The 8" International Conference on EdUGatiol? Research
October 23-25, 2007. Seoul National UniVerSity, Seoul, Korea

GOALS, COMPONENTS, AND FACTORS
CONSIDERED IN UNIVERSITY
DEVELOPMENT

Sufean Hussin
Aziah Ismai]
Jung Cheol Shin

Abstract

It is generally known that the main 80als of unjversities are to produce
high-quality graduates for the job Market, to continuously advance the
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human civilization. The goals are easier stated than done. In today’s
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the respondents to rate the consideration level on “a scale of 1 (least
considered) to 5 (highly considered) for each of the items on goals,
components, and factors.

This paper reports the main findings of our study. Among other
things, the most obvious result that we noticed was that universities
were very concerned with the relevancy of academic programs offered
and their performance in research. It was rather surprising to see that

- the top—~management of public universities in Malaysia placed the goal
of providing quality infrastructure and facilities at the lowest ranking.
Also, we noticed that the government as a factor exerted its
prominence only in terms of university budget and research grants and
the execution of some policies of national interest, but university
expansion and development was largely driven by the university
organization itself, i.e. on where, what, and how it wants to expand and
grow. In this regard, public universities in Malaysia still enjoy a large

degree of academic autonomy and a strong support by the government.

&&&&&&&&

Introduction

There is a pervasive myth that public universities in many countries
are under the dictates of the federal government. This is due to the
claim that government universities are public institutions that are
closely linked to the government and, therefore, must accommodate
national needs, demands, and expectations. The subservient bondage is
embedded in the fact that public universities are largely sponsored by
the government; hence, university’s goals and development a_genda
must concur with the government’s agenda and priorities, as if the

universities themselves lack the sense of direction in determining their
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strategic organization development model in the pist one decade. This
model requires, among other things, that universi'ties to specify their
vision, mission, objectives, timeline, strategies and actions, and
performance indicators. A development plan derived from the process
serves as a guideline that would ensure an integrated and concerted
mechanism in achieving the desired outcomes (Davies & Ellison, 1999;
Kaufman, 1992;).

Apart from that, a university development plan is normally
comprehensive, encompassing the vital components of a university
such as finance, study programs, students services, human resource,
research, and infrastructure. For each component, a university then can
deliberate on what it wants to achieve, how activities should be done,
when to achieve, who should carry out the plan, who are accountable,
what are the necessary facilities, and how much funds are needed. The
vision, goals, and objectives of a development plan keep the
organization on the right track (Allen, 1988: Altbach, 1989, Davies &
Ellison, 1999; Kaufman, 1992; Mondy & Premaux, 1995; Purcell, 2001).

The widespread application of the strategic development model
among universities apparently runs counter to the common belief and
hypothesis mentioned before. The strategic model considers that
universities, public and private, have a full autonomy in managing their
own direction of developments and operations. The universities set

their own agenda and priorities.

Forces Shaping National Higher Education Systems
There are salient differences among higher education systems

of countries in the world. Clark (1983) and Dill & Sporn (1995) observe

that the variations are due to the interaction or integration of three

important forces, that is, government power, market demand-supply
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academics have the dominant power to determine the growth of study
programs, research priorities, and sometimes the T{ind of students to be
accepted in (Kerr, 1963; Veysey, 1965).

The different degrees of interplay of the three forces have not
only contributed to the pattern of variations of national higher
education systems in the world, but also to the pattern of orientation,
culture, and performance among institutions within a country (Clark,
1983; Dill & Sporn, 1995). The interaction and interplay of the three

forces can be protrayed by Figure 1 next page.

Government

power

Russia

Sweden
France United states Market forces
Canada
Japan
Britain

Academic oligarchy

Figure 1: The Position of the National System of Higher Education of Various Countries

Based on the Interplay of Three Forces (configured from Clark, 1983)
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institutions (Clark, 1983; Dill & Sporn, 1995). Nowadays, the fluidity of
the position is made even more rapid than evér due to international
competition and the widespread of corporate style of university
management and benchmarking practices. In"this trend, innovations
made in advanced countries are emulated by those in developing
countries. Malaysia and Korea are no exception. Inter-organizational

learning and development is main feature.
Factors Affecting University Development

The three forces discussed before can be equated as crucial factors to
be considered in university development planning by top-level
university management. Apart from that, there are other crucial factors
that should also be considered. French and Bell (1984) suggest that the
identification of relevant factors pertaining to organizational
development requires teamwork contemplation of the internal and
external environment. In this case, the most influential framework is
strategic planning by SWOT analysis (analysis of ‘Strengths-
Weaknesses-Opportunities—Threats).

A review of literature suggests that some crucial factors to be
considered for university development are the availability of academic
expertise (Clark, 1983; Dill & Sporn, 1995), infrastructure (Micheal,
1997; Perkins, 1972), scientific and technological progress (Jasbir,
1991; Dill & Sporn, 1995; Sufean, 1996b); global trend in higher
education (Micheal, 1997; Mohamed Suffian, 1974; Kivinen' & Rinne,
1991), and financial allocation (Hussien, 2001; Jasbir, 1991; Perkins,
1972; Ylijoki, 2003

Academic expertise available within a university can also
influence the rate of university of development, that is, if there were

many experts and professors available to run faculties, then therée
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Suffian, 1974). Today, universities form partnerships and collaborations
at the local and international level to strengt%‘len their position and
improve their quality in academic and management matters (Micheal,
1997). '

Furthermore, among many factors, financial strength is the
most critical factor for university sustainability and development.
Budget cuts or shrinking budget could lend a heavy blow to a university.
The consequences are many: downsizing of management and faculties,
slower and fewer research projects, brain drain, and higher tuition fees.
This situation equally applies to state universities that are dependent
on government allocations as well as private universities that are
dependent on grants and contributions (Hussien, 2001; Jasbir, 1991;
Micheal, 1997; Perkins, 1972; Ylijoki, 2003).

In strategic planning, all critical factors have to be analyzed
specifically and in detail in order to ensure a systematic and
coordinated university development. Priority areas and performance
indicators can then be set and the university organization can move
towards the targets sytematically (Onushkin, 1971 and 1973)
Subsequently, monitoring and assessment can be done to streamline
the direction of university development. Besides that, to prevent an
inward blindspot, a university must constantly assess threats and
weaknesses in the surrounding environment by means of a practical
diagnosis method. This is to ensure that threats are being checked and
weaknesses are being minimized. The university is account;ble to its
own survival, development, and status (Abdul Rahman, 2002; Lemmer
(2002).
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to 308 respondents, who comprised the top-university managers such
as deputy rectors, deputy vice-chancellors, regi-\s:trars, deans, and head
of departments. We tracked the responses of these respondents. After
three months, the return of the questionnaire was poor, and we then
decided to make visits to the respondents involved. After another three
months of persuasion and face-to-face meetings, we manage to get
back 296 fully-answered questionnaires.

The survey items required the respondents to score their
answers on a scale of five-point of Likert type (refer to Tables 1, &
and 3 for examples). We made a statistical analysis of the quantitative
data collected. Apart from frequency and percentage analysis, we also
used Anova (analysis of variance) and Spearman correlation (but for

this paper we do not present the results).

Findings of the Study

From our survey data, we analyzed the distribution of fréquency and
percentage of responses regarding the developmental goals of 11
public universities in Malaysia, as portrayed by Table 1 next page.
The responses, i.e. the different levels of consideration, were given by
296 respondents. The values of the mean score and standard deviation
for the goal items were also calculated and provided in the table as

well.
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Looking at the mean scores in Table 1, we could see that the
three goals considered higly important and g-.‘fven high priority by the
296 respondents of this study were the development of academic
programs of high relevance, reputation as a research university at the
national and international levels, and output of graduates of high merit
and good character. The goal that received the lowest mean score
relatively was the one concerning management of university assets and
income—i.e. reflecting that the respondents were least worried about
this aspect because they were from eleven public universities largely
sponsored by the government.

The findings above suggest that the public universities in
Malaysia still behave as as institutions of higher learning having the
special privilege in determining the curriculum orientation and content,
and they still uphold the academic and intellectual tradition in
expanding the frontiers of knowledge continuously through research
and development projects. Apart from that, the universities feel very
accountable to the society in producing graduates of high merit and
good character. The respondents feel that, as academics at heart, they
should be concerned with the quality of instruction and learning and to
worry less about logistcs and facilities.

As a reflection of reality, the top-management staff and
academics in the eleven public universities are conscious about the
need to always maintain the high standard of academic programs and t0
develop study programs that have a strong relevance with the job
market and eceonomic development of Malaysia. In ‘this regard,
universities nowadays. establish smart partnerships with corporations.
government agencies, and foundations in designing study programs and
professional training of undegraduates. Post-graduate study programs
are also given priority for the purpose expanding research and

development (R & D) manpower and new innovations for the public and
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Table 2: Priority of the Core Development Components of Public Universities

Priorify Given
Core Development 1 D) 3 4 5 Score
Epesu— @.%) (n,%) (n.%) .(n,%) (n%) mean sd
Academic Programs - 4 5 19 268 486 048
(1.4) (1.7) (6.4) (90.5)
Research & 1 1 21 74 199 458 067
Consultancy (0.3) (0.3) (7.1) (25.0) (67.2)
Post-graduate < 9 11 98 178 450 0.71
scholarship & (3.0) (3.7) (33.1) (60.1)
research programs
Instruction and = 4 11 45 236 4.73 0.59
learning (1.4) 3.7 (15.2) (79.7)
Management - 9 34 141 112 420 076
(3.0) (11.5) (47.6) (37.8)
Human Resources = 14 57 113 112 4.09 0.87
(4.7) (19.3) (38.2) (37.8)
Finance 1 13 50 113 119 414 087
(0.3) (4.4) (16.9) (38.2) (40.2)
Infrastructure and ~ 15 36 116 129 4.21 0.85
facilities (5.1) (12.2) (39.2) (43.6)
Student Services 3 7 13 76 200 458 06
and Development (2.4) (4.4) (25.7) (67.6) .

Keys: 1= Not considered important 2= Low consideration and importance
3= Considered moderately important 4= Considered important
5= Considered highly important

Table 3 next page shows the distribution of responses regarding the
consideration level of factors in university development planning. Each factor
has seven item-sentences (matching the seven factors themselves), and weé

compiled together and recoded all the scores for each factor.
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Table 3: Factors Considered in Planning University Development
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Scientific and - - 26 233 37 4,04 0.46
technological (8.8) (78.7)  (12.5)
Progress and
Innovations
Developments in - ” 29 211 56 4.09 0.3
higher education 9.8 (713 (189
at global level
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(7.1 (80.4) _(12.5)
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well-known professors a university has the qlv)etter is its ranking in the
world and the more prestigious it becomes. In addition, it is the experts
and professors who keep abreast with the advancements made in their
area of expertise in the world and "they consequently make
improvements in the curriculum contents of the courses they teach in a
university.

The findings also suggest that a university must have sufficient
funds to finance development projects, either for the academic or
management division. For public universities, substantial amount of
funds come from the government annually, but nowadays universities
have been told to secure funds from numerous partnership and joint—
venture sources made with industries and businesses, and in this
regard therefore universities are forced to embark on commercialism
of its R & D products.

In tandem with the university’s knowledge tradition, the findings
also suggest that research and development projects are crucial for
upholding the essential function of a university in expanding the
knowledge frontier of various areas and disciplines of knowledge. An
institution is a university when it does this. Academics and researchers
in universities understand this commitment well. They are the people
who advance the knowledge and technology of the human civilization
from time to time.

With respect to the government factor, university managers
understand that it is an important factor considered\ in university
development planning, but yet the government does not exert its
dominance totally in university development, particularly in the
expansion of new study programs and recruitment of expertise. This
finding testifies to the fact public universities still enjoy academic
freedom and autonomy to a large extent. The limit and béundary of that

freedom and autonomy depend on the horizon of thinking of the
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universities in Malaysia place high import@nce on a large pool of
expertise for attaining a reputable status; on tracking new knowledge
frontiers and technological innovations at the international level; and on

expanding new sources of funds and assets. This finding also suggest

S T L b e
frontiers and technological nnovations att

cutipsealion i the nalional ana INIEMMAUUNAL IEVELD, @i ssasy s ==

somewhat perturbed by the corporate mind-set that stresses on status
and best practices.

What is the general theory that can explain and assist
strategizing of university development? From our study, it seems that
the multi level-factor theory operates in the universities involved. This
theory suggests that a comprehensive, operational development
planning requires detailing of critical factors at various levels of

university management.

Conclusion

Strategizing is an art and science of survival and sustainability. Public
universities, and even more SO private universities, must adopt the
strategic development model in order to gain the competitive advantage
and to be at the frontline of progress, whether at the l\pcal level or at
the international level. The world today is charact.érized by many
trends, challenges, turbulences, opportunities, and' threats: thus.
analyzing those elements and consequently planniﬁg a proactive
strategic plan deem necessary and vital. For public universities, the
government does influence its direction in some small ways in terms of
policies and regulations, but it is the universities which shoulder the

main bulk of charting their own management style, determining the

ne mtern
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quality of the curriculum, advancing the quality of graduates,
ntifying profitable ventures.

determining research priority areas, and ide
onomous bodies, even in

Public universities are, by and large, aut

centralized education system.
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