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Abstract: The planning and development of the university strategy is closely linked to the university’s
current performance, key priorities, and capabilities. A systematic literature review of factors that
influence decision-making for strategy development has been applied in this research. To determine
the external factors that influence strategic decision-making for universities nowadays there has
been chosen a structure from the PESTLE analysis. The systematic literature review was limited to
only higher education factor analysis. Based on the literature review, the authors have developed
an approach for strategic direction evaluation and ongoing key performance indicator analysis. The
approach is based on the Importance-Performance Matrix–IPA and developed further to include
a comprehensive analysis of the strategic directions, organizational sources, and capabilities. An
assessment of the university’s main strategic priorities with influencing factor analysis can be done
using the developed approach adapted by the authors. It integrates the principles of resource-based
strategy, key stakeholder engagement and creating shared value in the strategy development process.
The adapted method was used in the 3rd generation university strategy development. The research
contributes to the literature on a systematic approach development in the strategy evaluation process.
This article puts emphasis on the resource-based view and key stakeholder involvement in the
evaluation process.

Keywords: university; sustainability; sustainable strategy; self-assessment; Importance-Performance
analysis; resource-based strategy

1. Introduction

To be able to plan the university strategy in an effective and sustainable way, univer-
sities have to comprehensively evaluate the direction and level of implementation of the
strategy so far, not only through the analysis of the key performance indicators (KPI) but
also from a broader perspective, the changing environment and factors influencing the
university. The ecosystem in which the university is developing, and the expectations of
the key stakeholders are changing continuously. Nowadays, universities have a variety
of roles in society, regional development, and innovation. Stakeholders are becoming
more interested and involved in the university processes. It is the university’s obligation
to change and adapt to the new environment. Kaplan and Norton emphasized the im-
portance of transferring and linking the organizational vision and strategy with a real
action to ensure sustainable organizational performance results [1]. Some authors argue
the importance of recognizing that KPIs on their own can be dysfunctional unless they
are grounded within the culture of a strategy-focused organization [2]. In the context of
evaluating implemented strategy and strategy development process, correct choice of KPIs
play an important role. Juran [3] defined strategic quality management as a systematic
approach for the whole organization to ensure meeting the organizational and strategic
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objectives. Constant review not only for the processes but also for the university strategy
is necessary [2]. With commitment from the management, support from the employees,
ongoing communication, review, verification and validation, constructive alignment of
processes with organizational strategy can be accomplished [4].

In recent years, the number of higher education institutions around the world has
increased rapidly, contributing to an increasingly competitive environment. As a result,
for those universities that want to adapt to trends and challenges it is necessary to pay
more attention to how their institutional strategy aligns with the changing environment.
For example, enhancing internationalization as a strategic priority has helped universities
to attract students and researchers from different regions of the world [5]. From strategy
evaluation perspective, the number of attracted international students and researchers is
not big enough to evaluate if the strategy is being implemented successfully. A systematic
approach to analyse sustainable strategy development, implementation and evaluation
should be introduced in the organization. The organization should measure the KPIs
consistently and systematically for improvement, for accountability and for sustainability of
the organization [4]. Current literature includes analysis of different models and approaches
of strategy evaluation but does not show how evaluation of previous performance can
be used for the analysis of strategy development and adaptiveness. New solutions to the
effectiveness and adaptiveness of the university strategy are needed. The approach needs
to be continuously developed to enable the opportunity to adapt to the demands and
needs of the key stakeholders and factors influencing the strategic direction. Researchers
are looking for new solutions and approaches how to evaluate university strategy in the
changing environment.

Systematic involvement of key stakeholders in the strategy implementation and evalu-
ation process is being considered as an opportunity for more agile approach development.
A variety of authors discuss systematic strategy planning and stakeholder involvement in
strategy and KPIs development as crucial success factors:

• University strategies should be developed in collaboration with the main stakeholders [6].
• Working with rapidly changing demands from stakeholders can be challenging. For a

wide scope of stakeholders, the principle of the exchange of views and the search for
consensus should be applied [7].

• Engaging stakeholders to take part in strategy development and evaluation [8] and
allowing them to give suggestions [9] is considered as a good practice.

• Stakeholders want to know how they influence the university strategy [10].
• It is necessary for the university to manage stakeholders and understand the impor-

tance of certain groups of stakeholders, such as the government and how it impacts
the university [11].

The important success factor is that the main strategy and all developed strategies
in the university are in line with the university’s main vision [9]. Systematic stakeholder
involvement in each step of sustainable strategy development is necessary to capture
the demands and needs of the main stakeholders [8]. Stakeholders should be included
not only in the strategy development process but also the strategy implementation and
evaluation stage. Stakeholders are the main source of critically needed feedback to improve
the organization and understanding of how strategy is impacting different stakeholder
groups. Systematic evaluation of the institutional strategy is the key element to ensure
continuous improvement [12]. This also extends to other crucial strategies and processes
in the organization. A variety of support strategies, such as human resource strategy,
resource strategy and stakeholder engagement strategy should be considered and must
be in line with the strategy development process. [13]. Strategies that are in line with the
main strategic direction of the organization contribute more to a well-balanced business
model by introducing interrelated system of performance indicators. From the literature the
authors conclude that there is still a considerable research gap in systematically measuring
institutional strategy in its different stages and balancing the key stakeholder involvement
in the decision-making process.
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The aim of this research was to develop an approach by which universities are able
to assess the implementation of the current strategy, while at the same time assessing the
key priorities and proposals for the sustainable strategy development by involving the key
stakeholders. The factors obtained as the result of the literature review were used to create
an adapted approach for Key Performance Indicator (KPI) consideration for strategy by
using the Importance-Performance Matrix-IPA.

The main limitations of this research are that the approach was tested in the 3rd
generation university, which was defined by combining study, research, and technology
transfer–valorisation activities. The use of the adapted approach in the research for sus-
tainable strategy development planning was limited to involving only these three strategic
directions. Although this limitation does not exclude the possibility of introducing other
strategic directions in further research. In addition, future research can be done by analysing
the literature in different fields where the strategic priorities and stakeholder involvement
varies greatly from the field of higher education.

2. Methodology

The research paper consists of five sections and a reference list. In the “Introduction”
section, the authors explain the topicality of the research paper, the research gap and define
the main research questions and hypothesis. The “Methodology” section explains the
process of selecting articles for the systematic literature review. The section includes the
description of the research design, article inclusion and exclusion criteria and the systematic
literature review steps.

In the “Challenges of uncertainty” section, the authors analyse the main challenges
of external factors influencing an organization’s sustainable strategy development and
stakeholder involvement. Based on the systematic literature review the main factors have
been identified and sorted using the PESLTE analysis. The authors have chosen PESLTE
analysis as a reference framework to understand the types of external factors in higher
education environment. As a result of the literature review and further analysis, four
crucial dimensions of strategy evaluation have been identified.

The “Reconsidering the strategic KPIs” section shows how the authors have developed
the adapted decision-making model for strategy direction and proposal evaluation using
the basis of the IPA matrix. Furthermore, the explanation and examples of proposal
evaluation are included and the answers for research questions and hypothesis are given.

The final part of this article contains the “Discussions and Conclusions” section
where the authors are discussing and linking the main research results with the adapted
model, explaining the main limitations, contributions, further research possibilities and the
main implications.

A systematic literature review of factors that influence decision making for university
sustainable strategy development has been done in this research. The research focus for
this article is to determine the main challenges universities have nowadays in the process
of strategy development and KPI consideration.

The process of going through 4 systematic literature review steps is shown in Figure 1.
Step 1: the authors specified two main research questions for the literature review:
R1: What factors impact the challenges universities have in the strategy develop-

ment process?
R2: How are universities assessing their current strategies in the context of future

strategy development?
It was important to understand what external factors influence the strategy develop-

ment process nowadays and how universities are dealing with them. Different types of
challenges will be used to determine the most appropriate solutions.

Step 2: the authors specified the main research keywords and limited the review with
only using Scopus and accessible research articles. The search results showed 72 relevant
publications from Scopus database. The authors chose publications by using three sets of
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relevant keywords and query strings. The keywords and limitations used for the search of
publications in Scopus were:

(1) University AND strategy development AND challenges. In total 26 articles were
shown. In total 3 relevant articles were retrieved.

(2) University AND strategy development AND factors. In total 27 articles were shown.
In total 6 relevant articles were retrieved.

(3) University AND strategy AND performance indicators AND stakeholders. In total
19 articles were shown. In total 6 relevant articles were retrieved.

Step 3: After analysing the abstracts from 72 articles 15 were retrieved as relevant
for this research to investigate the main challenges that influence decision making for
university strategy development. These articles were selected by analysing their relevance
and scientific contribution to the topic of strategy development, strategy evaluation process,
stakeholder involvement and performance indicators.

Step 4: The 15 acquired articles were used to conduct a literature review and identify
the main influencing factors and challenges for strategy development in universities. The
key findings are summarized in Section 3.
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Figure 1. Overview of a systematic literature review process (Created by the authors).

After the literature review the following research hypothesis was developed by
the authors:

Hypothesis 1. The resource and capability-based view is an effective way to assess the performance
of the university’s current strategy and to plan the development of new strategy directions and KPIs.
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3. Challenges of Uncertainty

The choice of the strategic direction and correct KPIs is an important part of the uni-
versity’s sustainable strategy development and successful implementation of the strategy.
Well-defined KPIs can help evaluate the university’s achievements. For a strategy to be suc-
cessful, it must be adapted to the current environment by considering the demands of the
key stakeholders, external and internal factors, and other influencing factors. As the KPIs
are evolving, more researchers are looking at correlation between university sustainability
dimensions and academic performance [14–17]. In addition, some authors state organi-
zations’ openness to innovation as an important factor for organizations that are seeking
new possibilities for continuous development [18,19]. By integrating and measuring the
university’s impact on sustainability dimensions–social, environmental, and economic,
some authors consider it as an opportunity to improve the engagement of stakeholders in
university decision processes that also improves the universities’ overall performance [16].
Furthermore, it aligns with the concept of creating shared value. Process of creating shared
value balances between social innovation and sustainable strategy and business model
development to create mutual benefit for the organization and the key stakeholders [20].
Long term goals that consider the key stakeholder needs create sustainable competitiveness
and joint value [21]. There has already been research on involving society as a stakeholder
in the university strategic planning process as an innovative and open governance prac-
tice [22]. These trends shift the traditional university strategic priorities from focusing
on the core university processes such as study and research processes to a much wider
perspective. By shifting the focus to the evolving demands of the key stakeholders, the
university needs to be able to keep up with the changes and make the university strategy
more agile. The planning process of university strategy development has become more
complex. Universities nowadays are measuring not only the impact of core processes but
also universities’ impact on wider groups of stakeholders, such as society, industry, part-
ners [18,23–25]. For example, universities are becoming more socially active by analysing
their social performance [23]. As it still is a new developing trend for many universities.
The literature review shows the existing gap between university external activities outside
the core strategic priorities and a common approach to their evaluation [25]. Universities
that are adapting their strategic priorities and strategies to the needs of the key stakeholders
in the future will become the main drivers and role models toward a sustainability culture
in society and higher education [14].

To determine the main external factors and challenges that influence strategic decision-
making for universities nowadays, the authors have chosen to adapt the structure from
the PESTLE analysis. The PESTLE analysis is a strategic planning tool used to evaluate
the impact of six groups of external factors-political, economic, social, technological, en-
vironmental and legal [26,27]. The PESTLE analysis is widely used as a starting point for
strategy development and external factor analysis [28]. The authors have chosen these
groups of factors to determine which of them have the most impact on the university
strategy development process and KPI reconsideration. The summary of the analysis by
introducing the PESTLE elements is given in Table 1.

The main challenges and external influences in research for strategy assessment and
development process have been identified. The current research shows that stakeholder
involvement in university decision processes related to sustainability is only partial [36].
Researchers put emphasis on the need of wider stakeholder involvement in the strategy
development process [29,31–33]. Building a strategy in a systematic way allows it to be
agile and adapt to external influences [35]. Defining performance indicators that integrate
stakeholder needs, external factors and the resource-based view in a changing environ-
ment is challenging [32,34]. Managing and balancing all resources, including university’s
intellectual capital in the strategy development process is necessary [31,33,34,37–39].
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Table 1. The analysis of the main challenges and external factors (Created by the authors).

Time Describing Challenges and External Influencing Factors Indicated Elements of
PESTLE Analysis

2020 Study process direction and curriculum development—stakeholder needs, government
policies and political view [29] Political, Social, Legal

2020 Sustainable management—systematic way to define and analyse KPIs [30] Economic, Social,
Environmental

2019 Strategic performance indicator development—education reforms, stakeholder needs [31]
Resource management—universities’ intellectual capital management [31]

Economic, Social,
Technological

2019 Strategy development and resource management—using diversified approaches for strategy,
university’s role in triple helix context, contradiction analysis [32]

Economic, Social,
Technological,
Environmental

2019 Project management—technological support, balance between priorities [33]
Stakeholder engagement—leadership, key stakeholder involvement in project [33] Social, Technological

2019 Entrepreneurial university and academic entrepreneurship—intellectual capital
management [34]

Economic, Social,
Technological

2017 Strategic management—flexibility and adapting to changing environment—regional,
international, and political [35] Political, Social, Legal

From the political and legal point of view, changes in government policies are driv-
ing inevitable changes for university strategic directions [40]. Economic stability also
has a crucial impact on higher education and individual institutions as national govern-
ment decisions can possibly influence the amount of investment in educational sector
in general [41,42]. Entrepreneurial transformation and focus on internationalization are
considered to be the solution for university financial independence from the negative
impacts of national political decisions [34,42–44]. As entrepreneurial university transforma-
tion seems like a good solution, some researchers are highlighting the need of integrated
systematic approach for evaluating the performance of universities ongoing the transfor-
mation [30,35,44].

Researchers also suggest and offer different integrated approaches for a multiple
criteria decision model that analyses the performance of the university such as the balanced
scorecard (BSC) [45]. BSC is widely used in the higher education sector as a tool for
analysing the institutional performance. In the past years, researchers have been adapting
the BSC method and integrating it with other methods to introduce new ways how to
use it. By integrating BSC and the analytical hierarchy process (AHP) researchers have
facilitated the process of prioritizing and weighting the criteria [45,46]. Other researchers
highlight the benefits of using BSC with other multi-criteria decision methods such as the
Analytic Network Process (ANP) and Decision-Making Trial and Evaluation Laboratory
(DEMATEL) [47]. BSC is also being considered as a strategic map that researchers adapt
and use for integrating the risk management and crisis response methods [48].

As universities are using diversified approaches and strategies, resource management
has become an important element of strategic decision making [31,32]. Researchers are
suggesting using a tool, such as the IPA matrix that assesses the organization’s priorities
by considering the resources [49,50]. The IPA matrix consists of a two-dimension model
that includes evaluation of the organization’s current performance and importance of an
activity [49]. The IPA matrix is widely used, including education field, as a tool to analyse
and prioritize activities, strategic directions and resources [47,51]. The matrix helps to
analyse and prioritise attributes that need more development and those that should not be
pursued [52]. These two dimensions are crucial to determine how important the activity
or attribute is. The IPA matrix is a good tool for prioritizing activities based on their
performance but it does not show the capabilities of the organization to continue to carry
them out. Absence of the resource-based view shows the necessity to adapt the matrix.
From the strategy evaluation point of view, it is important to also analyse the organization’s
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resources and capabilities before deciding the strategic aims. The resource-based view
allows to make considered decisions and define reachable strategic targets.

Based on the literature review, the authors offer to introduce two additional dimensions
which complement the IPA matrix–feasibility and contradictions as shown in Figure 2.
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Feasibility integrates the resource-based view that is crucial for strategic direction
evaluation. As the university strategy often has more than one strategic priority, it is
necessary to maintain a balance between all strategic priorities. To do so, the authors
introduce the fourth dimension–Contradictions. The fourth dimension allows to analyse if
some of the strategic priorities have contradictions that do not allow to pursuit all of them.
The ability to analyse the strategic proposals from different dimensions allows to make
decisions systematically. The defined dimensions will be used in the next paragraph as a
basis of strategic direction evaluation and KPI reconsideration.

4. Research Results: Reconsidering the Strategic KPIs

In this paragraph the authors describe the adapted approach of how to assess possible
strategic directions of the university that result in an in-depth analysis and reconsideration
of strategic KPIs. Furthermore, the approach allows to engage internal stakeholders in the
planning, establishment, and implementation of the university’s strategy.

First, the authors will explain the adapted approach for strategic direction analysis.
Secondly, the authors will offer a six-step procedure for implementing the adapted approach
and show the results of the implementation by giving one university’s result example.

Previously the authors have adapted the four-dimension approach based on the IPA
matrix and literature review. It will be used as part of an approach for strategic direction
evaluation. As researchers suggest, previous strategy assessment, stakeholder involvement
throughout the strategy development process and evidence-based priority setting is the
basis of systematic KPIs reconsideration [2,4,9,12,29,31,53].

The authors have created an adapted model that shows the main elements and process
of current strategy evaluation, development of the new strategy that includes reconsidera-
tion of strategic KPIs. The model also shows the links with key stakeholder engagement
and creation of the shared value. The adapted model is shown in Figure 3.
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The model consists of inputs that include the current strategy assessment, external
and internal factor analysis that are used to define possible strategic scenarios. Then
each strategic scenario undergoes 4-dimension evaluation involving the key stakeholder
groups. In each of the process steps key stakeholder involvement and creation of shared
value streams are shown. As stated in the definition of the concept of shared value, the
organization and key stakeholders should have mutually beneficial relationship. The
stakeholders evaluate the current performance, importance, and feasibility of each strategic
direction activity. After the prioritization of activities, the strategic management team
analyses if any contradictions with the priorities occur. As the result, the strategic priorities
have been defined. Based on the current strategy review, 4-dimension evaluation and final
strategic priorities a new set of KPIs can be created. It is crucial to understand that the
key stakeholders need to be involved in all steps of strategy development, for example the
KPIs reconsideration.

The authors have described the key steps for stakeholder engagement in the sustain-
able strategy development process and reconsideration of KPIs. The strategy development
process by taking into consideration factors that influence the process and key stakeholder
engagement which consists of key stakeholder feedback, their needs and expectations and
defined role in the decision-making process is shown in Figure 4.

The authors have described the main steps of strategy development process and the
main results of stakeholder engagement in each of the steps that contributes to creating
shared value:

1. Process step: Current strategy evaluation, external and internal factor analysis, and
trend forecasting in the university’s ecosystem. Results: Sustainable resource evalua-
tion and management process.

2. Process step: Creation of strategic scenarios based on the previous analysis. Re-
sults: Joint value creation with key stakeholders. Wider understanding of common
objectives, problems, and opportunities.

3. Process step: Involving key stakeholders to discuss, correct, assess the scenarios
proposed and then vote for the preferred scenario. Results: Comprehensively analysed
strategic proposals with achievable and balanced objectives.

4. Process step: In order to assess the selected scenario in depth, a questionnaire is used
in which each of the proposals are assessed on the basis of its importance, current
performance and feasibility. Key stakeholders also have the opportunity to offer their
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proposals and to specify what should be done to implement these proposals. An
example of the questionnaire is shown in Table 2.

4.1. Based on internal and external environmental impact factors, survey results
and expert proposals, a priority map for the university strategy direction can
be established for each of the activities.

4.2. Based on the results, the main priorities can be assessed by analysing how
successfully the activities have been implemented so far, and what resources
the university needs to successfully implement them in the next period of the
strategy. Results: Defined sustainable strategic priorities.

5. Process step: After compiling the results, the key stakeholders can be presented
with the results and the main performance indicators can be defined for each of the
proposals within the working stakeholder groups. Results: Strategic KPIs that allow
to evaluate the sustainability of a strategy and creation of shared value in each of the
strategy development steps.
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Results: Comprehensively analysed strategic proposals with achievable and bal-
anced objectives. 

4. Process step: In order to assess the selected scenario in depth, a questionnaire is used 
in which each of the proposals are assessed on the basis of its importance, current 
performance and feasibility. Key stakeholders also have the opportunity to offer their 
proposals and to specify what should be done to implement these proposals. An ex-
ample of the questionnaire is shown in Table 2. 
4.1. Based on internal and external environmental impact factors, survey results and 

expert proposals, a priority map for the university strategy direction can be es-
tablished for each of the activities. 

4.2. Based on the results, the main priorities can be assessed by analysing how suc-
cessfully the activities have been implemented so far, and what resources the uni-
versity needs to successfully implement them in the next period of the strategy. 
Results: Defined sustainable strategic priorities. 

 

1. Current Strategy 
evaluation

2. Strategic 
scenario 

development

3. Strategic 
proposal 

evaluation
4. Proposal 
prioritizing

5. Reconsidering 
KPIs

Sustainable resource 
management 

Joint value 
creation with 
stakeholders  

Achievable and 
balanced strategic 

objectives 

Sustainable 
strategic 
priorities 

Sustainable strategy 
evaluation 

Key stakeholder 
engagement: 

-Feedback 
-Needs and expectations 

-Involvement in  
decision-making 

Figure 4. Sustainable strategy development process (Created by the authors).

Table 2. Matrix for strategy proposal evaluation (Created by the authors).

Proposals for
Strategy Directions

Importance to Achieve the Goal.
(0—cannot be evaluated,
1—not important,
2—rather important,
3—important)

Current Performance.
(0—cannot be evaluated,
1—not important,
2-rather important,
3—important)

Feasibility
(1—No, it is not possible to implement,
2—It would be possible to implement,
but with a condition
3—Yes, it is possible to implement)

N1

N2

N_
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As the key steps suggest, the main groups of stakeholders should be engaged in each
of the strategy development process steps. In each step stakeholders hold a different role
that should be clearly communicated. This allows to comprehensively manage the strategy
development process.

Further in this research article, the authors will show an example of obtained results
from using the previously described steps. The example is based on a third-generation
university that has three main strategic priorities–study, research, and technology transfer
process. The authors will show an insight of the main steps and results from the evaluation
process. The abbreviations used in the following graphics:

SP—Study process.
RP—Research process.
VP—Valorisation process.

Based on the strategic direction evaluation, the authors created the IPA matrix that
shows how each of the offered proposals have been evaluated. The results are shown in
Figure 5.
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As it can be seen in Figure 5, the majority of proposals are located in two quadrants—
quadrant 1 and quadrant 2. From the theory of the IPA matrix quadrant 1—indicates that
the proposals are evaluated as important, but their current performance is weak.

Quadrant 2—high importance and high performance. These are the most successful
proposals so far.
Quadrant 3—shows those proposals that are less important, and their current performance
also is weak.
Quadrant 4—These proposals are evaluated with high performance, but low importance
for the strategic direction.

This can be considered as the first level evaluation to determine which of the proposals
should be considered as a priority by analysing two dimensions–importance and current
performance. To analyse in depth each of the proposals they should be viewed also from a
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capability view. To do that the authors propose additionally to use a radar matrix for each
group of proposals. The radar matrix shows the main gaps for each proposal. An example
of a radar matrix is shown in Figure 6.
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University can evaluate all processes by using the radar matrix view. As an example,
in Figure 6 the authors have shown the results of research process evaluation and gaps
between the current performance and importance to achieve the goal. In this example three
versions of proposals can be seen:

• Current performance = Importance (RP2)
• Current performance > Importance (RP5)
• Current performance < Importance (RP1; RP3; RP4; RP6)

By using this radar view, universities can evaluate their current performance and
importance of the strategic direction. As Figure 6 shows a variety of gaps between both
dimensions, it is necessary to understand why these gaps occur and how they affect the
strategic proposal evaluation. Figure 7 shows which of the proposals have the widest gaps.

It is important to mention that the gap between performance and importance can be
also in reverse as shown in Figure 7, proposal RP5. This means that the importance of this
proposal is rated lower than the actual performance. Furthermore, proposal RP2 has been
evaluated equally by performance and importance. To analyse these kinds of proposals
more in depth dimensions are needed.

The IPA matrix and radar matrix show only two of the four dimensions adapted by
the authors. One of the main factors that impact these two dimensions is the proposal
feasibility. The feasibility can be assessed independently by considering the university
resources. This third dimension allows to integrate the evaluation of the organization’s
resource capability. In the next table, the authors have conducted a decision-making matrix
for evaluating the strategic proposals (see Table 3).
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Table 3. Decision-making matrix for evaluating strategic proposal sustainability (Created by the authors).

Example 1

Importance Performance Feasibility Score

1 X 1

2 X 1

3 X 1

Example 2

Importance Performance Feasibility Score

1 0

2 X 1

3 X X 2

Example 3

Importance Performance Feasibility Score

1 0

2 0

3 X X X 3

Example 4

Importance Performance Feasibility Score

1 X X 2

2 X 1

3 0

Example 5

Importance Performance Feasibility Score

1 X X X 3

2 0

3 0

Example N . . . . . . . . . . . .

The decision-making matrix in Table 3 shows proposal evaluation by introducing a
score system. The matrix shows how proposals are being evaluated from a three-dimension
perspective. The additional element for this matrix is proposal sustainability analysis which
allows to prioritize the proposals from the most sustainable to the least. The sustainability
is evaluated by considering the importance of the proposal, current performance, and
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feasibility. Feasibility is considered by evaluating how the proposal could be implemented
by using the organizational resources. The sustainability score of the proposal consists of
the previously conducted stakeholder survey where experts evaluated each dimension
with scores from 1 (low) to 3 (high). By obtaining a score above 1 in at least two dimensions
the proposal can be considered as potentially sustainable. Examples of proposal score
evaluation are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Example of proposal sustainability analysis (Created by the authors).

Proposal-RP3 Importance Performance Feasibility Score

0–1 (low) 0

1.1–2 (medium) 1.52 1.52

2.1–3 (high) 2.22 2.5 4.72

TOTAL score 6.24 from 9.00 (69.33%)

The example shows that the proposal RP3 has obtained score above 1 in all of the
dimensions. The total obtained score is 6.24 points out of 9.00 that equals 69.33%. This
analysis can be used to prioritize the proposals and determine how the proposals fulfil
the strategy.

The fourth dimension–contradictions–should be assessed with the strategic manage-
ment team. The strategic priorities should be evaluated by analysing how the implementa-
tion of the proposals could possibly contradict. Contradictions can occur if two proposals
are equally prioritized and need the same resources. Therefore, each of the strategic propos-
als need to have clearly defined aims and resources. It is necessary to look at the long-term
and short-term benefits the organization could gain by implementing one or another pro-
posal. That allows to analyse in depth the sustainability of a proposal by looking at the use
of resources and main benefits for the organization and the key stakeholders.

Only after the main strategic priorities have been prioritized and agreed upon, the
reconsideration of KPIs can be done. In Figure 3 the authors showed that stakeholders
should also be involved in the strategic indicator development. More crucially stakeholders
should participate in the process of developing the strategic targets for the KPIs. By involv-
ing the stakeholders, it is possible to assure that the chosen strategic direction, proposals,
and performance indicators are in line with the organization and the key stakeholder needs
and demands.

5. Discussions and Conclusions

For this article two research questions were defined: what factors impact strategy
development process for universities and how universities are assessing their current
strategies. The main influencing factors that appeared the most in the literature review were
increasing stakeholder needs, lack of systematic approaches and performance indicators
that measure sustainable strategy development and lack of the resource-based view in
the evaluation process. The importance of evaluating systematically the organizational
strategies has been emphasized by several researchers [2,9,12,46]. The literature shows
that researchers are using more integrated methods such as BSC with other multi-criteria
models to evaluate the performance in depth [45–47]. In this way, for example, it is possible
to develop and prioritize different groups of KPIs that are integrated in strategy-focused
organization operations [2,45–47].

The authors agree with Kaplan and Norton’s point of view [1] of emphasizing the
importance of transferring and linking the organizational strategy with operational actions.
The important factor of success is that all developed strategies are in line with the univer-
sity’s main vision [9]. External factors such as changes in government policies, competition
and stakeholder demands are only some of the main university strategy development and
change drivers [39].
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The research shows that the evolving demands of the key stakeholders are changing
the strategic priorities for universities by forcing universities to analyse their impact not only
by the core university processes but also other external activities such as university impact
on society, innovation development and environment. A flexible strategy that integrates the
resource-based view and capability assessment is the key to adapt to changing environment.

The importance of sustainability and CSR activity reporting in higher education has
become more popular in the past decade. Researchers highlight the need of in-depth analy-
sis not only on university sustainability related results but also the processes of developing
strategies [36]. The authors agree that future research should tackle the research gap be-
tween evaluating the strategy development process and sustainability of the strategy. The
authors consider measuring strategy adaptiveness to influencing factors and stakeholder
engagement in the development process as possible research directions.

Stakeholder engagement plays a crucial role in an organization’s strategy development
and implementation. By understanding the needs and expectations of the key stakeholders,
the organization can develop sustainable strategy that creates shared value. Creating shared
value gives not only social but also economic benefits for the organization [21]. Managing
resources, including university’s intellectual capital in the strategy development process,
has become a crucial part of strategic management [31,33,34,37–39].

Some researchers agree that by engaging stakeholders in the process of strategy
evaluation and development the university ensures a long-term success [41]. Universities
that promote continuous improvement culture in all levels of organization can easily adapt
to changes and develop new KPIs [53]. Researchers are still trying to find effective ways
on how to determine and analyse the key roles and level of stakeholder engagement in
the strategy development process. The authors see this as another potential for future
research–finding a systematic way how to determine and measure stakeholder engagement
throughout all strategy implementation phases.

For this article, the authors had developed the following: Resource and capability-
based view is an effective way to assess the performance of the university current strategy
and to plan the development of new strategy directions and KPIs.

The hypothesis was proven as the authors developed an adapted model that allows to
comprehensively analyse strategic priorities. A sustainable strategy development process
is a crucial part of successful strategy implementation.

Furthermore, an analysis of strategy evaluation dimensions has been done based on the
literature review. In total, four dimensions have been recognized and adapted in this article.
Two of the evaluation dimensions are based in the IPA Matrix that has been adapted further.
These dimensions have been adapted, tested, and described with all implementation stages
in the research. The stages of strategy evaluation and KPI reconsideration are based on
the literature review and practical evaluation examples described in the article. By using
this adapted model, the top management of the university can determine the weak points
of their ongoing strategy implementation and have an insight of potential challenges for
future strategy development. This approach assesses the performance of the university
strategy while using the resource and capability-based view for the development of new
strategic directions. This approach also helps the university’s top management to assess the
current strategic direction and identify key priorities for the next strategy by integrating
stakeholder views into the strategic planning process. The developed approach contributes
to similar research that focuses on finding systematic multi-criteria models of strategy
evaluation and priority setting [50–53].

The main research limitations for this article were that the authors were focused on
analysing the strategy development process and only mentioning the strategy evaluation
process. Further research could be done by introducing a comprehensive method for each
stage of strategy implementation. The results of the adapted model included only examples
of proposal evaluation. The adapted model was implemented in the 3rd generation univer-
sities, which are defined by combining study, research, and technology transfer activities.
Other types of universities and organizations were not included in the research.
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Additionally, further research is possible by analysing a wider scope of publications
related to the influencing factors, stakeholder engagement and university adaptiveness in
the strategy development process, possibly focusing more on internal changing factors and
how they shape the process.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.M., I.L. and A.Z.; methodology, A.M.; formal analysis,
A.M., I.L. and A.Z.; data curation, A.M..; writing—original draft preparation, A.M.; writing—review
and editing, I.L. and A.Z. visualization, A.M.; supervision, I.L. and A.Z. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: The paper development was supported by a Riga Technical University DOK.KTK/20
doctoral student grant programme.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Kaplan, R.S.; Norton, D.P. The Balanced Scorecard: Translating Strategy Into Action. Proc. IEEE. 1996, 2, 329.
2. Cullen, J.; Hassall, T.; Broadbent, M. Quality in higher education: From monitoring to management. Qual. Assur. Educ. 2003, 11,

5–14. [CrossRef]
3. Juran, J. Juran on Leadership for Quality. In An Executive Handbook; The Free Press: New York, NY, USA, 1989.
4. Yeung, S.M.C. Linking ISO 9000 (QMS), ISO 26000 (CSR) with accreditation requirements for quality indicators in higher

education. Total Qual. Manag. Bus. Excell. 2018, 29, 1594–1611. [CrossRef]
5. British Council The Shape of Things to Come: Higher Education Global Trends and Emerging Opportunities to 2020. 2012. Avail-

able online: https://www.britishcouncil.org/sites/default/files/the_shape_of_things_to_come_-_higher_education_global_
trends_and_emerging_opportunities_to_2020.pdf (accessed on 11 January 2021).

6. Albats, E. A micro level study of university industry collaborative lifecycle key performance. J. Technol. Transf. 2018, 43, 389–431.
[CrossRef]

7. Starostina, S.E.; Kazachek, N.A.; Tokareva, J.S. Development of the Education Quality Assurance System in the Context of
Socio-Economic Growth of the Cross-Border Region. Int. Electron. J. Math. Educ. 2016, 11, 3289–3300.

8. Holm, T.; Sammalisto, K.; Grindsted, T.S.; Vuorisalo, T. A Model for Enhancing Education for Sustainable Development with
Management Systems: Experiences from the Nordic Countries Process framework for identifying sustainability aspects in
university curricula and integrating education for sustainable development. J. Clean. Prod. 2012, 106, 164–174.

9. Nguyen, T.L.H. For university research: The case at four leading. In Higher Education; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2015.
10. Breakwell, G.M.; Tytherleigh, M.Y. In the United Kingdom: Is it “who” leads, or “where” they lead that matters most? High. Educ.

2010, 60, 491–506. [CrossRef]
11. Eacott, S. The Dark Side of Leadership: Identifying and Overcoming Unethical Practice in Organizations. Adv. Educ. Adm. 2016,

26, 177–194.
12. Tummala, R.V.M.; Tang, C.L. Strategic quality management, Malcolm Baldrige and European quality awards and ISO 9000

certification. Int. J. Qual. Reliab. Manag. 1996, 13, 8–38. [CrossRef]
13. Corrall, S. Benchmarking strategic engagement with information literacy in higher education: Towards a working model. Inf. Res.

2007, 12, 4.
14. Muñoz-Suárez, M.; Guadalajara, N.; Osca, J.M. A Comparative Analysis between Global University Rankings and Environmental

Sustainability of Universities. Sustainability 2020, 12, 5759. [CrossRef]
15. Liu, Z.; Moshi, G.J.; Awuor, C.M. Sustainability and Indicators of Newly Formed World-Class Universities (NFWCUs) between

2010 and 2018: Empirical Analysis from the Rankings of ARWU, QSWUR and THEWUR. Sustainability 2019, 11, 2745. [CrossRef]
16. Blasco, N.; Brusca, I.; Labrador, M. Assessing Sustainability and Its Performance Implications: An Empirical Analysis in Spanish

Public Universities. Sustainability 2019, 11, 5302. [CrossRef]
17. Medne, A.; Lapina, I. Sustainability and Continuous Improvement of Organization: Review of Process-Oriented Performance

Indicators. J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2019, 5, 49. [CrossRef]
18. Roša (Rosha), A.; Lace, N. The Open Innovation Model of Coaching Interaction in Organisations for Sustainable Performance

within the Life Cycle. Sustainability 2018, 10, 3516. [CrossRef]
19. Danileviciene, I.; Lace, N. The features of economic growth in the case of Latvia and Lithuania. J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark.

Complex. 2017, 3, 21. [CrossRef]
20. Yang, T.-K.; Yan, M.-R. The Corporate Shared Value for Sustainable Development: An Ecosystem Perspective. Sustainability 2020,

12, 2348. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1108/09684880310462038
http://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2017.1282310
https://www.britishcouncil.org/sites/default/files/the_shape_of_things_to_come_-_higher_education_global_trends_and_emerging_opportunities_to_2020.pdf
https://www.britishcouncil.org/sites/default/files/the_shape_of_things_to_come_-_higher_education_global_trends_and_emerging_opportunities_to_2020.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-017-9555-2
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-010-9311-0
http://doi.org/10.1108/02656719610114371
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12145759
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11102745
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11195302
http://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc5030049
http://doi.org/10.3390/su10103516
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40852-017-0071-2
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12062348


Sustainability 2022, 14, 761 16 of 17

21. Lapin, a, I.; Borkus, I.; Starin, eca, O. Corporate Social Responsibility and Creating Shared Value: Case of Latvia. International
Journal of Social, Behavioral, Educational, Economic, Business and Industrial Engineering. Proc. World Acad. Sci. Eng. Technol.
2012, 68, 1886–1892.

22. Moreno-Carmona, C.; Feria-Domínguez, J.M.; Troncoso, A. Applying the Open Government Principles to the University’s
Strategic Planning: A Sound Practice. Sustainability 2020, 12, 1826. [CrossRef]

23. Roos, N.A. Matter of Responsible Management from Higher Education Institutions. Sustainability 2019, 11, 6502. [CrossRef]
24. Caeiro, S.; Hamón, L.A.S.; Martins, R.; Aldaz, C.E.B. Sustainability Assessment and Benchmarking in Higher Education

Institutions—A Critical Reflection. Sustainability 2020, 12, 543. [CrossRef]
25. N, ikitina, T.; Lapin, a, I.; Ozolin, š, M.; Irbe, M.M.; Priem, M.; Smits, M.; Nemilentsev, M. Competences for Strengthening En-

trepreneurial Capabilities in Europe. J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2020, 6, 62. [CrossRef]
26. Fahey, L.; Narayanan, V.K. Macroenvironmental Analysis for Strategic Management; West Publishing Company: St. Paul, MI,

USA, 1986.
27. Farnham, D. Managing in a Strategic Business Context; Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development: London, UK, 1999.
28. Zhang, N.; Williams, I.D.; Kemp, S.; Smith, N.F. Greening academia: Developing sustainable waste management at Higher

Education Institutions. Waste Manag. 2011, 31, 1606–1616. [CrossRef]
29. Leathwood, C.; Phillips, D. Developing curriculum evaluation research in higher education: Process, politics and practicalities.

High. Educ. 2000, 40, 313–330. [CrossRef]
30. Iacoviello, G.; Bruno, E.; Cappiello, A. A theoretical framework for Managing Intellectual capital in higher education. Int. J. Educ.

Manag. 2019, 33, 919–938. [CrossRef]
31. Medne, A.; Lapina, I.; Zeps, A. Sustainability of a university’s quality system: Adaptation of the EFQM excellence model. Int. J.

Qual. Serv. Sci. 2020, 12, 29–43. [CrossRef]
32. Lombardi, R.; Massaro, M.; Dumay, J.; Nappo, F. Entrepreneurial universities and strategy: The case of the University of Bari.

Manag. Decis. 2019, 57, 3387–3405. [CrossRef]
33. Md Ab Malik, A.; Kassim, E.S.; Hairuddin, H. Factors influencing project achievement: Exploration of project leadership, project

management practices, team engagement and system adoption of the university’s strategic projects. Int. J. Recent Technol. Eng.
2019, 8, 170–175.

34. Secundo, G.; de Beer, C.; Fai, F.M.; Schutte, C.S.L. Increasing university entrepreneurialism: Qualitative insights from the
technology transfer office. Meas. Bus. Excell. 2019, 23, 253–268. [CrossRef]

35. Parakhina, V.; Godina, O.; Boris, O.; Ushvitsky, L. Strategic management in universities as a factor of their global competitiveness.
Int. J. Educ. Manag. 2017, 31, 62–75. [CrossRef]

36. Adhikariparajuli, M.; Hassan, A.; Siboni, B. CSR Implication and Disclosure in Higher Education: Uncovered Points. Results
from a Systematic Literature Review and Agenda for Future Research. Sustainability 2021, 13, 525. [CrossRef]

37. Boni, A.A.; Emerson, S.T. An Integrated Model of University Technology Commercialization and Entrepreneurship Education.
In University Entrepreneurship and Technology Transfer Advances in the Study of Entrepreneurship, Innovation and Economic Growth;
Libecap, G.D., Ed.; Emerald Group Publishing Limited: Bingley, UK, 2005; Volume 16, pp. 241–274.

38. Nicolò, G.; Raimo, N.; Polcini, P.T.; Vitolla, F. Unveiling the link between performance and Intellectual Capital disclosure in the
context of Italian Public universities. Eval. Program Plan. 2021, 88, 101969. [CrossRef]

39. Bouillard, P. A multi-objective method to align human resource allocation with university strategy. Perspect. Policy Pract. High.
Educ. 2015, 20, 17–23. [CrossRef]

40. Lee, Y.; Wanta, W.; Lee, H. Resource-Based Public Relations Efforts for University Reputation from an Agenda-Building and
Agenda-Setting Perspective. Corp. Reput. Rev. 2015, 18, 195–209. [CrossRef]

41. Shah, M.; Sid Nair, C. Turning the ship around. Qual. Assur. Educ. 2014, 22, 145–157. [CrossRef]
42. Lillis, D.; Lynch, M. New Challenges for Strategy Development in Irish Higher Education Institutions. High Educ. Policy 2014, 27,

279–300. [CrossRef]
43. Pilbeam, C. Generating additional revenue streams in UK universities: An analysis of variation between disciplines and

institutions. J. High. Educ. Policy Manag. 2006, 28, 297–311. [CrossRef]
44. Williams, D.; Kluev, A. The Entrepreneurial University: Evidence of the Changing Role of Universities in Modern Russia. Ind.

High. Educ. 2014, 28, 271–280. [CrossRef]
45. Atafar, A.; Shahrabi, M.A.; Esfahani, M.J. Evaluation of university performance using BSC and ANP. Decis. Sci. Lett. 2013, 2,

305–311. [CrossRef]
46. Abadi, S.; Widyarto, S. The designing criteria and sub-criteria of University Balance Scorecard using Analytical Hierarchy Process

method. Int. J. Eng. Technol. 2018, 7, 804–807. [CrossRef]
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