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Abstract

Taiwan, asmall idand lacking for natural resources, again and again makes her economy a miracle.
The cumulation of foreign exchange reserves is mainly attributed to the abundant human resources.
Especially, the manpower fostered by the vocational and technical education is a significant
contribution to Taiwan’ s economy. However, the environment of advanced education have grestly
changed in recent years. External competition arising from more open market soars at the heels of
Tawan' sparticipation in the WTO. Domestically, a decline in the birthrate, a boost in the number of
schools of advanced education, half of which are vocational and technical institutes, and an almost
highest advanced education density lead to the direct impact upon Taiwan’ s vocational and technical
education. Meanwhile, a climate of merger pervades the globe. Therefore, it is essential for usto
deeply discuss the strategies of merger in vocational and technical education. In this paper, the
strategies of merger applied by National Taichung Institute of Technology are fully examined. The
analysis is expected to establish a model for institutes planning to merge, and serves as reference
material for policy-making and further study.

According to the fact that theories of business management are constantly adopted in the
management model of nonprofit organization, and that vocational and technical education can be
classified into nonprofit sector, this paper is grounded on the theory of business merger and the
plentiful overseas experiences in advanced education merger.

Examining the case mentioned above, this paper adopts the case study method of quality analysis.

In abid to enrich this research, document analysis, in-depth observations and interviews are mainly

implemented. The major conclusions are presented as follows:

1. Merits that the National Taichung Institute of Technology possess are long history, fine reputation,
convenient transportation, renovated facilities, huge faculty and student’ s excellent performance;
The shortcomings, however, are limited areas, degrading quality of enrollees, and lacks of
marketing strategies. The external opportunities lie in an adjoining emerging industry park, a
lifelong learning fashion, degrees granted, undone restrictions and the participation in the WTO.
The threats arise from the establishment of new academies, strapped finance and the competition
from Chinese Mainland.

2. Pursuing growth and following up the Government policy are the major incentives for schools to
merge with each other. The merger types can be divided into three categories. growth,
combination, and annexation.

3. The difficultiesin front of the two schools are tight budgets, distinct conceptions, lack of supports
from local governments and implicit worry from being annexed. And the support from the
Government, vicinity of locations, sharing of resources, compatibility in status, ability of
creativity and the long history will contribute to the successful merger. The influence of two
factors, sense of achievement and members of organizations, are however reserved.



4. This paper examines the benefits stemmed from a merger by economies of scale, popularization,
marketization and index of mutual growth model. The findings are as follows.

(1) The students and faculty amourt to 10,000 after a merger bringing the school a membership
in large-scale schools and sharing fixed cost and facility. As aresult, economies of scale can
be applied.

(2) The merger leads to a diverse learning, which highly fits in with society demands ard, at the
same time, multiplies the sources of capital. And autonomy introduced in the mechanism of
market contributes to the efficiency of resource operation.

(3) In the mutual growth model analysis, the two schools will work together for their own
prosperous future. The effort will help organize school’s resources, and therefore strengthens
the foundations of finance and research. The enrollment rate will be stable, and the number of
alumni will rise. Most of the personnel will remains, but the administrations should be
reduced to one system. Media will be used to improve reputation. Because of the increase of
resources, policies become more effective, and cooperation is critical after the merger.

Judging from the results presented above, this paper recommends that the ministry of education
forcefully supervise those schools that are completely merged, in order to reassure the perspective
set beforehand. Furthermore, an eminent quality of education relies on the infusion of sufficient
resources, and hence a long-term of government educational assistance for vocational and technical
educationis strongly suggested for the purpose of developing future elites on thisisland. As for the
going-to-be merged “Taichung Technology University,” each member of the school should pay total
respect and tolerance towards each other in order to control conflicts. In addition, the school should
continue to keep itsinitial priority and proceed to excavate competitiveness as a new advantage for
promoting the school in educationa strata and lastly achieve the ideal of school merger.

Key Words:
merger, advanced education, economies of scale, marketization, popularization, mutual growth
principle, case study
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