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Environment:

OPERATIONAL TERMS

The combination of internal, industry and external
factors/forces that influence an organization’s rapeg
situation and functions. Such forces include cusiem
competitors, suppliers, distributors, industry ttensubstitutes,
economic conditions, employees, response strategs of
regulations, government  activities, innovation, and
technological development, demographic, social anlural

factors.

Response strategiesThe processes employed by management of an oegemian

Public university:

Module Il students:

Managerial:

order to deal effectively and efficiently with eything that
affects the growth and profitability of the orgaatipn so that it
can position itself optimally in its competitive \@ronment by
maximizing the anticipation of environmental change
Represents both fully-fledged universities and versity
colleges.

All self-sponsored students.

Of or relating to a manager or to the functioesponsibilities,
or position of management and comprising activisesh as
planning, organizing, staffing, leading or diregtinand
controlling an organization effort for the purposef

accomplishing its goals.
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Public-Private Partnership
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ABSTRACT

The environment in which organizations operate astiouously changing, thereby
posing challenges to organizations, and higher &t institutions are no exception.
The objective of this study was to understand hablip universities in Kenya respond
to environmental and managerial challenges andattters that influence the choice of
the response strategies. The study design wasipleseand utilized a cross-sectional
survey of all the public universities in Kenya bydnainistering a structured
guestionnaire to the top management team by madildxop-and-pick-later methods.
Additional primary data were collected through aliaons and interviews. Secondary
data were collected from published works and, usities and government documents
in public domain in order to corroborate the datdlected from the primary sources.
Statistical Package for Social Scientists (SPSS) used to generate data that were
analyzed using descriptive statistics. Contentlagtal analyses techniques were also
used for data analysis. Positive responses weedvast from 63 respondents out of 91,
yielding a 69.4% response rate. Of the respondét@® had basic training in the
sciences and only 3% in business; 79% had no wiofea training in management and
only 8% each had training at postgraduate diplonthpostgraduate degree levels. The
universities faced managerial challenges to a egrea&xtent than they faced
environmental challenges. The control function afnagement, and competitive and
economic macro-economic factors posed the highedlenge. A significant difference
(p<0.05) in the managerial and environmental chgks existed between new and old
universities, and rural and urban universities.réhgas significant difference (p<0.05)
and no significant difference (p<0.05) among theehcategories of public universities
(old, new and university colleges) in manageriad anvironmental challenges,
respectively. The public universities adopted Rtztgeneric competitive strategy
model, of cost leadership, differentiation and ®®cto counter the challenges
experienced, and in particular cost leadership difterentiation. The extent of
adoption of differentiation strategy was signifidgrdifferent (p<0.05) between the old
and new universities and not among the three cagsgof public universities. Grand
strategies adopted were diversification in relabeiness, expansion and strategic
alliances. The major operational strategies adoptedded, management leadership in
the formulation of response strategies, distributeadership, benchmarking, and
mounting of evening and weekend programmes. Somthefoperational strategies
adopted by some universities were, however, urgtliod may compromise quality.
Porter’'s five competitive forces (PFCF) framewonkluenced the choice of response
strategies adopted by the universities, particuldmteat from new entrants, especially
local private universities. The influence of theoide of the response strategies by
PFCF framework was independent of the time the amity was established and its
status. Pressure from stakeholders, changes inrgoeat funding, reforms in the
higher education sub-sector and location of theamity also influenced the choice of
response strategies. The results indicate thaigublversities in Kenya experience a
multitude of environmental and managerial challenged have adopted response
strategies to cope with the challenges. The regpetiategies adopted and the factors
influencing their choice are more or less similar those applied by corporate
organizations among them, grand strategies, Psrggaheric competitive strategy and
PFCF framework. The results further indicate thed turrent public universities in
Kenya are dependent on the environment in whicly thgerate and, therefore, the
study contributes to the environment-dependencaryhaf organizations.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background of the Study

The business world today is undergoing rapid ti@msation, and is operating in a
highly turbulent and dynamic environment that cdlis businesses to plan and
anticipate any uncertain future. This scenario p@sed various environmental and
managerial challenges to organizations. Indeedness firms that do not foresee this
are doomed to fail. Therefore, the survival, groatid prosperity of any organization
depends on how it responds to changes taking jptatee environment. In view of
this, strategic management plays a key role intiposing businesses in their quest to
achieve sustainable competitive advantage. Thésimanagement style is, however,
determined not only by its ability to respond te tthanging environment but also by
its unique managerial approaches, control systemesjsion-making styles and
communication modes (Lavie, Haunschild and KhanR@l12). Therefore, for
organizations to remain truly competitive over tiagethe environment changes, they
have to learn to adapt and reorient themselvekaahanging environment. For this
reason, there has to be a deliberate and coorditedming to a gradual systematic
realignment between the environment and the orgéiniZs strategic orientation that

results in improvement in performance, efficienog &ffectiveness.

The challenges that modern businesses face, antmrg tanagerial have been
brought about by the ever dynamic and turbulentirenmnent. In order for an
organization to remain successful in its businéissre is need to understand the
challenges, opportunities and threats that areigied\vby the external environment, so
that the organization can take advantage of th@rppities and avoid threats (Xu,
Lahaney, Clarke and Duan, 2003) by applying appatgresponse strategies. It is,
therefore, only those firms that have put in plappropriate response strategies that
will survive and achieve sustainable competitivewaaddage. Universities in Kenya
today are operating in a highly turbulent and dyicasmvironment as a result of
liberalization of the higher education industrysuking in an influx of many players.
As a result, this has brought about managerial lehgés to higher education

institutions (HEIs), especially public universities



Regardless of the industry, organizations operateaidynamic and turbulent
environment, hence unpredictable. These externahgds have to be assessed
thoroughly so as to keep abreast of the variabfeenpinning current and future
business operations. Ansoff and McDonnell (1990edsthat organizations are
environment-serving; they interact with the envir@mt in such a way that they get
inputs from the environment, process and give badke environment in the form of
goods and services. For an organization to surwivesuch an environment, its
strategies, therefore, need to focus on its cus®nie deal with emerging
environmental challenges. A major escalation iniremmental turbulence means a
change from the familiar world to that of new thsngnew technologies, new
competition, new customers and a new dimensionoafak control (Ansoff and
McDonnell, 1990). The environment in which orgati@as operate is never constant
and given its composition and forces therein, iespnts unique challenges to
organizations and their management. Indeed, it iernwthere are ‘radical and
discontinuous’ environmental changes that orgamizat are most challenged to
adapt. Therefore, organizations need the envirohmaiile the environment needs
the organizations, none can exist without the ottiet is, they are interdependent.
For this reason, this study will be guided by timeinment-dependence theory of
organizations since the managerial functions oflipulniversities are influenced by
the environment and at the same time the publicveusities influence the

environment by supplying it with the needed manpoavel skills.

1.1.1. Concept of strategy
Strategy is an action that managers take to attaéor more of the organization’s

goals. It gives a general direction for the compang its various components to
achieve a desired state in the future. Strateggretbre, results in utilizing and
allocating the scarce resources within the orgaioizal environment so as to meet
the present objectives (Pearce and Robinson, 2&bhda-Pupo and Guerras-Martin
(2012) have extended recent reflection on the éwwmiwof strategic management by
analyzing the field's object of study: strategy.spige its wide diffusion and the
application of central models and concepts, thegengany definitions of the strategy
concept and strategic management, most of whidk dacintegrating nature (Nag,
Hambrick and Chen, 2007). Further, although stsategne of the most taught and

studied concepts, it is paradoxically also onehefleast understood (Ronda-Pupo and



Guerras-Martin, 2012). In order, therefore, to usthnd the nature of strategic
management and response strategies it is impaianhderstand what strategy is,
since the strategic management process means rdefiand managing the

organization’s strategy.

Organizational strategies are classified into thdiéerent levels, corporate, business
and functional levels. Each level has distinct ebtaristics. For example, the
corporate level strategy is concerned with domafecsion or which industry
sector(s) to compete in, whereas the business kvatlegy is concerned with the
domain navigation which include how to compete irsedected market segment.
Functional-level strategies are derived from theimess-level strategy and focus on
the maximization of resource productivity (O’'Regé#ting, Ghobadian and Perren,
2012). In management, the concept of strategykentn broader terms. According to
Jauch and Glueck (201(yrategy is the unified, comprehensive and integrgt@n
that relates the strategic advantage of the firrthéochallenges of the environment
and is designed to ensure that basic objectives tled# enterprise are
achieved through proper implementation procesgelmeral, corporate-level strategy
is too aggregated to enable satisfactory understgndf strategic responses to
environmental influence, while functional-levela&gies rarely indicate a strategic
response on their own (O’'Regan et al., 2012). Mdsthe theory development on
strategy framework assumed that it occurs in thgfofit sector. This leaves the non-
profit organizations (like universities) to eithamterpret the empirical findings
regarding strategy framework to fit the non-praféctor or reject the findings as
inapplicable (Phipps and Burbach, 2010). Availabéence suggests that strategic
approaches in non-profit organizations may be défie (Thach and Thompson,
2007). Strategy as a matter of fact is a managegene plan to outwit competitors
through offering goods and services beyond theoousts’ expectations and also
through creating and innovating new goods and sesvas per new demands and

reposition the firm more competitively in the matrke

1.1.2. Concept of management
The concept of management is not fixed; it changesording to time and

circumstances (Sharmaa, 2010), that is, it is couéd The concept of management

has been used in integration and authority, arfdréifit authors on management have



given different concepts. Management is that fiefdhuman behavior in which
managers plan, organize, staff, direct and cotiwahan and financial resources in an
organized group effort in order to achieve desiratlvidual and group objectives
with optimum efficiency and effectiveness (Joned &eorge, 2008; Subedi, 2010).

According to Sharmaa (2010) there are five maincepts of management: First,
functional concept: according to this concept managnt is what a manager does and
is principally the task of planning, coordinatimgotivating and controlling the effort
of others towards a specific objective. It is thregess by which the elements of a
group are integrated, coordinated and/or utilizedas to effectively and efficiently
achieve organizational objectives. Second, gettihimgs done through others
concept: according to this concept, managemenheasatrt of getting things done
through others by directing and inspiring peoptasla very narrow and traditional
concept of management. Third, leadership and aeeisiaking concept: according to
this concept, management is an art and sciencee@sidn-making and leadership.
Most of the manager’'s time is consumed in takingisiens and achievement of
objectives depends on the quality of decisions. il&ity, both production and
productivity can be increased by efficient leadgrsbnly. Leadership provides
efficiency, coordination and continuity in an orgaation. Fourth, productivity
concept: according to this concept, managemenmt &teof increasing productivity by
securing maximum productivity with a minimum of @ff so as to secure maximum
prosperity and happiness for both employer and eyegl, and give the public the
best possible service. Fifth, universality conceptcording to this concept,
management is universal in the sense that it isicapbe anywhere whether social,

religious, public, business or industrial.

1.1.3. Organization and its environment
The organization environment is the set of forcesasinding an organization that

have the potential to affect the way it operates isaccess to scarce resources. The
organization needs to properly understand the enment for effective management
(Davis and Powell, 1992). Thus, environment areitifleences that an organization
must manage and is composed of the institutionforaes outside the organization
that potentially affect the organization’s perfomna. These typically include,

suppliers, competitors, customers, government &gy agencies and public



pressures (Rao, 2008). Organizations seek to mahagencertainty imposed by their
interdependence with the environment in two wag$:tlirough internal strategies of
adaptation and adjustment or organizational desigh(b) through external strategies

or modes of interaction (Davis and Powell, 1992).

Environmental conditions are important in effectisgategic responses (Mitchell,
Shepherd, and Sharfman, 2011; Hough and White, )2@3vironment not only
moderates the relationship between decision-legetofs highlighted in previous
studies (Hough and White, 2003) but it also impaleés consistency of the direction
themselves (Mitchell et al., 2011). Further, theimmment determines the structure
of an organization and the two basic factors tledind an organization environment
are complexity and stability (Hough and White, 200Bepending on the mix of
complexity and stability, an organization may depespecific roles and departments
to manage the organizational environment. The degoé instability in an
environment is captured in the volatility dimensiéihen there is a high degree of
unpredictable change, the environment is dynamrgagizations which operate in
environments characterized as scarce, dynamic amglex face the greatest degree
of uncertainty. This is because they have littlernofor error, high unpredictability
and diverse set of elements in the environmentdoitor constantly (Rao, 2008). As
the environment changes, organizations find themsah an unfamiliar environment
and have to respond by integrating change andnialieing the ability to adapt to the
new environment for survival and growth. Organizasi respond to turbulence in the

environment by formulating new strategies (PearckRobinson, 2011).

1.1.4. Environmental and managerial challenges

In their quest to remain competitive, organizatiomsve to overcome various
challenges, among them managerial and those broalghtit by changes in the
external environment. The environment within whéshorganization operates can be
classified into external (remote and industry) amdrnal environments. The external
environment refers to those factors outside themmgtion’s influence but which
affect the organization’s operations. It presehésdpportunities that the organization
can exploit and poses threats which can hindeotbanization’s activities (Johnson
et al., 2008). The remote environmental factors thh@ng about the challenges

emanate from politics, economy, technology, sodedal and ecology (Johnson,



Scholes, and Whittington, 2008; Thompson, Strictlaand Gamble, 2008). The
internal (operating) environment refers to thosedes within an organization which
the organization exercises a great deal of comaindl which affect the organization’s
operations, that is, strengths and weaknessesgdoland Scholes, 2002; Thompson
et al., 2008). These environmental challenges i&sdylto bring about managerial
challenges, and, therefore, the need to integhate .t Therefore, the organization has
to know how and what to respond to, know whetherattions should be proactive or
reactive in order to increase market share andygafd customers. This requires new
skills to help counter these challenges in the renment (Pearce and Robinson,
2011). For this reason, organizations being enun@mially-dependent need to

employ response strategies in order to adapt toltaaging environment.

Writing (2010), indicated that there are variousltdnges facing businesses in the
fast-paced, globally-oriented markets of today’sldicamong them financial, quality,
performance, human resource management, processtatiops and change
management among others. These hinder the orgamfedm achieving the desired
efficiency and effectiveness and hence its perfacaaand profitability. One of the
biggest, and also one of the hardest to solvegus th effectively manage across the
various functions of a business without micromanggind without causing excessive
delays or conflicts within these functions. Sevetdlerent functions of a business
may need to be integrated into a management ptahtheere are numerous schools of
thought on how to accomplish these challenges. @rs management challenge
facing businesses is the idea of human capital geanant, what is the best way to
meet the needs of these employees and also bl thieir skills and talents to keep

the business functioning smoothly.

Further, Drucker (1999) outlined other challendest face managers, including, the
challenge of new management paradigms that inclm@@agement practice does not
just apply to businesses but all organizationsrethes no "right" or "wrong"
organizational structure, the object is to develggiructure that fits the task, managers
want to lead people rather than manage them amahtiievay to do that is to make use
of the strengths and knowledge of each individmal e scope of management is not
limited solely to the organization itself, but skdbaddress the entire process by which

added value is delivered to consumers. Others teechallenge of new business



strategies and uncertainties; the challenge to tdmohge in which managers lack a
willingness to attempt to make the future, syst&matthods to identify and anticipate
changes and techniques for introducing internaledrnal changes; the challenge of
the availability of more information; the challengéknowledge worker productivity

and the challenge of being able to manage onesbére managers are unable to
identify their unique strengths, where they addriust value and what their specific

contributions are.

1.1.5. Public universities in Kenya

Education forms the basis upon which economic,as@aid political development of
any nation is founded. Investment in education loalp to foster economic growth,
enhance productivity, contribute to national anciaadevelopment, and reduce social
inequality (World Bank, 1998). Higher educationydaa crucial role in the supply of
high level manpower for the socio-political and mamic development of a nation
(Ekundayo and Ajayi, 2009). It is the realizatiohtbis fact that there has been a
rising demand for higher education in Kenya in teeent past that is driven by an
ever changing labour market dynamics coupled witlambitious and bulging youth
population. To combat this trend, the governmergraged several middle level
colleges to university college status and alsoat many public university colleges
to fully-fledged universities, many of them removiedm urban centres. Until 2007,
Kenya had only seven public universities, namelyiversity of Nairobi, Moi
University, Kenyatta University, Egerton Universitjomo Kenyatta University of
Agriculture and Technology, Maseno University anddihde Muliro University of
Science and Technology. In 2003 when the NARC gowent came into power, it
introduced free primary education and later freoedary education. In preparation
for the increased number of students transitingiritversity, a number of tertiary
institutions were upgraded to university collegBsis was despite the fact that some
did not have the basic infrastructure for univgrsigiining but this shortcoming was

overtaken by political influence.

As at the fourth quarter of 2012, Kenya had 24 ersity colleges but in quick
succession 15 of these university colleges wereatde to full-fledged university
status by March 2013, their readiness to this stattwithstanding. This action is

bound to bring about both environmental and manalgehallenges among them



competition, human resource management, financadagement, quality assurance,
operations, infrastructural, change management sirategic management among
others. Since HEIls are viewed as ‘non-profit makimganizations, the dwindling
government funding and competition from private vensities, has forced these
institutions to look for other means of funding.eTincreased competition has created
fundamental shift in economic environment whereas anganization, including
universities can hope to stay afloat if it failsdome up with appropriate strategic
responses (Ansoff and McDonnell, 1990). To addtieiss many of these institutions
have strategic plans to guide their future directtimd cope with the challenges that

they face.

The management of universities is effected by werigtakeholders, including 16
publics who have an actual potential interest ieféect on the institution (Kotler and
Fox, 1995; Figure 1.1). Since the university is anifestly complex institution, the
management of universities can be looked at from tihmensions, namely the
external and internal levels (Ekundayo & Ajayi, 2D0The external control in Kenya
is the control by the Commission for University Edtion (CUE), a body charged
with the coordination of university education inethcountry. There is also
management control by the university councils. @a bther hand, the internal
management of each of the university is represebyethe organizational structure.
Both the external and internal factors dictate hlog/university is managed and pose

unique challenges.

1.1.6. Response strategies

Response strategies are those choices made by emandgt commit important
resources, set important precedents and/or dinggbitant firm-level actions. They
are processes that shape a firm’s direction (Dewh $harfman, 1996). Response
strategies in any organization are formulated anplemented as an activity within
the broad strategic management activities. Strataganagement serves as a
framework within which choices are made concertivgnature and direction of the
organization (Stoney, 2001). This framework helpghe allocation of resources in
order to enhance financial and strategic performaf@fori and Atiogbe, 2012).
Strategic management further ensures that the izagaon has appropriate structures,

processes and culture or mindset to carry throughogramme of change (Stoney,



2001). It can depend upon the size of an orgaoizaéind the proclivity to change of
its business environment. However, no single siratmanagerial method dominates,
and the concept of strategic management remainbjactive and context-dependent
process (Nag, et al., 2007). On the other hanaltesly is the direction and scope of an
organization over a long period of time which agh®advantage for the organization
through its configuration of resources within a miiag environment, to meet the
needs for the market and fulfil stakeholders’ expeons (Johnson et al., 2008).
Strategy can, therefore, be seen as matching a@furess and activities of an

organization to the environment in which it opesatnd the strategic fit (Porter,
1980).
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Executives of firms employ response strategies rikeioto deal effectively with
everything that affects the growth and profitapilif the firm so that it can position
itself optimally in its competitive environment byaximizing the anticipation of
environmental change (Pearce and Robinson, 20hEyeTare two types of response
strategies, namely, strategic responses and opeahtiresponses (Ross, 2011).
Strategic responses are fundamental and directioaatl over-arching while
operational responses primarily affect the daydg-dmplementation of strategic
decisions. Response strategies involve puttindaoepappropriate strategies, in order
to counter changes in the external environment. okganization is considered
efficient and operationally effective if it is claaterized by coordination between
objectives and strategies. Therefore, there h&® tan integration of the parts into a
complete structure. While planning a responseesixatit is essential to consider that
decisions are not taken in a vacuum and that antaken by an organization is likely
to be met by a reaction from those affected, coitgref customers, employees or
suppliers. As such, making response strategies mesmingful requires transitioning
from strategic planning to the broader process toditegic management, which
involves managing an organization’s overall stratexgenda on an ongoing rather
than on an episodic basis, as well as ensuring shategies are implemented
effectively (Poister, 2010). Response strategiesird#tuenced by the environment in
which an organization is operating, that is, theytaols that equip a firm to deal with
circumstances it is facing (Johnson, et al., 200Bgrefore, response strategies equip
a firm to counter competition so as to ensureutare growth and profitability in the

industry, hence coping with environmental and managchallenges among others.

Strategic responses enable organizations to cople mwcreased uncertainty and
turbulence in the micro and macro environment, dnely include long range
planning, new venture development, budgeting ansinless policy (Pearce and
Robinson, 2011). Some of the strategic responsat hlhve been adopted by
organizations to counter macro-environmental chgks include diversification,
differentiation, cost leadership, focus, strateglmnces, new product developments,
innovations, merger and acquisitions (Johnson €t28l08) downsizing, business
process re-engineering and use of information telclyy to speed business processes
and communication (Pearce and Robinson, 2011)eP¢tB80) views operational

responses as part of planning process that codedirmgperational goals with those of
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the target organization. According to Ross (201fgrational responses include:
product or service, process, research and develupmiecation, inventory

management, quality, capacity and human resoursgonses. However, all firms,
even in the same industry grouping, do not resgonaperating environment in the

same way (O’'Regan et al., 2012).

1.2. Research Problem

Organizations world over face numerous challengetheir operations particularly,

business environmental and managerial challengé® managerial challenges
emanate from the main management functions thdtidec planning, coordinating,

directing (leading), organizing, staffing and cofiing as a result of the influence
from changes in both the internal and external renvnents. Irrespective of the
nature of challenge encountered, appropriate respstrategies have to be put in
place to counter them and enable the organizatibege sustainable competitive
advantage. It is argued that after environmentalyars, an organization will choose a
strategy in response to the opportunities and thréais facing. However, the

response strategies applied have to be chosenultarbbcause not all response

strategies lead to improved performance.

In Kenya, universities have experienced various ngha in their external
environment, prompting responses from players & Higher education sub-sector
with the objective of mitigating risks and takindvantage of opportunities. This has
triggered research in the area of strategic managethrough application of clear
and sustainable response strategies. Past redeascheen carried out on problems
facing the public universities, especially focusmyg funding, resources (human and
physical), remuneration, political interference arebearch in view of changing
environments and government policies. With dwingllfinancial support from the
government, it is evident that there are numerdadlenges facing these institutions.
This is coupled with competition from the incre@simumber of private universities
which have better facilities, infrastructure andrte of service, hence, competing for

students and human resource.

In the past, studies on strategic response to @mviental changes/challenges have

been conducted mainly in for-profit organizatiomsHEIs, Ofori and Atiogbe (2012)
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looked at the challenges facing strategic plannmginiversities in Ghana while
Mutula (2002) and, Ndirangu and Odoto (2011) ingesed the problems facing
university education and the challenges in teaching learning in Kenya’s public
universities, respectively. Ekundayo and Ajayi (2p@lso looked at the challenges
facing university management in Nigeria. FurtheradMra (2011) explored the
responses of Jomo Kenyatta University of Agricidtand Technology (JKUAT) to
changes in the external environment without lookiaig what prompted such
responses, while Kinyua (2010) looked at stratediiances between JKUAT and
tertiary institutions. Mukhoko (2010) investigatde influence of strategic planning
at the University of Nairobi. However, these pastdi&s being case studies are
limited in their generalization and a more compredive study is needed. While these
studies compare well with the current study, thegused on the general problems
without addressing the response strategies putaicepo counter the challenges or

without looking at the issues and factors promptirggresponses.

Thus, despite the rapid increase in the numberubfip universities and university
colleges in Kenya, no comprehensive study has prabe environmental and
managerial challenges faced by these institutioilsexplored the response strategies
that have been adopted by the public universibesounter these challenges in the
ever changing and turbulent environment in the éigkducation sub-sector, with a
view to improving performance, efficiency and effeeness. Therefore, this study
sought to establish the environmental and mandgd#élenges in public universities
in Kenya, the response strategies put in placeofe avith the challenges and the
factors influencing the choice of the responsetesgias. In providing information on

the knowledge gap the study was guided by theviatig research questions:

(@ What are the environmental and managerial chalkerigeed by public
universities in Kenya?

(b) What response strategies have been put in platieeljyublic universities in
order to cope with the environmental and managehallenges?

(c) What factors influence the choice of the respotrsdegies?
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1.3. Research Objectives
The objectives of this study were:

(@) To establish the environmental and managerial ehgs experienced by
public universities in Kenya,;

(b) To establish the response strategies that have peemm place by the
public universities to address the environmental sranagerial challenges
that they face; and

(c) To establish the factors that influence the choicihe response strategies.

1.4. Value of the Study

In planning higher education in any country, corrietormation is required in order
to formulate appropriate policies. Therefore, thedihgs from this study are
particularly important to a number of stakeholdétisst the Ministry of Education,
Science and Technology will have detailed knowled§ethe environmental and
managerial challenges and response strategiedygaeblic universities and may use
the findings of the study in policy formulation amdentification of management
deficits among the managers of these institutioRgactitioners and strategic
management consultants of relevant ministries, Gl management of public
universities would find the results of this studytcularly useful in their line of work
as they attempt to resolve environmental and marsgehallenges, and planning

issues.

The study provides insights on the way public ursitees respond strategically to the
changes in the environment and enables the managedthese institutions identify
effective responses for further enhancement or tamlopas best practices. The
management would be able to identify the gaps @ dtrategic responses that the
universities could exploit in order to cope withetburrent and future challenges.
Understanding the environmental and managerialleigts and response strategies
in public universities will help the top managemtam to align their resources in the
most efficient manner necessary for the attainneérdtrategic milestones and stay
competitive. The management of the universitie$ alfo find the results invaluable
in making decisions regarding how to respond tongiy environment and the
challenges they are likely to encounter. Furthezgianal and international

organizations/institutions wishing to form alliasceith public universities in Kenya

13



may benefit from understanding the challenges falbgdthe institutions before

forming alliances.

The study contributes to research through theioglship between environmental and
managerial challenges and response strategiesadasl knowledge about how to
reply to these challenges by matching with thevaai¢ response strategies in HEIs.
The results are of value to scholars and acadensieia a source of reference and as a
basis for further research in university managemaggides contributing to literature

and theory by providing empirical evidence in tleddf of strategic management.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1.  Introduction

This chapter outlines review of literature pertiném the research questions. It is
informed by reference to published works with awite understanding past research
in the subject matter, enriching understanding h&f tesearch questions, refining
methodology and assisting in the interpretation amdierstanding of the data
collected. It covers conceptual and contextual yeesl of relevant literature on
management of organizations in relation to the remvnents in which they operate,
environmental and managerial challenges faced i@sponse strategies as well the

interrelationship between the two.

2.2.  Environment-Dependence Theory of Organization

Organizations are environment-serving, such they tannot completely control their
own behavior and are influenced in part by extefaetes (Ansoff and McDonnell,
1990). The open system theory recognizes that @ag@ons exist in the context of a
larger environment that affects how the organiraperforms and in turn is affected
by how the organization interacts with it. The arigational environment is the set of
forces surrounding an organization that have thergal to affect the way it operates
(Davis and Powell, 1992). Organizations are ecchgentities that have mutual
relations with other entities in their environmevitere they operate as open systems
and rely on their environment for their input andrket for their end products.
Indeed, organizations operate in an environmerttithdynamic and turbulent with
constant and fast-paced changes that make yestes-geategies irrelevant (Johnson
and Scholes, 2002). The relationship between ozg#ions and their environment is a
central issue in organizational theory and manyokeh have addressed this
phenomenon (Xi, Zhang and Ge, 2012). Moreover ctirdemporary organizational
environment is characterized by four key salienthponents: complexity, change,
ambiguity and uncertainty. Managers are, therefat®llenged by problems of
determining causality, managing holistically an@atdtion to rapid change (Xi et al.,
2012). The environment holds opportunities andatseand skilful managers find
market niches that are particularly well suited ttee products, services and
capabilities that the organization has to offeh@kon and Scholes, 2002). According
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to Lynch (2003) and Fig. 2.1 an organization cae iis corporate strategy to link
processes between management of organization'syalteesources and its external
relationship with its customers, suppliers, contpedi and the economic and social
environment in which it exists. Hence the organiratuses its history, skills,

resources, knowledge and various concepts to expi®rfuture options as shown in

Fig. 2.1.
/ ENVIRONMENT . . \
Economy Competitors attacking
vO\pportunity A/Threat
RESOURCES

Strategy needed to direct . ENVIRONMENT

ENVIRONMENT activities of its people,

finance, factories, etc

Opportunity Threat

‘/ ENVIRONMENT Suppliers becoming

Customers excited abc more aggressive
\\ product and service /

Figure 2.1.The link between organization’s resources wittefigironment
Source: Lynch (2003)

Environments can be uncertain, that is, cannotdoerately predicted. Environment
perceived to be highly uncertain will likely be wied as very risky, as contexts in
which a few erroneous decisions could result iresevrouble and possibly put the
survival of organizations at risk (Waldman, Ramjrétouse and Puranam, 2001).
There are various types of perceived uncertaintgyualenvironments, including
technological uncertainty, consumer uncertaintyngetitive uncertainty and resource
uncertainty (Beugré, Acar and Braun, 2006). Valgtihnd complexity make external
environment less predictable and influences tharoegtion and its management. An
environmental context that is dynamic is one withighly unpredictable and unstable
rate of change and high levels of uncertainty ativeistate of the context, the means-
ends relationships and/or the outcome of actiomsi@and Wally, 2003; O’Regan et
al., 2012). Dynamic environmental contexts lead itwreased competitive

aggressiveness, require more efforts on the pathefmanagers, necessitate the
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strategic reorientation of the firm and can reswldiminished performance if the
organization is unable or slow to respond to thanged environment (Baum and
Wally, 2003).

The operating environment is the competitive emnment of the organization. This
kind of environment has a greater ramification wmm's supplier profiles, customer
profiles, the labour market, the competitive sitbatand its competitive positioning
among others (Thompson et al., 2008). The complesitthe modern operating
environment in which many organizations operategddition to the incredible pace
of change in the Zicentury increases the likelihood that uncertaary ambiguity
will impact upon management decision making (Xi at, 2012). Since the
introduction of systems theory into organizatioredearch and the emergence of the
strategy-structure-performance paradigm in strateganagement, conceptualizations
of organizational environments have informed reseanrs (Baum and Wally, 2003).
To this end, managers have a role to play in a’dirdynamic capabilities by
redefining the growth and boundaries of a firm dydredesigning its competitive
environment. In this process, managers utilizerenmental scanning to identify new
trends and opportunities and integrate new ide#s tive firm’s existing capabilities,
which is instrumental for success in product sequmen(Kor and Mesko, 2013). To
survive in the dynamic environment, organizatiosishtegies need to focus on their
customers and dealing with emerging environmentanges in its operating
environment (Johnson et al.,, 2008). Organizatiathgrefore, must adopt new
strategies to new environmental conditions. Newatsgies have to be adopted when
the competitive environment changes so as to tapnew opportunities and respond

to threats promptly (Johnson and Scholes, 2002).

The environment in which organizations operate banstudied through different
perspectives such as adaptive (Hannan and Fred@@n). The adaptive perspective
suggests that organizations are affected by thawr@ments in ways that their
managers or leaders formulate strategies, makesidasi and implement them.
Therefore, successful managers are either ableutierbtheir organizations from

environmental disturbances or arrange smooth adgrgs requiring minimal

disruption (Richards, O’'Shea and Connolly, 20049née senior managers will scan

the relevant environment for opportunities and dtseformulate strategic responses
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and adjust organizational structure, strategy amdgsses accordingly (Hannan and
Freeman, 1977). The effectiveness of the adapaspanse is dependent on the fit
between the response and the environmental demartus. requires relevant
information on changes in the environment and aesmsnent of consequences of
alternative responses (O’Regan, et al., 2012)oinglso, the degree of effectiveness
is enhanced with the degree of alignment of orgdiumal strategy with the firm’s

external environment.

It has been argued that the absence of researtteaffect of external environment
on the emergence of transformational leadershigpgcal of organizational behavior

research which, for the most part draws an arifibbundary between organization
and environment, thereby, failing to consider tr@anizational behavior might be as
much a product of the forces outside of an orgdioi@aas it is a product of the

organization’ (Dietz, Robinson, Folger, Baron amdil&, 2003). Indeed the volatility

of the external environment is used to charactesizesver changing and uncertain
external environment. The volatility of the extdrremvironment influences how

organizations restructure themselves to cope wiehchanges or to anticipate them
(Beugré et al.,, 2006). Substantial changes in enments can undercut the
appropriateness of developed routines and thecaweaess of protected positions,
leaving organizations vulnerable (Bradley, Aldricdhepherd and Wiklund, 2011).

However, whereas some organizations falter whein émyironments change, others
thrive. Therefore, understanding why organizatiams affected so differently by

environmental change is fundamental to theoriescarinpetitive advantage and

survival (Shane and Stuart, 2002).

2.3. Nature of Management

Management in all business and organizational iietvis the act of getting people
together to accomplish desired goals and objectiveimg available resources
efficiently and effectively, whether in private public sector. It is a distinct process
in that, it is an organized activity, aims at thec@mplishment of predetermined
objectives, is both a science and an art, is apgemtivity, its principles are universal
in nature and integrates human and other resouibmses and George, 2008).
Management connotes taking charge; it involves stedimg complexity into

manageable simplicity. By combining components oércive power, positional
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authority and individual influence, management dsethe conduct and work of

others to accomplish action (Basi, 1998).

Management comprises planning, organizing, staffiegding or directing, and
controlling an organization (a group of one or mpeeple or entities) or effort for the
purpose of accomplishing a goal (Jones and Gedf@8). These functions of
management are universal but their performancense&tual with regard to the type
of function to be performed and the way to perfareffectively, and is influenced by
both environmental and organizational factors. planing function is usually used
in strategic planning and hence setting strateggponses. However, the type of
environment that organizations operate within wilfluence the type of plans
designed (Hewlett, 1999) and hence the strategyoapp to be used. Irrespective of
the nature of the organization, managers usuatly ¥arious challenges at one time or
another which may require crafting survival strédegThe firm’s management style
is, however, determined by its unique managerigir@ches, control systems,

decision-making styles and communication modesi@_aval., 2012).

Further, management is viewed as an art and scideeagement is an art in that:
First, just like other arts it has practical apation. The knowledge of management
should be learned and practiced by managers, gustedical or legal practitioners
practice their respective sciences. Second, theag®ngains experience by
continuous application of management knowledge s T@xperience helps them to
develop more skills and abilities for translatingmagement knowledge into practice.
Third, application of management knowledge callsifimovativeness and creativity.
The fourth reason to consider management as aus dltat, in many situations,
theoretical knowledge of management may not bewstedr relevant for solving the
problem. It may be because of complexity or uniqueture of the problem.
Management is a science in that: First, its priesipgeneralizations and concepts are
systematic. In this case, the manager can mana&gsitimtion or organization in a
systematic and scientific manner. Second, its jpies, generalizations and concepts
are formulated on the basis of observation, rebeamalysis and experimentation, as
is the case with the principles of other scienc€bird, like other sciences,
management principles are also based on relatjprdtuause and effect. It states that

same cause under similar circumstance will prociaree effect. Fourth, management
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principles are codified and systematic, and catrdresferred from one to another and
can be taught. Fifth, management principles areeusally applicable to all types of
organizations (Subedi, 2008; Sharmaa, 2010).

2.4.  Environmental and Managerial Challenges

Organizations operate in a dynamic and turbulemirenment, hence unpredictable;
these external changes have to be assessed thiyr@aghs to keep abreast of the
variables underpinning current and future busimggsations. Ansoff and McDonnell
(1990) assert that organizations are environmeanirge They interact with the
environment in such a way that they get inputs fibi environment, process and
give back to the environment in the form of goodd aervices. For an organization to
survive in such an environment, therefore, itstsgii@s need to focus on its customers
to deal with emerging environmental challenges. #anescalation in environmental
turbulence means a change from the familiar woddthtat of new things, new
technologies, new competition, new customers anevadimension of social control
(Ansoff and McDonnell, 1990). The environment inigthorganizations operate is
never constant and given its composition and foritesein, it presents unique
challenges to organizations and their managememtirdhmental conditions are
important in effective strategic responses (Mittletlal., 2011; Hough and White,
2003). Environment not only moderates the relatignsbetween decision-level
factors highlighted in previous studies (Hough &hite, 2003) but it also impacts
the consistency of the direction themselves (Milladteal., 2011).

The firm’s management style is determined by itgque managerial approaches,
control systems, decision-making styles and comoatimn modes (Lavie, et al.,
2012). Management comprises planning, organizitaffirsg, leading or directing,
and controlling an organization (a group of onarmre people or entities) or effort
for the purpose of accomplishing a goal (Jones@®orge, 2008). These functions of
management are universal but their performancensextual with regard to the type
of function to be performed and the way to perfareffectively and is influenced by
both environmental and organizational factors. &fwe, the managerial challenges
faced by organizations are expected to fall witthese functions. The planning
function is usually used in strategic planning dmehce setting strategic responses.

Irrespective of the nature of the organization, agmms usually face various
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challenges at one time or another which may reqaiedting survival strategies.
Brown (2013) identified quality assurance, the psst of developing strategy,
strategy communication and engagement of people tvé strategy, leadership and

managerial engagement of employees as key manbgeaienges.

The central strategy-making challenge in a turkiuhearket environment is managing
change (Thompson et al., 2008). Therefore, the erammd speed in which an
organization responds to change in the environmeay be key in determining its
position in the market. Strategic change managenseanother of the managerial
challenges facing organizations. Change occurslynbatause organizations as open
systems have to frequently cope with shifts in emment domains. The change
challenge can be treated as smaller problems haeeq to do with the how and
what of change (Bridges and Mitchell, 2000). In anyganization, change
management challenge can be viewed from two petispec namely, from those
implementing the change and from the recipienthainge, that is, the organizational
change management and the individual change maragegiBridges and Mitchell,
2000). Both perspectives pose managerial challet@yéilse organization. Structural
changes, process changes, introduction of new ptedand disruptive technologies
can have significant impact on a company’s opemati@Johnson et al., 2008).
However, although managers are expected to faeilitshange process, most
managers have limited knowledge and training inahea of organizational change
management (Burnes, 2000) hence a big challeng¢héomanagement. Xi, et al.
(2012) indicated that the problem of managing hickdly and the problem of
determining causality are modern day managerialllaiges. Environmental
conditions are important consideration in making feafve strategic
decisions/responses (Hough and White, 2003). Mitctteal (2006) theorized and
argued that environmental conditions also influetioe extent to which managers
make erratic strategic decisions, that is, whencdtmes to decision making,
perceptions of the environment appear to influeboth systematic and the erratic

processes.
In the recent past scholars have added that whiteng or having access to valuable
and rare resources is necessary for competitivarddge, the challenge remains in

their effective management and synchronizatioretdize the competitive advantage
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(Kor and Mahoney, 2005; Holcomb, Holmes Jr. and r@tly, 2009). Further,
Holcomb et al. (2009) have indicated that managehdity which is defined as the
knowledge, skills (human, technical and concepskdls) and experience, which is
often tacit, residing with and utilized by managékitt, Bierman, Shimizu and
Kochhar, 2001) can be a challenge in managerialopeance. The researchers
reported that managerial ability affects resouroedpctivity and this effect is less
pronounced with increases in the quality of a fgmésources. From a strategic
perspective, managerial ability is from two mainues: domain expertise and
resource expertise (Holcomb et al., 2009) which lige managerial challenges.
Domain expertise refers to managers’ understandintpe industry context and the
firm’s strategies, products, markets, task envirenta and routines (Kor, 2003). It
captures the breadth of knowledge managers accterthi@ugh formal education in
a particular field and through ‘learning by doin@dolcomb et al., 2009). Resource
expertise manifests through experience with resurnanagement process.
Specifically, it represents the ability of managessselect and configure a firm’'s
resource portfolio, bundle resources into distietombinations and deploy them to
exploit opportunities in specific context (Holcorabal., 2009). Failure to clarify and
align manager’s objectives, translating managesigéctives into concrete projects
for employees and getting a commitment to the marsigbjectives by employees
also pose challenges (Sabourin, 2011). Managersal@ facing challenges in
dynamic capabilities, that is, the capacity of agamization to purposely extend,
create or modify its resource base, enabling ttme fo achieve evolutionary fitness
through adaptation to and/or shaping of the exteznaironment (Kor and Mesko,
2013). Dynamic managerial capabilities is indeed key mechanism to achieve
congruence between the firm’s competencies andgihgrenvironment conditions
(Sirmon and Hitt, 2009).

2.5. Challenges Facing Public Universities

In the 1980s and 1990s, the structural reforms segdy the International Monetary
Fund and the World Bank had their toll on tertiarstitutions as they favoured basic
and secondary education. As a result of this, migleication suffered as it became
inhibited by numerous challenges. The most serighallenges that public
universities faced and continue to face are inadegiunding and rising student
population (Mutula, 2002; Chacha, 2004; Ndirangu andoto, 2011) without
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commensurate increase in infrastructure developraadtpoor working conditions
hence unable to attract and retain staff. Theskeciges tend to affect the quality of
higher education and have a negative effect onotrexall national development
(Ofori & Atiogbe, 2012). Ekundayo and Ajayi (2008hd Chacha (2004) identified
some of the challenges facing public university agment in Nigeria and Kenya,
respectively as: financial crisis, deterioratedrasfructure, brain-drain syndrome,
erosion of university autonomy, poor leadershipplanned expansion, brain drain,
graduate unemployment, volatile and militant stddenionism, secret cults and
political interference. Based on this observatiobis evident that managing a public
university and leading it calls for the managenm@ntomplexity which is a universal
feature of the university’s character. This is eeféd in its systems, infrastructure,
values, information, income streams, knowledgeycsires, disciplines, discourses,
and various activities (Indede, 2007). The uniwgrseducation system in Kenya has
changed in the recent past from the traditionabensity environment. This has been
necessitated by changes in government funding,adigpgy of tertiary institutions to
university colleges and changes in technology hizat lowered the cost of entering
the market. Thus, the universities, especiallyrtb& ones and university colleges are
finding themselves operating in unfamiliar enviramt especially having to compete

for students.

There has been societal transformation and majeeldements that have been
observed in higher education including, expansmhigher education; differentiation
or segmentation of higher education as a respansieet differentiating demand for
higher education by offering course programmes bdythe mainstream; greater
flexibility; quality orientation and standardizati¢Sirat, 2010). Kenya has not been
left behind, since between 2007 and 2013 the numdbpublic universities increased
from seven to 22 with nine university colleges. $orvive in such turbulent
environment, the management of these universiteage Ho formulate sustainable
response strategies. However, in this regard glyatan only make a difference when
the intended purposes of the public universities dgsigned to action and they can
adequately respond to emerging internal and enwiemtal issues (Ofori and
Ateogbe, 2012). Indeed, many universities and unitye colleges appoint top

management mainly based on academic excellencadmuhistrative experience but
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rarely do they consider managerial capabilities/@ndompetencies, a situation that

may have led to poor management of these institsitio

The present day public university Kenya can be eidas a ‘business’. As such most
of the challenges facing business today are expetdebe applicable to public
universities. Conducive environment and qualificéffs are important for the
pursuance of academic excellence. However, thatira€enya has been overlooked
in the insatiable hunger for business anchoredemple’s thirst for education (lraki,
2011). In an organization as diverse as a uniwernsits especially difficult to ensure
participatory management system in order to implenstrategies (Daniunas and
Radzeviciene, 2009). Most of the university collegeere created by upgrading
existing institutions which had different structurEor this reason, change was
inevitable and had to be managed. The ability &aotrand manage change is related to
the ability to accommodate flexibility and adaptiypito the complex external
environment and ability to forecast change (Darsuaad Radzeviciene, 2009). This
could pose a serious management challenge to thensétutions and these together
with the strategies used for change managemeryean® be documented. One of the
problems identified as facing universities and mubhiversity colleges in Kenya is
poor leadership (Chacha, 2004; Mutula, 2002) whoaase has not yet been
established.

Higher education in Kenya has been facing significand persistent pressures
towards expansion in recent years and this tresddthto significant economic and
academic challenges for both HEIs and the goverhntgducation stakeholders are
constantly questioning the value of the productsHiEls in Kenya are presenting to
the market and why foreign universities still remaittractive. Indeed, brain drain,
unemployment among graduates and the rush by dtuderenroll in universities

abroad for courses offered locally at cheaper aostcauses of major concern to
stakeholders (Chacha, 2004; Odhiambo, 2013). Thableshment of university

colleges and upgrading of others has compoundegrtitdem of resource allocation
and management capabilities leading to public agcon the rate at which tertiary
institutions were being converted into universitplleges. This has increased
competition for the limited and scarce resourceghis respect these institutions are

expected to respond strategically in order to cdntl@ competitive forces, among
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them environmental and managerial challenges ammdcgapetitive advantage. Other
challenges facing public universities in Kenya uu# reduced government funding,
gender inequality, low research capability and agref HIV/AIDS (Mutula, 2002).

These challenges facing public universities in Kemdicate the need for reforms in
the management of the institutions. Improved goaece of public universities

benefits a wide range of stakeholders that incliededents and employers.
Governance is indeed the most critically needed afeeforms in the management of

universities in Kenya (Mulili and Wong, 2011).

In Kenya, most decisions about higher educatioreldgwment have been politicized.
The consequences of politicized university goveceamave been unplanned growth
of university education and diminished democraittraof decision-making within
university leadership (Odhiambo, 2013). The rise's#fif-funded’ and even ‘for-
profit’ HEIs indicates that the battle for studemtmbers, skilled human resource and
a quantum of grants/publication pie is on. In thespect, three business models
emerging in higher education are brick (physicahpas), brick and click (physical as

well as virtual campuses) and click only (virtuahgpus) (Pathak and Pathak, 2010).

2.6.  Strategic Management in Public Universities

Strategic considerations are central to the waligef any organization, be it an
industrial corporation or an academic institutiddelly and Shaw, 1987). Strategies
are conceived as instruments by which universitie@nage their organizational
processes and deal with the environment in ordeelect a portfolio of activities and
find an appropriate position in the higher edudatsystem (Fumasoli and Lepori,
2011). The need for academic institutions to taristrategic planning so as to more
positively address their own futures has been aulpopopic in the past with a
number of approaches and frameworks being propfasdts introduction. However,
strategy is a controversial issue in higher edooafiterature as scholars have
somehow avoided this topic, concentrating more @veghance, organization,
management and leadership (Fumasoli and Leporil)20TThe genre of strategic
management in general and strategic responsesriicytar has been studied and
discussed extensively in recent years. This has Beein the private sector and to

some extent in the public sector but not much iolipwniversities.
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Strategic management in universities has beenestuidi Lithuania (Daniunas and
Radzeviciene, 2009), universities-industry colla@bon strategies in Denmark
(Bjerregaard, 2009), marketing strategies of umities in the United Kingdom
(Naudé and lvy, 1999) as well as strategic planmmgublic universities in Ghana
(Ofori and Atiogbe, 2012). However, it is worth mgf that though studies have been
done touching on problems in public universitie&anya (Mutula, 2002), no specific
study has been undertaken to document the envinoiainend managerial challenges
facing public universities™ and the strategic res@s employed by the universities to
counter these challenges. Indeed effective puldiiaistration in the age of result-
oriented management requires public agencies teloleva capacity for strategic
management, the central management process tegtates all major activities and
functions and directs them towards advancing ararorgtion’s strategic agenda
(Poister and Streib, 1999). According to availdligrature, university strategies can
be limited to a reactive response to environmemtassures, to a simple mechanism
for resource allocation according to predefine@suh order to maintain a vulnerable
internal balance or by a low degree of autonomynamaging resources (Fumasoli
and Lepori, 2011). Considering universities as farmrganizations leads to a
conception of strategies being as change instrsnienthe hands of management
(Kriicken and Meier, 2006).

Strategic management of a university is generalilenstood as encompassing
analysis, decision and action the university urad@s$ in order to create and sustain
its competitive advantage. Thus, university strateganagement is determined
mainly by: (a) strategic goals (usually long-ter(i), leadership models and behavior,
(c) external environment-related factors, and ii@rnal factors (primarily resources).
The diversity of determinants implies that strategianagement of the universities
turn into the system of cross-functional decisiomgich should be formulated,
implemented and evaluated in order to achieveitg-term objectives (Daniunas and
Radzeviciene, 2009). Further, strategic managenseiritegrative in nature in the
sense of: (a) focusing attention across functiaisions and throughout various
organizational levels on common goals, themes asulies (b) tying internal
management processes and programmes initiativdessiced outcomes in the external
environment and (c) linking operational, tactic@dy-to-day decision to longer run

strategic operations (Poister and Streib, 1999)eithe dynamic political and
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institutional environment within which many univtiss in Kenya operate, an
effective strategic management capability is esseior maintaining or strengthening
the fit between the organization and its extertakeholders and margins for returns
within a clearly defined context of mission, mamdatvalues and visions. New
models of leadership are needed for public unitiessito continue to graduate
students with leading edge capabilities. The highgucation sector requires less
hierarchical approach that takes into accountpecslized and professional context
(Jones, Lefore, Harvey and Pryland, 2012). Thearsities all over the world in the
21% century have already faced unprecedented chakemgel most of them in

response are seeking to make some major changefoons.

2.7. Response Strategies

Response strategies are those choices made by emantogt commit important

resources, set important precedents and/or dinggoritant firm-level actions. They
are processes that shape a firm’s direction (DednSharfman, 1996). Executives of
the firms employ the response strategies in omletenl effectively with everything

that affects the growth and profitability of thenfi so that it can position itself
optimally in its competitive environment by maxinmg the anticipation of

environmental change (Pearce and Robinson, 20h#) literature suggests that two
main perspectives shape our understanding of gyrased strategic choices: the
industrial organization perspective and the ress#tased view (Bordean, Borza,
Nistor and Mitra, 2010). Organizations are enviremtally-dependent and, therefore,
they need to employ response strategies in orderadapt to the changing
environment. Different levels of turbulence haveque characteristics that require

different strategies and different capabilities.

The processes that underlie effective strategicisaeemaking matter for

organizational outcome, leading to both organizaticeffectiveness and efficiency
(Mitchell et al., 2011). These processes are infteel by manager’s prior knowledge
and experiences, the organizational context in whiey are embedded (Kaplan,
2008) and the nature of the environment itself @dawli and Barr, 2008). There are
two types of response strategies, namely, strateggponses and operational
responses (Ross, 2011). Strategic responses adanfi@mtal and directional, and

over-arching while operational responses, on therdhand, primarily affect the day-
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to-day implementation of strategic decisions. Wisiiategic responses usually have
longer-term implications, operational responsesalhgtave immediate (less than one

year) implications (Ross, 2011).

2.7.1. Strategic responses
Strategic responses are the decisions that arecwt with the whole environment

in which the firm operates, the entire resourcesthe people who form the company
and the interface between the two (Ross, 2011l)ate&ffic responses enable
organizations to cope with increased uncertaintg aurbulence in the micro and
macro-environment and they include long range ptapmew venture development,
budgeting and business policy (Pearce and Robirgtit,). They consider what the
organization needs in the future to achieve itsirddsaims and establishes an
approach to change considering the key playersiegbsiand enablers of change. They
focus on the effectiveness of the entire orgaromatind require more resources to
implement. It is through strategic responses timabm@anization is able to position
and relate itself to the environment to ensurec@stinued success and also secure
itself from surprises brought about by the changingironment (Denis, Lamothe and
Langley, 2001). The environment in which organizasi operate is constantly
changing with different factors influencing the anigation. Increased competition
has created fundamental shift in economic envirorimdereas no organization can
hope to stay afloat if it fails to come up with pev strategic responses (Johnson et
al., 2008). Strategic responses are also impottravoid current strategies from

being obsolete due to changes in the environmergqR2011).

One of the key strategic response employed by @agtons is strategic change.
Strategic change is the actions, processes andidexithat are expected by an
organization’s members to realize their strategientions (Handy, 1989). It involves
managing the unfolding non-linear dynamic processdaring strategic

implementation and in addition to being long temmature, it is aimed at achieving
efficiency (Handy, 1989). Effective strategic respes require an understanding of
the possible effects of competitive change uponplge@nd how to respond to
potential sources of resistance to that changdraumudive changes to the organization
behavior. These changes may take many forms demgrah the organization’s

capability and the environment in which it opergfess, 2011). The responses to the
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operating environment can be categorized accorthnthe strategic orientation of
each firm (O’'Regan et al., 2012). It, thereforelldies that the alignment of an
organization’s strategic orientation to its envirant is of paramount importance for
success. The strategic responses that have beptedduny organizations to counter
macro-environment challenges can be classified(Bsgeneric strategies and (2)

grand strategies.

2.7.1.1. Generic strategies
These are usually referred to as Porter's genémategiies. Porter's generic strategy

matrix, highlights cost leadership, differentiatiand cost as the three basic choices
and has been applied by firms seeking competitiseaatage. Indeed, Porter’s
generic topology has provided strategic respona#go for organizations (Porter,
1980; 1985). These strategies are applied at teséss unit level and are called

generic strategies because they are not firm asiing specific.

A cost leadership strategy is based upon a busorgasizing and managing its value
adding activities so as to be the lowest cost predwf a product (good or service)
within an industry (Bordean et al., 2010) and fogigen level of quality. The firm

sells its goods and/or services either at avenagstry prices to earn a profit higher
than that of rivals or below the average industiggs to gain market share. This can
be achieved through improving process and effigielgaining unique access to a
large lower cost materials, optimal outsourcingd aertical integration decisions or
avoiding some costs altogether (Porter, 1980; 1986)successfully achieve cost
leadership a company needs to optimize its val@nciThis can be achieved using
the following approaches: (a) perform value chattivdies in a more cost-effective

manner than competitors; and (b) review the valu@rcto eliminate unnecessary
(wasteful) activities. One way to stay ahead ofdbmpetition in a relatively leveled

playing field is to introduce continuous optimizati of the production and value
chain by introducing lean manufacturing techniqui&e Six-Sigma or Kaizen.

Therefore, attainment of cost leadership dependshenarrangement of the value

chain activities (Bordean et al., 2010).

Differentiation strategy calls for the developmaerit goods or services that offer

unique attributes that are valued by customerslaatdcustomers perceive to be better
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than or different from the products of competitidhe value added by the uniqueness
of the product may allow the firm to charge a prnemiprice for it. For a firm to
achieve this, it must have access to leading sfiemésearch, highly skilled and
creative product development team and a strongs delem (Porter, 1980, 1985),
creative advertising, better supplier relationshgasling to better service and through
service innovation (Bordean et al., 2010). A défeiation strategy is appropriate
where the target customer segment is not pricetsanghe market is competitive or
saturated or customers have very specific needshwdnie possibly underserved. In
any case, the organization needs to have unigumuness and capabilities which
enable it to satisfy these needs in ways that dfieudt to copy. The key success
factor in a differentiation strategy is to makeither very difficult or very expensive
for rivals to replicate the good or service. Companpursuing a differentiation
strategy can command a premium price for its prtslac services, eventually seeing
increased unit sales due to the differentiatiomcfaas well as increased buyer loyalty
(Porter, 1985).

Focus strategy concentrates on a narrower segmdniihin that segment attempts
to achieve either a cost advantage or differeptiatihe premise is that the needs of
the group can be better serviced by focusing dytme it (Porter, 1980, 1985). Firms
pursuing focus strategies have to be able to ifyetiteir target market segment and
both assess and meet the needs and desires of boyteat segment better than any
competitor (Bordean et al., 2010). The premiséad the needs of the group can be
better serviced by focusing entirely on it. A fiuming a focus strategy often enjoys a
high degree of customer loyalty, and this entreddogalty discourages other firms
from competing directly. Some types of strateggpmnses companies might want to
look at when pursuing a cost focus strategy inclyd¢ reducing cost across the
value-chain by engaging with specialist supplids} rhaking smart investments in
specialized technology to increase production iefficy (c) eliminating activities in
the value-chain that are superfluous in the tasgeiment and adopting just-in-time
production (Porter, 1980; 1985).

2.7.1.2. Grand strategies
A grand strategy is defined as ‘a comprehensiveigplan of major actions through

which a firm intends to achieve its long term okijas’ and contend that this is
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supported by a ‘coordinated and sustained strateginagement effort’ (Pearce,
Robbins and Robinson, 1987). Grand strategies lereoverall drivers of strategic
actions; however, using the concept of grand gir@serequires caution as many firms
may operate in more than one environment or indeee different interpretations or
perceptions of the environment (O’Regan et al.,,220Grand strategies include

mergers and acquisitions, diversification and sgiatalliances among others.

Mergers and acquisitions is an aspect of corposttegy, corporate finance and
management, dealing with the buying, selling, divyidand combining of different
companies and similar entities that can help aarprise grow rapidly in its sector or
location of origin, or a new field or new locatiomithout creating a subsidiary, other
child entity or using a joint venture (Pearce arabiRson, 2011). An acquisition or
takeover is the purchase of one business or compgrgnother company or other
business entity while mergers result from orgaiozat coming together voluntarily.
Mergers and acquisitions are beneficial especiallyen a firm wants to enter a new
market, when a firm wants to introduce new produttisough research and
development, when a firm wants to achieve admautise benefits, to increase
market share, to lower cost of operation and/ordpection, to gain higher
competitiveness, for industry knowhow and positignifor financial leveraging and

to improve profitability (Thompson et al., 2008).

Diversification is a business development stratafjpwing a company to enter

additional lines of business that are differeninfrthe current goods, services and
markets. The two principal objectives of diversaion are improving core process
execution, and/or enhancing a business unit's taralc position (Johnson and

Scholes, 2002). Diversification of business adgegitbrings competitive advantages,
allowing companies to reduce business risks; thathy it is a great tool for business
development. However, its successful implementatemuires profound knowledge

and thorough preliminary assessment of the commandy its environment. In the

current conditions of dynamic markets and strongnpetition, a successful

instrument of risk management is to avoid focusing single product, service and/or
their distribution to a single limited market (Rgsd, 2007).
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Strategic alliances are commonly defined as sleon-twith long-term voluntary
relations between organizations concerning one orenareas of activity such as
market entry, skill acquisition or technologicalchange in which both parties
regulate their future contaex ante by means of mutual forbearance and more or less
formally specified contractual mechanism (Gula®98). They are aimed at achieving
competitive advantage for the partners. It is anfaf cooperation that lies between
mergers and acquisitions, and organic growth. Téye &lvantages that have been
attributed to establishment of strategic alliangedude, entry into new markets,
increased market power, the acquisition and exahahgkills, strategic renewal, risk
and investment sharing, economies of scale andescopductions and liabilities of
foreigners and government or trade barriers (DaGiliver and Roy, 2007). The
penetration of strategic alliances in recent y@aasks a shift in the competition, of
the intrinsic nature of competition, which is inasingly characterized by constant
technological innovation and speedy entry into mearkets (Das and Teng, 2000).
One of the strategies made in alliances is theedletionships between resources (or
competences) and competitive advantage in the Igsda@source-based view. The
resource-based view suggest that valuable firmsouees are usually scarce,
imperfectly irritable and in lacking indirect suibstes. Thus, the trading and
accumulation of resource becomes a strategic ngce@Reteraf, 1993). The
advantages of forming a strategic alliance includdowing each partner to
concentrate on their competitive advantage; legrfitom partners and developing
competencies that may be more widely exploitedvdisee, provision of adequate
resources and competencies of an organization forsurvive and to reduce political
risk while entering into a new market (Gulati, 199Bast research has shown that
four key factors influence partner selection antseguent strategic performance:
trust, commitment, complementary and value or fomnpay off (Shah and
Swaminathan, 2008). Shah and Swaminathan (2008)efuprovided evidence that a
contingency approach grounded in management cothewmry that suggests the
criteria managers use in choosing alliance partwdlvary by alliance project type-

the alliance context.
Other strategic responses that can be used inclele, product developments,
innovations (Johnson et al., 2008), downsizing,r®ss process re-engineering and

use of information technology to speed businesgs®es and communication
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(Pearce and Robinson, 2011), human resource maeagel@adership and culture.

All in all strategic responses are influenced byuenber of factors including, past

strategies, mission and vision, leadership, cotporlture, management attitude
towards risk, timing, pressure from stakeholdeid @ed and desire of key managers
(Johnson et al., 2008; Wheelen and Hunger, 2008).

2.7.2. Operational responses
Operational responses involve actions that arentdkeimprove operations in an

organization. This could be through designing amdhtolling the processes of
production and redesigning business (Ross, 201fl)involves crafting and
implementing operation strategies which specify gbécies and plans for using the
organization resources to support its long term petitive strategy (Johnson et al.,
2008). An operational strategy is the total pattfrnlecisions which shape the long
term capabilities of any type of operations andirtleentribution to the overall
strategy through the reconciliation of market regnients with operation resources
(Pitt, 2000). It is a tool that helps to define thethods of producing goods or service
offered to the customer. The role of operationstsgy is to provide a plan for
operations function so that it can make the best afsits resources. Operation
strategies are concerned with how parts of an @agton deliver effectively the

company and business strategies in terms of ressupcocesses and people.

Organizations adopt strategies directed at impgvine effectiveness of basic
operations within the organization such as produgti marketing, materials
management, research and development, and humamrages Porter (1980) views
operational responses as part of planning prod¢esgscbordinates operational goals
with those of the target organization. Further, &hsnd McDonnell (1990) assert
that the management system used by a firm is andiei@g component of the firm’s
responsiveness to the environmental changes bedautermines the way that
management perceives the environment, the impatherfirm and decides what to
do through implementation. These operational respem@re responsible for ensuring
that business operations are efficient in termssaoig as few resources as needed, and
effective in terms of meeting customer requiremertscording to Ross (2011)
operational responses include: product or sergiasess, research and development,

location, inventory management, quality, capacitgd Auman resource responses. In
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essence, operational responses are technical aesisvhich help execution of

strategic responses.

2.8. Response Strategies and, Environmental and Magerial Challenges

The response strategies that organizations adapiir to cope with the changes in
the environment have been of academic intereshfany years, especially in the
corporate world but little attention to managedaallenges. Indeed the importance of
responding appropriately and in a timely manneth® ever turbulent and uncertain
macro-environment cannot be gainsaid (Ansoff andDdfmell, 1990). Strategic
response is about restructuring by adopting neatesires that match the challenges
from the environment (Johnson, et al., 2008). Pd1885) avers that for firms to
retain competitive advantage, they need to exarnfia@ environment, both internal
and external and respond accordingly. Thus, enmigrtal scanning is the first step
in responding to the environmental challenges.dmaing, the firm will understand
how to respond to threats, technological changestigal, economic, social and
cultural challenges as well as taking advantageppbrtunities (Pearce and Robinson,
2011). Although several explanations of strategatioa/responses have been
developed, two views have been particularly dontinanindustry structure and
managerial cognition. The industry structure vieswaes complete rationality on the
part of strategic decision makers and contendsitittstry structure influences the
timing and effectiveness of strategic actions. ¢mttast, the managerial cognition
literature suggests that bounded rationality pressésp managers from developing a
complete understanding of their environment (Nadkand Barr, 2008). From a
university perspective, one of the response styatiegt has been used to cope with
financial challenges is the introduction of the mmualked about ‘parallel degree
programmes’, mainly introduced for the purpose efhegrating money. This is a
strategy of admitting full fee-paying students oasid above the students who are
admitted with government subsidy (Odhiambo, 2013).

Contingency theory posits that the environment, agans and organizational factors
all play a role in determining strategic directid@@ontingency theory presumes that
the ability of managers to influence organizatiomaltcome is restricted by
environmental factors (Finkelstein and Boyd, 1998)d organizational factors

(Carpenter and Golden, 1997). Although there has ledforts to integrate managerial
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processes into a theory of resource managemengxample, structuring, bundling
and leveraging, scholars working in the resourcgebatradition have not fully
explored the actions or responses firms take taterand sustain an advantage or
when those responses matter most (Holcomb et @09)2 The responses applied
depend on the managers’ understanding of relevamtingencies, including
contextual factors that affect competitors’ resesras well as their own (Holcomb et
al., 2009).

The speed at which response strategies are takeantbat the environmental and
managerial challenges is important and it depenasthe speed with which a
particular threat or opportunity develops in theiemmment. Response strategies and
in particular fast ones may improve competitivef@@nance across environments
because such responses lead to: early adoptionuafessful new products or
improved business models that provide competitdgaatages (Jones, Lanctot and
Teegen, 2000); early adoption of efficient-gainipgpcess technologies even in
established industries; preemptive organization loations that enable economies
of scale and knowledge synergies and early ‘tnil arror’ action that may provide
useful information for effective secondary acti@specially in dynamic markets
(Baum and Wally, 2003) and hence solve some ottheronmental and managerial
challenges. In other words, response or decisieedmnay enable firms in dynamic
and non-dynamic environments to exploit opportesitibefore they disappear

(Stevenson and Gumpert, 1985) and also thwarttshbesdore it is too late.

With the changes taking place in higher educatemcs in Kenya, various challenges
are bound to face the universities, some of whiakiehbeen established in quick
succession. The strategies by universities forumeso utilization are embedded in
models of HEIs as public institutions rather th@maemercial organizations. This has
been coupled with other major challenges such adeiquate funding, especially for
research and development, quality and relevancaenuate use of information
communication technology, unharmonized legal fraodw and inadequate
management capacity (Magutu, Mbeche, Nyamwange Nyabga, 2011). In the
world over, there has been considerable changenwiitie higher education system,
including the emergence of new institutions, changethe funding structure and

tuition fees, a greater accessibility and transpayetechnological advances and e-
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learning (Richards et al., 2004). This has browtdtailenges to higher education and
in this rapidly evolving environment, it is likelhat those institutions that are not
willing or able to change may risk failure. In thexent past, higher education sector
world over has been subject to a plethora of charsgaong them an increase in
managerial control (managerialism), an increasecompetition (marketization),

increased scrutiny alongside greater devolved resbility (audit) and a remodeling

of structures and operations on corporate orgaarmt(corporatization) (Szekeres,

2004). All these have posed managerial challengesiversities.

In the demanding environment facing HEIls, one of #ey challenges facing
educational planners and management teams reléte #bility to identify long-term
strategic vision that can be delivered effectivelyhrough best practices strategic
management techniques that allow the institutiobalance the pressures of change,
continuity and resources (Richards et al., 2004)fodunately many organizations
are failing to meet such challenges because theyinte to base strategic planning
on traditional strategic planning processes — thissigned to optimize strategic
decision-making in relatively predictable enviromtse as opposed to today’'s

uncertain and unpredictable environment (Richat@d.£2004).
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

This chapter outlines the research design, popmatata collection including, type
of data that was collected, data collection prooedand data collection tools used,
and their administration. It also describes howdhé& was analyzed, presented and

displayed.

3.2. Research Design

The research design adopted for this study wagigése design. This design entails
description of the characteristics of a phenomeb#ains information concerning the
current status of the phenomena and describes ‘auists’ with respect to variables
or conditions in a situation (Cooper and Schind®11). This descriptive approach
was found to be appropriate for this study becaaseauthentic and accurate
description was required of the environmental arehagerial challenges and the

response strategies put in place.

The study was a survey research, that is, a systegathering of information from
respondents with the purpose of understanding eedigiing some behavioral aspect
in a given population (Cooper and Schindler, 20 similar research design has
been used by previous researchers including buimiaed to, Sabourin, (2011) who
looked at the managerial challenges facing heakhgaofessionals in Canada,
Muriuki, (2012) who looked at strategic responsescompetitive environment in
restaurants in Nairobi, Bourdean et al. (2010) wistndying Porter's generic
strategies in Romanian hotel industry and Magutale2011) when carrying out a

survey of benchmarking practices in public univégsiin Kenya.

3.3.  Population of Study

Population is the total collection of elements abwshich one wishes to make some
inference (Cooper and Schindler, 2011) and an alemapresents each member of
the population. For the purpose of this study, poeulation constituted all public
universities in Kenya. Currently there are 31 ursitees in Kenya, including 22 fully-

fledged universities and nine university colledadight of this small number and the
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fact that the respondents were members of the rgilyedop management team, the
study was conducted in form of a census. A listlbthe public universities in Kenya

is given in Appendix I.

3.4. Data Collection

The study collected both primary and secondary .date primary data were
collected by carrying out a cross-sectional survkethe entire population as well as
observations and interviews. Cross-sectional suiwaylves conducting a survey of a
sample population element or entire population ra& point in time (Cooper and
Schindler, 2011). This survey design was chosemus it provides a snapshot of
what is going on with the variables of interest tioe research problem and the need
to generalize the results so obtained. The surveypled collection of data from a
cross-section of public universities which enrichttte amount of information
collected. Secondary data were collected from ghbli works, print media and,

universities and government documents in public @om

The study used a Likert-type scale to collect dataenvironmental and managerial
challenges, response strategies and factors imflugnthe choice of response
strategies. In order to address the research questthe study used a structured
guestionnaire as a data collection instrument (Agpell). The quantitative primary
data was collected by administering the questioenaiThe Likert-type
guestions/items in the questionnaire were closedasoto permit more direct
comparability of the responses and eliminate qoe&iatement variability. The
guestionnaire included a nominal scale to collemindgraphic data and a 5-point
Likert-type scale, indicating the extent to whictdividual questions or statements
(items) were operationalized to reflect the intehdariables and enable respondents
to provide quantifiable information. The questiomeaconsisted of six parts
including, institutional information, managementafft information, managerial
challenges, environmental challenges, responsdegies employed and factors

influencing the choice of the response strategies.
Respondent and institution profiles were colleatadthe type of institution, location
of the institution, age group, professional tragnim management, professional

discipline, experience in university managemengdn®r management training and
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its impact on performance. The respondents weectss using a non-probabilistic
sampling technique, in particular judgmental punp®ssampling, that is, the

conscious selection by the researcher of certaiticgents to include in the study
(Burns and Grove, 2005). For this reason, the mdp@ats to whom the questionnaire
was administered comprised all vice-chancellors /é&nd deputy vice-chancellors
(DVCs) of the public universities and, all the mials and deputy principals of the
public university colleges. This was guided by thet that they are the ones who
carry out the various managerial functions, expeeeenvironmental and managerial
challenges, and are involved in all strategic isquertaining to the institutions. Given
that each university is headed by one vice-chamcelt principal and at least two
deputy vice-chancellors or deputy principals, exéepfive university colleges which

had not appointed deputy principals by the timelispatching the questionnaire, the

number of respondents was 91.

Distribution of the questionnaire was a combinatdmail and ‘drop-and-pick-later’
methods to ensure reduction in biasing errors, tgredegree of anonymity for
respondents, greater accessibility to geograplicdiépersed respondents and to
reduce distorted self-reports and social desitgbilthat is, a situation where
individuals may lie to put themselves in a positight. The respondents were asked
to respond to the extent they experienced envirotmh@nd managerial challenges,
used various response strategies to cope withnhkkeages faced and the factors that

influenced the choice of response strategies.

3.5. Reliability and Validity of the Questionnaire

In order to ensure validity and reliability, theegtionnaire was composed of carefully
constructed statements/items to avoid ambiguity iamatder to facilitate answers to

the research questions. The questionnaire wasepteet to evaluate it for clarity,

style, meaningfulness and ease or difficult of cttgn. The questionnaire was

found to be long, but all agreed that the itemsiaf@mation sought were necessary
and relevant to the study. Revision of the questine was made based on the
feedback to ensure consistence and quality priin&b distribution. This assured that
the questionnaire was clear and well-understoopddtgntial respondents (Huang and
Lee, 2013).
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3.6. Data Analysis

The data collected in this study fell into nominaddinal and interval measurement
scales. The demographic information constituted inahdata and was analyzed by
calculating percentages. For the ordinal measurerseale items, the descriptive
statistics that were used were mode for centralelroy and frequency for variability.
This was informed by the fact that the Likert-tygpaestions/items were unique and
standalone (Boone and Boone, 2012). In the inten@hsurement scale items, data
were subjected to descriptive statistics that hg, mean for central tendency and
standard deviation for variability. The data wengbjected to further statistical
analysis procedures within the Statistical PackKageSocial Scientists (SPSS). The
secondary data from secondary documents was awdalyzieg content and logical

analyses techniques.

The study also sought to determine whether sigmitidifference existed with respect
to the variables tested in relation to the agénefuniversity, location of the university
(urban versus rural) and the status (old, new and universityleg@s). This was
accomplished by utilizing inferential statisticsdaanalyzed using SPSS. The t-test
statistic and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistfior comparison were used
specifically to find whether there was any sigrafic difference between and among
the variables. Mean scores, frequency tables antepeges were used to interpret
the data from which conclusion and recommendativese made. The results are

presented in tables, charts, graphs and prose form.
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CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND
DISCUSSION

4.1. Introduction
This chapter gives details of data analysis, erpland discusses the results obtained,
and undertakes comparative analyses of the reisultdation to previous studies in

similar or closely related setting.

4.2.  Growth of Public Universities in Kenya (2003d 2013)

In a span of 10 years, the number of public unitiessand university colleges in
Kenya increased to 22 and 9, respectively (Fig.).4The highest increase in
universities was in 2013 when a record 14 univesilleges were upgraded to fully-

fledged universities.
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Figure 4.1.Increase in the number of universities and unitelleges in Kenya
between 2003 and 2013

The establishment of new public universities andvensity colleges in Kenya is

increasingly important at a time when the governneseeking ways of admitting at
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least 40,000 extra students, culminating from thee fprimary and secondary
education. This is a government strategy which sek the universities, all of which
had been clustered in urban areas spread theirswmngnore rural areas and offer
locally appropriate courses. Demand for higher atlan in Kenya has soared as
more school leavers dash for university educatmrerthance their chances in the
labour market. It is this sharp rise in demand thas$ contributed to this rushed
expansion of learning institutions, in some inseancesulting in eroded quality of
study due to inadequate facilities and shortagguafified and experienced lecturers.
The creation of more universities in Kenya has ntorelo with national pride and

domestic politics than any real need for thesetiutgins (Odhiambo, 2013). With

Kenya having 47 counties and several ethnic grotingsnew universities have been
established based on regional and ethno-centritgablconsiderations rather than in
response to new educational needs, since mosesé thniversities offer more or less

similar programmes.

4.3. Response Rate

Response rate (also known as completion rate onreate) in survey research refers
to the number of people who answered the survedetivby the number of people in
the sample or population. It is usually expressettié form of a percentage. Table 4.1

shows the response rates of the questionnairesapegory of university.

Table 4.1.Questionnaire response rate

Category Number of questionnaires Number of Percentage

distributed guestionnaires returned of total
Od 28 18 19.9
universities
New *
universities 46 31 341
University 17 14 15.4
colleges

91 63 69.4

Total

* One of the respondents in this category declioefdl the questionnaire
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All the responses were valid with an overall reggomate of 69.4% which is quite
high since a response of 27% has been reporteé tudgh (O’'Regan et al., 2012)
based on the fact that typical rates for studiedressing strategic issues are in the
region of 10 — 12% (Koch and McGrath, 1996; Geletka, 1997). Contacts prior to
the dispatch of the questionnaire, follow-up calst messages and extended time to
return the questionnaire probably accounted for hilgdh response rate. However,
Visser, Krosnick, Marquette and Curtin (1996) shdwbat surveys with lower
response rates (near 20%) yielded more accuratsuraaents than did surveys with
higher response rates (near 60 or 70#another study, Keeter, Kennedy, Dimock,
Best and Craighill (2006) compared results of atsharvey with a 25% response rate
with results from a more rigorous longer surveyt thalded a higher response rate of
50% and found that the two surveys yielded resutiat were statistically
indistinguishable. Therefore, the presumption th&édwer response rate means lower

survey accuracy is null and void.

4.4. Demographic Information

4.4.1. Gender distribution of top management in pholic universities

The gender distribution of top management in pubiniversities in Kenya as of
September 2013 is shown in Table 4.2. The percentdgemale among the top
management of fully-fledged universities is far &wthan that in the university

colleges.

Table 4.2. Gender distribution of top management in publicversities and
university colleges in Kenya

Category Gender Number Percentage Total
Public Universities Male 64 84.2

Female 12 15.8 100
Public University Male 13 68.4
Colleges Female 6 31.6 100

Source: Author, 2013
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The gender distribution in the university collegesn line with the Constitution of

Kenya (2010) which requires that no one genderlshoccupy more than two thirds
of positions in government/public institutions. Tdisparity between the fully-fledged
universities and university colleges could be du¢he fact that most of the current
university colleges were established after the pigation of the constitution and that

during appointment due regard was given to theireaqent in the constitution.

4.4.2. Age and experience of the respondents
The majority of the respondents (47%) fell in tiee-554 years age bracket (Fig. 4.2).

This is expected because in Kenya this is the dgenwnany academia staff have
attained the required administrative experienceutph the ranks and are promoted to
the position of Associate Professor, which is ugudahe standard minimum

requirement for one to be appointed to managenmsitipns in public universities.
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Figure 4.2.Age distribution of the respondents (n = 63).

The study further sought to establish the numbewyezrs of experience the top
management had in university management. Figureshd@vs that most of the

respondents (30%) have served for 0 — 4 years. ddigd be due to the fact that

44



majority of the public universities were establdheithin the last four years and
many of those appointed had no prior experienceuiming universities at senior

management level.
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Figure 4.3.Years of experience in university management antieagespondents (n
=63).

In this study, experience in university managemeas taken as serving from the
level of principal of a college, a position seerdasision-making. The establishment
of new universities, therefore, presented oppotiesiifor serving and/or former

deans, directors and chairmen of departments &ndsio positions of principals and

deputy principals who eventually became VCs and B@Cnew universities.

4.4.3. Basic training of respondents
The basic training of the respondents is shown in B.4. The majority of the

respondents (76%) had their basic training in tenses while only 5% had training
in business. It is plausible that this scenario teaslo with not only the academic
qualifications required for appointment to thesesifjons, but the other desirable

requirements like publications and evidence fortioored research activities.
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Business

Science

Liberal Arts

Figure 4.4.Basic training of the respondents (n = 63).

Data available from most universities indicate thmabst of the research and
publications are being churned out by teachindg stathe pure and applied sciences.
Since one of the requirements for appointment &sehpositions is publications and
evidence of continued research, this could accdantthe number of scientists
managing public universities. In the business, mities and social sciences there are
many opportunities for part-time teaching and shemn consultancies, hence
teaching staff in these disciplines may and areyiko ignore publishable research in
pursuit of financial empowerment, thereby devotitite time to research. However,
empirical evidence is lacking and research needbetaconducted to verify this

assertion.

4.4.4. Level of training in management among the spondents
Professional training is essential in running amgaoization, whether private or

public. A high percentage (79%) of the responddrdd no formal professional
training in management (Fig. 4.5) with majorityyialy on what they learned through

attending workshops and seminars (Fig. 4.6).
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Figure 4.5. Percentage of respondents with or without profesdidraining in
management [Professional training includes trainmgianagement at
Diploma and above] (n = 63).
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Figure 4.6. Level of professional training in management amdmg respondents
[Professional training includes training in managemat Diploma and

above] (n = 63). Workshops and certificate not atered in this study
as professional training in management.
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Only 8% of the respondents had postgraduate tigimnmanagement, specifically
Master of Business Administration (MBA) and Exewati MBA. Although

management skills can be learned through experiasrcaeading, continuous
management training is important for managemenéwah and even more so in
today’s ever changing environment. Without it, ette® well-resourced organizations
may soon become like a ‘rudderless ship’ in theewgtwhere the tide is ever

changing (Dsanzi and Dzansi, 2011)

Majority of the respondents indicated that theydssk management training ‘to a
great extent’ (Table 4.3). This correlates well hwithe percentage (79%) of
respondents who have no professional training inagament (Fig. 4.5). Acquisition
of management skills is expected to enable managersnprove performance,
efficiency and effectiveness (Jones and George8)280d the respondents indicated
that acquisition of these skills would improve theerformance, efficiency and

effectiveness ‘to a great extent'.

Table 4.3.Management view of need for professional trainmmanagement and
paradigm shift in university management

Item Mean* Standard Verbal
deviation interpretation
Need for professional training 4.1 0.89 To a great
in management extent
Training in management will 3.9 0.91 To a great
improve performance, extent

efficiency and effectiveness

Universities should be managed 29 1.08 To a moderate
by professional managers and extent

not academicians

n =63

* The analysis is based on the ranges 1 — 1.5aNall, 1.6 —2.5: To a little extent,
2.6 — 3.5: To a moderate extent, 3.6 — 4.5: Toeatgextent and 4.6 — 5: To a very
great extent

Lack of management skills has been identified as @nthe main challenges facing
public universities in Kenya (Chacha, 2004; Muti@@02) and in Nigeria (Ekundayo
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and Ajayi, 2009). Despite lack of managerial skilmong the respondents, most of
them indicated that universities are better mandgeg@rofessional managers rather
than academicians only ‘to a moderate extent’. Ad@ant trend in public policy in
the west and some more advanced developing cosinigrithe application of private
sector management models to the public sector. ifstance, the New Public
Management model which deals with issues like iefficy, effectiveness, delivery,
flexibility, measurement and output has been adbpyemany countries (Sirat, 2010).
In Kenya this model has been applied in a few patals. Kenyatta National Hospital
and Kenya Wildlife Service, two parastatals in Karhave in the past been run by
professional managers rather than by professianatiseir core mandate, a practice
that can be borrowed by public universities. RegerKenyatta National Hospital
advertised for the Chief Executive Officer (CEO)spion and the only key
requirement for the candidates was possession gbostgraduate degree in
management and no reference to training in thettheadiences. Therefore, new
approaches to leadership in higher education afagbexplored elsewhere as
universities face the dual challenges of compeatingobally competitive world while
at the same time designing opportunities to build develop sustainable leadership

(Jones et al., 2012), and Kenya is no exception.

4.5. Managerial Challenges Faced by Public Univertses

The respondents were asked to rank the managdwdlenges they experience in
their universities. Among the five main functions management the respondents
indicated that the control function of managemeogaal challenge ‘to a great extent’
while organizing function was rated lowest (Tabld)4 In planning function, the

biggest challenges were physical facilities foirtirag, learning, and students and staff
welfare (3.9) particularly students accommodatgirgtegy communication (3.6) and
engagement of employees with strategy (3.7), newagament paradigms (3.6) and
resource mobilization and planning (3.6). In orgamg function, the biggest

challenge was operationalization of the university a system (3.1). In staffing

function, competition for experienced and competeaiching staff among public

universities (3.9) and poor remuneration and stadtivation (3.6) were the major

challenges while in the leading and control funtdidhe biggest challenges were
transformational leadership (3.5) and real-timeonmiation and control (3.6),

respectively (Appendix Ill). Strategy is an areaenehmost universities found challenge
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in the planning function, particularly the process developing strategy, strategy
communication and engagement of people with styatégis agrees very well with
what has been reported in the corporate organizatitere it has been indicated that
the need to provide the link between strategy aperations is paramount in the
communication and engagement, particularly at djpea level (Brown, 2013). In
order to effectively communicate strategy, publigversities in Kenya will have to
endeavor to find out what employees want to knowhso they are not overwhelmed
with details. While strategic plans are often depet by the senior management team,
their effectiveness depends on the extent of emgegethroughout the organization

(Brown, 2013).

Table 4.4. Mean and standard deviation of the extent to whluh respondents
experienced managerial challenges related to mamageunctions

Function Mean* Standard deviation  Verbal intetatien
Planning 3.6 0.56 To a moderate extent
Organizing 29 0.44 To a moderate extent
Staffing 3.6 0.75 To a moderate extent
Leading/Directing 34 0.59 To a moderate extent
Control 3.8 0.82 To a great extent
Overall 3.6 0.83 To a moderate extent
n=:63

* The analysis is based on the ranges 1 — 1.5aNali, 1.6 — 2.5: To a little extent,
2.6 — 3.5: To a moderate extent, 3.6 — 4.5: Toeatgextent and 4.6 — 5: To a very
great extent

Many universities, especially the new ones andutiieersity colleges have not put in
place information management systems in place; stameot produce information on
the number of registered students, paid up studehisse who have passed
examinations, who has taken academic leave, wh&smwhere among the staff and
on financial matters. Tsai and Beverton (2007) fified some of the management
challenges facing Taiwan universities as the latkcansensus and shared vision,

limited faculty development, inadequate accessterral resources and lack of good
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leadership. The managerial challenges faced by roeggnizations are influenced by

many factors, including the time the organizatias been in the industry.

The study sought to compare whether there was mmyfisant difference in the
extent to which the new and old universities exgeed managerial challenges.
There was a significant difference (p<0.05) in ngeral challenges faced by new
and old universities with respect to planning, legdand control functions, based on
the fact that the p-values are less than 0.05 €T4ld). Overall, there was significant
difference (p<0.05) in the managerial challengepeernced by the old and new
universities. The new universities and universitlages experienced managerial
challenges to a greater extent than the old unitiessas evidenced by the high means
(Table 4.5).

Table 4.5. The difference between old and new universitiestha extent the
respondents experienced managerial challenge®detat management

functions
Function Category n Mean* Standard t p
deviation

Planning Old 18 2.9 0.58 2.207 0.031**
New*** 45 3.4 0.91

Organizing Oold 18 2.6 0.76 1559 0.124
New 45 3.C 0.97

Staffing Old 18 3.0 0.57 1.753 0.085
New 45 3.4 0.80

Leading/ Oold 18 2.9 0.72 2.190 0.033**

Directing New 45 3.4 0.82

Control Oold 18 3.0 0.78 2.194 0.032**
New 45 36 0.97

Overall Old 18 2.9 0.65 2.133 0.037**
New 45 3.4 0.86

*  The analysis is based on the ranges 1 — 1.5:a\aill, 1.6 — 2.5: To a little
extent, 2.6 — 3.5: To a moderate extent, 3.6 —Ho5a great extent and 4.6 — 5:
To a very great extent

**  Significant difference at p<0.05

*** |ncludes new universities and university colkg
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In the recent past many new university collegesiandersities have been established
in rural areas, a departure from the past, whergt wicthe universities were based in
the urban centres. There was a significant diffeegip<0.05) in staffing, leading and
control functions between rural and urban univessi{Table 4.6). The managerial
challenge of staffing could be due to the fact thast of the staff, especially teaching
staff would prefer to work in the urban centres whthere are many opportunities.
This supports the observation in Appendix Il refyag the managerial challenge
with respect to staffing, where competition for espnced and competent staff
contributed ‘to a great extent’ the managerial lemges experienced by the
universities. All the same, rural universities exg@eced managerial challenges to a

greater extent than the urban universities as avetkby the high means (Table 4.6).

Table 4.6. The difference between respondents from urbanrarad universities in
the extent they experienced managerial challergjated to management

functions

Function Category n Mean* Standard t p
deviation

Planning Urban 24 3.1 0.63 1.709 0.093
Rural*** 39 34 0.96

Organizing Urban 24 2.8 0.74 0.784 0.436
Rural 39 3.0 1.03

Staffing Urban 24 3.0 0.58 2.573 0.013**
Rural 39 3.5 0.80

Leading/Directing Urban 24 3.1 0.83 2.077 0.042*
Rural 39 3.6 0.98

Control Urban 24 3.1 0.83 2.077 0.042**
Rura 39 3.€ 0.9¢

Overall Urban 24 3.0 0.67 1.938 0.058
Rural 39 3.4 0.89

* The analysis is based on the ranges 1 — 1.5:aall, 1.6 — 2.5: To a little
extent, 2.6 — 3.5: To a moderate extent, 3.6 —¥bQa great extent and 4.6 — 5: To
a very great extent

** Significant difference at p<0.05

***Includes both semi-urban and rural universitigsiersity colleges
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The public universities in this study were categed as old universities, new
universities and university colleges. A one-way AWO was conducted to test
whether there was any significant difference in th@nagerial challenges faced by
each of the three categories. Table 4.7 showshkatategory of the public university
had no significant effect (p<0.05) on the managdectellenges experienced. This
may indicate that the management of public unitiessis homogeneous.

Table 4.7.One-way ANOVA test for the differences among theeé categories of
universities (university colleges, new universitiesl old universities) in
the extent respondents experienced managerial ecga$ related to
management functions

Function Source Sum of df Mean F p
squares squares

Planning  Between groups 3.65 2 1.822 2.579 0.085
Within groups 40.28 60 0.707
Total 43.93 62

Organizing Between groups 3.13 2 1.565 1.873 0.163
Within groups 47.63 60 0.836
Total 50.76 62

Staffing Between groups 2.43 2 1.217 2.223 0.118
Within groups 31.21 60 0.548
Total 33.64 62

Leading/  Between groups 4.09 2 2.046 2.364 0.103

directing  Within groups 49.32 60 0.865
Total 5341 62

Control Between groups 4.09 2 2.046 2.364 0.103
Within groups 49.32 60 0.865
Total 5342 62

Overall Between groups 3.20 2 1.600 2.421 0.098
Within groups 37.68 60 0.661
Total 40.88 62
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Previous studies (Oketch, 2004; Otieno, 2004) teplothat Kenyan universities face
many challenges, including changing relationshipwben public universities and
government, inadequate funding, poor infrastructgrewth in demand for higher

education, increasing societal expectations, sigiftidemographics and stiff
competition and rigid course programmes that ateesponsive to the labour market.
Other challenges previously reported include dtitngc and retaining qualified

teaching and research staff, financial, quality uemsce, paradigm shift in

management, global education paradigm shift fromeher-centred to learner-centred
(Mutula, 2002; Chacha, 2004; Kitoto, 2005). Thiadst has expanded further the
body of knowledge by providing details of managedhallenges faced by public
universities. With the core functions of a univerdeing learning, training, research
and service to the community it is evident thaséhean only be performed effectively
and efficiently when high quality academic and mamademic administrative staff are
hired and retained. Therefore, human resource whiad been identified as a
managerial challenge in this study should be mahagan integrated way in order to

achieve competitive advantage (Huang and Lee, 2013)

4.6. Environmental Challenges Faced by Public Unersities

The respondents were asked to rank the environingmilenges they experience in
their universities. The environmental factors thmay pose challenges in any
organization are political, economic, social, temlbgical, ecological and legal
(Pearce and Robinson, 2011). Of the environmeamiztbfs, economic factor posed
the most challenge (Table 4.8). Of concern wereifiementiated unit cost (3.9),
financing of education (3.6) and unemployment (8t6) which posed challenge ‘to a
great extent’ (Appendix lll). Apparently, politicdactor did not seem to have a
profound effect on environmental challenges facgdept that of interference by
politicians (3.4). The competitive factor posed iemvmental challenge ‘to a great
extent’, particularly as regards competition amdogpal universities (3.8), suppliers
(staff) (3.8) and customers (students) (3.6). Amitiegsocial factors, poverty posed the
highest environmental challenge (3.5). This cowddatiributed to the fact that most of
the Module Il students are drawn from the commusitsrounding the universities and

hence poverty may influence income generation.
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The environmental challenges faced by public usiies may be influenced by the

time the university was established. To establé & t-test analysis was carried out
between the old and new universities. Environmetttallenges faced by old and new
universities differed significantly (p<0.05) at thecial and ecological levels, as well

as overall (Table 4.9).

Table 4.8. Mean and standard deviation of the extent respuadexperienced
environmental challenges related to macro-enviroriaidactors

Factor Mean* Standard deviation Verbal interpretati
Political 2.8 0.94 To a little extent
Economic 3.6 0.73 To a moderate extent
Social 2.7 0.66 To a moderate extent
Technological 3.2 0.94 To a moderate exte
Ecological 29 0.84 To a little extent
Legal 3.1 0.71 To a moderate extent
Competitive 3.6 0.80 To a moderate extent
Overall 3.2 0.43 To a moderate extent
n=:63

* The analysis is based on the ranges 1 — 1.5aNall, 1.6 —2.5: To a little extent,
2.6 — 3.5: To a moderate extent, 3.6 — 4.5: Toeatgextent and 4.6 — 5: To a very
great extent

Further, given that the recently established usities and university colleges are
located in the rural area, these universities mage fenvironmental challenges
different from those in the urban centres. Thisdigpsis was tested by comparing the
environmental challenges faced by rural and urlraveuwsities. Table 4.10 shows that
there was a significant difference (p<0.05) in emwvinental challenges related to
political, economic and social factors between ersities located in rural and urban
areas. This could be due to the fact that mostehew universities in the rural areas
were established on political considerations rathan on need and, therefore, local
politicians wish to control them. On the other hantbst of the new universities in

the rural area are still setting up structures rtging heavily on the government for

financial support. For this reason, they are likilyexperience financial challenges
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compared to the urban universities; further mosthef rural universities are yet to

build brand identity.

Table 4.9.The difference between respondents from old amd um@versities in the
extent they experienced environmental challengéates to macro-
environmental factors

Factor Category n Mean  Standard t p
deviation

Political old 18 2.0 0.64 1.878 0.065
New* 45 2.5 0.78

Economic old 18 3.1 0.66 1.695 0.095
New 45 3.5 0.74

Social old 18 2.4 0.67 2.517 0.015*
New 45 2.8 0.6z

Technological Old 18 3.0 0.89 1.097 0.277
New 45 3.3 0.9t

Ecological Oold 18 2.1 0.56 2.182 0.033**
New 45 2.6 0.90

Legal old 18 3.0 0.62 0.673 0.503
New 45 3.1 0.74

Competitive  Old 18 3.1 0.71 1.761 0.084
New 45 34 0.81

Overall old 18 2.7 0.49 2.440 0.018*
New 45 3.0 0.56

*Includes new universities and university colleges

** Significantly different at p<0.05

With respect to social factor, poverty and cultbaee been sighted as big challenges.
This is supported by the fact that most of the Medustudents are expected to come
from the local community, hence this will affectethstudent population and
consequently income generation. A one-way ANOVA vess carried out to establish
whether significant difference existed among theehcategories of universities with
respect to the environmental challenges they faBgghificant difference (p<0.05)
existed in economic, social and technological fectamong the three categories
(Table 4.11). Overall there was significant diffeze (p<0.05) in environmental

challenges faced.
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Table 4.10. The difference between the extent respondents fudban and rural
universities experienced environmental challengdated to macro-
environmental factors

Factor Category n Mean  Standard t p
deviation

Political Urban 24 2.1 0.67 2.079 0.042**
Rural* 39 2.6 1.03

Economic Urban 24 3.2 0.80 2.156 0.035**
Rural 39 3.6 0.65

Social Urban 24 2.5 0.62 2.081 0.042**
Rural 39 2.8 0.66

Technological Urban 24 3.1 0.93 0.901 0.372
Rural 39 3.3 0.95

Ecological Urban 24 2.4 0.79 0.399 0.692
Rura 39 2.5 0.8¢

Legal Urban 24 3.0 0.65 0.669 0.506
Rural 39 3.1 0.75

Competitive Urban 24 3.2 0.82 0.862 0.392
Rural 39 3.4 0.78

Overall Urban 24 2.8 0.48 1.847 0.070
Rural 39 3.0 0.60

*Includes both rural and semi-urban universitied aniversity colleges
** Significantly different at p<0.05
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Table 4.11.0ne-way ANOVA test for the differences among theeé categories of
universities (university colleges, new universiteasd old universities)
on each factor of environmental challenge

Factor Source Sum of df Mean F p
squares squares

Political Between groups 4168 2 2.084 2.488 0.092
Within groups 47.744 60 0.838
Total 51.912 62

Economic Between groups 4401 2 2.200 4.643 0.014*
Within groups 27.012 60 0.474
Total 31.413 62

Social Between groups 2.700 2 1.350 3.335 0.043**
Within groups 23.076 60 0.405
Total 25.776 62

Technological Between groups 5952 2 2976 3.685 0.031**
Within groups 46.040 60 0.808
Total 51.992 62

Ecological Between groups 3.797 2 1.898 2.839 0.067
Within groups 38.116 60 0.669
Total 41913 62

Legal Between groups 0.254 2 0.127 0.246 0.783
Within groups 29.376 60 0.515
Total 29.630 62

Competitive  Between groups 3.356 2 1.678 2.807 0.069
Within groups 34.070 60 0.598
Total 37.426 62

Overall Between groups 2.253 2 1.127 3.934 0.025**
Within groups 16.327 60 0.286
Total 18.580 62

** Significantly different at p<0.05
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The universities were affected by competition fodgnts and staff ‘to a great extent’.
It has been observed that university administrategard increased competition for
students as one of the most important drivers gfamizational change at their
institutions (Kemelgor, Johnson and Srinivasan, Q0@hich can be countered
through implementation of appropriate responsdegres. Mutua (2004) in his case
study of the University of Nairobi showed that th@versity faced a lot of challenges
and the greatest of all was the challenge of coitetfrom other institutions that

have taken advantage of the insatiable quest ghrelnieducation in Kenya. The study
showed that the university had implemented respossategies, including

introduction of new programmes, industry collabmmat and human resource
management. This study was undertaken 10 yearsvago the number of public

universities was only six and one public universitllege. The situation is quite
different now with very stiff competition. The ptitial and economic contexts of the
higher education industry are intricately connectspecially for public institutions.

Funding for state public higher education is ing&apart, driven by available tax
revenues, which are in turn influenced by a stagéesnomic climate (Martinez and
Wolverton, 2009). In higher education, technologiganovation has influenced

rivalries on both the teaching and research froriese universities that capitalize on
technological innovation enhance their competitp@sition as they move to the

forefront of teaching and research.

4.7. Test for Social Desirability

Social desirability and/or distorted self-repogshere an executive paints himself or
herself in good light; although reduced through f-administration of the
guestionnaire, it could not be ruled out. To ta& with respect to the managerial and
environmental challenges experienced, the respoimess the VCs and Principals
(CEOs) were compared with those of the DVCs anduBegPrincipals (Deputy
CEOs). The results are depicted in Tables 4.124ah8l, respectively. There was no
significance difference (p<0.05) in the responsemfthe CEOs and their deputies in
the extent they experienced managerial and envieotah challenges related to
management functions and macro-environmental factespectively. This indicates
that there was no social desirability in the reggsnto the challenges. This can be

attributed to self-administration of the questionaa
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Table 4.12.The differences between positions of top managemethbers (VCs
/principal — CEO versus DVCs/deputy principals) the extent they
experienced managerial challenges related to mamageunctions

Function Position n Mean*SD** t p

Planning VC/Principal 20 3.3 0.99 0.15 0.881
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 3.3 0.80

Organizing VC/Principal 20 3.0 1.04 0.627 0.533
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 2.8 0.87

Staffing VC/Principal 20 33 0.79 0.156 0.878
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 33 0.74

Leading/Directing VC/Principal 20 34 1.11 0.242 0.809
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 35 0.87

Control VC/Principal 20 35 1.11 0.242 0.809
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 34 0.87

Overall VC/Principal 20 3.3 0.96 0.309 0.758
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 32 0.76

*  The analysis is based on the ranges 1 — 1.5: Nait,atl.6 — 2.5: To a little extent,
2.6 — 3.5: To a moderate extent, 3.6 — 4.5: Toeatgextent and 4.6 — 5: To a very
great extent

** SD — Standard deviation
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Table 4.13. The differences between positions of top managenmambers
(VCslprincipal — CEO versus DVCs/deputy principads) the extent

they experienced environmental challenges related macro-
environmental factors
Factor Category n Mean* SD** t p
Political VC/Principal 20 2.5 1.03 0.556 0.580
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 2.3 0.89
Economic VC/Principal 20 3.3 0.83 0.802 0.426
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 3.4 0.67
Social VC/Principal 20 2.6 0.68 0.329 0.743
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 2.7 0.65
Technological VC/Principal 20 3.2 1.02 0.161 0.873
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 3.2 0.91
Ecological VC/Principal 20 2.5 0.88 0.322 0.748
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 2.4 0.83
Legal VC/Principal 20 2.9 0.70 1.376 0.174
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 3.2 0.70
Competitive  VC/Principal 20 3.5 0.79 0.962 0.340
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 3.3 0.80
Overall VC/Principal 20 2.9 0.56 1.818 0.074
DVC/Deputy Principal 43 3.2 0.51

* The analysis is based on the ranges 1 — 1.5:aNall,
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4.8. Response Strategies

4.8.1. Strategic responses
The study investigated the response strategiestedldyy public universities to cope

with both environmental and managerial challengaspng them Porter’s generic
competitive strategy model (cost leadership, d#fgiation and focus) and grand
strategies as applied in business entities. Thdiguimiversities in Kenya used
Porter's generic competitive strategy model andngratrategies as some of the
response strategies to cope with the environmemtdl managerial challenges they
faced ‘to a great extent’ overall (Table 4.14).tkd Porter’s three generic competitive

strategies, cost leadership and differentiatioreveetopted ‘to a great extent’.

Table 4.14. Mean and standard deviation of the extent to whéspondents adopted
Porter’ generic competitive strategy model and drsinategies

Strategic response Mean* Standard  Verbal interpretation
deviation
Cost leadership 3.6 0.87 To a great extent
Differentiation 3.9 0.71 To a great extent
Focus 3.3 0.95 To a moderate extent
Diversification 3.4 0.94 To a moderate extent
Strategic alliances 3.7 0.75 To a great extent
Overall 3.6 0.61 To a great extent
n=63

* The analysis is based on the ranges 1 — 1.5alatl, 1.6 — 2.5: To a little extent,
2.6 — 3.5: To a moderate extent, 3.6 — 4.5: Toeatgextent and 4.6 — 5: To a very
great extent

In the cost leadership strategy, cost minimization non-core activities and
outsourcing non-core services were adopted ‘to eaatgrextent’ while in
differentiation, being the best university/univéysiollege in the vicinity, offering the
best market-driven programmes and establishingdoesquity were adopted ‘to a
great extent’. In focus strategy, focusing on dipalar clientele was adopted ‘to a
great extent’ (Appendix lll). These generic stra&geghave been used by corporate

organizations to achieve sustainable competitiveaathge. It can, therefore, be
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argued that public universities in Kenya are mowvimogn operating as public entities

to adopting corporate models (corporatization).

Universities that consider a broad market strateggt leadership and differentiation
offer a wide range of programmes as seen in thearesipn strategy where
respondents used expansion as a response stredegyrioderate extent’ (Appendix
[l). These universities offer varied modes of dety including full time, part-time,
evening time and distance learning programmes fiberent economic classes as
observed in this study and by Ronquillo (2012). Pplklic universities in Kenya try
this by attracting students from rural areas bynapg branches in smaller towns in
the rural areas. In higher education, applying $ostrategy, universities concentrate
on a narrow student or programme segment, andnitiasit segment they manage to
develop the best offer and capture students’ ister& his discourages other providers
from competing directly. In this case, studentsehi@gs choice and are left with fewer
alternatives to choose from or have to do the @bexause of the nature of their job.
This kind of strategy has been used by Kenyatta¢isity and Egerton University in
providing training for the disciplined forces. Theal of domain creation strategies is
to add related domains, to diversify or to spresttsr (Cameroon, 1983). These
strategies include completely new programmes of¢srin high demand areas. They
create new opportunities for institutional succedsile minimizing cost where

resources are decreasing (Cameroon, 1983).

The main domain offence and domain creation stieéegmployed by Kenyan public
universities include franchising to commercial egks, establishment of satellite
campuses and introducing new programmes, usuaflglats beyond the universities’
core areas of strength, such as health scienagsjnBormation and communication
technology, management and business studies (Wgegeama and Nafukho, 2011,
Wangenge-Ouma, 2012). The University of Nairobih@d of Business has in the
recent past utilized the differentiation and fostistegies through development of
new postgraduate programmes, including M.Sc. (eanM.Sc. (Human Resource
Management), M.Sc. (Entrepreneurship and Innovatidanagement), M.Sc.
(Marketing) and M.Sc. (Marketing Research) to cepthose customers who wish to

attain more specialization beyond the regular MBAdalizations.
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The establishment of campuses and learning cetiitreaghout the country, several
of which are exclusive to private students is aeottiomain defense and domain
creation strategy employed by almost all of the y&m public universities. The
respondents indicated that this response strategyséd ‘to a great extent’. Public
universities are, therefore, emerging as the keyigers of private education in
Kenya and if the trend of exclusive pockets ofaie students continues, a new kind
of private university seems to be emerging, namptiyate universities owned by
public universities (Wangenge-Ouma, 2012). In addisome universities franchise
their degree offerings to middle level colleges vgeb name recognition but pay for it
(Iraki, 2011). Further, the university collegesnadijor public universities are quick to
indicate their mother university’s name with a viewriding on the good will of the
more known public universities. Given the naturd arstory of public universities in
Kenya, the strategic responses adopted by the nsities may vary. Using t-test
analysis, this study shows that there was sigmificdifference (p<0.05) in the
adoption of differentiation strategy between thet @hd new universities (Table 4.15).
This difference could be due to the fact that tee nniversities are yet to develop the
common traditional programmes typical of a univgraind also the fact that the new

universities may not have established a brand itlgantwarrant differentiation.

Depending on the level of development and status,three categories of public
universities may differ in the choice of Portersngric competitive strategies
adopted. Table 4.16 shows that there was no signifidifference (p<0.05) in the
adoption of Porter's generic competitive strategiesong the three categories of
universities. This implies that the status of thubl university does not dictate the
adoption of these strategies but rather the enwisa in which they operate which
seems to be similar in this case. Among the grdradegjies, the strategic alliances
and collaborations that were adopted ‘to a gredergx were those with local
community in provision of students and staff wedfaf3.7) and with research
organizations to enhance research capacity (3.8p€Adix Ill). Provision of student
welfare, especially accommodation is one of thellehges facing all public
universities, worst hit being those in the ruraaarWith dwindling funds from the

government, the public universities have enteréa strategic alliances with foreign
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universities through memoranda of understandingrder to build both physical and

human capacity through collaborative programmes.

Table 4.15. The difference between the extent to which respotedin new and old
universities adopted which Porter's generic contipetistrategy model
and grand strategies

Strategic Response Category n Mean  Standard p
deviation
Cost leadership New* 45 3.3 0.85 1.500 0.139
Old 18 3.7 0.89
Differentiation New 45 3.3 0.72 2.819 0.044**
Old 18 4.1 0.64
Focus New 45 3.3 091 0.516 0.608
Old 18 3.4 1.08
Diversification New 45 3.0 0.99 0.147 0.883
Old 18 3.2 0.86
Strategic alliances New 45 3.4 0.76 1.313 0.194
Old 18 3.6 0.67
Overall New 45 3.3 0.58 1.551 0.126
Old 18 3.6 0.68

*Includes new universities and university colleges
** Significantly different at p<0.05

Diversification, both in related business and imelsted businesses was adopted by
the public universities ‘to a moderate extent’ (&pdix 1ll). Content analysis
revealed that some of the universities were alsip@uy joint ventures through the
public-private partnership (PPP) model, especialith respect to addressing the
managerial challenge of student accommodation. Saonieersities, like Maseno
University and Kenyatta University have alreadyextiged for expression of interest
under the PPP model. Other public universities hdiversified into the tourism and
hospitality industry, and although in some cases ss facility for training, the core
objective is income generation.
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Table 4.16. One-way ANOVA test for the differences among oesents from the
three categories of universities (university cadlegnew universities
and old universities) on the adoption of each disman of Porter’s
generic competitive strategy model and grand grase

Strategic Source Sum of df Mean F p
response squares squares
Cost leadership Between groups  1.684 2 0.842 1.106 0.338
Within group: 43.40¢ 60 0.76:
Total 45.0¢0 62
Differentiation Between groups  1.622 2 0.811 1.626 0.206
Within group: 28.43¢ 60 0.49¢
Total 30.06: 62
Focus Between groups  0.872 2 0.436 0.473 0.625
Within groups 5254 60 0.922
Total 53.412 62
Diversification Between groups 0.05 2 0.025 0.027 0.973
Within groups 52.995 60 0.930
Total 53.046 62
Strategic Between groups  2.242 2 1121 2116 0.130
alliances Within groups 30.197 60 0.530
Total 32439 62
Overall Between groups ~ 0.891 2 0.445 1192 0.311
Within group: 21.30¢ 60 0.37¢
Total 22.19¢ 62

As pointed out by Porter (1985), it is imperatif)attorganizations (universities) have
their strategies that reflect their needs and plgiven the institutional arrangements
and external conditions. Some universities tookrisle of programme differentiation

when they started offering other programmes otmveusities did not offer. Some

succeeded and others failed. Ronquillo (2012), ceigid that programmes
differentiation in a university should be accomgahby a corresponding training of
faculty staff. The current results show that sgatelliance which is an agreement
between two or more organizations to cooperatespegific business activity, so that
each benefits from the strength of the other, aamd gompetitive advantage was a
preferred mode of entry into new markets (Appenidlx Organizations enter into

strategic alliances for four main reasons, easmarket entry, shared risks, shared
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knowledge, critical skills and expertise, and sgyeand competitive advantage
(ISoraite, 2009). Kinyua (2010) reported that JKUfoFmed strategic alliances with
tertiary institutions with the aim of taking educat to the people and to offer
bridging courses which were being offered by fameigiversities out there hence
exploiting a niche market that other public univigs had not noticed. This was also
aimed at utilizing idle capacity in these instituits and optimally exploit the available
human resource capacity at JKUAT, besides gengrataome that was badly needed
to supplement funds from the government. This sthdg established that most
universities enter into strategic alliances withmooercial colleges ‘to a moderate
extent’ and with local communities ‘to a great ext€¢Appendix Ill) the latter being

aimed at provision of staff and student welfare.

The success of private HEIs in Malaysia has beewshto use Porter's generic
competitive strategy model to beat competitionhia higher education industry and
their response to the challenges in the environnagat guided by Porter’s five
competitive forces (PFCF) framework (Hua, 2011)yatgic alliances were used as
one of the most popular expansion and respondegyral his could be due to the fact
that there is no investment on the part of the ipulnhiversity and that it allows for
the spread of risks. It is like a form of franchigiprogramme on the part of the public
university to the commercial institution. KitotoQ@5) in her study on competitive
strategies adopted by universities in Kenya obsemhat both public and private
universities use generic and grand strategiesavsuin the competitive market. In
addition, Gongera and Okoth (2012) in their studynuddle level colleges in
Mombasa, Kenya found that these institutions haméted strategies that are focused
on offering unique products that are generally @dlby customers and thus following
the differentiation strategy. University strategoas be limited to a reactive response
to environmental pressures, to a simple mechansmesource allocation according
to predefined rules in order to maintain a vuln&rahbternal balance or by a low
degree of autonomy in managing resources. Following perspective, university
nature as loosely coupled systems would lead tagene strategies based ad hoc
responses by learning organizational units or bgptation through simultaneous
tracking (Fumasoli and Lepori, 2011). Consideringuivarsities as formal
organizations leads to a conception of strategeshange instruments in the hands of

management (Kriicken and Meier, 2006). Therefore, dpplication of strategic
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management to the context of HIEs is feasible basedwo premises: (1) an
institution of higher learning is an entity witls ibwn goals and coherent goal-directed
actions and (2) an institution of higher learnisgai network of participants who use

their association to pursue their individual gddlsang and Lee, 2013).

4.8.2. Operational strategies
The operations strategies that have been adoptealidic universities are shown in

Table 4.17. The results indicate that the provissbrieadership by management in
formulating response strategies and mounting ohiegeand weekend classes are
used ‘to a great extent’ (4.1) by the respondeessdes value chain analysis, strategic
fit, participatory management, benchmarking andnimm the organization as a
corporate entity. Accommodation of students has lheghlighted as one of the main
managerial challenges to universities located malrand urban centres. To address
this challenge the response strategy adopted by ofidke universities was to enter
into partnership with the local communities to ofleecommodation or into a PPP
arrangement on a build-operate-transfer model. dddeadequate housing at local
universities has caused a steep rise in rents etidog private developers, a move that

has raised the overall cost of education.

In Kenya, a university degree is moving from beilggirable, in many cases, to being
a necessity. The universities have capitalizecherchanges in the economy and have
coined the terms ‘mature student’ or ‘evening aassvhich is basically ‘life-long
learning’ as a marketing tool to ensure repeatrtass for their product offerings.
Mounting of evening classes for mature and workiegple was a strategy adopted
by public universities ‘to a great extent’ to inese student numbers and also generate
more funds. A similar observation has been repopexViously by Svensson and
Wood (2010). Indeed, Kenyan universities have epdatahe marketing concept and
this is evidenced by the establishment of fullyded marketing departments as a
response strategy by the respondents ‘to a modexatat’ (3.0) (Appendix IIl) that
are focused on capitalizing on the newfound opmities (Svensson and Wood,
2010).
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Table 4.17.Mean and standard deviation of the of the extenwhich respondents
adopted various operational response strategies

Standarderbal interpretation

Response strategy Mean
deviation

e Top management provides leadership and.1 0.82
direction in formulating response responses

« Strategic plans are altered along the way t8.2 0.85
fit environmental changes

e The university ensures that there is a3.6 0.93
strategic fit between strategies and the
environment

* Distributed leadership/decentralization 3.4 0.91

* Value chain analysis to cut on costs 3.5 1.05

e Paying higher hourly rates to part-time3.0 1.05
lecturers than the competition

« Appointment of staff on permanent and3.4 1.14
pensionable terms

« Offering attractive and unique allowances ta3.3 1.07
attract competent and experienced staff

« Institutionalizing internal part-time teaching 3.3 0.97

* Participatory management 3.6 0.98

. Enterp.rlse resource planning to improve, , 0.92
operations

. Mountlng programmes that need m|n|mum3_2 113
investment

» Accommodation for all students 3.0 1.16

* Training core staff 3.3 1.02

» Benchmarking 3.6 0.99

* Weekend and evening classes 4.3 1.27

* Restructuring/Re-engineering 3.2 0.99

* Establishment of a fully-fledged marketing 3.0 1.25
department

* Implementation of ISO 9001:2008 QMS 3.6 1.27

* Running the university like a corporate3.6 0.91

organization

To a great extent

To a moderate extent

To a great extent

To a moderate extent
To a moderate extent
To a moderate extent

To a moderate extent
To a moderate extent
To a moderate extent

To a great extent

To a moderate extent

To a moderate extent

To a moderate extent
To a moderate extent
To a great extent

To a moderate extent
To a moderate extent
To a moderate extent

To a great extent
To a great extent

* Hiring out university resources 2.9 1.12 To a moderate extent
Overall 3.3 0.51 To a moderate extent
n =63

*The analysis is based on the ranges 1 — 1.5: Nali,a 1.6 — 2.5: To a little extent,
2.6 — 3.5: To a moderate extent, 3.6 — 4.5: Toeatgextent and 4.6 — 5: To a very

great extent
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Due to the evening and weekend programmes, mo$tpubversities in Kenya have
a population of self-sponsored students higher thah of regular or government-
subsidized students (Wangenge-Ouma, 2012), themewpting private public
universities. The programmes attended by thesevai®i public students are
popularly referred to as parallel programmes amy tire thede facto private wings
of public universities as has happened in publispitals. In large part, public
universities introduced parallel programmes alagsiegular’ programmes attended
by government-subsidized students to augment amoraehocations from the

government (Wangenge-Ouma, 2012).

Besides administration of a questionnaire, theysalso collected secondary data and
undertook content analysis. The study has uneargwde unethical response
strategies used by some universities which mayedtgngental to quality of service
delivery and/or graduates. Information from printdia and brochures indicate that
some universities and the constituent collegediagéd to them drop some cluster
subjects for some courses in order to attract stsdé case that was observed in this
study is the Bachelor of Information TechnologycBelor of Science in Information
Technology and Bachelor of Business Information Hhetogy. While one of the
cluster subjects for government-sponsored studewtwitted through the Joint
Admissions Board (JAB) is physics, information Ire tintake announcements in the
print media and brochures for self-sponsored/Modulstudents do not indicate
physics as one of the cluster subject. This imples since physics is not taken by
many students, dropping physics as a cluster stilgech universities have an unfair
advantage in raising student numbers for thesergnoges as opposed to those
universities which include physics in their intakanouncements. In so doing the
guestion is, are these two categories of gradudwessame? This seems to give
credence to the public outcry that the so calladlf® students are of inferior quality
especially where they are not integrated with tAB 3tudents. Since the brochures
are used in exhibitions and open days/forums, stsdaspiring to join such

universities through government sponsorship dayabthe right information.
Other universities admit students with a KCSE mgeade lower than C+ (plus)

directly into degree programmes and for universiytificate and diploma courses
with a mean grade of D+ (plus) and C- (minus), eetipely at KCSE. While the
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certificate are terminal, a fact that is not comroated to them, such graduates are
eventually admitted to higher level academic progrees, their qualifications at
KCSE notwithstanding. Since the entry requiremést grogrammes is a C- (minus)
and C (plain), respectively, this further posesuafair competition for students with
those universities that maintain the recommendetty erequirements. This is
supported by the observation that the respondemticated that this lowering of
admission criteria by some universities affectesl ¢thoice of response strategy ‘to a
great extent’ (Appendix Ill). Further, combining ofasses from different levels of
study has also been observed as an unethical msmirategy for alleviating the
shortage of qualified staff and saving costs. Lamgeof job specifications, especially
for teaching staff in order to compete for the seaand limited human resource
influenced the choice of response strategies Goeat extent’ (Appendix Ill). Indeed,
some professors in some public and private unitiesscannot qualify to be senior
lecturers in other universities. In other univeest students undertaking master’s
degrees especially in business, humanities andilssciences are allowed to start
project work (Part Il) even before completing ceuvgork. This flexibility and laxity
albeit unethical tends to attract many potentiatishts, a situation that poses unfair

competition.

In other cases, there is credit transfer from di@oto undergraduate degree
programmes with such students entering universitgither first or second semester
of second year. Ideally, only related degree ucds be transferred from one
programme to another, that is, degree to degreis. iShan unethical strategy and
gives these universities an unfair competitive atlvge over the others with respect
to attracting and raising student numbers. The Bumission criteria was also

observed in most private universities where in sa@ages universities only indicate
the minimum qualification (C+) without indicatine required cluster subjects. This
not only compromises quality of graduates but arfiu response strategies to beat
competition for students. The low admission crétesind undeserved credit transfer
used by some private universities as compared ¢o piblic universities could

contribute to the exponential increase in the nundfestudents in some private

universities. The credit transfers from diploma greanmes or professional

certificates enables the students to finish thegy@amme in two calendar years,

assuming trimester. In some private universitiesdaiates with CPA (K) are even
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admitted into the MBA programme irrespective of e they are graduates or not,
while in other universities they start in the setan third year, their qualification at
KCSE notwithstanding. This trend has influencedeothniversities in their response
strategies and is unfair as far as competitionoiscerned — the playground is not
level. What about quality? CUE, can diploma unitsCi®A subjects be equated to
degree units? A diploma course is supposed to éridg gap between C (plain) and
C+ (plus). If the diploma units are equated to tegree units, then one is left
wondering why a candidate needs to undertake amglprogramme in the first
place. Another highly abused strategy was the dedcare-university programmes
and bridging courses that admit students who donmextt the minimum university
requirements with as low as C- (minus) who trartsit universities. In other
universities candidates with mean grades lower ®ar(plus) are required to sit for
entrance examinations and if they pass (which imllysthe case) they are admitted
into degree programmes. This may be mainly dueatt bf national standards in
what constitutes a pre-university programme andtwhauld be bridged. In most of
the universities except University of Nairobi, wleo bridge one must have a mean
grade of C+ (plus) and at least a C- (minus) inghigject to be bridged, most other
universities are silent on this and students whibdwored as low as E are allowed to
bridge. In these cases the pass rate is delibgfagh to guarantee a steady transition
into the undergraduate programmes. Another undtbjperational response strategy
was found in the institution-based programmes whagersities both private and
public reduce the number of sessions that constéigemester to attract students who
wish to finish in the shortest possible time conhtestwithstanding. Fees payable for
some programmes was also questionable, raisingubstion whether the students are

taught for the prescribed number of hours.

Organizations are environmentally dependent, he¢heg need to employ strategic
responses in order to adapt to the changing envienh The response strategies that
a firm chooses are not easy decisions and sonfenf may turn out to be wrong but
this should not be a hindrance for not coming ughwreative decisions (Thompson
et al., 2008). Response strategies, therefore Miavchanges in the firm’s strategic
behavior and ensure success in transforming therefuénvironment. One of the
response strategies that was indicated as playk®sy gart in attracting and retaining
staff is subsidized fees for staff and their depersl (Kitoto, 2005). Structure is
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important in crafting response strategies. The ipubhiversity structures have
remained the same and have not evolved in resgor@enging internal and external
environments. While operations and strategies istrioiversities have adjusted to
changes in internal and external environments tretrganizational structures have
remained the same despite changes in the envirdrimeece need for re-engineering
albeit contextual. Recently, Kenyatta Universityvexddised for a position of a
Registrar to be in-charge of strategy which is padire from the traditional

structure.

4.9. Factors Influencing Choice of Response Stragies

The choice of response strategies by organizatiespecially private ones is

influenced by many factors among them the Port&ilee Competitive Forces

(PFCF). The study sought to establish the factmsinfluence the choice of response
strategies adopted by public universities in Kema@uding the influence by PFCF

framework.

4.9.1. Influence of Porter’s five competitive fores framework

The PFCF framework/model is defined by the follogviiorces: the threat of new
entrants, supplier power, buyer (customer) powke threat of substitutes and
intensity of industry rivalry (Porter, 1985). Thisnodel is anchored on

microeconomics and is one of the most used statemmeworks today. Having a
competitive advantage over competing universitittsaet sufficient prospective

students and further generate funds. Overall &lfihe competitive forces safe for
buyers’ power influenced the choice of responsatesies adopted by public
universities ‘to a great extent’ (Table 4.18). Hoee threat from new entrants had
the highest influence since most of the respondentisated that it influenced the
choice of response strategies the greatest extempared to the others (4.1), followed

by the bargaining power of suppliers (teachingfstaith 3.7.

In the analysis of higher education systems, maaglais and frameworks are based
on governance, steering, or coordination model& [Bnguage used in the present-
day policy documents (knowledge economy and corigetposition among others)

calls for an analysis of higher education as ansitry and this is supported by results

from this study. The findings from this study ameagreement with those reported for
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universities elsewhere. In their work Pringle angigshan (2011) argued that PFCF
framework can be applied in the higher educatialustry (university sector) in order
to achieve a competitive position for the higheunaation system. Ronquillo (2012)
has also reported that PFCF model is applicabtberanalysis of competitiveness in
universities in Australia similar to that in bussseentities and has distinct attributes
and capabilities which are presented to their tdilenif they are to have a strong
market and competitive position. Indeed universitveorld over are challenged by

alternative substitute modes of learning.

Table 4.18. Mean and standard deviation of the extent to lwinkspondents’ choice
of response strategies were influenced by Portivis competitive
forces framework

Force Mean* Standard Verbal
deviation interpretation

Threat from new entrants 4.1 0.92 To a great extent

Intensity of rivalry in the To a great extent

industry 3.7 0.78

Threat from substitutes 3.6 0.86 To a great extent

Bargaining power of 3.7 0.60 To a great extent

suppliers

Bargaining power of buyers 3.4 0.95 To a moderate

extent
Overall 3.8 0.84 To a great extent
n =063

* The analysis is based on the ranges 1 — 1.5aNall, 1.6 — 2.5: To a little extent,
2.6 — 3.5: To a moderate extent, 3.6 — 4.5: Toeatgextent and 4.6 — 5: To a very
great extent

Porter (2008) describes the threat of new entrasitdirectly related to the barrier to
entry for that particular industry. It may not nssarily be the actual entry, but the
threat of new entrants to the industry that drivasmpetition. Contrary, to

observations by Pringle and Huisman (2011), it appé¢hat there are low barriers of
entry into the Kenyan higher education industrytipalarly for universities intending

to launch business, humanities and social scieregred programmes. This is
evidenced by the fact that threat of new entrafffisced the choice of response
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strategies ‘to a great extent’ (Table 4.18). Thppbu of qualified and competent
manpower is a big challenge and hence suppliectu(ers) have a big bargaining

power and ‘to a great extent’ influenced the chaitesponse strategies.

A substitute performs the same or a similar fumctoy a different means (Porter,
2008). When the threat of a substitute is highugtiy profitability suffers. The threat
of substitute is high if the substitute providesost-effective trade-off compared to
the original product. For the higher education stdyin Kenya the most powerful
and growing force with respect substitute is thedh from distance education and
online degree programmes which have increased @mtthae to increase in numbers.
This was found to contribute to the choice of rem@ostrategy ‘to a great extent’
(Table 4.18). A similar observation had been magerevious researchers (Anand,
2012; Pringle and Huisman, 2011). Martinez and \Wiabn (2009) indicated the
threat of substitute in higher education is defitgdthree attributes: convenience,
time and application. They consider time to be mhest important factor driving
students to seek out substitute products, arguiag dtudents do not want to invest
four to five years to obtain a bachelor’'s degrew,do professionals want to leave the
workforce for two years to complete a traditionaster’'s degree. Whether the credit
transfer strategy observed in this study coulddresicered as a substitute remains to
be established. As a result, many students arerm#ingaalternatives that decrease the
completion time for a degree. Similarly, convenelargely responsible for driving
adult learners to seek out alternative modes ofca&thn. In addition to the
distance/online market, the delivery methods ohewg weekend (Appendix Il) and
modularized programmes are increasing (Pringle Bisman, 2011). In fact,
Kenyan universities that have sought to resporttisogroup by offering convenience
and decreased time have become the industry sthratad gained competitive
advantage as observed in this study. Rivalry antbeguniversities influenced the
choice of response strategies ‘to a great extérable 4.18), particularly between
public and local private universities (Appendix llCustomers (students) will look for
programmes with decreased completion time, deld/atetimes and in ways that are
customized to individual needs, for example, evgnamd weekend classes. The
competitors that offer substitutes often combinavemience, time and application,
largely because of expanded delivery options masiple by technology and also

fair credit transfer.
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In higher education industry, the intensity of liyadepends on the object of the
competition: students, teaching staff, donors, gowent funding or research funds
(Pringle and Huisman, 2011). With increasing numiseuniversities in Kenya the
intensity of rivalry is bound to be high, leading teduced ‘profit’. It must be
acknowledged that university culture has changeahstorming education into a
commodity (commodification). The results show tlilais contributed ‘to a great
extent’ the choice of response strategies, baseth®mesire to run universities as
corporate entities. Due to the high concentratidnuniversities, and perceived
incentives to compete on price, it is likely thatversities’ revenue will be reduced
and this is likely to create financial managememillenge to the management of
universities in the future (Anand, 2012). As themmer of providers grows, the
competition increases and more competition leadadee efficiency, higher quality,
more innovation, more differentiation and more ckesifor consumers (Pringle and
Huisman, 2011). Fumasoli and Lepori (2011) indidateat small universities which
cannot profit from mass enrollment, a coherentoacis the only way to compete and
try to steer their own trajectory — that is, difatiation when faced with competitors

endowed with much large power, resources and hegdy like the older universities.

Further the influence of PFCF on the choice of oesp strategies was not
significantly different (p<0.05) between the olddamew universities (Table 4.19). All
the p-values are greater than 0.05 which means thate teas no significant
difference (p<0.05) in the extent to which the PFi@fuenced the adoption of
response strategies between the old and new unigsrsThis means that the
influence of PFCF in the adoption of the resporisstegyies is not dependent on the
age of the organization (university) but rathedependent on the environment in

which the organizations operate which apparentiytfe universities is similar.

Porter (2008) acknowledged that additional faclidwes economic changes and rise of
technology will have a direct effect on the fivenguetitive forces and by extension,
therefore, will have a large role to play in infhwéng the higher education industry. It
should be noted that the change in the higher ¢idicsector in Kenya created many
opportunities, which attracted the private sectmenter into the higher education

industry, to exploit the opportunities created withreasing demand and decreasing
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public funding, hence increasing the intensityieélry. Due to the low entry barrier
into the higher education industry in Kenya andswtight government regulations in
the industry, there has been an increase in thebeuwf private universities in the
recent past offering the same products as the @ubliversities hence increasing

competition in the industry.

Table 4.19.The difference between the extent to which respotgdin new and old
universities choice of response strategies wereiented by Porter's
five competitive forces framework

Force Category n Mean Standard t p
deviation

Threat from new New* 45 3.8 0.23 0.300 0.765

entrants old 18 3.9 0.94

Intensity of rivalry in the New 45 3.7 0.71 0.5550.581

industry old 18 3.8 1.02

Threat from substitutes New 45 2.2 1.09 1.551 0.126
old 18 2.7 0.86

Bargaining power of New 45 3.6 0.64 0.965 0.339

suppliers old 18 3.3 0.56

Bargaining power of New 45 3.3 0.97 0.109 0.914

buyers Oold 18 3.3 0.80

Overall New 45 3.4 0.67 0.811 0.421
old 18 3.2 0.78

n=63

*Includes new universities and university colleges

The marketing concept has been adopted in non-tagkeoncepts such as

relationships between universities and studentsn&on and Wood, (2010) observed
that students are seen as customers of knowledgarat universities and universities
regard themselves as suppliers of knowledge tcetlsestomers. Higher education
industry like any other industry is highly compie®t and, therefore, has to operate
like a business enterprise to sustain the competiihe business of higher education

has become complex with emergence of new substiidels of learning and
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delivery in form of e-learning, open and onlineuarsities (Anand, 2012). With the
decreasing government funding in higher educatystesn, most of the revenue is
generated from student fees and with universiteadoprovider of higher education
service products to the customer — the student agfigment of course fees, will
demand value for the money. The core of businesgament is formed by its
relationship with students (customers), teachiraff suppliers), industry and job
markets which form the higher education industryiemment (Anand, 2012). A
model depicting this has been proposed by PringgeHuisman (2011) (Fig. 4.7).

Potential New
Entrants
New institutions

International
institutions
Duplicates from
existing players

Suppliers Rivalry Among Buyers
» Faculty Existing » Parents

» Administrators Higher * Students

* Part-time Education * Industry
teaching staff Institutions

Substitutes
Online Degrees
For-Profit
Universities
Distance and
open learning

Figure 4.7. Higher education viewed through Porter's five cetitpre forces
framework (modified). Source: Pringle and Huism201(1)
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Further, there was no significant difference (p%.th the extent to which PFCF
framework influenced the choice of response strategmong the three categories of
public university (Table 4.20).

Table 4.20. One-way ANOVA test for the differences of theektrespondents from

the three categories of public universities (ursitgr colleges, new
universities and old universities) choice of resmonstrategy was
influenced by the Porter’s five competitive foréesmework

Force Source Sum of df Mean F p
squares squares
Threat from new  Between groups 0.742 2 0.371 0.251 0.779
entrants Within groups 84.191 60 1.477
Total 84.933 62
Intensity of rivalry Between groups 2.284 2 1.142 1498 0.232
in the industry Within groups 43.462 60 0.762
Total 45.746 62
Threat from Between groups 2375 2 1.188 0.898 0.413
substitutes Within groups 75.358 60 1.322
Total 77.733 62
Bargaining power Between groups 2.692 2 1.346 1.363 0.264
of suppliers Within groups 56.291 60 0.988
Total 58.983 62
Bargaining power Between groups 2011 2 1.006 1.155 0.322
of buyers Within groups 49.639 60 0.871
Total 51.65 62
Overall Between groups 0.987 2 0.494 0.691 0.505
Within groups 40.685 60 0.714
Total 41.672 62

The utility of PFCF model is that it provides anmabtical framework to determine
how to gain competitive advantage by strategiclbsitioning a firm within an
attractive industry environment. PFCF model hasaaly been applied in a wide array
of businesses, including non-profit organizatiorisere competitive advantage is a
central theme. As argued by Pringle and HuismadiR0Porter's (1985) model is

anchored on microeconomics and despite criticisrMintzberg (1994) and others, it
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is still one of the most strategic frameworks usethy. Based on the results from this
study and according to Ronquillo (2012), the forcas be aligned so that they may
appropriately be useful in the higher educatiorusid;. The supplier in the higher
education sector is referred to as the teachini, stath permanent and part-time,
buyers referred to as industry and students/parexisting competition referred to as
existing universities and colleges, substitutesiccdae alternative education from
degree programmes or mode of delivery and new mistn@fer to new universities
and colleges offering the same courses. Competii@momes strong when business
entities which offer similar services and productsate strategies and offer novel
products which may be used as alternatives to dheesproduct but at possibly the
same quality at lesser cost, and public univesstie® no exception. This study posits
that public universities in Kenya also use the satnategy, which increases their
market and value and, therefore, become a thrdhgetother institutions because they

offer more or less the same products.

In the case of higher education, the buyer/custaméne student, his or her parent
and the industry (Pringle and Huisman, 2011). Thdustry demands industry-
demand programmes while students demand markegrdpgrogrammes. Some of the
services offered by some universities are unique @ovide a sustainable value to
students and add to the bargaining power of thdestu As observed by Anand
(2012) in India, and results from this study ther@ased number of universities have
provided the students wider options of not jusesihg the courses of their choice
but also the university they want to study. Idealhe power of student increases as
the services offered become more standardized,hwddiows them to more readily
compare offerings and make more informed choidess towering the switching
costs. The intensity of rivalry among existing orgations in the higher education
industry manifests itself in the competition foudnts, faculty and research money
(Martinez and Wolverton, 2009). Students would wishearn degrees from those
universities that are likely to command more respethe marketplace; such degrees
are more likely to lead to employment. For sures tirewcomer universities are
unlikely to have earned a sufficient reputation aedpect from the industry to
guarantee jobs. This may explain why some of thepoerdents from the new
universities and university colleges indicated ttled desire for students for inter-

university transfer to the older universities posedhallenge in the management of
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student numbers. A similar observation of old versew institutions in Ontario,
Canada had been made earlier by Pringle and Hui§2@d11). Established HEIs have
a clear incumbency advantage that is not availablpotential new entrants to this
industry. First, they already have an establishequlitation and established buyers
(students). Further, they have the administrative @mplex scholarly (faculty) and
political connections that enable them to functielatively smoothly and sustain their

reputation.

The potential for the entry of a new competitomirhe existing higher education
marketplace depends on several factors includimgpn@mies of scale, capital

requirements, reaction from existing competitord #re level of buyer acceptance or
resistance (Martinez and Wolverton, 2009). It haerbreported elsewhere that
institutions that focus on online delivery, havelueed physical capital requirement
by offering programmes only over the internet. Highhnological investment has in
some instances replaced physical infrastructurethnsl changed the cost of doing
business ((Martinez and Wolverton, 2009). Publicversities in Kenya are slowly

adopting this model to circumvent the challengegplofsical infrastructure observed
in this study. Thus, the new business models emgngi higher education are brick
(physical campus), brick and click (physical aslves virtual campuses) and click

only (virtual campus) (Pathak and Pathak, 2010).

The power of teaching staff (faculty) varies depegdon institutional type and

discipline. If the faculty is unionized, supplieower increases (Martinez and
Woverlton, 2009). In Kenya, the teaching staff iomized and, therefore, supplier
power is high. The supplier power of teaching stadt only varies by institutional

type but also by discipline. In some fields, thare more qualified teaching staff than
positions, thus decreasing supplier power. Thedsggupplier in HEIs is the teaching
staff who weld a great deal of power due to themrsity and trade union. The
respondents indicated that the teaching staff powas high and influenced the
choice of response strategies ‘to a great extd@iatle 4.18). This is supported by the
management challenge on the staffing function @a#l4). Without a strong

academic staff, no HEI can be successful, becdusetheir academic teaching and
research that defines a university and provideddpiimacy for the credentials the

university confers (Pringle and Huisman, 2011).t€&10(2008) argues that supplier
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power is strong if (1) it is more concentrated thia@ industry it sells to (HEIs), (2)
industry participants (students) face switchingt€om changing suppliers, (3)
suppliers offer products that are differentiated &) there is no substitute for what
supplier group provides. All these would suppod plosition that, on balance, despite
some erosion in the power of the supplier, the himac staff maintains a strong
bargaining position and degree of power in the éigeducation industry (Pringle and
Huisman, 2011) and as found in this study bothtfole and part-time lecturers have
high bargaining power. Ideally, the teaching stadfrgaining power remains high
because currently there are no realistic subssitutehis study of universities in the
Gaza strip, Farahat (2011) reported that PFCF fnarieis applicable in universities
and this was attributed to similaritties among ursitees according to their
experience, resources, education quality and répoteRivalry, for example, among
universities given the low entry and exit barrieygood for improvement of quality.
It is clear from the results that public univesestistrategic response is influenced by
PFCF framework (Table 4.18) and is independentheftime the universities were

established and their status.

4.9.2. Other factors influencing choice of respomlsstrategies
The other factors that influenced the choice opoese strategies adopted by the

public universities are indicated in Table 4.21m®&oof the response strategies used
by some universities are unethical and compromiseqaality. The respondents
indicated that lowering of job specification by ethuniversities to attract staff and
lowering of admission criteria for similar programsnby other universities to attract
students influenced the choice of response stegéetp a great extent’. Some private
universities have been accused of lowering entguirements in order to attract
students. For instance, CPA (K) holders can take twars to complete an
undergraduate business degree through credit érangfile in others, such students
are admitted into the MBA programme. This has pdgméblic universities to craft
response strategies some of which are detrimemtglality. This is not only an unfair
marketing practice but also compromises qualitys@rdvice delivery and eventually
quality of the graduates. A similar observation haen made by Gudo, Olel and
Oanda (2011) in their study on the impact and ssdeiniversity expansion in Kenya

in relation to quality, challenges and opportusitie
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Table 4.21. Mean and standard deviation of the extent to whither factors
influenced the choice of response strategies

Factor Mean StandardVerbal interpretation
deviation

Changes in the market 3.5 0.79 To a moderate extent

Changes in government policies ¢ 3.€ 0.91 To € grea exten

decisions

Location of the university 3.3 0.32 To a moderatieet

Roles of past strategies 3.1 0.92 To a moderaenext

Mission and vision 3.5 0.67 To a moderate extent

Corporate culture 3.4 0.61 To a moderate extent

Management attitude towards risk 3.5 0.94 To a madideextent

Pressure from stakehold 3.7 0.5¢ To agrea exten

Needs and desires of top management 3.2 0.65 Tadanate extent

Statutory bodies requirement 3.5 0.91 To a modensent

Changes in government funding 4.0 0.48 To a greané

Limited human resource base 3.3 0.52 To a moderdgat

Lowering of job specification by other 3 g 056 To a moderate extent

universities to attract staff

Lowering of admission criteria for 36 0.73

. . To a great extent
programmes by other universities

Mandate of the institution 3.7 0.55 To a great eite

New constitution 3.8 0.68 To a great extent

The Universities Act 3.7 0.48 To a great extent

Reforms in the higher education sub- 3.5 0.79  To a moderate extent

sector

Conformation to the changing needs of 3.6 0.90 To a great extent

industries

Overall 35 0.58 To a moderate extent
n =063

* The analysis is based on the ranges 1 — 1.5alatl, 1.6 — 2.5: To a little extent,
2.6 — 3.5: To a moderate extent, 3.6 — 4.5: Toeatgextent and 4.6 — 5: To a very
great extent
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The government plays a key role in all the PFCFfuiids higher education,
disseminates information about universities thro@bE, and, formulates policies
and regulations. In higher education, governmentegand, create, enable or limit
the market. This study has shown that statutoryidsodequirements, changes in
government funding, new constitution, Universitikst (2012) and reforms in the
higher education sub-sector influenced the chofceesponse strategies ‘to a great
extent’ (Table 4.21 and Appendix Ill). Porter (2Dp@8entioned that government can
exert legitimate influence in any given industryheT results indicate that the
government has a great effect on the choice oforesp strategies and supports the
view of Martinez and Woverlton, (2009) that the FF@Ghodel should include
government as the sixth force to create a more cemnepsive view of the industry.
By dissecting the marketplace in which a universiyerates into strategically
significant groups, such as existing rivals, pasmntrants, substitutes, suppliers and
buyers, an organization begins to see more cledrre its opportunities and threats
lie (Martinez and Woverlton, 2009).

Information collected through interviews and fromcendary data indicated that
teaching staff with as low qualifications as HNDdaathers who have not even
completed their Masters degrees teach undergradissgses. Other universities even
combine classes in order to cut on costs. This comises quality of service delivery

and quality of graduates and has been necessitatedhallenge of scarcity of

competent and qualified teaching staff in someiplises. It was also disheartening
to note that most of the young staff teaching i plblic and private universities are
those who were not admitted directly through JARI& best among the graduates.
The situation is worse when it comes to the pametiecturers where chairmen of
departments and staff in the universities bringfriends and relatives with no

mechanism in place for vetting. The situation omdhound is that anybody can teach
in the university, their qualifications at KCSE atiet manner in which the degree
was obtained and universities from which the degeere obtained notwithstanding.
While the Teachers Service Commission requirestorfg@ve attained a minimum of

C+ (plus) at KCSE to teach in secondary schooletlage lecturers who had attained
mean grades far lower than C+ (plus) at KCSE. Sg#egninformation indicate that

those who apply for jobs in the universities anel @ventually appointed are not the

‘A’ graduates with some qualifications wanting.tkis is the situation how do we
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expect top notch graduates from our universitids?is clear from operations
management that the quality of output (graduatesiot only affected by the quality
of the input (students) but also by the proceskesitput undergo during value
addition chain (teaching and learning). As for agBitn of students who do not meet
the minimum .entry requirements and taught by inget@nt lecturers it is a ‘garbage
in — garbage out’ scenario.

The concept of ‘entrepreneurial university’ emphadi identifying a university’s
resources and the extent to which they may be dpedl for commercial use. The
increased number of parallel students has showtlerwe of creeping but steady
marginalization of state-subsidized students, whe #&ecoming increasingly
unpopular, since they do not represent a viabl&ketathey do not offset the lack of
public funding, nor do they promise efficiency gaifprofit maximization), which,
increasingly, seems to be becoming an end in i(3&Hngenge-Ouma, 2012). The
private sector employers in Kenya have raised #w ffag over the quality of
graduates that local universities are churning camtioning that the institutions need
to integrate industry needs in their curriculumisThas been attributed to structural

weaknesses, poor infrastructure and poor curriculum

The t-test analysis was used to test whether tiva® any difference in the other
factors influencing choice of response strategidepted by the old and new
universities. The difference in strategic responsetsween the old and new
universities is given in Table 4.22. The locatidntlee university had significant
difference (p<0.05) in influencing the choice o§pense strategies between the old
and new universities. Location of the university leeen cited as a big challenge in
attracting both staff and students. Those in thmmrcentres are more attractive to

staff and students than those in the rural areas.
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Table 4.22.The difference between the extent to which varfagsors influenced the
choice of response strategies by respondents iarmdew universities

Factor Category n Mean SD t p
» Changes in the market New* 43 35 0.63 0.078 0.938
Old 17 35 1.13
» Changes in government New 43 3.6 0.96 0.707 0.482
policies and decisions Old 17 3.8 0.75
* Location of the New 43 3.8 1.09 5.873 0.00**
university Oold 17 21 0.96
* Roles of past strategies New 43 3.0 0.95 1.536 0.13
Old 17 34 0.78
 Mission and vision New 43 34 1.11 0.392 0.696
Old 17 35 1.01
» Corporate Culture New 43 34 1.07 0.054 0.957
Old 17 34 1.06
« Management attitude  New 43 35 0.98 0.105 0.917
towards risk Old 17 35 0.87
* Pressure from New 43 3.7 1.04 0.581 0.564
stakeholders Old 17 3.8 1.02
» Needs and desires of topNew 43 2.9 0.99 1.971 0.053
management Old 17 34 0.93
« Statutory bodies New 43 3.6 0.83 0.783 0.437
requirement Oold 17 34 1.12
» Changes in government New 43 4.2 0.89 1.216 0.229
funding Old 17 37 1.16
* Limited human resource New 43 3.8 1.08 0.061 0.952
base Old 17 3.6 0.94
 Lowering of job New 43 3.2 1.52 0.952 0.927
specification Oold 17 3.2 0.93
* Lowering of admission New 43 3.3 0.56 0.287 0.775
criteria Old 17 3.8 0.70
* New constitution New 43 3.3 0.45 0.336  0.738
Oold 17 34 0.71
* The Universities Act New 43 3.6 0.74 0.799 0.428
Oold 17 3.8 0.85
* Reforms in the higher New 43 3.6 0.76 0.49 0.626
education sub-sector  Old 17 3.8 0.70
» Conformation to the New 43 3.8 0.44 0.115 0.909
changing Oold 17 3.7 0.85
Overall New 43 35 0.59 0.182 0.856
Old 17 34 0.48

n= 63; *new universities and university collegesSignificant difference at p<0.05
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Students often will consider location and conveogemabove and beyond any cost
(Martinez and Wolverton, 2009). Students claim timathe urban centres they can
pursue two academic and/or professional programahedfferent levels at the same
time and that there are more opportunities in @ universities than in rural ones
not to mention that the urban universities are memdowed. Response strategy
decision-makers after comprehensive examinationoftes confronted with several

viable alternatives than the luxury of devout olongahoices. Ndiao (2001) reported
that in NGO the choice of response strategiesfisenced by past strategies, vision
and mission, leadership, corporate culture, managemttitude towards risk, timing,

pressure from stakeholders and, need and desikeyfmanagers. However, the
attractiveness of a particular strategic altermaisvpartially a function of the amount
of risk it entails (Wheelan and Hunger, 2008). tAtde towards risk exert

considerable influence on strategic response. Vdheahd Hunger (2008) further
argue that the attractiveness of a strategic atin is affected by the perceived

compatibility with the key stakeholders in a comdmn’s task environment.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1.  Introduction
This chapter gives summary the results obtaineoh filois study, draws conclusion
from the findings, and outlines limitation of théudy and recommendations for

further research, policy and practice.

5.2. Summary of Findings

This study aimed at establishing the managerialeandronmental challenges faced
by public universities in Kenya, the response sgms adopted and the factors that
influence the choice of the response strategies. résearch design was descriptive
and used a structured questionnaire, interview @mdent analysis to collect both
primary and secondary data. The population washellpublic universities and the
respondents, selected through judgmental purpssineling were the VCs, DVCs of
universities and, principals and deputy principas university colleges. The
guestionnaire was distributed to 91 respondents&hdeturned, yielding a 69.4%
response rate. Majority of the respondents (49%¥wethe 50-54 years age bracket
and (32%) had between 0 - 4 years’ experience ivetsity management. Of the
respondents, 76% had basic training in the sciewbds only 3% had basic training
in business, 79% had no professional training imagament and only 8% each had
training in management at postgraduate diploma postgraduate degree. The
respondents indicated that they needed professioai@ing in management ‘to a
great extent’, and that such training will improtheir performance, efficiency and

effectiveness ‘to a great extent’.

Among the management functions, the control fumstigposed a managerial
challenge ‘to a great extent’. There was significdifference (p<0.05) in managerial
challenges for the planning, leading, control fiowwtand overall management
between the new and old universities while thers gignificant difference (p<0.05)
in managerial challenges in the staffing, leading aontrol functions between rural
and urban universities. However, there was no sugmt difference (p<0.05) in the

managerial challenges related to management furectismong all the three categories
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of public universities, that is, old, new and umsig colleges. Economic, social,
technological, legal and competitive factors posedironmental challenges ‘to a
moderate extent’. Social and ecological factors s$igdificant effect (p<0.05) on the
environmental challenges experienced by the old reawd universities. When urban
and rural universities were compared, politicalpremmic and social factors had
significant effect (p<0.05) on the environmentablidnges experienced. Economic,
social and technological factors had significarfeef (p<0.05) on environmental
challenges among the three categories of publiveusities. Overall, the macro-
environmental factors had significant difference<q®5) on environmental
challenges. There was no significant difference0(@S) in the responses from

VCs/principals and their deputies.

The universities had adopted Porter's generic coinge strategies model of cost
leadership, differentiation and focus to cope whb challenges. In particular cost
leadership and differentiation were adopted ‘to r@ay extent’. Adoption of
differentiation strategy was significantly diffetefp<0.05) between the old and new
universities. There was no significant differenped.05) in the adoption of Porter’s
generic competitive strategy model among the tleegegories of public universities.
In the cost leadership strategy, cost minimizagbnon-core activities, cost reduction
in departments and outsourcing of non-core senaoegor activities were adopted ‘to
a great extent’. Focus on a particular clienteles \wdopted ‘to a moderate extent'.
Other response strategies adopted ‘to a great textemiuded leadership in the
formulation of response strategies, distributeddeship, benchmarking, mounting of
evening and weekend programmes, implementation S8 19001:2008 quality
management system and operating the public uniiessis corporate entities and as
systems. The unethical operational strategies bgesbme universities and identified
in this study include, lowering of admission cridéefor some programmes contrary to
those set by JAB to attract Module Il students,dong of job specifications to attract
the scarce human resource, teaching of undergmguwagrammes by non-master’'s
degree holders, credit transfer from diploma toredegorogrammes and combining
classes at different levels to cut on costs, angaastgraduate level, undertaking

coursework (Part 1) and project concurrently.
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Porter’s five competitive forces (PFCF) framewanKuenced the choice of response
strategies adopted by the universities ‘to a gesd&nt’, the most influence coming
from the threat from new entrants. The governmésu seemed to play a key role in
influencing the choice of response strategies amdbe considered as the sixth force
in PFCF model. A t-test analysis showed that theas no significant difference
(p<0.05) in the influence of the choice of the msge strategies by PFCF between
new and old universities. Further, one-way ANOVAttendicated that there was no
significant difference (p<0.05) in the influence BFCF on the choice of response
strategies among the three categories of publicveusities. Other factors that
influenced the choice of response strategies geeat extent’ included, pressure from
stakeholders, changes in government funding, lowerof admission and job
specifications by some public and private universitand the location of the

university.

5.3.  Conclusions from the Study

The results from this study indicate that publicvarsities experience a multitude of
environmental and managerial challenges and haveted response strategies to
cope with the challenges. The managerial challenges related to the main
management functions while the environmental chgls are related to micro-
environmental, industry and macro-environmentakdisc The response strategies
adopted by the public universities and the factofilsencing their choice are more or
less similar to those applied by corporate orgamna among them, grand strategies,
Porter's generic competitive strategies and PFGéwork. The application of
PFCF framework in the choice of response stratagasindependent of the time the
university was established and its status. Thidcatds that the present public
universities in Kenya are run like corporate eesitand could as well be renamed
public-private universities. The respondents gaweenor less honesty answers based
on the fact that there was no social desirabitiat is, the VCs and principals and
their deputies gave more or less similar respori¢esall response strategies adopted
were ethical and some could have serious impadauatity. Although most of the
respondents had no professional training in managgnit was not possible to
link/correlate the managerial and environmentallehges and response strategies to

lack of managerial ability.
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Although the results indicate a need for changmamagement style and structure of
Kenyan public universities, the higher educationt@erequires a less hierarchical
approach that takes into account its highly spe@dland professional context. Faced
with many environmental and managerial challengeduding intense industry
competition, government control and regulation, owditizing of education, rising
costs, highly dynamic environment, and more denrandustomers (students, parents
and industry), the survival of public universitissKenya depends greatly upon the
development of sustainable response strategiesmi@in viable and competitive, if

not to achieve market leadership.

5.4. Limitation of the Study

The study was conducted for public universitiesyomhd not all the HEIs hence
generalization in all HIEs is limited. This wasanined by both financial and time
constraints. The study investigated environmemédlraanagerial challenges only, yet
there are other challenges that could influencefopmance, efficiency and
effectiveness in management of public universiieKenya. Bureaucracy and delay
in returning the questionnaires due to the busgdale of the respondents limited the
speed of data collection. In data collection, thelg relied on questionnaires, which
included self-assessment measures for the respisna@o form the top management
team of public universities in Kenya. This couldvéded to distorted self-reports
and/or social desirability, which although redudbbugh self-administration of the
guestionnaire and not detected, cannot be ruledAsypointed out by Sharma (2008),
research has shown that individuals tend ter-oate themselves on desirable
traits and under-rate themselves on undesiradils,tparticularly those appearing as
self-evaluation, that may tend to be more subjectind biased. This means that some
respondents may have over-rated their competensenire areas of management and
response strategies, which could have led to tl@gvconclusion that there are no
managerial challenges and, if there are, appr@prieéponse strategies are in place.
There could have been fear among the respondergveocrucial information and
confidential data despite assurance that the irdtion so collected would be used in
confidential manner and for academic purposes adrrthe. geographic distribution of
guestionnaire posed a challenge. The study detit avily one stakeholder yet there

are other stakeholders in the higher educationsimguln addition, the study was a
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cross-sectional survey and the environment beingauiyc, the application of the

results over a long time is limited.

5.5.  Recommendations for Further Research

The challenges facing public universities in Kemgicate the need for reforms in the
management of these institutions. Improved goveraani public universities benefit
a wide range of stakeholders that include, studants employees. Based on this,
there is need to investigate and provide empigsadience on how the environment
influences the kind of leaders in public univeestiespecially in relation to its
volatility. The study has shown that majority of ttnanagement in public universities
have no professional training in management. Thereherefore, need to provide
evidence to link/correlate the lack of managemeatning and the managerial
challenges and response strategies adopted. Rutdiprivate universities operate in
the same environment. It is, therefore, expected they would adopt the same
strategies to respond to the changing environmidawever, the results from this
study cannot be generalized for all universitiesKenya since public and private
universities have different structures. This chdlsundertaking of a cross-sector study
to ascertain whether private universities expegetite same environmental and
managerial challenges, use the same responsgggssnd whether the same factors
influence the choices. The findings of such redearould potentially provide
important insights into the differences and sintilas between strategic management
in the different types of HEIs.

The operations of universities is affected by wuasicstakeholders, including 16
publics (Kotler and Fox, 1995) who have an actagéptial interest in or effect on the
institutions. Studies are, therefore, required nolarstand the challenges posed by
external and other internal stakeholders as thiy fuather inform managerial
decisions and aid survival in a competitive martkett education has become. The
current study relied on data collected using sgplerting postal and drop-and-pick-
later questionnaire, secondary data and contenltyssa ldeally, it should be
augmented with real-time longitudinal studies ttagibbetter understanding of causal
relationships (both degree and direction) betwd®n \arious environmental and
managerial challenges and the response stratégiegitudinal studies will shed light

on how the response strategies and the factorseméing their choice evolve in the
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context of environmental and other influences. Test current pressing challenge
may be the least challenging in the future. |, e¢fene, recommended that a
longitudinal study or periodical study is undertakke examine the changes in the
relative effects of the various challenges, respaigategies and factors influencing
the choices within and outside HEIs. This may utieaew and additional factors that
could be considered as significant contributorsttategic management in HEIs. The
study focused only on identifying environmental amghnagerial challenges.

However, public universities in Kenya may face otbleallenges which may need to
be investigated. This is important because somporee strategies adopted may

affect the whole organization and not necessagpond to a particular challenge.

5.6. Recommendation for Policy and Practice
This sub-section gives recommendation on the dmrtian of the study to theory and
knowledge and, application of the results in polfoymulation and practice in the

higher education industry.

5.6.1. Contribution to theory and knowledge

This study took a novel approach to studying ursiNgrsystem in a manner more
typically reserved for business and private sedibe response strategies adopted by
the public universities and the factors influencihgir choice are more or less similar
to those applied by corporate organizations amdwegnt grand strategies, Porter’s
generic competitive strategies and Porter's Fivemetitive Forces (PFCF)
framework. This indicates that the present pubhicversities in Kenya are run like
corporate entities and that the strategic managepranticed in public universities in
Kenya is similar to that of corporations. This coadification of higher education
and the concept that all response strategies appiethe public universities were
geared towards income generation and profits stpploe application of frameworks
like PFCF analysis to higher education. The studg kried to link managerial
challenges with managerial ability and providesées of management practice in

public universities.
The study makes positive contribution to the sgatemanagement literature by
focusing on the relationship between environmeatadl managerial challenges and

response strategies and, hence the environmentdepes theory of not-for-profit
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organizations, that is, public universities in Kanyhis is based on the fact that the
results reveal that current public universitieKenya are dependent on the internal,
industry and macro-environment in which they operalhus, the theoretical
framework developed in this study is an integratiddrthe environment-dependence
and resource-based theories of competitive advantég explain strategic
management of HEIs. They are complementary in @ipka the effects of external

industry structure and internal resources on ustibal performance.

5.6.2. Contribution to policy and practice

The study has explored the environmental and maishgehallenges, response
strategies adopted and factors influencing chofiaesponse strategies. The majority
of the management currently running public universiin Kenya have no basic or
professional training in management. Although latkraining in management could
not directly be linked to the environmental and agarial challenges as well as
response strategies adopted, the government mag teeset requirements for
appointment of university managers beyond academiglifications and
administrative experience to include, training iramagement. There was clear
bending of admission requirements for some disu@slias a response strategy to
attract Module 1l students. The Kenya Universitge®l Colleges Central Placement
Service created by the Universities Act (2012) malye this problem by providing
national guidelines for all potential candidatefie TCUE working with this body
needs to streamline admission criteria to ensui®mm and fair playing ground for
all universities and quality of graduates. CUE dtoensure that same admission
criteria are enforced for all degree programmesspective of whether one is
admitted through the regular/government or Moddlepriogramme. This would
include setting clear guidelines on entry requiretsecourse duration and mode of
credit transfer. It is hoped that the issue of itrzdnsfer will be addressed through
the CUE credit accumulation and transfer system T®Ainitiative. CATS is
expected to facilitate credit accumulation and gfan between institutions through
developing minimum standards for academic prograsnamel movement of students
within the country and, therefore, solve the problef unethical strategies on credit
transfer observed in this study. The governmentiside set national standards for
pre-university programmes, institution-based progrees and bridging courses as

this study has found that they are misused in &mgit to beat competition.
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To compete with the best in the region public ursitees in Kenya should mutually
cooperate and establish strategic alliances, conmgrléng each other in areas where
they have advantages instead of always lookingraign universities. For instance,
one of the biggest managerial challenges was #iiityaof physical infrastructure for
learning and training. Given that some universitee® endowed with specific
resources, it would be prudent if local public wrsities enter into collaborations
with a view to sharing the limited resources. Saaclaboration has been initiated by
JKUAT and Multimedia University of Kenya in condimg training in their
engineering programmes. Even dual tenure may bsidened for the limited human
resource, particularly teaching staff in those igigees where there are no adequate
teaching staff. Policy-makers need to consider newgously the importance of
technology as this could radically alter and disrtlpe competitive landscape by
lowering barriers to entry further and increasing availability of substitute products.
Given that some universities lower job specificasidfor teaching staff, the CUE
needs to formulate guidelines on job specificafionthe various cadres within the
teaching staff grades. In so doing, all universitiell be competing for teaching staff
on a level playing ground and avoid using unethstedtegies to respond to changes
in the external environment further enhancing theality of teaching in all
universities. There is need for universities tengineer themselves into centres of
excellence in selected disciplines and therebyieéite unnecessary competition for
students and staff which at times leads to loweohguality. Further, the public
universities should disband the rigid traditional’/grnance models that stifle reforms
to more pro-customer models that enable the itistits treat students, parents and
industry as customers and adopt corporate manadgestg@e of the universities
because they have actually become so. The infoomat the response strategies and
factors that dictate their choice in public univiées could be useful in developing
strategic frameworks and management guidelineduitiner development of higher

education industry in Kenya.
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APPENDICES

Appendix I: List of Public Universities in Kenya

S. No. Name of University/University College
1. University of Nairobi
2. Kenyatta University
3. Moi University
4. Egerton University
5. Jomo Kenyatta University of Agriculture and Teclogy
6. Maseno University
7. Masinde Muliro University of Science and Teclupl
8 Technical University of Kenya
9. Chuka University
10. Kisii University
11. Dedan Kimathi University of Science and Tecbgyl
12. Technical University of Mombasa
13. Pwani University
14. Maasai Mara University
15. South Eastern Kenya University
16. Meru University of Science and Technology
17. Multi Media University of Kenya
18. Jaramongi Oginga Odinga University of Scienw Bechnology
19. Laikipia University
20. University of Kabianga
21. University of Eldoret
22. Karatina University
23. Kibabii University College
24, Rongo University College
25. Taita Taveta University College
26. Embu University College
27. Machakos University College
28. Murang’a University College
29. Cooperative University College of Kenya
30. Kirinyaga University College
31. Garissa University College
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Appendix II: Questionnaire

To be filled by Vice-Chancellors and Deputy Viceddbellors of universities, and

Principals and Deputy Principal of university cgls. Kindly fill in the questionnaire

by ticking the appropriate response. For confiddityi pleaseDO NOT indicate your

name or the name of your institution anywhere is tjuestionnaire.

a 0N PP

w

INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Location category: 1] - Urban 4] - Semi-Urban 3[ - Rural

Number of students (approximately)

Number of teaching staff

Number of non-teaching staff

Category 1] — University College 7] — New University 3] - Old
University
MANAGEMENT STAFF INFORMATION

1. Position: 1] - Vice-Chancellor 2][- Deputy Vice-Chancellor

[3] - Principal 4] - Deputy Principal

2. Gender 1] - Female 2] — Male

Age bracket (years): 1J40-44 2145-49 3]50-54 4]55-59
[5] 60 — 64 6] 65—-69 T] Above 70 years

Your area of training: 1] — Science J] - Liberal Arts B] - Business

[4] — Others (specify)
Cumulative number of years you have held top mamagé position in a
university college and/or universityl][0 — 4 215-9 3)10-14
[4] 15-19 4] Above 20 years

Do you have any professional training in managefentfl] - Yes B] - No

7. If yes to what level? [1] — *Workshop/seminar 2] — *Certificate 3] - Diploma

[3] - Postgraduate Diplomad][— Postgraduate Degree (specify)

To what extent do you need training in management?

[1] — Not at all 4] - To a little extent 3] - To a moderate extent
[4] — To a great extenb] — To a very great extent

To what extent would professional training iramagement improve your

performance, efficiency and effectiveness?

[1] — Not at all 4] — To a little extent 3] — To a moderate extent
[4] — To a great extenb] — To a very great extent
Workshop/seminar attendance not considered as fpssional training in
management
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10. Universities would operate more efficiently aftectively if they were managed
by professional managers rather than academicians?
[1] — Not at all ] — To a little extent 3] - To a moderate extent
[4] — To a great extenb] — To a very great extent

C. MANAGERIAL CHALLENGES

To what extent does your university experience eafcthe following managerial
challenges? Please rank using the five-point ggaén below:

[1] — Not at all 4 - To a little extent 3] — To a moderate extent
[4] — To a great extent 5]F To a very great extent
Planning Challenges 1 2 3 4 5

Analysis and evaluation of environment

Establishment of SMART objectives

Formulation of appropriate strategies

Implementation of strategic plan

Strategy communication

Engagement of employees with strategy

Resource mobilization and planning

Implementation of plans

Identification of distinctive competitive advantags

D

Competition for both students and staff
Physical facilities for training and learning and
students and staff welfare

New management paradigms

Ability to forecast

Development of planning premises

Organizing Challenges 1 2 3 4 5
Operationalization of the current structures in
public universities

Design of effective structure
Identification and classification of required
activities
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Assignment of work and delegation of authority to
managers

Operationalization of the university as a system

Staffing Challenges

Competition for experienced and competent
teaching staff among public universities

Movement of teaching staff to private universities
which have better terms

Effective staff training policy

Unethical practices among some universities in
staff appointment

Poor remuneration

Location of the university

Change management

Managerial ability

Human resource training and development

Job enlargement due to inadequate staff

Leading/Directing Challenges

Motivation among staff

Leadership skills in middle level management

Result-oriented management

Leadership style in the university

Work environment — machine, equipment and
materials

Staff unionism

Academic leadership

Transformational leadership

Micro-management by the university council
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Control Challenges

Efficiency of control systems

Management control feedback system

Real-time information and control

Control of overall performance

Feed forward or preventive control

Establishment of standards

Measurement of performance against standards
plans

and

Rea-time correction of variation from standal
and plans

Identification of the critical control points

Quality assurance

Data and information management and control

Others managerial challenges (specify)

C. ENVIRONMENTAL CHALLENGES

To what extent does your university experience eddhe following environmental
challenges? Please rank using the five-point ggaén below:

[1] — Not at all ] - To a little extent

3] — To a moderate extent

[4] — To a great extent 5]F To a very great extent

Political factor

1

Interference in hiring

Interference in procurement

Interference by the university council

Interference by local politicians
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Economic factor

Increased cost of training

Income of surrounding community

Taxation

Financing of education

Inflation

Unemployment rate

Undifferentiated unit cost

Social factor

Poverty

Culture

Religion

Gender equity at workplace

Diverse workforce

Technological factor

In work environment

In learning and training facilities

Technological advances and/or changes

Ecological factor

NEMA regulations

Environmental legislation

Legal factor

The new Universities Act

The enhanced mandate of the Commission for
University Education
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The statutory bodies established under the
Universities Act

Labour laws
Accreditation statutory bodies for specific
programmes

Competitive factor 1 2 3 4 5

Local public universities

Local private universities

Foreign universities operating in the country

Suppliers e.g. part-time lecturers

Customers e.g. students

D. RESPONSE STRATEGIES

To what extent does your university apply eachhaf following strategies to deal
with the managerial and environmental challengenentered? Pease rank using the
five-point scale given below:

[1] — Not at all ] - To a little extent 3] — To a moderate extent
[4] — To a great extent 5]F To a very great extent

Environmental Response Strategies

Cost leadership strategy 1 2 3 4 5

Cost minimization in non-core activities

Cost reduction in most departments

Outsourcing non-core services

Charging low fees without compromising on
quality
Avoiding some costs altogether e.g. onljine
registration

Implementation of -learning to ease strain
facilities and lecturers

Franchising programmes

Differentiation strategy 1 2 3 4 5

Having the best training facilities
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Being the best university/university college in th
vicinity

Offering the best market-driven programmes

Establishing brand equity

Focus strategy

Focus on a particular clientele

Focus on a particular academic disciplines

Focus on a particular market segment

Development of programmes specifically
Module Il/parallel students

or

Diversification in related business

Diversification in unrelated business

Strategic alliances and collaborations

With competitors e.g. commercial colleges
share facilities

With foreign universities to enhance image

With local community in provision of students a|
staff welfare

nd

With industry andother universities to acce:
training facilities

With research organizations to enhance rese
capacity

arch

Managerial Challenges Response Strategies

1
Top management provides leadership and
direction in formulating strategic responses
Strategic plans are altered along the way tq fit

environmental changes

The university ensurethat there is a strategic
between strategies and the environment

Distributed leadership/decentralization

Value chain analysis to cut on costs

Paying higher hourly rates to p-time lecturers
than the competition

113




Appointment of staff on permanent and

pensionable terms

Offering attractive and unique allowances
attract competent and experienced staff

Institutionalizing internal part-time teaching to

increase staff morale

Declaring fewer openings in certain programmes

for students admitted through JAB

Participatory management

Enterprise  resource planning to imprQ
operations

Ve

Mounting programmes that need minimyum

investment

Accommodation for all students

Training core staff

Benchmarking

Students reporting earlier than in other univessiti

Weekend and evening classes

Expansion — establishment of satellite campuses

and learning centres

Opening new campuses at strategic locations

Control of products quality

Development of new products for specific market

Restructuring/Re-engineering

Establishment ¢ a fully-fledged marketing
department

Implementation of ISO 9001:2008 QMS

Running the university like a corpora
organization

Hiring out university resources
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E. FACTORS INFLUENCING CHOICE OF RESPONSE STRATEGIES

To what extent does each of the following factmftuence the choice of the strategy
to deal with managerial and/or environmental cimajés? Please rank using the five-
point scale given below:

[1] — Not at all ] - To a little extent 3] — To a moderate extent
[4] — To a great extent 5]F To a very great extent

Factors influencing choice of response strategy] 1 2 3 4 5

Competitive forces

Threat from new entrants

Intensity of rivalry in the industry i.e. higherwzhtion sub-sector

» Local private universities

» Foreign universities operating locally
Threat from substitutes e.g. online degree from
foreign universities

Bargaining power of buyers e.g. students
Bargaining power of suppliers e.g. part-time
lecturers

Changes in the market

Changes in government policies and decisions

Location of the university

Roles of past strategies

Mission and vision

Corporate culture

Management attitude towards risk
Pressure from stakeholders e.g. employers,
parents, students, local community

Needs and desires of top management

Statutory bodies requirement

Changes in government funding
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Limited human resource base

Unethical activities by some competitors

» Lowering of job specification/qualifications to
attract staff

* Lowering of admission criteria for similar
programmes to attract students

Mandate of the institution

New constitution

The Universities Act

Reforms in the higher education sub-sector

D
(7]

Conformation to the changing needs of industri

Thank you for your cooperation

116




Appendix Ill: Means and Standard Deviations of theQuestionnaire Items

A. MANAGERIAL CHALLENGES

Planning Challenges Mean SD
Analysis and evaluation of environment 3.2 0.71
Establishment of SMART objectives 2.9 0.82
Formulation of appropriate strategies 3.0 0.62
Implementation of strategic plan 3.2 0.59
Strategy communication 3.6 0.45
Engagement of employees with stral 3.7 0.68
Resource mobilization and plann 3.€ 0.98
Implementation of plai 3.1 0.74
Identification of distinctive competitive advant: 3.5 042
Competition for both students and staff 3.4 0.31
Physical facilities for training and learning artddents ang 3.9 0.88
staff welfare
New management paradigms 3.3 0.96
Ability to forecast 3.1 0.85
Development of planning premises 3.30 0.45
Overall Mean and SD 3.6 0.56
Organizing Challenges Mean SD
Operationalization of the current structures inljgub 2.9 0.91
universities
Design of effective structure 2.7 0.56
Identification and classification of required attes 2.9 0.71
Assignment of work and delegation of authority tarmagers 2.9 0.63
Operationalization of the university as a system 1 3. 0.48
Overall Mean and SD 2.9 0.44
Staffing Challenges Mean SD
Competition for experienced and competent teacstiaij 3.9 0.66
among public universities
Movement of teaching staff to private universitigsch 3.1 0.46
have better terms
Effective staff training polic 3.C 048
Unethical practices among some universitiestaff 3.3 0.61
appointment
Poor remuneration 3.6 0.23
Location of the university 3.1 0.74
Change management 3.3 0.48
Managerial ability 3.2 0.55
Human resource training and development 3.3 1.0D
Job enlargement due to inadequate staff 3.1 0.68
Overall Mean and SD 3.6 0.75

117



Leading/Directing Challenges Mean SD
Motivation among staff 3.5 0.81
Leadership skills in middle level management 3.5 480.
Result-oriented management 3.4 0.59
Leadership style in the university 3.0 0.82
Work environment — machine, equipment and materials 3.4 0.71
Staff unionism 3.1 0.65
Academic leadership 3.3 0.72
Transformational leadership 3.5 0.55
Micro-management by the university council 2.6 0.41
Overall Mean and SD 3.4 0.72
Control Challenges Mean SD
Efficiency of control systems 3.3 0.59
Management control feedback system 3.4 0.9
Real-time information and control 3.6 0.62
Control of overall performance 3.3 0.65
Feed forward or preventive control 3.8 0.80
Establishment of standards 3.3 0.73
Measurement of performance against standards and pl 3.4 0.69
Real-time correction of variation from standardd plans 3.6 0.78
Identification of the critical control points 3.4 .62
Quality assurance 3.9 0.97
Data and information management and control 3.5 7 0.5
Overall Mean and SD 3.6 0.83

B. ENVIRONMENTAL CHALLENGES

Political factor Mean SD
Interference in hirin 2.5 0.62
Interference in procureme 3.4 1.C4
Interference by the university cour 2.9 1.0€
Interference by local politicia 3.4 0.9¢
Overall Mean and SD 2.8 0.93
Economic factor Mean SD
Increased cost of training 3.5 0.84
Income of surrounding community 3.2 0.98
Taxation 2.7 0.87
Financing of education 3.6 0.93
Inflation 3.4 1.04
Unemployment rate 3.6 0.96
Undifferentiated unit cost 3.9 1.03
Overall Mean and SD 3.6 0.73
Social factor Mean SD
Poverty 3.5 0.87
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Culture 2.4 0.97
Religion 2.2 0.94
Gender equity at workplace 2.6 0.82
Diverse workforce 2.7 0.90
Overall Mean and SD 2.7 0.66
Technological factor Mean SD

In work environment 3.0 1.04

In learning and training facilities 3.3 1.11
Technological advances and/or changes 3.4 0.9
Overall Mean and SD 3.2 0.94
Ecological factor Mean SD
NEMA regulations 3.2 0.89
Environmental legislation 3.0 0.88
Overall Mean and SD 2.9 0.84
Legal factor Mean SD
The new Universities Act 2.9 0.82
The enhanced mandate of the Commission for Uniyersi 2.9 0.87
Education

The statutory bodies established under the Univessict 3.1 0.92
Labour laws 3.2 0.86
Accreditation statutory bodies for specific prograes 3.3 1.05
Overall Mean and SD 3.2 0.71
Competitive factor

Local public universities 3.8 1.11
Local private universities 3.3 0.98
Foreign universities operating in the country 3.3 .950
Suppliers e.g. part-time lecturers 3.8 0.89
Customers e.g. stude 3.€ 0.81
Overall Mean and SD 3.6 0.87

C. RESPONSE STRATEGIES

Environmental Response Strategies

Cost Leadership strategy Mean SD
Cost minimization in non-core activities 4.0 0.50
Cost reduction in most departments 3.8 0.57%
Outsourcing non-core services 3.7 0.63
Charging low fees without compromising on quality 53 0.49
Avoiding some costs altogether e.g. online redistna 3.4 0.85
Implementation of e-learning to ease strain onlifaas and 3.0 0.61
lecturers

Franchising programm 3.4 0.95
Overall Mean and SD 3.4 0.87
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Differentiation strategy Mean SD
Having the best training facilities 3.6 1.01
Being the best university/university college in th&nity 4.0 0.74
Offering the best market-driven programmes 4.0 0.8
Establishing brand equity 3.9 0.98
Overall Mean and SD 3.9 0.71
Focus strategy Mean SD
Focus on a particular clientele 3.5 0.97
Focus on a particular academic disciplines 3.2 0.6
Focus on a particular market segment 3.3 0.8
Development of programmes specifically for Module 3.2 0.86
[l/parallel students
Overall Mean and SD 3.2 0.84
Mean SD
Diversification in related business 3.2 0.86
Diversification in unrelated business 2.7 0.94
Strategic alliances and collaborations Mean SD
With competitors e.g. commercial colleges to share 3.1 0.93
facilities
With foreign universities to enhance image 3.1 1.0(
With local community in provision of students anaff 3.7 0.89
welfare
With industry and other universities to accessntray 3.5 0.98
facilities
With research organizations to enhance researccitgp 3.8 0.87
Overall Mean and SD 3.4 0.74
Managerial Challenges Response Strategies Mean SD
Top management provides leadership and direction in4.1 0.81
formulating strategic responses
Strategic plans are altered along the way to| fit 3.2 0.84
environmental changes
The university ensures that there is a strategibefiween 3.6 0.92
strategies and the environment
Distributed leadership/decentralization 3.4 0.91
Value chain analysis to cut on costs 3.5 0.4¢
Paying higher hourly rates to p-time lecturers than tr 3.C 0.9
competition
Appointment of staff on permanent and pensionabi®ms 3.4 0.39
Offering attractive and unique allowances to attfac 3.4 0.71
competent and experienced staff
Institutionalizing internal part-time teaching tacrease 3.3 0.65
staff morale
Declaring fewer openings in certain programmes 2.8 0.89

students admitted through JAB
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Participatory management 3.6 0.76
Enterprise resource planning to improve operations 3.4 0.92
Mounting programmes that need minimum investment 2 3. 0.32
Accommodation for all students 3.0 0.64
Training core staff 3.3 0.87
Benchmarking 3.6 0.98
Students reporting earlier than in other univeesiti 2.9 0.77
Weekend and evening classes 3.3 0.71
Expansion — establishment of satellite campuses |and3.4 0.90
learning centres

Opening new campuses at strategic locations 3.2 8 0.7
Control of products qualit 3.4 0.67
Development of new procts for specific mark: 3.4 1.0z
Restructuring/R-engineerin 32 0.98
Establishment of a fully-fledged marketing departie 3.0 0.49
Implementation of ISO 9001:2008 QMS 3.6 0.68
Running the university like a corporate organizatio 3.5 0.91
Hiring out university resources 2.9 0.88

D. FACTORS INFLUENCING CHOICE OF RESPONSE STRATEGIES

Factors influencing choice of response strategy

Mean SD
Competitive forces
Threat from new entrants 4.0 0.82
Intensity of rivalry in the industry i.e. higher wzhtion
sub-sector Mean SD
 Local private universities 3.7 0.78
» Foreign universities operating locally 2.3 0.49
Threat from substitutes e.g. online degree froneifpr 3.1 0.48
universities
Bargaining power of buyers e.g. students 3.3 1.0
Bargaining power of suppliers e.g. part-time leetsr 3.5 0.93
Changes in the market 3.5 0.79
Changes in government policies and decisions 3.6 90 0
Location of the university 3.3 0.82
Roles of past strategies 3.1 0.91
Mission and visio 34 1.07
Corporate cultre 34 1.0¢€
Management attitude towards 1 3.t 0.94
Pressure from stakeholders e.g. employers, pa 3.7 1.0
students, local community
Needs and desires of top management 3. 1.0
Statutory bodies requirement 3.5 0.91
Changes in government funding 4.0 0.98
Limited human resource base 3.7 0.89
Lowering of job specification/qualifications to &ttt staff 3.6 0.74
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Lowering of admission criteria for similar prograrasnto 3.7 0.57
attract students

Mandate of the institution 3.3 0.56
New constitution 3.3 0.97
The Universities Act 3.7 0.55
Reforms in the higher education sub-sector 3.8 0.6
Conformation to the changing needs of industries 7 3. 0.48
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Appendix IV: Studentship Introduction Letter
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Appendix V: Researcher’s Introduction and Questionmire Forwarding Letter

Francis M. Mathooko

South Eastern Kenya University
P.O. Box 170-90200

KITUI

Tel.: 0722-861239

E-mail: mmathooko@yahoo.co.uk

14" June 2013
Dear Sir/Madam

RE: LETTER OF INTRODUCTION

My name is Francis M. Mathooko. | am a student ke School of Business,
University of Nairobi pursuing a Master of Busingsgministration (MBA) degree
specializing in Strategic Management. | am curyentidertaking a research project
as patrtial fulfilment of the requirements for theaad of the said degree.

The title of my research project Response Strategies Adopted by Public
Universities in Kenya to Environmental and Managati Challenges”. The study
targets all public universities in Kenya includipgiblic university colleges. The
respondents are Vice-Chancellors and Deputy VicanCéllors, and Principals and
Deputy Principals of public universities and unsigr colleges, respectively. Your
university and position falls within this categagpd as such you have been selected
to participate in the study. The primary informatifor the study will be collected
through administering a questionnaire which is bgrenclosed. A self-addressed
envelope for returning the questionnaire is alsoased.

The success of the study depends on your assiséaiceooperation and |, therefore,
kindly request you to fill the questionnaire as éstty as possible and to the best of
your knowledge. | assure you that the informatiod data collected will be used for
academic and policy formulation purposes only, anilll be treated with utmost
confidentiality. Neither your name nor that of yomstitution shall appear in the final
report. However, at the end of the study, and if yoll be interested, | could send
you the executive summary of the findings upon estju

Thank you in anticipation for your cooperation mstsurvey and for taking time out
of your busy schedule to fill the questionnaire.

Yours sincerely

Mathooko, Francis Mutiso
D61/72588/2008
MBA Student, University of Nairobi
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