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Abstract
Today undoubtedly, the environment has become increasingly uncertain toward higher learning institutions.
Therefore, successful execution of strategies in the midst of this uncertainty has become very crucial for the
organizations because the success or failure of learning institutions depends to a greater extent on their ability to
understand both the internal and external forces in the learning domain. However, this paper investigates the
relationship between strategy execution plan dimensions and organizational performance in the higher
educational institutions in Palestine. The study generated a quantitative questionnaire data from 255 respondents
representing the top, medium and low management level of the higher educational institutions in Palestine. Data
was analyzed using the partial least squares-structural equation model PLS-SEM. Overall, the finding revealed
that strategy execution plan dimensions are significantly related to organizational performance as hypothesized.
Discussions on the findings, implication and limitation are also provided.
Keywords: execution objectives, execution tasks, higher learning institutions, organizational performance,
Palestine
1. Introduction
The introduction of strategic management, such as the process of strategic planning combined with strategy
execution and control, has opened up a formal framework for dealing with this problem; however, it has failed to
attract much academic attention (Gottschalk, 2008). Noble (1999) for example, argues that we are still
witnessing a noticeable absence of a deep and coherent body of literature in the field of strategy implementation
which is believed to have consequences on business practice. Hrebiniak (2006) argues that it is always easier for
managers to develop a strategy than execute such a plan. To overcome these huge problems of strategy
implementation, an author such as Connor (2001) has called for studies in this area to strongly emphasize the
practical problems of strategy implementation. For Noble (1999), the strategy execution as a stage involves
joining strategic alternatives into a plan to use and process that turns marketing plans into action assignments and
ensure that such assignments are implemented in a manner that fulfils the plans as stated earlier. According to
Crittenden and Crittenden (2008), effective factors for strategy execution include effective elements to execute
strategic plan, enhance clearance and measurable goals, integrate plans/activities across different initiatives and
finally enlarges sustainability of the plan. However, failure to do so may lead organizations to failure.
Furthermore, the execution tasks are defined which are needed to achieve the objectives of the implementation
with the execution responsibilities which assign clear responsibilities for the execution plan (Maas, 2008).
Similarly, Hrebiniak (2005, 2006) and Gurkov (2009) argue that even well-prepared and sound plans die if the
implementers fail to confront difficult organizational and political obstacles that stand in the way of effective
execution. Therefore, strategy executors must persuade all relevant employees to carry out all the activities that
are necessary to implement the strategy (Hrebiniak 2005). Al-Ghamdi (1998) for example, reports that 75% of
companies lack the effective co-ordination of execution activities. According to Kaplan and Norton (2006), this
problem can be partly solved by using strategy maps which connect a strategy paper with an operative execution
plan and can therefore substitute organizing efforts for strategy execution. Alamsjah (2011) found that the
execution plan is the fourth factor that hinders the success of strategy execution, and he argues that, with regard
to the clear strategy, it is easier for the managers to prepare execution plans that consist of prioritizing work
programs and budgets.
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The Palestinian context lacks studies, represented mainly by the poor level of general knowledge in the field of
strategy execution. In other words, serious empirical research about the factors of strategy execution with
particular interest in the Palestinian higher educational institutions has been neglected. In spite of the
considerable number of research on strategy, little attention has been given to the execution plan. Obviously,
studies focusing on execution plan and organizational performance seem to be limited. (Mieso, 2010; Rahimian,
Polychronakis & Sharp, 2009; Malik, 2007; Delisi, 2006; Alashloo, Castka & Sharp, 2005; Hrebiniak, 2005;
Kaplan & Norton, 2005; Charan & Colvin, 2002; Johnson, 2002; Al-Gamdi, 2006, 1998; Alexander, 1991, 1985).
Further, these previous studies view that the execution plan is the major obstacle to the success and performance
of the organization. Based on what has been mentioned, this paper investigates the influence of strategy
execution plan dimensions of the organizational performance in the higher educational institutions in Palestine.
2. Literature Review
2.1 Execution Plan
In an attempt to describe the execution plan, Hrebiniak and Joyce (1984) defined the implementation plan as a
‘comprehensive plan that clearly outlines the objectives of an implementation as the activities which are needed
to achieve these objectives and who are responsible for these activities’. They noted that an implementation plan
is concrete in nature. The codification of an execution plan with its strategy and execution is believed to have a
positive influence on both the execution success and the organizational performance (Hussy, 1996). Maas (2008)
in his study of implementation plan also highlighted that the execution plan and its dimension mentioned by the
interviewees is the fourth key success factor of 32 factors investigated in the field and a significant factor related
to the organizational performance. However, despite its perceived importance, many organizations still lack
good workable execution plans. Accordingly, it is noted that an execution plan should outline in detail the way
and manner a strategic vision is to be attained. The implementation plan should translate the strategy into
day-to-day management of the organization. Moreover, it could equally be an aspect of the strategic plan. On the
other hand, it could also consist of the objectives of the implementation, the tasks and activities that are required
to implement the strategy and the responsibilities for the achievement of those tasks as highlighted by Cater ad
Puko (2010) and Maas (2008). Similarly, Hrebiniak and Joyce (1984) argued that there is limited evidence found
on the subject of having a concrete implementation plan in the strategy execution plan literature. In line with this,
Kaplan (1995) posits that a strategic plan cannot be executed when it is not translated into operational terms. He
argued that the strategy should be distilled into a single, coherent document (Allio, 2005). However, Maas (2008)
found that having a concrete, detailed and comprehensive execution plan can have a positive influence on the
level of success of an implementation effort and can be a critical factor to raise organizational performance. The
author further noted that the managers have the tendency to keep the strategy rather be vague and ambiguous.
Consequently, policies and strategies often lack a concrete and detailed execution plan. Mintzberg (1990) argued
that (concrete) plans are by their nature designed to promote inflexibility. Hence, when the situation changes, the
plan can become (partly) obsolete (Mintzberg, 1990). In the policy implementation literature, Brinkerhoff (1996)
also argued that what is critical to (policy) execution management is the ability to learn while doing and maintain
flexibility. Therefore, it can be beneficial to have a less concrete execution plan (Maas, 2008). In line with the
above description, this paper assumed that there is a correlation between execution plan and organisational
performance.
2.1.1 Execution Objectives
By a simple definition, an objective means a statement showing what the organization tends to achieve. Johnson
and Scholes (2002) and Lynch (2003) described an objective as a precise statement of what is to be achieved and
when the results are to be accomplished, which is often quantified. Thus, there is a need to translate the strategy
into a clear, concrete, measurable, and feasible execution for the purpose of achieving the organizational
execution performance as well as the performance of the organization. First and foremost, it is imperative that
organizational members, who are involved in the execution effort, need to know what its general objectives are
and what needs to be achieved in order to implement the strategy successfully. Besides, organizational members
need to know what concrete objectives they have to attain individually. When organizational members have
concrete (and realistically) objectives to pursue, they have something to work towards. In addition, when a
strategy is translated into concrete goals, it is easier to be understood by the organizational members, which in its
turn is assumed to influence their strategy commitment (Noble, 1999; Kaplan, 1995). Obviously, the lack of
concrete objectives and milestones would cause the organizational members do not know what is to be achieved
and where the implementation effort is directed to (Noble, 1999; Kaplan, 1995; Cater & Pucko, 2010; Maas,
2008). Also, concrete execution objectives facilitate execution monitoring, control and evaluation. Without
concrete and measurable objectives (and milestones), it could be difficult to monitor whether the execution is on
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track or the adjustments need to be made. Accordingly, concrete implementation objectives allow for rewarding
the execution performance of the organizational members. This has a positive influence on their motivation to
perform well during the implementation. Cater and Puko (2010) and Maas (2008) observed that when an
implementation effort lacks concrete objectives, organizational members cannot be rewarded even when they
achieve the objectives; a process that reduces their motivation and performance.
Finally, realistic implementation objectives may give organizational members a challenge, which can have a
positive influence on their level of motivation. When the implementation objectives are too ambitious, it can
have a very negative influence on the level of motivation of the organizational members. Maas (2008) noted that
despite the perceived importance of implementation objectives, it often lacks concrete objectives. He argued that
implementation objectives are often too general in nature and too ambitious. Therefore, it is not always clear
what the strategy implementation will achieve exactly. It is believed that the lack of concrete objectives
contributed to implementation failure at two different organizations. Previous studies conducted by Alamsjah
(2011), Cater and Puko (2010), Kaplan (1995), Hambrick and Cannella (1989), Reid (1989), Reed and Buckley
(1988) and Wernham (1985) have affirmed the need to always translate the strategy into concrete
implementation objectives. They argued that goal setting provides a sense of direction and pace setting for the
implementation effort, while inadequate goal specification and misaligned targets can have a negative effect on
implementation and organizational performance (Alamsjah, 2011; Cater & Puko, 2010; Maas, 2008; Kaplan,
1995; Hambrick & Cannella, 1989; Reid, 1989; Reed & Buckley, 1988; Wernham, 1985). Thus, there is a strong
correlation between execution objective and organizational performance.
2.1.2 Execution Task and Responsibility
Scholars (e.g. Maas, 2008; Noble, 1999; Sandy, 1991; Pinto & Slevin, 1987; Alexander, 1985; Owen, 1982)
have pointed out the importance of having a clear implementation tasks and responsibilities. For example, Pinto
and Slevin (1987) found that a critical factor for implementation is the detailed specification of the individual
steps required for the implementation because when implementation behaviors are not well specified, this may
lead to implementation breakdown (Sandy, 1991). This is corroborated by Alexander (1985) who also found that
when key implementation tasks and activities are not defined by enough details, this constitutes a barrier to
successful implementation. Implementation can only be successful when there is a clear and shared
understanding of who does, what, when and what cost (Allio, 2005). Clear responsibility should be allocated for
the successful outcome of the implementation. By allocating clear responsibilities for the execution of the
implementation activities, progress can be measured and controlled (Reid, 1989). Accordingly, the study by
Maas (2008) revealed that when organizational members do not have clear tasks and responsibilities, they may
become confused, unmotivated and insecure. Thus, execution task and responsibility will influence the
successful outcome of the implementation and consequently affect the overall performance of the organization.
2.1.2.1 Execution Tasks
It is not only about implementation but also how concrete it is. Thus, defining concrete implementation tasks that
are needed to achieve the objectives of the implementation are crucial to achieve the organizational goals. Maas
(2008) in his study illustrates the following points: first and foremost, organizational members with
implementation responsibilities know what specific tasks they have to perform to implement the strategy
successfully through implementation tasks. This no doubt assured organizational members certainty about the
implementation effort and their role in it, which in turn can have a positive influence on their level of motivation
and strategy commitment. Second, organizational members may execute only what they are told to execute and
nothing more, but it is required that a very clear implementation task should be assigned to organizational
members to assure them that they are executed. Third, there is a need to translate the strategy into concrete
implementation tasks and activities. Doing this would force managers to work out the proposed strategy in detail.
Finally, defining concrete implementation tasks can make a strategy more concrete to be easily communicated to
the organisational members. This is assumed to have a positive influence on implementation performance due to
the fact that the organizational members tend to have difficulty in understanding abstract ideas such as a strategy.
Strategy execution often lacks a concrete definition of implementation tasks, and due to this organizations tend
to have a low level of formalization and an organizational culture, which is oral in nature in the developing
countries. Unfortunately, little is documented about implementation tasks and activities. Besides, Maas (2008)
observed that defining concrete implementation tasks requires considerable (operational) knowledge of a
manager and can take considerable time.
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2.1.2.2 Execution Responsibilities
Assigning clear responsibilities for the performance of implementation tasks is very vital to the general
performance of the organization. For example, when clear responsibilities are assigned, organizational members
may know what their situation is, and this tends to reduce the uncertainty of organizational members. This is
important in strategy implementation because the implementation often creates uncertainty for organizational
members.
Furthermore, lack of clear responsibilities makes the organizational members languid and shirks their
responsibilities. The evidence by Maas (2008) also attests to this. Further, Maas noted that it is important to be
very specific and very detailed in assigning responsibilities to organizational members as a result of group
responsibility instead of individual responsibility. By adopting this, no employee will feel individually
responsible for a certain task and tends to shift that responsibility to other organizational members. Besides,
organizational members have the tendency to do only what they are told and nothing else and are reluctant to
take the initiative (Cater & Puko, 2010; Maas, 2008). However, these tendencies can be taken care off by giving
each individual employee a very clear and specific responsibilities and tasks. Finally, when implementation
responsibilities are clearly assigned, implementation control may become easier. On the other hand, when
implementation objectives are not being achieved as it was planned, the person who is responsible for the
achievement of these objectives can be held accountable. However, in the developing countries, for instance,
implementations often lack clearly established responsibilities. Their strategies tend to be vaguely formulated
and poorly prepared and planned. Apart from that, there is also a lack of a clear description of (implementation)
responsibilities due to a low level of formalization (Maas, 2008). This established some sort of association
between execution responsibilities and organisational performance.
2.2 The Strategy Execution Plan (SEP) and Organizational Performance (OP)
The literature review revealed that there are a few researches on the relationship between strategy execution plan
SEP and organizational performance OP. Some studies conducted by Alamsjah (2011); Cuter & Puko (2010);
Maas (2008); Kaplan & Norton (2005, 2001); Kaplan (1995) focused only on the relationship between SEP and
organizational performance OP. According to Alamsjah (2011), Cater & Puko (2010), Kaplan & Norton (2005,
2001), Hrebiniak (2005) and Kaplan (1995), the execution plan is vital and crucial for the strategy execution
success. Unfortunately, little attention has been extended to execution plan in spite of a considerable number of
researches mentioned it as a big obstacle to the success of execution and organizational performance (Mieso,
2010; Rahimian, et, al, 2009; Crittenden & Crittenden, 2008; Malik, 2007; Delisi, 2006; Alashloo, et.al, 2005;
Hrebiniak, 2005; Kaplan & Norton, 2005; Charan & Colvin, 2002; Johnson, 2002; Al-Gamdi, 2006, 1998;
Alexander, 1991, 1985). Noble (1999), who conducted a study on the execution plan, noted that the execution
plan for any organization should have a clear and concrete objective and the tasks of the execution plan should
be distributed to the organizational member with understanding the role and responsibility of each member of the
strategy execution plan. Accordingly, Hrebiniak and Joyce (1984) and Kaplan & Norton (2005) affirmed the
importance and role of execution plan in the process of successful strategy execution. For example, Kaplan and
Norton (2005) believed that without an execution plan, the organization cannot execute its strategy, which
implies the failure of the strategy execution, and this would subsequently affect the performance of the
organization in general. Thus, it is assumed that there is a strong correlation between strategy execution and
organizational performance.
2.3 Hypothesis Development
Our literature review revealed any potential findings on the execution plan, strategies and organizational
performance. Some of these include Cater and Puko (2010), Mieso (2010), Rahimian, et al (2009), Malik (2007),
Delisi (2006, 2001), Hrebiniak (2005), Kaplan and Norton (2005), Charan and Colvin (2002), Johnson (2002),
Al-Gamdi (2006, 1998) and Alexander (1985). For example, the study by Alamsjah (2011) concurs that strategy
execution is the fourth factor out of 11 factors, which can be an obstacle for the success of the organizations and
a very critical factor that raises the organizational performance. Similarly, Kaplan (1995) points out that without
an execution plan, the organization cannot execute its strategy, and this means that the strategy execution will
fail. In the light of the above descriptions coupled with the research framework, the following hypotheses are
therefore proposed.
H1: A Relationship exists between Strategy Execution Plan, SEP and The Organizational Performance OP.
H1a: A Relationship exists between Execution Objectives EO and The Organizational Performance.
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H1b: A Relationship exists between Execution Tasks and Responsibilities ETR and The Organizational
Performance OP.
Execution Objectives
EO
Organizational
performance
OP

Execution Tasks &
Responsibilities
ETR
Figure 1. The Research Framework
3. Methodology
3.1 Study Design

This paper opts for a cross-sectional research design. According to Sekaran (2003), a cross-sectional study is
required when there is a need to collect data at a particular point in time. Regarding the sampling technique, a
simple random sampling technique was adopted to select 13 universities and colleges from the list of the higher
education institution in Palestine. The list of universities and colleges in Palestine was identified through the
Palestinian ministry of higher education MOHE through their website. After this, the same sampling technique
was also used to select only 255 respondents who finally participated in the study.
3.2 Measurement of Variables
To measure the variables, a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = extremely disagree to 7 = extremely agree
was adopted to measure the extent to which respondents agree or disagree with each of the statements in the
questionnaire (Franklin, 2011; Maas, 2008). The independent variable, Execution plan was measured using two
dimensions (the execution objective and the execution tasks & responsibly) of twelfth items reflecting execution
plan, while the dependent variable was also measured using the balance score card BSC approach with four
perspectives (Kaplan & Norton, 2006). All the items of organizational performance measures consist of 22 items,
adapted and adopted from Franklin’s (2011) study.
4. Data Analysis and Results
4.1 PLS Analysis and Result
Smart PLS was adopted in the analysis of the data due to the many conditions as suggested by Sharma and Kim
(2012), Zhang (2009) and Chin (1995). For instance, Sharma and Kim (2012) noted that the use of PLS becomes
necessary under conditions of insufficient sample size, while Chin (1995) concurred that PLS is required for data
analysis in a situation where there are many indicators and factors involved. Zhang (2009) noted that PLS can
deal with both formative and reflective construct, which is the exact situation in this study. Thus, these situations
reflect the present study, and therefore the study opted for the use of PLS for the data analysis. Analyses
conducted include convergent validity, the discriminant validity, predictive relevance of the model and the
bootstrapping, which was used to determine the relationship between the endogenous and exogenous variables.
4.1.1 The Convergent Validity
This was used to determine the degree to which the measured constructs correlate positively with a measure of
the same construct (Hair, Hult, Ringle and Sarstedt, 2014). It measured the correlation between the formative
and reflective constructs. The convergent validity is also determined by examining the loadings, the composite
reliability and the average variance extracted. In this case, items, that are of a high load factor 0.7 and with the
average variance extracted (AVE) of at least 0.5 and the composite reliability of 0.7, are all considered
acceptable. Table 1 depicts the loadings, reliability (Cronbach's Alpha) and the AVE for this study and indicates
that all items met the acceptable limits as suggested by Hair, Hult, Ringle and Sarstedt (2014) and Bagozzi & Yi
(1988). Based on the results in Table 1, the study confirms the adequacy of the level of convergent validity of the
measurement model.
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Table 1. Convergent Validity Analysis
Construct

Items

Loadings

Cronbach's

CR

AVE

0.848

0.892

0.623

0.870

0.900

0.568

0.872

0.904

0.613

0.879

0.908

0.623

0.825

0.873

0.534

0.761

0.849

0.590

Alpha
Execution

ex1

0.741

ex2

0.826

ex3

0.846

ex4

0.807

ex5

0.720

f1

0.773

f2

0.825

f3

0.860

f4

0.833

f5

0.562

f6

0.697

f7

0.680

h1

0.806

h2

0.807

h3

0.838

h4

0.839

h5

0.742

h6

0.648

i1

0.739

i2

0.764

i3

0.852

i4

0.817

i5

0.812

i6

0.747

k1

0.759

k2

0.739

k3

0.672

k4

0.806

k5

0.726

k6

0.675

l1

0.858

l2

0.773

l3

0.835

Objectives

Execution Tasks &
Responsibilities

Customer
perspective

Interior Perspective

Learning & growth
perspective

Financial perspective

l4
0.571
a: CR = (Σ factor loading)2 / {(Σ factor loading)2) + Σ (variance of error)}
b: AVE = Σ (factor loading)2 / (Σ (factor loading)2 + Σ (variance of error)}
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4.1.2 The Discriminant Validity
The discriminant validity was used to measure the degree to which agroup of items was able to distinguish the
constructs from other constructs in the model as suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981). By doing this, it was
expected that the items of each construct should indicate a variance greater than that shared with other constructs
(Compeau et al., 1999). Normally, the discriminant validity is confirmed and assumed if the values of the
diagonal elements are higher than other values in their respective rows and columns. Table 2 demonstrates the
detailed result of the discriminant validity, including the correlation among variables.
Table 2. Discriminant Validity of Constructs
Construct

CP

F

IN

LG

PO

PTR

CP

0.783

F

0.469

0.768

IN

0.744

0.518

0.790

LG

0.540

0.489

0.545

0.731

PO

0.545

0.423

0.602

0.503

0.790

PTR

0.599

0.429

0.614

0.501

0.711

0.754

4.2 The Structural Model, Inner Model and Hypothesis Testing
This was used to test the proposed hypotheses in order to establish the relationship between the endogenous and
exogenous variables. It was done by running the boot strapping in Smart PLS 2.0. Figure 2 and Table 3 below
depict the results.
Hypothesis testing results
Execution Plan

R2 = 0.640
2.633

Execution objectives

Organizational

EO

2.716

Execution Tasks &

performance
OP

Responsibilities
Figure 2. The direct relationship between the independent variables (Strategy execution Plan Dimensions –
execution objectives and execution tasks and responsibilities) and the dependent variable (organizational
performance)
Table 3. Path Coefficients and Hypotheses Testing
Hypothesis

Hypothesized Path

Path
Coefficient

Standard
Error

T value

P value

Decision

H1

SEP -> OP

0.363***

0.059

6.159

0.000

Supported

H1a

EO -> OP

0.170**

0.064

2.633

0.004

Supported

H1b

ETR -> OP

0.156**

0.057

2.716

0.003

Supported

***: p<0.001; **:p<0.05;*:p<0.1
From Figure 2 and Table 3, it is revealed that the SEP has a positive and significant effect on the OP at the 0.001
level of significance (β=0. 363, t= 6.159, p<0.001). The result further revealed that PO has a positive and
significant effect on the organizational performance at the 0.05 level of significance (β=0.170, t= 2.633, p<0.05).
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Similarly, the PTR also has a significant and positive effect on the organizational performance at the 0.05 level
of significance (β=0.156, t= 2.716, p<0.05). Thus, the hypotheses (H1, H1a, and H1b) for this study are well
supported.
4.3 Predictive Relevance of the Model
R2 and Cross-validated redundancy was utilized to examine the predictive power of the model. R2 refers to the
variance in the endogenous variables that are explained by the exogenous variables. Table 4 revealed the R2
represents 40.3% of the Organizational Performance that was explained by the execution objectives. Accordingly,
40.3% of the Organizational Performance was accounted for by the execution tasks and responsibilities. In line
with the findings of this study, Cohen (1988) suggested a value of R2, where 0.26 is substantial, 0.13 is moderate,
and 0.02 is weak. Therefore, both R2 values for this study are considered substantial and the power of variables
is contained in the model in explaining the organizational performance.
Furthermore, the study also used the R2, the Cross-Validated Redundancy values to assess the quality of the
model. This was done by conducting the Blindfolding procedures. These values in Smart PLS were applied with
a view to generate the cross-validated redundancy and cross-validated communality. To do this, the study
removed sum of the values in the data which was later estimated as a missing value. After that, the estimated
parameters were used to re- estimate the missing data and a comparison of the output were conducted. Table 4
provides the detailed results on the output as the cross-validated redundancy.
Table 4. Prediction Relevance of the Model
Construct

R square

Cross Validated
Redundancy

Cross Validated
Communality

Organizational Performance

0.403

0.256

0.640

Execution Objectives

0.817

Execution Tasks & Responsibilities

0.890

According to Fornell and Cha (1994), the model under investigation will have the predictive quality if the
cross-redundancy values were more than zero, else the predictive quality of the model cannot be confirmed.
Table 4 showed the obtained cross validated redundancy of 0.25 for OP. Therefore, these results confirmed that
the model has adequate prediction quality.
4.4 Goodness of Fit (GoF) of the Model
PLS-SEM has only one measure of goodness of fit that was defined by Tenenhaus et al. (2005) to be the global
fit. Therefore, it is the geometric mean of the AVE and the average R2 for the endogenous variable in the
following formula:
(1)
The baseline values of GoF suggested by Wetzels et al. (2009) is (small =0. 1, medium =0. 25, large =0. 36).
Accordingly, in this study, the GoF value was 0.658 which is regarded to be large. Therefore, the results showed
that the model GoF measure is large based on the average variance, which refers to an adequate level of PLS
model validity.
Table 5. Goodness of Fit GoF
Construct

R square

AVE

Execution Objectives

0.817

0.623

Execution Tasks & Responsibilities

0.890

0.568

Customer Perspective

0.774

0.613

Internal Perspective

0.801

0.623

Learning & Growth Perspective

0.595

0.534

Financial Perspective

0.476

0.590

Average

0.725

0.591
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5. Discussions and Implications
The major aim of this paper was to examine the influence of the strategy execution plan on the organisational
performance in the Palestinian Higher Education. Specifically, the study examined the influence of strategic
execution plan dimensions, namely execution objective and the execution tasks and responsibilities on the
organisational performance. First, the study found the overall influence of the strategy execution plan on the
organisational performance. In other words, the study found that strategy execution plan is significantly related
to the organisational performance. The results suggest that the higher education in Palestine can be enhanced
through an effective strategy execution. The result revealed a positive and significant effect of the execution plan
on organizational performance (0.001 levels of significance; β=0. 363, t= 6.159, p<0.001). This finding is
consistent with previous findings by Alamsjah (2011), Cater and Pucko (2010), and Grittenden and Grittenden
(2008), who indicated that strategy execution plan impacts organisational performance.
Furthermore, the results revealed that the two dimensions of the strategy execution plan, namely execution
objectives and execution tasks and performance are positively and significantly related to the organisational
performance. Specifically, the results found that the execution objectives have a positive and a significant effect
on organizational performance (0.05 levels of significance; β=0. 170, t= 2.633, p<0.05). Accordingly, further
results on the dimension indicates that the execution tasks and performance positively and significantly influence
organizational performance (0.05 levels of significance; β=0. 156, t= 2.716, p<0.05). Our findings support the
previous studies by Rahmonian, et al. (2009), Maas (2008), Alashloo, et al (2005) and Noble (1999). They found
that higher institutions, such as the universities, can effectively execute their plans (Rahmonian, et al., 2009;
Maas, 2008; Alashloo, et al. 2005; Noble, 1999a, b). Our findings suggest that execution plan and its dimensions
considered in this study are positively and significantly related to the organisational performance.
Our study contributes in many different aspects. First, the study extends the literature in this area by examining
the relationships between execution plan and its dimensions (execution objectives, execution tasks and
responsibilities) and organizational performance with a particular interest in higher education in Palestine which
may be considered unique due to the current situation in Palestine. Apart from this, our study seems to be an
initial study to examine the influence of the execution plan and its dimensions as no literature has indicated this.
Academically, we believe that the present study would open a door for other researchers to investigate more and
examine other factors that play a role in this relationship.
Furthermore, the study findings obtained in this study would be a huge benefit to the higher educations across
the globe including Palestine. It is believed that our findings would help the administrators of higher education,
including the policy makers to take proper and good decisions regarding program execution and implementations.
For the practitioners, managers inclusive, the SEP factors would strongly raise their awareness on the need to
effectively execute and implement organisational programs and projects with a view to achieve the
organisational performance.
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