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Criterion 2: Preparing for the Future

God’s Bible School and College’s allocation of resources and its
processes for evaluation and planning demonstrate its capacity to
fulfill its mission, improve the quality of its education, and re-
spond to future challenges and opportunities.

Introduction

Planning for the future at GBSC involves a partnership of administration,
faculty, and members of the Board of Trustees. These leaders typically seek
the advice of trusted supporters, alumni, and friends. In creating the current
strategic plan, students and the community were brought into the partnership.
Each of these entities brought energy and ideas to the planning processes. As
the planning process signals an open door for dialogue, the entire campus
community and GBSC’s constituents contribute to the ongoing refinement of
the institution.

In 2005, this new, more inclusive strategic-planning process was instituted,
resulting in the Strategic Thought and Action for New Developments
(STAND) Plan. To prepare GBSC for its future, representatives from across
the institution’s constituency engaged in a comprehensive strategic-planning
process. Surveys, focus groups, multiple reviews, and a full-day planning
retreat generated energy and commitment.

To provide background for this chapter’s discussion of institutional planning,
it is necessary to give a brief overview of the STAND Plan. The inclusive
processes used in formulating the STAND Plan represented a new direction
for the institution, as previous strategic planning had occurred only at higher
administrative levels, had not included such broad input, and, consequently,
resulted in “top-down” plans. This fairly radical change in planning pro-
cesses was accompanied by a change in plan implementation. Past strategic
plans — the President’s initial goals and the Strategic Plan 2000-2005 —
provided a sense of direction for decision-making. But the plans functioned
more as time-bound goals than as sets of objectives toward which the institu-
tion progressed in a steady, measured, and monitored fashion. They did not
have the incremental goals/targets often associated with strategic plans.

In its formulation, the STAND Plan sought to change this by incorporating a
monitoring system. Progress was to be monitored monthly by a STAND
team, with the format of the STAND strategic plan providing a simple tool to
represent results visually. Familiar traffic light colors were to be used to
indicate whether the measures are going well (green), proceeding but in need
of observation (yellow), or needing intervention (red). Formal reports, then,
were to be issued quarterly.
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As plan implementation began, this structure was found to be unworkable for
various reasons. Consequently, in Spring 2006, the Vice President for Advance-
ment (VPA) oversaw the development of a new system for monitoring
progress in achieving plan objectives. The initial monitoring system and the
revised version include multilevel participation by administration, staff, and faculty.

In terms of coverage, the STAND Plan focuses on six areas:

1. Financial health

Staff development
Technology development
Facilities improvements
Growth initiatives

6. Mission impact

SRR

Each of these areas comprises several specific targets, or areas of
measurement. Detailed information is available on the STAND Plan
materials (ARCH-4). Also, the discussion below will provide more
detail, as it addresses core components in terms of the STAND Plan.

Core Component 2a: Realistic Preparation

God’s Bible School and College realistically prepares for a future
shaped by multiple societal and economic trends.

Component Overview

The STAND Plan reflects an understanding of the organization’s current
capacity to fulfill its mission, enhance the quality of education, and prepare for
an uncertain future. While the institutional environment is supportive of
innovation and change, GBSC also incorporates into its planning those aspects
of its history and heritage that it wishes to preserve and continue.

Institutional Heritage

GBSC’s roots are in the Wesleyan Methodist tradition, and many of the staff
and students affiliated with the institution attend churches in that tradition.
Because of the institution’s history of leadership, many constituents view
GBSC as the flagship institution for those churches in the Wesleyan Method-
ist tradition. Church denominations, interchurch and parachurch organiza-
tions, missionary societies, youth-development organizations, Christian day
schools, home-schooling associations, prominent pastors, evangelists, and
musicians — representatives of all of these categories can trace their roots
back to the GBSC campus. GBSC is a prominent supplier of organizational
leaders and pastors for these organizations and congregations, a network
stretching literally around the world.

In planning, fidelity with the past is important to GBSC. While creation of the
STAND Plan was radical in many ways, the institutional mission was never
considered for revision. Rather, the mission served as the cornerstone around
which the plan was developed, with all plan components in their places
because of their importance to mission fulfillment.
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Environmental Scanning

As a Bible college, GBSC is influenced by changes in the Church community
as well as by other trends, and the effects of this Church-world influence
arise particularly in the areas of student recruitment, financial support, and
maintenance of a doctrinally aligned faculty and administration. To appreci-
ate the institution’s current capacity and decision-making plans, placing
GBSC in the context of this major trend is necessary, as the institution’s
religious commitments profoundly shape its understanding of proper action
and reaction in relation to current and projected societal trends.

While many denominations are experiencing decreasing attendance, indepen-
dent and nondenominational churches are enjoying new strength. This
cultural trend is reflected in GBSC admissions data. Church-affiliation
information supplied by enrolled students indicates that, currently, almost
one third (90 out of 272) of GBSC’s students come from independent
churches. GBSC recognizes the need to expand its outreach to this burgeon-
ing market, but the lack of a denominational structure that oversees indepen-
dent churches often complicates marketing access.

Within the Wesleyan Methodist tradition, several sister colleges
and institutions have united in a network of college administra-
tors that meets in conjunction with the annual Interchurch
Holiness Convention. In 1995, GBSC initiated a study among
this group to measure demographic trends within the
movement’s higher-education providers. Over a 10-year period,
an annual total of approximately 600 students from the
Wesleyan Methodist tradition were divided (not evenly) among
the schools.

In a future of greater diversity in the U.S., as in other countries, it will likely
become only more important to promote a campus culture open to biblically
aligned diversity. Even the fairly small step of renaming the Division of
Intercultural Studies and World Missions (formerly the Division of Missions)
underscores the institution’s determination to keep pace with globalization
trends. Additionally, the STAND Plan calls on academic divisions to evaluate
their curricula for twenty-first century relevance.

Technology, in this age a crucial element of all environments, receives heavy
attention in the STAND Plan. Technological development is one of the six
broad areas that structure the plan, and specific concerns include technology
both for support offices and for classrooms.

Current Environment and Capacity

As the STAND Plan was developed, the need for better understanding of the
institution’s current environment and capacity became clear. Consequently,
some STAND Plan components called for the institution to engage in activi-
ties to clarify its situation. This becomes clear from a review of plan materials
(ARCH-4); examples for five of the six areas are given below.
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Financial Health: Taking existing levels as baselines, the plan called for percen

—
1

age increases in various categories; experience has shown that the percentages

were, in some cases at least, too small, as they have been easily suvpadsed.
in charitable gift annuities (CGA) was to begin with a review of the current
marketing strategyfuition and room/board rates were to be benchmarked
against peer institutions.

Saff Development:Participation in professional-development activities was to b

e

measured to provide a baseline. Personnel recruiting was to begin with develpp-
ing lists of prospective employees, before succession plans or budgeting was to

be considered.

Technology DevelopmentPlans first called for technol-
ogy benchmarking against other higher-education
institutions, as well as surveying personnel concernir
technology competence.

Facilities: Development of a new Facilities Master Plar
was to begin with review of the existing plan.

Mission Impact: Development of strategic alliances
called for beginning by developing baseline informatio
on existing relationships.

Additionally, the institution already had some
information on current capacity relevant toASNID Plan components.

Facilities: Planning for classroom usage began with a baseline usage of appro

mately 70%.
Growth: The enrollment study mentioned above, along with current enroliment

provided general baseline information for setting future enrollment goals. When

the enrollment study mentioned above began in 1995, GBS(oliment (186)

Brenda Herring, as Personnel
Directooversees professional

xj-development for both faculty
and staff

garnered approximately 33% of this religious market. Inrecentyears, GBSC has,
assuming the basic number has not increased, tapped an increasing percentage

of that market (286 enrolled in college in Spring 2083%)indicated above, the
institution is aware of shifting churchfifitions, and the SAND Plan seeks to

address this by calling for the analysis of new markets. Due to the difficulties of
reaching independent churches, which cannot be targeted through denomina

tional channels, GBSC markets itself to a variety of churches through her
monthly publicationGods RevivalistPublic Relations groups, and internet
communication tools.

Decision-Making Authority

In all areas of planning for the future, the Board mfstees retains the
ultimate authority in decision making. The Board has consistently sought
input from administrators, alumni, faculgnd key constituents in its strategic-
planning decisions. The Board, supporting the current direction of GBSC,
approved the SAND Plan and supports the ongoing strategic planning
efforts.

As discussed above, development of th&l$D Plan provides an important

example of the inclusion of multiple personnel and constituent layers in the
planning process. Integrating administrators, facataf, students, and other
constituents, the process, throughout its steps, sought to craft a strategic
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