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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to evaluate the strategic readiness of Chiang Mai University and to
explore the relationship between strategic readiness and successful practice of strategy. The target
group was divided in 3 groups. Chiang Mai University personnel; executives, lectures and
officials. The assessment used was the Strategy-Focused Organization conception of Robert S.
Kaplan and David P. Norton. The data was calculated for percentages, means and standard
deviations. The general and sub-dimension readiness was analyzed by using one-sample t-test.
One-way ANOVA was used for pairing comparison analysis. The relationship between strategic
readiness and successful practice of strategy was examined by using Pearson correlation

coefficient.

The results were as follows. Firstly, Chiang Mai University did not generally have the
strategic readiness on a high level. The executives believed their organizations had strategic
readiness on a very high level, while the lecturers and the officials thought that it was on a
moderate level; a considerable difference was found on the level of 0.05 statistical significance.
Secondly, the strategic readiness of translation into the set strategy as plan/project to be
practically carried out had the highest scores. Meanwhile, the personnel motivation to be in
charge of the strategic tasks had the lowest scores. Finally, the relationship between strategic

readiness and successful practice of strategy was generally positive and on a rather high level.

The recommendations of this study are as follows. Chiang Mai University’s strategic
readiness, in general, is not on a high level. From the consideration of the target group, however,
the lecturers and the officials rather know about or give priority to strategic planning on a low-
moderate level. Particularly the study of motivation has found that the executives hardly give
precedence to the lecturers and the officials. Consequently, the university should place an
importance on every dimension and communicate with the lecturers and the officials for the same

understanding, feeling, and strategic goal to be focused on the same direction.



