What is the MacMillan Matrix?   
This strategy grid, developed by Dr. Ian MacMillan, is specifically designed to assist nonprofit organizations to formulate organizational strategies. There are three assumptions underlying this approach: the need for resources is essentially competitive and all agencies wanting to survive must acknowledge this dynamic given that resources are scarce, there is no room for direct duplication of services to a single constituency -- this is wasteful and inefficient mediocre or low quality service to a large client population is less preferable to delivering higher quality services to a more focused population.  
These assumptions have implications that are difficult and painful for many organizations and individuals. It might mean terminating some programs to improve core services and competencies, giving programs and clients to more efficient, effective agencies, or competing aggressively with those programs that are less effective or efficient.  MacMillan's matrix examines four program dimensions that guide placement on the strategy grid and indicate implied strategies. 
 Alignment with Mission Statement: Services or programs that are not in alignment with the organizational mission, unable to draw on existing organizational skills or knowledge, unable to share resources, and/or unable to coordinate activities across programs should be divested. 
 Competitive Position:  Competitive position addresses the degree to which the organization has a stronger capability and potential to fund the program and serve the client base than the competitive agencies. 
Program Attractiveness:  Program attractiveness is the complexity associated with managing a program.  Programs that have low client resistance, a growing client base, easy exit barriers, and stable financial resources are considered simple or "easy to administer." The level of program attractiveness also includes an economic perspective or a review of current and future resource investments. 
Alternative Coverage: Alternative coverage is the number of other organizations attempting to deliver or succeeding in delivering a similar program in the same region to similar constituents. 
The MacMillan Matrix provides ten cells in which to place programs that have been reviewed in terms of these four dimensions. Each cell is assigned a strategy that directs the future of the program (s) listed in the cell (e.g., aggressive competition, joint venture, orderly divestment, etc.). One cell of the matrix, "Soul of the Agency," requires additional explanation. These are the difficult programs for which the organization is often the clients' "last, best hope." Management must find ways to use the programs in other cells to develop, piggyback, subsidize, leverage, promote, or otherwise support the programs in this category.  
http://www.pim.com.pk/faq.htm#MacMillan 
Exploring Strategic Choices and Change Using the MacMillan Matrix
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Competitive Position –
STRONG
	Aggressive Competition

Strong position; high program attractiveness; high alternative coverage. 

There are a number of agencies competing for clients in field where agency has superiority.
	Aggressive Growth

Strong position; high program attractiveness; low alternative coverage. 

Assumes field is open to the agency.
	Build up the Best Competitor

Strong position; low program attractiveness; high alternative coverage. 

Nonproductive competition among agencies vying for “share” of unattractive client base.
	Soul of the Agency

Strong position; low program attractiveness; low alternative coverage. 

Client base has not other viable organization to turn to and it is unlikely that alternative coverage will be forthcoming.


	
Competitive Position –
WEAK
	Aggressive Divestment

Weak position; high program attractiveness; high alternative coverage.

There are substantial competitors providing similar services that are superior to ours.
	Build Strength or Sell Out

Weak position; high program attractiveness; low alternative coverage.

Generally new programs for which there is rapidly growing needs, but agency does not have the skills/capacity in place to feel fully competitive.

	Orderly Divestment

Weak position; low program attractiveness; high alternative coverage.

Need to concede these programs to the best of agencies currently serving the client base.
	Foreign Aid or Joint Venture

Weak position; low program attractiveness; low alternative coverage.

Agencies providing program where the technical skills were vastly under-estimated.


Source: Adapted from Ian C. MacMillan, 1983, “Competitive Strategies for Not-for-Profit Agencies,” Advances in Strategic Management, v1, pp 61-82.

Organizational “Fit” Analysis with the MacMillan Matrix
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Source: Adapted from Ian C. MacMillan, 1983, “Competitive Strategies for Not-for-Profit Agencies,” Advances in Strategic Management, v1, pp 61-82.
