universities in thi . tudy, th r spoml nts 

were rcque ted to pr vid informati n n age, wncr hip. stud~;nt p pulution. pr•mis s 

ownership, main focus of the uni er ·ity and number of ·mpl > ~c ' in th ir uni ·rsiti s. 

T BL 1: ge of the niHr ity 

Duration of Operation PriYntr uni 
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Table 2: Ownership of the Universities. 

Category ownership Frequency Percent 

Private University Religious organization 4 50.0 

Not for Profit 2 25.0 

Private company 1 12.5 

Individuals 1 12.5 

Total 8 100.0 

Source: Questionnaire 

Apart from the public univer ities which arc publicly owned, the ownership in private 

universities is largely controlled by religiou organization (50%) and the remaining 50% 

pread between; not for pr fit organization , privat companic and individuals 

able3: tudent Population in niver ·iti ' · 

011 u) 

0 2 (2 %) 



Table 4: University Premises Ownership 

Premises ownership Public universities Private universities 
-

Owned 6 (66.7%) 7 (77.8%) 

Rented 3 (33.3%) 2 (22.2%) 

Total 9 (100%) 9 (100%) 

Source: Questionnaire 

When the researcher sort to establish whether the premises were owned or rented, the 

respondents indicated that mo t premises of public and private universities are owned by 

the university and not rented. This reflects a high capital investment (Tablt.: 4). 

Table 5: Main Focus of niver ities 

Main Focus 

Physical ciences and 

1cchnolo 

Education 

Humanitic 

Public uniHr itics 

4 (33 .3%) 

2 %) 

(IUO'Yo) 

Privute uni ersities 

2 (20%) 

7 (70%) 

0 (011 ~,) 

unh 1 tt i 

tt m 1 ulum 1 I 1 



Table 6: Number of Staff in Universities 

Staff Number of Public Private universities 

Employees universities 

Academic Less than 500 2 (33 .3%) 8 (100%) 

501 - 1000 3 (50%) 0 (0%) 

1001 - 1500 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Above 1500 1 (16.67%) 0 (0%) 

Total 6 (100%) 8 (100%) 

- . Non-academ1c Less than 500 0 (0%) 8 (100%) 

1 (16.67%)-
t-501 1000 0 (0%) 

f-1 001 - -1500 2 (33. 0'o) 0 (0°'u) 

Above 1500 3 (50%) 0 (Ou'o) 

-Total 6 (100%) 8 (100%) 
l- -ource: Questionnaire 

When a ked to state their taffing 1 vel 50 Yo n: p ndents in publi universities indicutctl 
having academic taft numbering b twe n 5 1 - l with m n - ' , dc mi ~ 0% l cing 

v r 1,500 employ . In pri at uni ' iti ll tflcvd or 
le th n 50 
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4.3 STRATEGIC PLANNING PRACTICES IN UNIVERSITIES 

4.3.1 VISION AND MISSION STATEMENTS 

When asked whether their universities have a vision and mission statements, all 

respondents, both in private and public universities admitted having a vision and mission 

statement, which is a formally written statement, which employees and other stakeholders 

can identify with as results in Table 7 below indicate. 

Table 7: Vision and Mission Statement 

Vision/Mission Public universities Private universities 

Exists 6 (100%) 8 ( 100%) 

t--
Does not ~x i t 0 (0%) 0 (0°,u) 

Total 6 (100% ) 8 (100% ) 

Source: Q uestionnaire 

~ighty per cent (80%) of the n: pond nt in publi nd i. t I~~ l~nt lO%) in privah.: 

universities indicate that th ir mi m nt • 1~ hrmul.t b univ~rsit 
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4.3 STRATEGIC PLANNING PRACTICES IN UNIVERSITIES 

4.3.1 VISION AND MISSION STATEMENTS 

When asked whether their universities have a VISion and mission statements, all 

respondents, both in private and public universities admitted having a vision and mission 

statement, which is a formally written statement, which employees and other stakeholders 

can identify with as results in Table 7 below indicate. 

Table 7: Vision and Mission Statement 

Vision/Mission Public universities Private universities 

Exists 6 (100%) 8 (100%) 

Does not ~x i st 0 (0%) 0 (0°/o) 

Total 6 (100%) 8 (100%) 

Source: QuestiOnnaire 

•ighty per cent (80%) of the re p nd nt in publi nd si. t ' pn ~.:nt (60%) in pri at 
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Table 8: Implementation of the Mission Statement 

Duration of implementation Public universities Private universities 

Less than 4 years 1 (16.7%) 4 (50%) 

4 to 8 years 2 (33.4) 1 (12.5%) 

More than 8 years 3 (50%) 3 (37.50) 

Total 6 (100%) 8 (100%) . 

Source: Quest10nna1re 

The results in Table 8 above indicate that 50% of the public univcr iti implemented the 

mission statement more than eight (8) year ago, whcrca , in private universities 0%, 

implemented theirs less than four (4) years ago. 

4.3.2 OBJECTIVES AND THEIR ETTI G 

The results of the study show that all the univ r"iti b th publi and pri ate, ' hi h 

responded to the questionnaire have formall; ' ·ritt n objc ti\ c . M jorit of them 

indicated that the objective. ar t by univ rsit ' m n •~.:m~.:nt l o Hi" ith p. rticipution of 

faculty staff and t ll in 'I bk "'· 'Ilk c 1 snits ~l nlitm th· t th 

setting f obj ti mnt it ' ithin th uni, tsit • hut with 
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Table 9: Objectives 

Objectives Public universities 

Exists 6 (100%) 

Does not Exist 0 (0%) 

Total 6 (100%) 

Source. Questwnnatre 

~e_s _ 
Figure 2: Awarenes of Obje tiv in Publi l niv r iti . 

ource: Questionnaire 
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Private universities 
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75% 

DYes DNo 

Figure 3: Achievement of Key Objectives in Private Universities 
Source: Questionnaire 

When the researcher sort to establish if the universities had achieved their set of 

objectives, all respondents in public universitie indicated that they generally achieved 

their objectives. Whereas, in private universitie , only 75% indicated that they had 

achieved their objectives as the results show in Figure 3 above. 

Table 10: Attainment of Set Objecti e 

Objective Private uninrsitie 

Mean 

Appropriateness of objective 4.17 

Managerial pcrformanc 

ornpctition 



Using a scale of 1 to 5 where l=not important, 5=very important, respondents from the 
public universities indicate the following factors as key contributors in the attainment of 
their objectives; managerial performance (mean=4.33), economic Environment 
(mean=4.33), appropriateness of objectives (mean=4.17), and technological Change 
(mean=4.00). Whereas respondents from the private universities indicated the following 
factors as key contributors in the attainment of their objectives; competition (mean=4.63), 
appropriateness of objectives (mean=4.38), technological change (mean=4.13), and 
managerial performance (mean=4.00). They cite political , regulatory action as the least 
contributor (mean=3.40 and 2.88), respectively (Table 10). 

Table 11: Factors Influential in Setting Present Objectives 

Influential Factors Public univer itle 

Mean 

Government 3.33 ~~~~~--=-~~--T-Council members/Board of 4.33 
Directors 

4.83 

Private universities 

td . Dcv iati n 

___ 1.302 
1.4 14 

0.463 

Mana ement Board 3.50 0.744 ~~o~~o~ra~te~Pl~a~nn~i~n~g------~--~2.~5*ot--------,~tt--~~------~l.l 95 

Vice hancellor/Chief 
Executive Officer 

De artment __ --+---+-----::-::-:-::::-t--:-:-::-1------­Academic members of t'!ff~-+-~3 .:.::.5~0+-----:::-::-:::-::-t--7~+----.::.0~. 7...::5~6 
Non-academic member of l. 3 0.707 
staff 
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Table 12: Role of Objectives 

Role of objectives Public universities Private universities 

Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 

Evaluation of past 4.00 1.265 4.38 0.518 
performance 
Communication to external 3.40 1.517 3.63 0.916 
publics 
Evaluation of second level 3.83 
objectives 

1.329 3.87 0.641 

Monitor current performance 4.00 1.549 4.00 0.926 

Used to activate contingencies 2.80 1.095 3.50 0.926 

Provide challenge and 3.17 1.722 4.13 0.835 
motivation 

'-

ource: Quest10nna1re 

The results in Table 12 above show that re pondent from public univcrsitic · icwcd 

their objectives as serving an important role in evaluation of pa t performance 

(mean=4.00), monitoring current performance (mean=4.00) and e\ aluation of ·ccond 

level objectives (mean=3.83). While re pendent · of pri\'ate llntYcr itic ' consider their 

objectives as being important in evaluation of pa t pcrforn1an c (mean 4.3 )), pro iding 

challenge and motivation (mean=4.13) monitoring urrc.:nt perform n c.: (mc.:an 4.00) and 

evaluation of second level objectiv (me n=3. 7 . 

Tabl J : orpor t R put tion 
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When asked to indicate whether their corporate reputation had changed favourably, 

private universities respondents indicated that their corporate reputation had changed 

favourably whereas those of public universities averagely agreed as indicated in Table 13 

above. 

4.3.3 OPERATIONAL PLANS 
When asked whether their universities had operational plans, all the respondents in 

private universities indicated that they had operational plans compared to 66 .7% in public 

universities as shown in Figure 4 below. 

C ove 
-------

Figure 4: Public Univer itie : Operational Plan 
Source: Questionnaire 
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Table 14: Development of Operational Plans 

Development of plans Public universities Private universities 

Less than 4 years 2 (50%) 6 (75%) 

4 to 8 years 0 (0%) 1 (12.50%) 

More than 8 years 2 (50%) 1 (12.50%) 

Total 4 (100%) 8 (100%) 

Source: Questwnnatre 

There is a strong indication that most of the e univcr itic have pcrati nal plans, whi h 

were developed long before mission statements were intr duccd in the c rgunizutions. 

This further gives credence to the prepo ition that environm ntal compte ·ity (or ·c . 

organizations to resort to strategic management as a mean of ur i al . 

Table 15: Review of Operational Plan 

Review of plan Publi 

Every month 

very quarter 

( % ) 

Yc rly 

'I oltl 
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for forecasting or extrapolation to predict the future. 

The key participants in the development of the operational plans were indicated by all 
respondents as being persons in senior management level and university management 
board. The planning process is characterized by a mixture of both formal and informal 
planning methods with the corporate planning departments playing no significant role in 
the process. 

4.3.4 STRATEGIC PLANS 
The results in Table 16 below indicates that strategic plans are developed in all the 
universities (both public and private), which participated in this study. 

Table 16: Strategic Plans 

Strategic plans Public univer itie Private univ 

Exists 6 (100%) 

Do not exist 0(0%) 

Total 6 (100%) 

Source: Questwnna1re 

Table 17: Main Participant in trategic Planning Pro 

Main Participant Publi 

The management b ard 
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Table 17 above indicates that 31.3% of the respondents in public universities shows that 
strategic plans were mainly developed by the university management board, with 18.8% 
indicating the involvement of the academic members of staff and the corporate planning 
department. There is minimal participation of students (6.3%) and other staff (12.5%). In 
private universities 23.1% of the respondents the main participants involved in the 
strategic planning (SP) process were; the council/Board of Directors and the management 
board. Only 7.7% of the respondents indicated involvement of the planning department 

This is expected because the university management board constitutes the strategic apex 
of the university, hence are responsible for the strategic steering of the university. Further 
more, thi s findings reveal that the university management boards and council are actively 
involved in strategy formulation, e pecially in private universitie . 

Table 18: Role of the ouncii/Board in trategic Planning 

Role of Council - -Public univer itie Pri ate universities 
ApProving the SP - -5 (50%) 7 (4 1.20°o) 

Providing the vision and mission 4 (40%) 6 (35.30°,o) 

Drawing the entire SP 0 (0~' ) 3 ( 17.60%) 

Hiring the consultants l (lQC}~ ) 1(5.90%) 

'I otal re pon c 10 (100%) 17 (1 0011 11) 

Soua:c: Qu t1 nn 1r 

:\1h n 
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Table 19: Role Played by Vice Chancellor/CEO 

Role of VC/CEO Public universities Private universities 

Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 

Development of corporate 4.33 0.816 4.25 0.886 

objectives 

Development of alternative 4.00 1.265 4.71 0.488 

corporate strategies 

The evaluation and approval 4.33 0.816 4.75 0.463 

of corporate __glan 

Having planning accepted as 3.67 1.506 4.88 0.354 

philosophy in the university 

Source: Questionnaire 

Using a scale of I to 5 where I not involved at all, 5 very involved to de cribe the 

involvement of the vice chancellor per onally in the strategi planning pro css, 

re pondent in public universities rcgistcn.:d a mean score of four (4) and above in: 

development of corporate objective· ( 4.33 ), the evaluation and apprm a! of corpomte plan 

(4.33) and development of alternative corporate trategies (4.00) . In pri' ate unh cnntics, 

the respondents indicated that the vice chancellor was pers )lli.lll · involved in: 

development of alternative corporate tratcgie (4.71 the evaluation and u1 pn.wal or 

corporate plan (4.75) and having planning ace ph.:d philos ph · in the univcr. it , (4.H{') 

as shown in Table 19 above. 
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The result in Table 20 above reveals that public universities review their progress against 

strategic plans quarterly and annually according to 33.3% of the respondents. Whereas, 

in private universities, 50% of the respondents indicated that it is done annually with 

managers being held responsible for variances between planned and actual performance. 

Regular review of strategic plans ensures that they are still relevant to the circumstances 

of an organization. It also ensures a better strategic control of plans. 

50% 50% 

Figure 5: Variance between Plan and ctu I Performanc 

ource: Que tionnaire 
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50% 

Figure 6: Environmental Scanning 

Source: Questionnaire 

[ DYes DNoj 

When asked who are involved in environmental scanning, 37.5% in public universities 

indicated the Deans of faculty, with 12.5% indicating use of consultants. In private 

universities, 33.3% indicated the university management board with 6.7% indicating the 

involvement of the EOs/V s. 

Table 21: Participants in Environmental canning 

Participants Pri ate universiti • · 

UMB 

rm 



Table 22: Level of Competition 

Level of competition Public universities Private universities 

High 2 (40%) 2 (28.60%) 
Moderate 2 (40%) 3 (42.90%) 
Stiff 1 (20%) 2 (28.60% 
Total responses 5 (100%) 7 (100%) 
Source: Questwnna1re 

The results of Figure 7 below reveal that 67.7% of the respondents gathered information 
about their competitors in both public and private universities. The information 
commonly collected was on courses offered, fees charged, quality of staff, facilities 
available, entry grades, changes made in curriculum. The information is gathered through 
students, informal communications and visits, annual conference , publi hcd reports and 

direct contacts. 
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Table 23: Forces of Competition in the Industry 

Forces of competition Public universities Private universities 

Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 

Barriers to entry 2.50 1.378 3.50 1.414 

Rivalry among competitors 3.33 1.633 3.00 1.309 

Bargaining power of 2.80 1.789 3.63 1.188 
customers 
Bargaining power of suppliers 2.33 1.211 2.88 1.246 

Availability of substitutes 2.00 1.549 3.14 1.215 

Government action 3.00 1.095 3.00 1.309 

Source: Quest10nnaue 

The results in Table 24 below reveals that current trategie u ed by competitor, i , the 
main aspect of competition among public univer itie (mean 3. 7), , hilc current 
strategies as well as financial strength of competitor and po · ibility of 11e, entrants 
(mean=3.88) were the main aspects of competition among priYat, uni itics the 
importance respondents attach to competition a p t . 

Table 24: Aspects of Competition 



4.3.7 INDUSTRY ANALYSIS 
When the respondents were asked to describe the overall industry attractiveness, most 

respondents from the public universities (66.7%) said it is highly attractive while only 

33.3% said it is moderately attractive. 

As for the private universities, majority (75%) said it is moderately attractive while only 

25% said it is highly attractive (Figure 8) 
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Figure 8: Industry Attractivene 
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Table 25: Key Factors in the Industry 

Key factors Public universities Private universities 

Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 

Market size 4.17 0.983 4.14 0.690 

Scope of rivalry 2.83 1.472 3.67 0.516 

Industry profitability 3.83 1.835 3.1 7 0.753 

Market growth rate 3.83 1.472 3.83 0.408 

Backward/forward integration 3. 17 1.472 3.86 1.464 

Number ofbuyers and sizes 3.67 1.506 3.83 0.983 

-apital requi rements 3. 17 1.169 4. 17 0.753 

- - --~try of major firms 2.83 1.472 3. 0 .447 

-Ease of entry/exi t 2.83 1.835 2.67 1.03 

Source: Quest10nna1re 

apital base, access to qualified academic staff and market tz app ars prominently us 
crucial to the success in the indu try. Without to f high! qu lifi d 
academic staff, no in titution of high r I rning i lik I: t th~r signifi nt 
factors are availability oft phy i I h.: ur nd link. '\:: with othct tnstitutt ns l f 
higher le rning 
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Figure 9: Internal Audits 
Source: Questionnaire 

50% 
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The internal forces identified were technology, employee , tudent , management 
structures and linkages. ·inancial re ourcc tudcnt and managcm nt were c nsidcrcd 
as the most important internal forces. 

The universities strengths identified included diver ity and uniquene of pr gmmme , 
offered international linkages, quality of staff, influential alumni, qualit · und relevant 
research and facilities. Weaknesses include inadequat financi l r · urc in·el ~,an ~, or 
academic programmes, inadequate governan and m n gcmcnt stn1 turcs, nd poor pa , . 



CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter captures the summary, discussions and conclusions made from the study 

including the limitations of the study, recommendations for further research and 

recommendations for policy and practice in the universities. 

5.2 SUMMARY, DISCUSSIONS AND CON LUSION 
The re carch objective of this study wa to cstabli h tratcgic planning prn ti s of 
universities in Kenya. The critical criteria utilized in thi tudy to a certain whether u 

university was engaged in a strategic planning proce · ' ere a ed on the literature ·itcli 
previously. The variables assessed in the survey ' ere ision, mi i n ·tutcm nt · 

objectives and their setting, strategic planning, environmental ·canning, comp tit r 

analysis, internal analysis, the role of chief execuh e and univer ·t t ouncil m strategi, 

planning process . 

he response from a population of 23 umvc itic nt ted \ , . 14 t pn:s tHin ,\ 

re. pon e rate of 60. 7%. fr m the in 

i. cvid nt that uni r iti 
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indicated high awareness. The objectives were found to be communicated through staff 

meetings, use of internal memos, e-mails and notice boards. 

In attainment of objectives, public universities consider managerial performance as key 

contributor, while competition is viewed as a key contributor in private universities. The 

Vice Chancellors/CEOs are viewed as being very influential in objective setting in both 

public and private universities. 

It was found that both private and public universities have got operational plans which 

were developed over eight (8) years ago in public universities and were developed less 

than eight (8) years ago in private universities. These plans are mainly reviewed on an 

annual basis with the university management boards being the key participants. 

Universities gather information on their external cnvir nmcnt. The infl rmati n c lie ted 

is on their competitor . he information commonly collected wa on ur ·c · fTcrcd, rc~.: 

charged, quality of staff and changes made in curriculum. The per · nnel Ill lvcd in 

gathering this information are the Vice hancellor senior management tuff und I can, 

of faculties. However, some of the univer ·i ties u e c n ultant 111 gathering thi , 

information. The source of the information i the tudent parent , publi ation and 

government ministries, informal communic 

published report . ompetition in the indu t 

by di ffcr nt r sp ndent in thi tud . 
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philosophy in the university, the evaluation and approval of corporate plan, development 
of corporate objectives and alternative corporate strategies. 

DISCUSSIONS 

According to the findings of this study, all universities that participated in this study have 
a vision and mission statement. The missions are formally written statements that 
employees and other stakeholders can identify with. Majority of the universities have had 
their mission statements over the period they have been in existence. The existence of a 
vi sion and mission statement is a good indicator of whether strategic planning exists in 

the university. 

1 he vision provides an insight as to where the univer ity would like to be in the future, 
while the mission defin es the bu inc of the univer ity. P arcc and R bin on, (2000), 
contend that an organization's mi ion embodie th bu inc phil ' phy f the ·trutcgi 
decision makers, implie the image the organization cck' to projc t, rene t , the 

organi zation's self-concept, and indicates the organization' principal pr du t r 'cr i 'c 

areas and the primary customer needs the organizati n ' ill attempt to satisf . lhc 
statements are usuall y the starting point in the developm nt of ·trategic plans. 

All univcr ities both public and privat involved in thi tud h vc fom1 11 writh.:n 

objectives. In attaining th et of obj tiv , publi onsidct m. n. •erial 
performance a key actor. 'I hi fi t r m 'b ttribut 

until n.: ently tc fully c p 1 mcnt nl the \ l t I 
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strategic objectives are set. However, participation of the faculty staff is also considered 

critical. This is because in a university set up, it requires support and involvement of the 

faculty staff. Because of the importance of shared governance in university management, 

faculty's involvement is key and building consensus right from the beginning becomes 

essential for university-based strategic planning. University faculty can' t be "directed" 

(i .e. command authority) in the same way as employees in a company because 

"centralized power" at universities is not very strong. 

There is a strong indication that most of the universities involved in this study had 

operational plans, which were developed long before mission statements were introduced 

in these organizations. This further gives evidence to the preposition that environmental 

complexity forces organizations to resort to strategic management as a means of survival. 

perational plans arc generally reviewed on a yearly ba is. It is probable that these 

operational plans arc mainly budget , which the e in tituti n hav rcli d n for 

forecasting or extrapolation to predict the future. 

trategic plans are developed in all universi ties, which part icipated in thi, ' tml . The 

development of strategic plans was indicated as being deYeloped by th management 

board, wi th the involvement of the academic members f tuff and th planning 

department. porn , ( 1999) points to planning as n ppropri t fi rst skp tm: ards 

institutional change. Among the even (7) prt=p 

sugge ts that adaptation; i 1niti by dt:m. nJs 

in ti tuti na l mi ion t t 111 nt nd rnu t nc l h. t I 

rnu t ha c th cornmitn nt 

' I h wl pi 
,, in th 1 lm loa 

tl 



that the university management boards and council are actively involved in strategy 

formulation especially in private universities. 

Though the decentralized approach to strategic planning makes it everyone' s 

responsibility for its implementation, effective strategic planning still begins and ends at 

the top manager of the organization. Active involvement of the top manager or the 

executive-in-charge is critical to the success and effectiveness of strategic planning and 

the implementation of the resulting strategic plan. This is so because the top manager, 

more than any manager in the organization, is in a position to influence the current and 

future direction of the organization. In the context of strategic planning, the top manager 

must act as the driving force of the organization, with a capability of creating change, 

making things happen, and otherwise causing the organization to be better positioned in 

it environment (Thompson and trickland, 1984). During the trategy fom1ulation tage, 

the role of the top manager is to define a clear and in piring mi si n ~ r th rganizati n, 

e tablish challenging strategic objectives, and guide the ft rmulation of tratcgics that 

achieve the strategic objecti ves. 

The results of this study reveal that public univer ·iti 

strategic plans quarterly and annually. Perhap thi i 

implementation of performance c nt 
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highly participatory process and requires many people at many levels to work m 

synchrony (Machado et. al. , 2004). 

Environmental scanning is the acquisition and use of information about events, trends 

and relationships in an organization' s external environment, the knowledge of which 

would assist management in planning the organization ' s future course of action (Aguilar, 

1967). Organizations scan the environment in order to understand the external forces of 

change so that they may develop effective responses which secure or improve their 

position in the future. They scan in order to avoid surprises, identify threats and 

opportunities, gain, competitive advantage and improve long-term and short-term 

planning ( utton , 1988). This is in agreement with the results of this study whereby all 

respondents indicated that they gathered information on the external environment. The 

Deans of faculty, u e o f internal consultant , Univer ity Management Board , as well as 

the involvement of the Vice hancellor were indicated a being r~,;spo ns ibl ~,; fo r 

coll ecting information on the environment. 

ompetitor analysis is important in help ing a univer ity to ident ify it · po ·it ion in the 

market, relative to its business rival ·. 1 he re ult of thi tudy ind1catc that um crs1t ics 

gathered in formation about competitor . The inforn1ation ommonl • olh.: · ted 1s on 

courses offered, fees charged, quality of t , f; nd hang<.; · m 

curriculum . Al l the univer itie de rib d the level ~.:ompctitit n to b lu •h, stiff or 

moderate. In public univer itic 
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Participants in this study described the overall industry attractiveness as highly attractive. 

Perhaps this may be attributed to the fact that the module II courses are still attracting 

large numbers of students since their introduction in 1998 in public universities. On the 

other hand, 75% of the private universities in this study consider it moderately attractive 

while 25% consider it to be highly attractive. This is expected because they have to 

compete with public universities which are exchequer funded and controls vast resources. 

Capital base, access to qualified academic staff and market size appears prominently as 

crucial to the success in the industry. 

The use of strategic planning by universities in Kenya is consistent with the empirical 

findings from previous studies on strategic planning practices in various organizations 

(Karanja, 2004; Bukusi, 2003; Mutonyi, 2003; Wahome, 2003; agwa, 2002 and Kiliko, 

200 I) among others. 

The results are also consistent with trategic planning theory. rganizati n · tend to resort 

to strategic planning as the environment becomes more turbulent in order to ·urvi c. 

ince organizations have to interact with their environment, they haYe to merge their 

capabilities and strategies to the changing en ironment. 1 he u ·e of strategic planning 

enables the organization to align it elf to the change in the environment nd thus ensure 

the long-term survival of the organization. 
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Management Board, who happen to be the senior management team in the university. 

Four, the university Council's role is limited to approving the strategic plan and 

providing resources for its implementation. Five, the role of the corporate planning 

department in strategic planning process is minimal especially in private universities 

where they are almost non existent. A decentralized approach to strategic planning, 

which makes the faculties responsible for their implementation is noted. Six, amongst 

the universities, strategy is largely internally communicated and rarely communicated 

to external parties. Seven, from the study, it can be further concluded that the 

strategic planning which is currently being practiced by the universities in Kenya is 

considered to have been the result of the need to align organizational capability and 

strategies to the rapidly changing environmental conditions to enable them survive 

and pro per in the future. 

5.3 LIMIT A TIO OF THE T DY 
orne difficulties were encountered in the proce s of carrying out thi · study. The muin 

limitation worthy noting was the reluctance to pro ide infonnati n by ·om of the 

respondents especiall y the theological college . ut of the even (7) theologica l colleges 

authorized to offer univer ity education, only two (2) agr ed to parti ipatc in this stud . 

orne of the finding from the tudy ould h vc b 
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foreign universities to offer university education in Kenya. Others have been accredited 
to offer diplomas and certificates by public universities across the country. 

5.5 RECOMMENDATION FOR POLICY AND PRACTICE 
On the whole, it can be stated that the concept of formal strategic planning (and 
management) is not very well entrenched by the universities in Kenya. This assertion can 
be made because of the following reasons:- Nearly 85% of the private universities studied 
have no corporate planning department and even where they exist, like public 
universities, the responsibility for strategic planning rests with the University 
Management Board and is not assigned to a specific corporate planning unit. Although all 
the uni versities have vi sion and mission statements, they arc not well articulated and 
communicated to the relevant stakeholder . orne a pcct of tratcgic planning process 
like environmental canning and competitor analy i arc not well articulated . In cs. en e, 
strategic planning is not considered a a di tinct eparatc function like finance or human 
resource management. It is absorbed by the other functional department, co llege and 
faculty management. 

The concept of fo rmal strategic planning, therefore, n d to bt= adopted b all 
universities whether private or public, irre pec tive f iz ownership or age.: be ausc of 
the posi tive contribution that formal trategy can imp on the.: pc.: rform. n of 
univer. ity. In addition, gi en the num rou h 11 n b the c.:n i10nmcnt, the.: 
univer itie need to tr nllin th ir t Jl nnin to c.:nsut 
that they n.: con t ntly li nt t 
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APPENDIX I 

University ofNairobi 
Faculty of Commerce 
Department of Business Administration 
P.O.Box 30197, 
Nairobi - 00100. 

Vice Chancellor 
University __________ _ 

Dear Sir/Madam 

RE: LETTER OF REQUEST TO DO RESEARCH lN YOUR 
UNIVERSITY 

As part of the requirement of the MBA degree, the under igned wh i a tud nt in the Faculty of ommerce, Department of Busine Admini tration i required t undertake u 
management research project in partial fulfillment of the Ma ter gr c in Bu incss 
Administration (M A). lie is required to undertake a tudy of trnte 1ic Phmning 
Practice by universities in Kenya. Your university ha been elected for thi ' tudy. 

The research will involve the respondent filling in a questionnaire to be deli ered and picked by the student. The information and data required will b u ed for a ademi ' 
purposes only and will be treated with utmost confidcn e. 

Your cooperation in participating in thi tudy \ ·ill b high! ppn.: i ted . 
Thank you in advanc . 

out luithfully 

utu 



APPENDIX II 
Questionnaire No. __ _ 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

This questionnaire seeks to establish strategic planning practices within Kenyan 

universities . The information obtained will be treated in utmost confidence and will be 

used for no other purpose other than academic. Please, discuss with the data collector in 

case of any difficulties or clarifications required. 

The questionnaire is in two parts, A and B. Part A consists of questions aimed at 

obtaining general information about your university. Part B eek infom1ation on the 

tratcgic planning practice of your in titution. 

PART A: BA KGRO D I FORM TO. 

E TIO 1: 

I. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

IVER ITYD T 

Public 

1 ........ . 

) 



Health Sciences ( ) 
Other (Specify) ....................................... . 

7. DOES YOUR UNIVERSITY HAVE CONSTITUENT COLLEGES? 
Yes ( ) 
No ( ) 

8. IF YES, HOW MANY? ..................................... .. ..................................................... . 9. NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES (i) Academic ............ . 
(ii) Non- Academic ........ . 

SECTION II: GENERAL INFORMATION 

1. NAME AND TITLE OF RESPONDENT 

2. AGE (Tick one) 
Less than 35 years ( ) 
35 45 years ( ) 
Above 45 years ( ) 

3. F R II W L N IIAV ~ Y B ·N IN MANA l· MFNT? 

Le s than 5 year 
6-10 years 
11 -15 years 
16-20 years 
Above 20 years 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

4. PL ~ A • TATE YO RA AD ·MI A D PR 
BA K ROUND 

I·L. . I AL 

................. .................................................................................. 
·· ································································································· 
0 o o 0 o o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I I 0 0 0 0. I I 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 I I 0 5. HOW MA Y YbAR II Vh Y R '1 [)I Hl· lll<dll I 1•1 lJ( 'll( 

'11'1 lJI 10 '? ......... ............................................... .. 

PAR 

Sf'~( '110 ' 1: 



IfNo, please move to Section II 

(a) Is it a formally written statement, which employees and other stakeholders 
can identify with? 
Yes ( ) 
No ( ) 

(b) Who formulated the mission statement? Tick 
Council members/Board of directors 
Vice Chancellor/CEO 
University Management Board 
Senate 
Consultants (i) Internal 

(ii) External 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

Senior Management in the UNIVERSITY ( ) 
Others (Specify) ... .. ......................... .......... ............... . ............ . 

(c) When was the mission statement implemented? Tick 
Under 2 years ago ( ) 
2 Under 4 years ago ( ) 
4 Under 6 years ago ( ) 
6 - Under 8 years ago ( ) 
Over 8 years ago ( ) 

'ECTJON H: OBJECTIVES D THEIR ETTI G 

1. DO YOU HAVE ANY ET OBJE TIV 
Yes 

F R Y 
( ) 
( ) 

RDR 

R 

No 
2. IF Y ~ 

i) 
ii) 
iii) 
iv) 

, PL A ~ LJ T TH M IN TH · 

.................................................................................. 

II llh H .. 
············· ............................................................. . 



v) 

5. IS EVERYONE IN YOUR INSTITUTION AWARE OF THESE OBJECTIVES? 
Yes ( ) 
No ( ) 

6. IF YES, HOW ARE THEY COMMUNICATED? 
i) ....... .. .......... .. ... ... ........... ..... ........................................ . 
ii) ............. .. . .. ............. . .......................... . ...................... . . . 
iii) ....................... .... ...... .. .................. .............................. . 

7. WHEN WAS THE LAST TIME THERE WAS A SIGNIFICANT CHANGE IN YOUR OBJECTIVES? 

8. WHAT WAS CHANGED AT THAT TIME? 
Objective Change 

10. W ULD YOU AY THAT YO R IVER ITY H 
U ·DED OR FAIL D TO A HIEV IT 

Yes ( ) 
No ) 



Government 1 2 3 4 
Council members/ Board of Directors 1 2 3 4 Vice Chancellor/Chief Executive Officer 1 2 3 4 
Management Board 1 2 3 4 
Corporate Planning Department 1 2 3 4 
Academic members of staff 1 2 3 4 
Non-academic members of staff 1 2 3 4 
Students 1 2 3 4 

13 . TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOUR OBJECTIVES SERVE AS AN IMPORTANT ROLE IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS. (Use 5point scale where 1 =do not serve this role up to 5= serve an important role) 

Evaluation of past performance 1 2 3 4 
Communication to external publics 1 2 3 4 Evaluation of second level objectives 1 2 3 4 - . - - -Mom tor current performance 1 2 3 4 -U ed to activate contingencies 1 2 3 4 
Provide challenge and motivation t- 2 -

3 4 1 ..___ 
-

14. 14.DO YOU BELl VE THAT Y UR ORP RATE R P TATl N llA HANGED IN THE PAST 5 Y AR (Use 5point cale where 1 1e fa orab1c up to 5- more favorable) 

As viewed by your clients 1 2 3 4 
As viewed by the general public 1 2 4 _ .____ 

TIO Ill: OPERA TJO, L PL 

1. D 
Ye 

0 

JVER ITY D V L P Y Pl.RA'll \ L Pl \ S'} 
( ) 
( ) 

If'No, why? ..... .... .................................................................................................... . 

in th tJ 1 'I · R II Y'7 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 -
5 -
5 -

5 
5 



(c) Who are the key participants in the development of these plans? ...................... . 

(d) Do the following features characterize the planning process in the Institution? (Please tick as appropriate) 
(i) Formal planning meetings 
(ii) Informal planning sessions 
(iii) Timetables for the preparation of plans 
(iv) Well defined responsibilities for planning 
(v) Existence of a planning department 

SECTION IV: STRATEGIC PLANS 

1. DO YOU HAVE A STRATEGIC PLAN (SP) 
Yes ( ) 
No ( ) 

2. 

3. 
(i) The ouncil/Board of Directors ( ) 
(ii) The management Board ( ) 
(iii) The planning department ( ) 
(iv) onsultants ( ) 
(v) Academic Members of taff ( ) 
(vi) Other taff ( ) 
(vii) tudents ( ) 

4. 

Yes ( 
Yes ( 
Yes ( 
Yes ( 
Yes ( 

) No ( 
) No ( 
) No ( 
) No ( 
) No ( 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 



6. HOW FREQUENT IS THE PROGRESS REVIEWED AGAINST PLAN? (i) Monthly ( ) 
(ii) Quarterly ( ) 
(iii) Half yearly ( ) 
(iv) Annually ( ) 
(v) Less than once a year ( ) 

6. ARE MANAGERS HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR VARIANCES BETWEEN PLAN AND ACTUAL PERFORMANCE? 
Yes ( ) 
No ( ) 

7. IF NO, PLEASE GNE REASONS WHY? 

ECTION V: EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENT 

1. DOES YOUR INSTITUTION AUDIT Til EXT ~RNAL EN VIR N M ~ NT? Yes ( ) 
No ( ) 

2. IF YES, PLEASE DESCRIBE 
(i) the kind of audit carried out 

1) ..... . ...... . .. .... . ... . . . .... . .......... . . ... .... ... ...... . ........ . 
2) . . .. . ... .. . . ... . . . ·· · ·· · · ·. ······· · ···· · ··· · ··· ... .. .. · · ·· ···· · ..... . (ii) Who is in olved in the e. t m l udit 
1) .. ...... . ... . ....................................................... . 
2) ....................................................... ··············· 
3) .................................................................... . (iii) '1 he our~.: o th in tm th n 
1) t I I I I I I It I I I I I It I I I I I I I I It I I I I It I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I' I I It I 

2 I I I I I I I I 1 I I I I I I I I I I I I I I. I I I I II I I I I I I I I I I I til I I I I I It I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I It I I 

(iv) 
I . I •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I I •••• I ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I I. 



1. BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE LEVEL OF COMPETITION IN THE HIGHER EDUCATION SECTOR 

2. HOW STRONG DOES YOUR UNIVERSITY CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING FORCES OF COMPETITION TO BE IN THE INDUSTRY (Use 5point scale where 1 =not strong all up to 5= extremely strong) 

Barriers to entry 1 2 3 4 5 Rivalry among Competitors 1 2 3 4 5 Bargaining power of customers 1 2 3 4 5 Bargaining power of suppliers 1 2 3 4 5 Availability of substitutes 1 2 3 4 5 Government action 1 2 3 4 5 

3. 0 Y U ATTI R IN ORMATION AB UT YOUR MP TIT R ? Yes ( ) 
No ( ) 

4. I Y , BRI • L Y D RIB , Tl-I ~; 
(i) kind of information gathered 

(ii) How the information is gathered 

5. PLEAS INDI ATE THE L V L R I ATTA H 10 TH OLL ~ 
important up to 5 cry Important) 



6. WHICH UNIVERSITIESS DO YOU CONSIDER TO BE YOUR FIVE MAJOR 
COMPETITORS? (PLEASE LIST THEM STARTING WITH THE MOST 
IMPORTANT) 

i) 
ii) 
iii) 
iv) 
v) 

7. WHAT DO YOU CONSIDER TO BE THEIR:-
i) Strengths/Capabilities 

1. . ..................................................................... . 
2 ........................................................................ . 
3. ········································································ 
4. ······················· ··········· ······································ ii) Weaknesses 
1. . ...................................................................... . 
2 ......... ... ....................................... ............ . ........ . 
3. ········································································ 4 ........................................................................ . 

E TION VII: INDUSTRY ANAL YSI 
1. HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE OV RALL IND TRY 

A TTRA TIVENESS 

2. 

Less attractive 
Moderately attractive 
Highly attractive 

T 

II It 

R 
·n11:. 1 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

1 

y lD R ll · -



ii) 
iii) 
iv) 
v) 

SECTION VIII: INTERNAL ANALYSIS 
1. DOES YOUR UNNERSITY CARRY OUT INTERNAL AUDITS? 

Yes ( ) 
~0 ( ) 

20 IF YES, BRIEFLY DESCRIBE HOW THESE ARE CARRIED OUT 

30 WHAT DO YOU CO~SIDER TO BE YOUR UNNERSITY'S rnTER~AL FORCES? 

40 WI IA T D YOU 0~ ID R TO B , YOUR UNIV ~R ITY ' 
i) Strengths 

1. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

20 oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 

30 oooooooooooooooooo oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 

40 oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 

ii) Weaknesse 
l o 0. 0 ••• 0 0. 0 0. 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0 ••• 0 0 •••••••••••••• 0 •••• 0. 0 0 •••• 0 0 •••••••• 0 •• 0 0. 0 00 

2 . ........................................................................ . 3 . ....................................................................... . 
4 . ....................................................................... . 

Ill 



UNIVERSITIES IN KENYA 

PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES 

1. University ofNairobi 

2. Moi University 

3. Kenyatta University 

4. Egerton University 

APPENDIX III 

5. Jomo Kenyatta University of Agriculture and Technology 

6. Maseno University 

PRIVATE UNIVER ITI 

B) Uni r iti • ith L tt r nm ulh 11t\ 

IJ . 'en th 

17. 



C) Universities with Certificates of Registration 

18. Kenya Highlands Bible College, Kericho (Reg. 1989) 

19. St. Paul's United Theological College (Reg. 1989) 

20. East Africa School of Theology (Reg. 1989) 

21. Pan Africa Christian College (Reg. 1989) 

22. Nairobi Evangelical Graduate School of Theology (Reg. 1989) 

23. Nairobi International School of Theology (Reg. 1989) 

(Source: Commission for Higher Education, Kenya) 



APPENDIX IV 

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION, SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

Student Enrolment by Gender in Universities, 1999/2000-2003/2004 

2002/2003 2003/2004 
INSTITUTION 1999/2000 

r----.~---+--~~-----r----.-----~~--.-----r-~--~--~ Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

2001/2002 2000/2001 

Public Universities 
Nairobi 8,419 3,523 8,383 3,341 10,638 4,345 10,737 4,623 9,603 4,406 
Kenyatta 4,188 3,008 4,510 3,019 10,638 4,314 10,737 4,998 10,753 5,023 
Moi 3,483 2,312 4,753 1,960 5,469 2,310 6,275 2,638 5,804 2,8 12 
Egerton _ 7, 131 2,842 5,998 1,968 6,816 2,284 6,975 2,387 6,908 2,444 Jomo Kenyatta 2,5 11 626 2,992 1,288 2,565 1,11 5 3,184 1,404 3,203 1,454 (JKUA 1 __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Ma cno 2,338 1,385 2,596 1,53 2,531 1,51 3,505 2, 130 3,429 2, 178 i-_ -- 1---'- ~- _-- --- -r_ · ~-t-"--c·-r- r --~b-total 28,070 ._!_3,696_'-291.232 13,11_i 38,656 15, 7 41,412 ._1 , I 1 ~ 9,699 IH, 17 ,-Private niversities --.- ---.- --,-- -......-- - .-.---- --.,.---- --.,.---- - -Private 3,186 3,816 3,093 4,050 3,122 4,0 9 3,476 4,163 3,650 4, 71 Accredited 
Private ------+-7-7-7 --+-34-6---+-87-6--~1-4-7-2---4-9-4-9--+511 t-7~4-2--t 748 763 - 757 -
Unaccredited 

~----1-- -- -I- --t- ::--l-----t---:-----+-~----+----r ub-total 3,963 4,162 3,968 4,521 4,071 4,600 4,224 4, 05 
t---

4,412 5,128 Total 32,033 17,858 33,200 17,636 42,727 20,486 45,635 23 ,0!6 44,111 23,445 ._ rand total 49,891 50,836 63 214 68,721 67,556 
Source: Ministry of Education, Science and T hn 1 gy 


