	

	

	


	
	
	


	
	
	




Introduction 

 What is strategic planning?  Strategic planning is a management tool, period. As with any management tool, it is used for one purpose only: to help an organization do a better job - to focus its energy, to ensure that members of the organization are working toward the same goals, to assess and adjust the organization's direction in response to a changing environment. In short, strategic planning is a disciplined effort to produce fundamental decisions and actions that shape and guide what an organization is, what it does, and why it does it, with a focus on the future. (Adapted from Bryson's Strategic Planning in Public and Nonprofit Organizations).
A word by word dissection of this definition provides the key elements that underlie the meaning and success of a strategic planning process: The process is strategic because it involves preparing the best way to respond to the circumstances of the organization's environment, whether or not its circumstances are known in advance; nonprofits often must respond to dynamic and even hostile environments. Being strategic, then, means being clear bout the organization's objectives, being aware of the organization's resources, and incorporating both into being consciously responsive to a dynamic environment.  
The process is about planning because it involves intentionally setting goals (i.e., choosing a desired future) and developing an approach to achieving those goals.  The process is disciplined in that it calls for a certain order and pattern to keep it focused and productive. The process raises a sequence of questions that helps planners examine experience, test assumptions, gather and incorporate information about the present, and anticipate the environment in which the organization will be working in the future. 
Finally, the process is about fundamental decisions and actions because choices must be made in order to answer the sequence of questions mentioned above. The plan is ultimately no more, and no less, than a set of decisions about what to do, why to do it, and how to do it. Because it is impossible to do everything that needs to be done in this world, strategic planning implies that some organizational decisions and actions are more important than others - and that much of the strategy lies in making the tough decisions about what is most important to achieving organizational success.  
The strategic planning can be complex, challenging, and even messy, but it is always defined by the basic ideas outlined above - and you can always return to these basics for insight into your own strategic planning process.
What is the difference between strategic planning and long-range planning?  Although many use these terms interchangeably, strategic planning and long-range planning differ in their emphasis on the "assumed" environment. Long-range planning is generally considered to mean the development of a plan for accomplishing a goal or set of goals over a period of several years, with the assumption that current knowledge about future conditions is sufficiently reliable to ensure the plan's reliability over the duration of its implementation. In the late fifties and early sixties, for example, the US. economy was relatively stable and somewhat predictable, and, therefore, long-range planning was both fashionable and useful. On the other hand, strategic planning assumes that an organization must be responsive to a dynamic, changing environment (not the more stable environment assumed for long-range planning). 
Certainly a common assumption has emerged in the nonprofit sector that the environment is indeed changeable, often in unpredictable ways. Strategic planning, then, stresses the importance of making decisions that will ensure the organization's ability to successfully respond to changes in the environment.
What Strategic Planning Is Not! Everything said above to describe what strategic planning is can also provide an understanding of what it is not. For example, it is about fundamental decisions and actions, but it does not attempt to make future decisions (Steiner, 1979). Strategic planning involves anticipating the future environment, but the decisions are made in the present. This means that over time, the organization must stay abreast of changes in order to make the best decisions it can at any given point - it must manage, as well as plan, strategically. Strategic planning has also been described as a tool - but it is not a substitute for the exercise of judgment by leadership.
Ultimately, the leaders of any enterprise need to sit back and ask, and answer, "What are the most important issues to respond to?" and "How shall we respond?" Just as the hammer does not create the bookshelf, so the data analysis and decision-making tools of strategic planning do not make the organization work - they can only support the intuition, reasoning skills, and judgment that people bring to their organization.
Finally, strategic planning, though described as disciplined, does not typically flow smoothly from one step to the next. It is a creative process, and the fresh insight arrived at today might very well alter the decision made yesterday. Inevitably the process moves forward and back several times before arriving at the final set of decisions. Therefore, no one should be surprised if the process feels less like a comfortable trip on a commuter train, but rather like a ride on a roller coaster. But even roller coaster cars arrive at their destination, as long as they stay on track!
What is a strategic plan?  In strategic planning it is critical to formally consider how your organization will accomplish its goals. The answer to this question is a strategy. There are a variety of formal definitions for strategies, but everyone fundamentally agrees that a strategy is the answer to the question, "How?"  "Strategies are simply a set of actions that enable an organization to achieve results." MAP  for Nonprofits, St. Paul, MN.  "Strategy is a way of comparing your organization's strengths with the changing environment in order to get an idea of how best to complete or serve client needs." Jim Fisk & Robert Barron, The Official MBA Handbook.
Essentially, there are three different categories of strategies: organizational, programmatic, and functional. The difference among the categories is the focus of the strategy: Organizational strategy outlines the planned avenue for organizational development (e.g., collaborations, earned income, selection of businesses, mergers, etc.). Programmatic strategy addresses how to develop, manage and deliver programs (e.g., market a prenatal care service to disadvantaged expectant mothers by providing information and intake services in welfare offices). Functional strategies articulate how to manage administration and support needs that impact the organization's efficiency and effectiveness (e.g., develop a financial system that provides accurate information using a cash accrual method).
When should a strategic plan be developed? Strategy development follows the creation and affirmation of the organization's purpose statement, environmental and program data collection and analysis, and identification of critical issues. It is critical that strategy development follow these steps because the information gathered and decisions made in these phases are the foundation for strategy creation and selection. Each of these steps provides the following: The purpose statement, the statement of the organization's ultimate goal, provides the direction to which the strategies should ultimately lead. 
External market data and program evaluation results provide critical data to support strategy development. Without this information and insight, the organization's strategies will not be in alignment with or effective in the marketplace.  The critical issues list serves as the specific focus and framework for the activities of the organization and the pattern of these activities (developing and selecting the strategies).
How are strategies developed? Strategy formulation is a combination of rational, scientific examinations and educated, intuitive best guesses. Many individuals are overwhelmed by the idea of developing strategies, but it can be a fun and invigorating process. 
The process entails: examining the organization's critical issues determining how the organization's strengths and skills can be employed to address the critical issues analyzing opportunities and strengths and looking for ways to synthesize the two exploring and choosing the best approaches for the organization.  During this evaluation ask these key questions: Does the strategy meet/address critical issues? Is this aligned with our mission? Is this approach financially viable?  One effective method of strategy generation is to list critical issues and organizational strengths onto flipcharts and then have staff or board members brainstorm possible uses of those strengths or other skills to address the critical issues. 
Once the brainstorm session is completed, use a roundtable discussion to investigate and evaluate the possible strategies.  Remember to develop a list of alternative strategies to investigate and keep in the contingency planning file.  It is important not to discount the ideas that come to people during non-working hours. 
The Polaroid camera is the result of a three year old's question to her father: "Dad, why can't I see the picture now?"
What is the MacMillan Matrix?  This strategy grid, developed by Dr. Ian MacMillan, is specifically designed to assist nonprofit organizations to formulate organizational strategies. There are three assumptions underlying this approach: the need for resources is essentially competitive and all agencies wanting to survive must acknowledge this dynamic given that resources are scarce, there is no room for direct duplication of services to a single constituency -- this is wasteful and inefficient mediocre or low quality service to a large client population is less preferable to delivering higher quality services to a more focused population. These assumptions have implications that are difficult and painful for many organizations and individuals. It might mean terminating some programs to improve core services and competencies, giving programs and clients to more efficient, effective agencies, or competing aggressively with those programs that are less effective or efficient.  MacMillan's matrix examines four program dimensions that guide placement on the strategy grid and indicate implied strategies.
Alignment with Mission Statement: Services or programs that are not in alignment with the organizational mission, unable to draw on existing organizational skills or knowledge, unable to share resources, and/or unable to coordinate activities across programs should be divested.
Competitive Position:  Competitive position addresses the degree to which the organization has a stronger capability and potential to fund the program and serve the client base than the competitive agencies.
Program Attractiveness:  Program attractiveness is the complexity associated with managing a program.  Programs that have low client resistance, a growing client base, easy exit barriers, and stable financial resources are considered simple or "easy to administer." The level of program attractiveness also includes an economic perspective or a review of current and future resource investments.
Alternative Coverage: Alternative coverage is the number of other organizations attempting to deliver or succeeding in delivering a similar program in the same region to similar constituents.
The MacMillan Matrix provides ten cells in which to place programs that have been reviewed in terms of these four dimensions. Each cell is assigned a strategy that directs the future of the program (s) listed in the cell (e.g., aggressive competition, joint venture, orderly divestment, etc.). One cell of the matrix, "Soul of the Agency," requires additional explanation. These are the difficult programs for which the organization is often the clients' "last, best hope." Management must find ways to use the programs in other cells to develop, piggyback, subsidize, leverage, promote, or otherwise support the programs in this category.
What is information management? Information management (IM) is the harnessing of the information resources and information capabilities of the organization in order to add and create value both for itself and for its clients or customers.  Information management is the management of organizational processes and systems that acquire, create, organize, distribute, and use information. We adopt a process view of information management. In this view, IM is a continuous cycle of five closely related activities:
· identification of information needs; 

· acquisition and creation of information; 

· organization and storage of information; 

· information dissemination; 

· Information use. 

· Allows the manager to achieve more. Probably one of the most signify- cant benefits is that you can achieve greater productivity. Through the proper selection, assignment, and coordination of tasks, you can mobilize resources to achieve more than would have been individually possible. 

· Allows time for managerial activities. Delegation gives you an opportunity to handle aspects of the job that no one else can do. These activities might include project planning, monitoring team members, and handling personnel problems as they arise. Using delegation, you can focus on doing a few tasks well rather than too many tasks poorly. Increases managerial promotion potential. 
· Personal advancement. If you don't have people in the department who are trained to handle responsibilities, you will be shackled to one area and won't be considered for promotion. John Henry Patterson, founder of National Cash Register Company, used to walk into his departments and order the managers to take two-week vacations. His motive: to determine whether a team member had been adequately trained to take over the supervisor's job on short notice. The key to such training, Patterson believed was delegating--providing the team member with the experience, knowledge, and responsibility needed for a smooth transition. Managers who don't delegate don't have trained team members to take their places. Managers who aren't able to delegate at their current level won't be able to delegate at the next. Their ineffectiveness thus multiplies with each level in the organization
In November 2001, to help business schools meet the future with all the tools and information they require to continue fulfilling their unique mission, AACSB International's board of directors created the Management Education Task Force. The AACSB board charged the task force with identifying the challenges that face business schools worldwide and recommending institutional responses. The board also gave the task force the assignment

of recommending how AACSB and its member schools can lead change in key areas.

The task force, drawn from both business and academia, worked diligently under the

leadership of chair Judy Olean, dean of the Seal College of Business Administration at Pennsylvania State University. The other members were: Lee Caldwell, formerly of Hewlett-Packard Company; Howard Frank, dean, University of Maryland; Adelaide Griffin, chair, Texas Woman’s University; Patrick Liverpool, dean, Delaware State University; and Howard Thomas, dean, University of Warwick. Serving as ex officio members were Eric Cornuel,director general, European Foundation for Management Development; John Fernandes,president and CEO, AACSB; and Dan Éclair, director of knowledge services, AACSB.Following a six-month review of the literature and intensive discussions among its members and between members and a long list of knowledgeable individuals in business and academia,

the task force submitted a draft report to AACSB’s board of directors in April 2002.Thisdocument represents the final report of the Management Education Task Force. The AACSBboard is most grateful to Dean Olian and her task force members for their dedicated efforts and the insights contained in this report. The task force has laid out the issues that face business schools clearly and perceptively, and has provided the AACSB board with a set of solid recommendations as to actions AACSB can take in response to the challenges. The AACSB board of directors took an important first step in summer 2002 by creating two new bodies to pursue the important issues raised in this report: the New Issues Committee, a permanent committee of the board; and the Doctoral Faculty Commission. The board has

charged the New Issues Committee with the task of identifying emerging issues and challenges in management education on a global basis and recommending policies, plans, and tactics that AACSB should adopt in response. The board has asked the committee to submit report of its findings and observations each year, before the board’s annual planning meeting, to assist the board in framing strategies, policies, and initiatives. The members of the New Issues Committee, led by AACSB Chair Elect Carolyn Woo, dean, Notre Dame University, are: Lee Caldwell; Paul Danes, dean, Dartmouth College; Bob Duncan, dean, Michigan State University; John Fernandez, president and CEO, AACSB; Pat Meyers, dean and professor, University of Redlands; and Bernard Ruminants, dean, HEC-Paris.

Foreword
The unique position of business schools in the management education marketplace

Centers on their role as research institutions. New knowledge developed through the

Intellectual creativity and research efforts of business school faculty both shapes the

Content of business curricula in degree and no degree education and enhances business practices. This unique role is threatened, however, by the turbulent marketplace in which business schools operate.

The marketplace for business schools today is characterized by relentless change. Increasing competition from no accredited schools and globalization of the business education market are among the root causes of the instability. Management education is at risk, and industry wide leadership is needed to position business schools to respond to emerging priorities and challenges.

This report lays the foundation for this long-term initiative. It provides an overview of the

major agenda items framing the future of management education and suggests what

AACSB and business school leaders can do to meet the challenges head-on. It also suggests how AACSB and its member schools can lead change and continuing innovation in the design and delivery of business education.

Section 1 of this report captures the dynamic global context in which business schools operate today. Sections 2, 3, and 4 focus, respectively, on three critical issues that have emerged from this new context: a shortage of doctoral faculty, a need to ensure the relevance of curricula

to the global business world, and a convergence of degree and no degree education. Business schools must address these pressing issues squarely and thoughtfully if they want to be staffed, relevant, competitive, and funded tomorrow. Finally, Sections 5 and 6 suggest priorities for AACSB as it asserts its leadership role in helping business schools address these challenges, as well as permanent strategies and channels to help ensure that a focus

on innovation remains central to the agenda of AACSB’s leaders and member schools. This report is a call to action to engage the deans of business schools, their faculties, and their business partners, as well as university provosts and presidents, to confront the changing context in which business schools operate and to consider bold, new strategies and alliances that have been rare among business schools. It draws on two landmark reports AACSB produced in 1988 and 1996: Management Education and Development: Drift or Thrust into the 21st Century and A Report of the Faculty Leadership Task Forc
The Changing Context for Management Educationanging
Management education is shaped by many variables, including the needs and preferences of consumers of business education; the knowledge, abilities, and skills

employers expect graduates to possess; the choice of providers available to those

interested in pursuing management degrees; and the resources business schools need to serve their customers. These are among the variables that make up the context for management education, which is very different today than it was even as recently as the mid-1990s. The trends identified in this section have global relevance; however, illustrative data are most often drawn from the U.S. experience because of their greater availability.

Enrollment in Management Education: A Mixed Picture

During the second half of the 1990s, business education worldwide saw an erosion of its share of undergraduate enrollments and degrees granted. In the United Kingdom, for example, the share of total enrollment accounted for by business and administrative studies programs decreased to 10.9 percent in the 1999–2000 academic year, from 12.5 percent in 1994–1995—despite a 1.8 percent increase in business enrollment. In the United States, upcoming bulges in the size of the traditional college-age cohort (see Figure 1) suggest emerging increases in business enrollees. Confounding any predictions of the future demand for business undergraduate degrees in the United States, however, is the fact that

the market share of business degrees, as a percentage of all U.S. degrees awarded, fell to slightly less than 20 percent in the late 1990s, from a historic high of 24 percent in the late 1980s. And the share was as low as 14 percent in 1975.

Despite the lack of clarity surrounding the trend of future undergraduate enrollment, and the declining market share that undergraduate programs have experienced in the United Kingdom and United States, the number of students worldwide who pursue undergraduate business degrees is expected to remain strong.

Graduate business degrees continue to demonstrate market value and positive return on investment. The master’s of business (MBA) degree—a professional degree pursued for career enhancement because of the robust market value with which it is associated —saw its numbers increase worldwide during the 1990s (see data on awarded degrees in Section 2). Worldwide, the numbers of MBA programs and students both continue to grow.

Mirroring recent developments in Eastern Europe and Asia, 70 percent of all German MBA programs that operate today were founded between 1998 and 2001. Reflective of strong, pent-up demand is the sixfold increase in the number of MBA students that German programs enrolled during the last 16 years—from only 500 students in 1985 to 3,000 in 2001. In China in the 1990s, the government created and accredited 62 business schools, which have produced almost 15,000 MBA graduates. In the United Kingdom, enrollment in postgraduate business programs (excluding doctoral programs) jumped more than 18 percent between 1994 and 1999.

As the worldwide demand for business education has increased and new programs have emerged in response, the range of options available to degree-seekers has broadened. The industry is no longer monolithic. Business education is delivered in a fragmented marketplace and in multiple formats.

Fragmentation among Providers

Increasing differentiation among providers of business education is a worldwide phenomenon today. Generally, three broad categories of providers exist: traditional university-based business schools; for-profit institutions; and a large group of other providers that includes executive development centers, consulting firms, independent consultants, and companybased training centers and corporate universities. A 1998 report by the European Training

Foundation’s Torino Group pointed out the challenge the last category of providers poses to traditional university-based business schools in Europe, noting that traditional schools “are now in competition with executive development centres, training companies, management consulting firms, independent consultants (supplemented by business school faculty working privately), in-company training centres and corporate universities.” Similar observations can be made about developments in other regions of the world. The employer market is not blind to the differentiation among providers. Indeed, employers discriminate by offering drastically different rewards to degree-holders depending on the reputation of the school from which they graduated, especially at the MBA level.

As for the relative market shares of the various categories of providers, in the United States AACSB member schools represent a large but declining percentage of providers of management education as they lose market share to non-AACSB schools and for-profit providers (see Table 1). Most notably among the latter category of providers is the University of Phoenix, which in 1999 awarded 3,473 business master’s degrees at 11 U.S. campuses and another 1,430 through its online arm.

Of course, substantial differences exist as well within the AACSB membership, for example, mission, size of operating budget, institutional control, and size of faculty. And finally,

although more difficult to measure, traditional university-based business schools account for only a fraction of the broad management education industry

Scarcity of Human and Financial Resources

Fundamental market imbalances have led to a continuing cycle of rapidly escalating salaries, especially among new faculty, that has removed many schools from the market for doctorally qualified talent. (Data on the supply of doctoral faculty are presented in Section 2.) In the United States, shortages of doctoral faculty and resultant salary acceleration are especially challenging for schools competing for faculty who are members of under-represented

groups. Anecdotal evidence suggests that supplies of qualified applicants for leadership positions (for example, deans/directors) and positions in key departments (for example, career services, development, and information technology) are similarly inadequate. Salary increases resulting from these scarcities far exceed resource enhancements from any source, whether tuition, state funding, endowment levels, or resource reallocation. Dealing with salary increases may be even more challenging for non-U.S. schools, which historically have had relatively lower salaries and fewer funding sources (for example, endowments) to draw on than U.S. schools. Most recently, contracting economies have further exacerbated the financial problems confronting business schools. Faced with constricting support from traditional university and public sources, many business schools—both public and private—are attempting to address their growing financial deficits by arguing for greater flexibility from university central administrations. With that flexibility, business schools are exploiting entrepreneurial opportunities to generate new work at the same time 
revenue streams and fund escalating costs of operation.
The intensified competition that has resulted from slumping supply and bulging demand has increased the percentage of new faculty at business schools. For example, almost 9 percent of U.S. faculty were new hires in 2000, up from about 6 percent in 1996, according to AACSB’s annual salary survey. On average, each AACSB U.S. member school welcomed 4.4 new faculty members in fall 2000, up from an average of 2.8 new faculty members in fall 1996. Also reflecting the tight labor market, in the 2001–2002 academic year, 8 percent of funded doctoral degree positions at AACSB U.S. member schools were vacant. Information systems faculty clearly are in greatest demand: In 2001–2002, almost 19 percent of all new faculty hired by AACSB’s U.S. member schools were trained in this field, compared

with 11 percent in 1996–1997. Whereas vacancy rates for finance, accounting, and marketing doctoral faculty have converged to the overall vacancy rate, the 2001–2002 vacancy rate for information systems doctoral faculty at AACSB’s U.S. member schools exceeded 14 percent. Vacancy rates for all other fields are below the overall rate. Competition has been especially intense for the relatively small number of graduates produced by the top U.S. business schools. According to a Business Week report, more than 400 faculty positions were vacant at the magazine’s top 50 schools in 2000–2001, an average of eight per school. Yet these same schools produced 447 Ph.D. graduates in 2000. But because only about 278 (estimated) of these Ph.D. graduates sought academic positions, a one-year shortage of more than 30 percent was created for this group of schools. Of course, many ore usiness schools worldwide seek to hire Ph.D. graduates in any given year.

The competitive market for doctoral faculty also has ratcheted up salaries at the entry level, with nipple effects across all other levels of business schools’ internal salary structures. The verge salary AACSB’s U.S. member schools paid to new doctorates in 2001–2002 was 11 percent higher than that for 2000–2001. Of course, salary increases have not been uniform cross either school types or fields/disciplines. For example, between 2000–2001 and2001–2002, the average salary for new doctorates increased about 15 percent among private shools and only 10 percent among public schools. Moreover, faculty salaries have escalateddisproportionately to revenue increases, forcing business schools to grow a variety of otherrevenue sources to cover faculty costs.Leaders of AACSB member business schools view doctoral shortages as a critical concern(see Table 2) because such shortages negatively affect the research productivity and intellectualvibrancy of existing faculty. Faculty that are not being replenished cannot devote asmuch of their collective attention to research and do not benefit from the stimulating intellectualenvironment stirred by new doctoral students and junior faculty colleagues. Many

top schools are attempting to alleviate these shortages by recruiting experienced doctoralfaculty from other schools—a raiding strategy that creates domino effects across the industry
 Accreditation Standards

To protect the intellectual integrity of management education, accreditation metrics require ascertain portion of doctor ally qualified teachers. This requirement, obviously, elevates demand for doctor ally qualified business educators. As part of its reconsideration of accreditation standards, currently under way, AACSB is reassessing the standard that calls for reliance on a single, uniform “doctor ally qualified” metric for all accreditation reviews. Isaacs modifies this standard, an even greater burden will fall on accreditation teams to assess the consistency of the intellectual integrity of an institution’s various degree offerings with the stated mission, with the peer set, and with AACSB’s accreditation imprimatur.
Leveraging Technology

Technology is an important strategy to better leverage faculty resources. Technology can be used to expand the breadth of learning opportunities and exposure of doctoral students to elite research faculty, while concurrently reducing the financial inefficiencies associated with running small doctoral programs. Examples include joint doctoral seminars delivered virtually across multiple universities and virtual engagement of research faculty in dissertation committees.

Leveraging technology requires the development of alliances across university faculties, an undertaking that few U.S. business schools have initiated. By contrast, examples of doctoral program alliances are available in Canada and France. The for-profit University of Phoenix's doctoral program is an alternative approach to doctoral education that leverages technology and may offer traditional business schools insights as they pursue alliances to leverage technology. It draws on faculty from multiple universities as well as teachers who are business practitioners, includes periods of intense classroom learning, and relies heavily on the World

Wide Web for continuing faculty-student interactions.

A by-product of greater technology-enabled access to data, courses, and researchers might be to shorten the length of time-to-graduation for business doctoral students, thereby easing the labor market crunch and increasing the feasibility of pursuit of a business Ph.D. by mature adults. Yet few, if any, business schools have the scale of resources necessary to leverage the full powers of distributed learning technologies in doctoral as well as other

degree programs.
Co Important areas relating to business curricula that are in need of scrutiny by

Business education leaders include relevance, program innovations, and provider

Networks.

Relevance

The call for relevance of management education dates from two reports the AACSB issued in 1996. One of these, A Report of the Faculty Leadership Task Force, advocated a tradeoff between relevance and rigor, “where research meets both theoretical and applied standards." We echo Richard Monday's view, which he expressed in 1996 Address as President of the Academy of Management, that “relevance without rigor is meaningless.” The goal is for business schools to adjust dynamically to the shifting agendas of the global marketplace

with strong scholarship that both informs what is taught and connects with current and emerging business issues and practices.
Curricula

Broad content in undergraduate and graduate management programs, and the emphasis o fundamental analytical skills, continue to be relevant. However, changes in the context of business, and the unprecedented pace of change, place added pressures on business schools to continuously experiment with their curricula so as to stay abreast of these changes. The area of e-business is a recent example of where business schools have not been able to stay ahead of the knowledge and skill base needed for this rapidly innovating business sector. The relevance of business curricula cannot be separated from pedagogy. Preparation for the rapid pace of business cannot be obtained from textbooks and cases, many of which are outdated before they are published. Students must learn to use technology for managerial and strategic purposes through action-learning and technology-enhanced pedagogy, and

faculty must be equipped to guide them in such learning. Relevance also relates to diversity, yet the composition of students and faculty in many traditional programs does not reflect that of the business world. Collected evidence from business school alumni suggests that the most important predictor of business success is management effectiveness. Alumni rate interpersonal, leadership, and

Communication skills as highly important in the business world, yet they often rate these skills as among the least effective components of business school curricula. For example, in recent study of U.S. programs by AACSB and Educational Benchmarking, Inc., alumni of both full- and part-time MBA programs ranked one-to-one interpersonal skills highest unimportance. However, less than 6 percent of the programs evaluated earned an effectiveness rating higher than 5.5 on a seven-point scale. The Graduate Management Admission Council Global MBA Survey, in which graduates are asked to assess their personal effectiveness in a variety of areas, suggests that U.S. programs may be stronger in teaching interpersonal, leadership, and communication skills tannin-U.S. programs. Relative to the self-reports of students in other countries, alumni of U.S.University) to offer a joint business degree. 
There are sporadic instances of doctoral seminars

being delivered to students across multiple universities, global business courses teaming students in one country with students in another, and area-based consortia that enable students to accumulate a limited number of credits from business schools that are consortia members (for example, Community of European Management Schools).These academic alliances, however, represent a negligible fraction of teaching and learning at business schools and do not begin to exploit opportunities inherent in such collaborative solutions that would greatly expand students’ learning options as well as faculty teaching and research horizons. Moreover, business schools are out of step with trends in most other markets that view these alliances as opportunities to leverage the synergies among partners while stretching scarce resources
The growth of a robust, no degree component of management education presents

both opportunities and challenges for AACSB and its member schools. A few branded business schools have been prominent players in this fragmented industry, along with corporate universities and for-profit and nonprofit consulting organizations. The discussion that follows first looks at the no degree education industry. Three areas in which degree and no degree education are converging in business schools are then examined. Finally, implications of this convergence for accreditation and for AACSB accreditation standardsare suggested.
Nondegree Education Industry
AACSB member schools represent only a small percentage of the fragmented, global marketplace for no degree (executive) education, which includes for-profit and nonprofit consulting organizations, and corporate universities. Despite the growing availability of rankings of executive program providers, there still are very few global brands in executive education, adding to the fragmentation and competitive opportunities in that space. Moreover, corporations are increasingly adopting instruction management systems to target their investments in, and returns from, management education and training. For example, Impends more than $2 billion annually on training and education (degree and no degree) ands arguably the largest provider of business education in the world. Corporate universities sprung from the advantages of immediacy—the relevance of the training and education they offer to the corporate and regulatory setting, and the immediate access to the training on-site or through intranets. Increasingly, corporate universities reoffering management education to their customers and suppliers, and even to the open

market. Corporate universities and certain for-profit consulting organizations have greater capacity for scalability of their services than do business schools, which rely on a fixed core of faculty for all teaching obligations.
Corporate University Change estimates that the number of corporate universities now totals 2,000—up from only 400 just 15 years ago—and predicts that the number will swell to3,700 by 2010. The growth of these industry players, and the parallels between some of their products and those of business schools, will create new opportunities for collaboration but will also fuel smoldering concerns about competition with the executive education arms, and perhaps the degree-granting arms as well, of AACSB member business schools. In addition, it is certainly possible that corporate universities and for-profit consulting organizations will seek AACSB accreditation.

Areas of Convergence

Revenues

The survival of many business schools is increasingly dependent on entrepreneurially generated revenue streams, most notably revenues from executive programs. Published financial reports show that executive education brings in more than 25 percent of total revenues four some business schools.
 Formation of selected blue ribbon committees to address industry-wide strategic challenges.
In certain critical areas of strategic importance, AACSB must assume a leadership

role for the industry by forming high-level commissions to develop solutions and promote change. In the creation of such commissions, specific attention should be given to select thought leaders with relevant experiences, appropriate visibility, and diverse perspectives, as well as to develop a resource base sufficient to support fact-finding and innovation. An immediate need is for the creation of a blue ribbon commission to focus on solutions tot him Ph.D. shortages facing business schools.

• Expansion of information resources
. This report has identified a variety of information

needs. AACSB should explore the feasibility of assuming a leadership role to collect and disseminate membership-relevant information on a global scale. Information resources should address the needs of an expanded set of consumer segments in the business education industry—students, business school representatives, university leaders, business school advisory boards, employers, and the media—within their targeted markets. In providing such information, AACSB would fill the void created by the absence of credible best practices and comparative information, and could inform discussions of critical management education issues. Especially relevant to the content of this task force report and the future of management education are compilations of best practices in the following illustrative areas:

◆ University and business school approaches that foster efficiency, nimbleness, and

entrepreneurship in business school programs and operations.

◆ Alliances and collaborative structures among education providers.

◆ Solutions engineered in other disciplines (for example, the computer sciences field) to

better leverage resources and resolve acute shortages in the supply of Ph.D.s.

◆ Business school structures that evolve from an outward-facing view of markets.

◆ Strategies to leverage experiences and resources from no degree executive educationinto degree programs.

◆ Models for leading industry-wide change, such as KPMG’s Ph.D. project and The AspenInstitute’s Initiative for Social Innovation through Business.
• Expanded partnerships with other:
acting as a central clearinghouse. This need could be addressed easily by expanding

AACSB’s existing involvement in the Affinity Group structure.

Stimulating Others to Initiate Change

Some changes can occur only if initiated and executed by faculty, administrators, university leaders, students, boards, and other stakeholders in business schools and universities.AACSB can nonetheless nudge those changes in the following ways:

• By engineering discussion. AACSB must make it easier for agitators of change at the local level to engineer debate around the change agenda and lay the foundation for change.AACSB can facilitate debate by taking these actions:

Develop targeted white papers to inform and educate various audiences about

the issues.◆ Use various public channels—such as Baized and other media outlets—to register these issues in the minds of a broader set of thought leaders.

Connect with key professional associations of business faculty (for example, the

Academy of Management, INFORMS, American Marketing Association), corporate professionals(for example, human resources executives), and institutional leaders (for example, presidents and provosts, business school boards) to partner with them in triggering debate around the change agenda.
 Create and support spontaneous and informal discussion forums for management educators as a means to foster lively engagement in the change agenda.

Facilitate easy access to this information through a coordinated data channel including the Internet.

• By expanding the dissemination of information. AACSB should expand the traditional scope of its data collection and dissemination activities beyond business school administrators and students, to other key constituents such as employers. Inclusion of these new constituents in such activities will help them become more conversant in the issues and challenges, and perhaps more engaged in the change agenda at the local level where they likely pert influence.
· Develops team members' skills. Failure to effectively delegate deprives team members of opportunities to improve their skills and assume greater responsibility. Team members realize that they are not learning and gaining the experience they could. As a result, they may leave the firm for more challenging and supportive environments. Unfortunately, the most talented team members are the most likely to leave and those you least want to lose. A routine task for you is often a growth opportunity for a team member. Delegating a wide variety of assignments not only serves to train team members, it allows for backup personnel in times of emergency or termination of other employees. When others are well-versed in handling the responsibilities of different areas, you attain maximum flexibility and ensure that the project will not be at a standstill in your absence. 

· Increases team member involvement. Proper delegation encourages team members to understand and influence the work the department does. It allows team members a chance to incorporate their values in the workplace and, in many cases, to work on activities that especially interest them. Increasing team members' involvement in the workplace increases their enthusiasm and initiative. Increases promotion potential. As with managers, a team member who receives extensive delegation will be ready and able to advance to new positions. In this regard, delegation serves both to train and to test an employee. Benefits to the Organization If both managers and team members benefit from delegation, it follows that the organization as a whole benefits. 

· Maximizes efficient output. When you delegate tasks according to the skills and abilities of each member of the work group, the department as a whole is likely to produce a higher level of work. Work will also be completed more efficiently. Delegation helps you make the best use of available human resources and achieve the highest possible rate of productivity. In addition, it allows new ideas, viewpoints, and suggestions to flourish. Produces faster, more effective decisions
Professionalism & Education

We support the highest standards of professionalism for our members through the

development & delivery of quality education.

Leadership

We believe strong leadership will help us advocate for our members & assure success for

our future.

A Quality Work Environment

We value the need to deliver services & support to enhance members’ quality of work

environment.

Quality Cancer Data is the Foundation of Quality Cancer Care

We believe that cancer registrars are one of the building blocks for future cancer cures.

The Future

We envision a future where the electronic medical record will be the norm.

We envision a future where data driven knowledge of cancer research & outcomes will

have a major impact on cancer diagnosis & treatment.

We envision more real-time reporting & increased data mining.

We envision cancer registrars evolving from data abstractors to data managers. Their

primary roles will focus on data quality assurance & analysis.

We envision a continued increase in data standards & concerns for data confidentiality.

We envision the profession evolving where the standard for higher education & lifelong

learning will escalate to a new level.

We envision a continually increasing network of partners in the gathering of related

cancer information.

Strategies

I. Education/Professional Development

Provide comprehensive educational opportunities that are accessible, cost

appropriate & forward-thinking.

II. Credentialing

Advance, administer & deliver a continually improving credentialing program

to meet the needs of the profession.

III. Recruitment & Retention

Expand the workforce of the cancer registry profession by encouraging new

people to enter the field & by improving retention of those currently in the field.

IV. Member & Customer Services

Assure satisfaction of internal & external NCRA customers & excellence in

communications.

V. Advocacy

Be a strong advocate for our members by actively engaging in processes to

network & communicate to affect an opinion.

VI. Administration & Finance

Maintain financial viability with an effective & efficient infrastructure.

NATIONAL CANCER REGISTRARS ASSOCIATION

STRATEGIC PLAN

2006-2011

I. Education/Professional Development

Provide comprehensive educational opportunities that are accessible, cost appropriate & forward-thinking.

Strategic Objectives

1. Develop a comprehensive education plan to meet the changing demands of the profession & the CTR

credentialed individual.

2. Deliver basic & advanced (post CTR) education opportunities.

3. Expand & enhance formal education opportunities.

4. Monitor & encourage informatics role in Cancer Registry profession.

II. Credentialing

Advance, administer & deliver a continually improving credentialing program to meet the needs of the profession.

Strategic Objectives

1. Hold credentialing process to the highest standards.

2. Evaluate the need for new credentials to support the field.

3. Evaluate the relevance of the CTR nomenclature, & take appropriate action.

4. Promote credentials offered by NCRA.

5. Evaluate, enhance, & deliver the certification maintenance process.

III. Recruitment & Retention

Expand the workforce of the cancer registry profession by encouraging new people to enter the field & by improving

retention of those currently in the field.

Strategic Objectives

1. Implement recommendations from NCRA’s Workforce Study.

2. Increase partnerships with peer organizations.

3. Increase & develop the leadership skills & participation of members.

4. Monitor & encourage professionalism & skills.

IV. Member & Customer Services

Assure satisfaction of internal & external NCRA customers & excellence in communications.

Strategic Objectives

1. Establish a communication plan.

a. Increase communication with state & local associations.

b. Increase communication & involvement with standard setters.

c. Explore ways to maximize effective communications with NCRA’s other audiences.

2. Continually evaluate innovative opportunities that would improve the quality, access & delivery of NCRA

published information & materials to the membership & the field. (Includes all products, services, research &

development)

3. Increase members’ satisfaction with NCRA benefits & services.

4. Develop & implement a marketing plan
Strategic Objectives

1. Expand the advocacy process & outcomes mechanism by creating & implementing a process to develop &

evaluate NCRA policy statements.

2. Enable members input regarding standard changes - prior to implementation.

3. Position NCRA as part of the decision making process.

4. Develop programs to raise awareness & improve image perception of the profession.

VI. Administration & Finance

Maintain financial viability with an effective & efficient infrastructure.

Strategic Objectives

1. Establish a five year financial plan & six month reserve.

2. Establish a financial growth plan.

3. Establish a governance philosophy to function as a knowledge based Board of Directors.
Ensure adequate human resources; volunteers, staffing & contract services to support organizational goals.
Purpose

The purpose of the Institutional Inventory is to identify critical gaps in the array of

Institutions available to formulate, debate, adopt and implement important policy changes. Because these reforms call for complex intervention by more than a single department or organization, the natural tendency to use the principle of hierarchy to structure multiorganizationalrelationships does not typically work well in these situations. What are needed are effective arrangements for airing issues, making decisions, resolving disputes and taking action. By systematically arraying the institutions available to perform these functions, the Inventory focuses host country officials’ and donors’ attention on those structures most in need of strengthening or reform.

Use of the Institutional Inventory

The Inventory distinguishes four types of institutions – Forums, Arenas, Courts and

Agencies.

Forums are events, meetings, or settings designed to exchange information and opinion,

Promote dialogue, and identify issues requiring action. They are typically broadly

Participatory assembling government officials, politicians and members of civil society to air views on the impact of current policies or the desired shape of new policies. Examples include town meetings, parliamentary hearings, workshops and seminars. They do not necessarily have to be face-to-face; electronic networks, radio and television debates and print exchanges also qualify.

Arenas are the places where policy decisions occur. They can include discussion and

Debate, but they differ from forums in that binding decisions are made. Policy arenas can include cabinet meetings; legislatures; parliamentary committees; regional or local governing commissions; governing bodies of NGOs or Community Based Organizations (Cobs'); and inter-organizational councils.

Courts are venues where disputes over the interpretation or implementation of policies can be adjudicated or resolved. These disputes include, but are not limited to, formal legal cases. In this sense, “courts” contain both the judicial structures familiar to most and other dispute resolution mechanisms. In democratic societies, it is also relevant to consider the court of public opinion, i.e., points of view of members of the public voiced through the media or other venues.
A third useful approach to comparative budget analysis is represented by the National Health Accounts (NHA) developed by the Partnership for Health Reform Project. NHAs redesigned to give a comprehensive description of resource flows in a health system, showing were resources come from and how they are used.

NHA can be used to: Compile descriptive statistics of the health sector

Describe the flow of funds throughout the system:

􀂃 Assist policymakers in setting health care policy priorities

􀂃 Assess the performance of health systems

􀂃 Identify areas in the health sector where equity in the distribution of care can be

improved The most comprehensive attention to HIV/AIDS in the context of NHA is a recent study of Rwanda. Comparable studies are planned for additional countries.
The Resource Allocation Model (GOALS) is an interactive computer program that can bemused to improve resource allocation decisions for HIV/AIDS programs by enhancing the understanding of decision makers about the impact of budget decisions on the achievement of HIV/AIDS goals. The model can be used to explore answers to questions such as:

􀂃 How much funding is required to achieve the goals of the HIV/AIDS strategic plan?

􀂃 What is the best way to allocate resources if the total budget is fixed?

􀂃 What goals are achievable given available funding? Goals may be described in terms of reductions in HIV incidence or prevalence and coverage of essential prevention, care, treatment and support services.

Use of the Resource Allocation Model (GOALS)

The GOALS model is designed to support the decision making process. It does not provide answers specifying how resources should be allocated. Rather it provides information to decision makers about the consequences of different options. The intent is to improve resource allocation decisions by providing better information to decision makers about the Consequences and trade-offs involved in resource allocation decisions. There are five major steps involved in using GOALS.

Case Study: Strategic Planning and Resource Allocation in Lesotho

The HIV/AIDS epidemic has hit hard in Lesotho. By 2000 about 25 percent of adults 15-49

were infected with HIV. As part of its response to the epidemic, the Government of Lesotho developed a National AIDS Strategic Plan for the period 2000/2001 – 2003/2004. The plan

set the following goals:

• Reduce HIV prevalence by 25%

• Reduce HIV incidence by 50%

• Delay the onset of sexual activity

• Increase condom use by 50%

• Reduce the number of people with multiple sexual partners

• Increase care, support & counseling programs to provide services to all who need them

• Enact a gender-sensitive national HIV/AIDS policy

The plan includes a comprehensive set of activities designed to achieve these goals. An initial budget was prepared for the implementation of the strategic plan by costing the specific activities. This budget called for a vast increase in funding, beyond the level that donors and the national budget were likely to support.

The initial application of the GOALS model took place in August 2001. The purposes of the application were to: (1) review the initial budget by comparing unit costs estimates with international norms and relating the scale of activities to the need, (2) develop alternative budget scenarios, (3) examine the feasibility of achieving the stated goals and (4) prepare an analysis of funding needs and goals that could be presented to potential donors.

A team of experts was formed to apply the GOALS model. This team was led by the

Lesotho AIDS Program Coordination Authority and included members from the Ministry of Development and Planning, Positive Action, Lesotho Anti-AIDS Alliance and UNAIDS.Technical assistance was provided by the USAID-funded POLICY Project. The team was trained in the use of the model and quickly adapted it to the Lesotho strategic plan. 
1. Form national team to implement the model. The model needs to be implemented by national team that can be trained in the use of the model and can apply it to the national strategic plan. This team will generally receive some initial training in the use of the model and extensive on-the-job training as the model is set-up and used.

2. Collect data on HIV prevalence, sexual behavior, and the costs of prevention and care

programs. The GOALS model contains a large amount of information obtained from

published studies on the cost and impact of prevention and care programs. This

information can be used or replaced with locally available data. It also requires national

Data on the population size and distribution, adult HIV prevalence and sexual behavior

(Condom use and number of partners).

3. Adapt the model to the national strategic plan. The model is designed to show the

Consequences of allocating funds to various prevention, care and treatment programs. To-do this the model needs to be adapted to the activities in the strategic plan. This may require adding some line items for activities that are in the plan but not in the model, or mapping the budget categories in the plan to those used in the model.

4. Conduct resource allocation workshop. In most applications the model will be used in workshop with decision makers. The workshop will be an interactive session where participants will try out different resource allocation strategies and see the consequences.
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