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ABSTRACT

Leadership of organisations are currently faced by what are termed ‘post normal’ times.
This is marked by complexity, flux and contradictions in all aspects of the operating
environments within which the organisations function. Prior research notes that the lack
of strategic thinking capabilities are regarded as the greatest challenge facing
organisational leaders in the manufacturing sector of Australia. Further research regards
this challenge to extend beyond the manufacturing sector in Australia but is likely a
global challenge. Building organisational leadership capacity, especially in terms of
strategy, requires new ways of thinking that have been identified in the literature as
consisting of five elements of strategic thinking. In addition, the concept of foresight is a
desirable organisational core-competence yet remains largely misunderstood and
empirically under-studied. The concepts of foresight competence, foresight styles,
decision styles, orientation to time and strategic thinking are further closely associated to
competitive advantage and sustainability. Understanding how these concepts are related
to each other and to effective organisational strategy-making, and what demographic
characteristics of strategy-level leaders are positively associated with them, is regarded as
critically important. Given these gaps in the literature the research problem investigated
by this study is: How and to what extent are foresight competence and the strategic
thinking of strategy-level leaders associated within the context of organisational strategy-
making?

This research problem has not been empirically investigated in any depth and there has
been a dearth of prior research related to the concepts of foresight competence and
strategic thinking. This study has integrated influential related studies in a
transdisciplinary approach and the conceptual framework of the study aligns the
constructs and measures in order to address the following research issues:
RI 1: Is foresight competence positively associated with the strategic thinking of
strategy-level leaders?
RI2: How do the demographic characteristics of strategy-level leaders influence
the relationship between their foresight competence and strategic thinking?
RI 3: Is the strategic thinking of a strategy-level leader positively associated with
the organisation’s strategy-making mode?

In order to address the research issues a quantitative two-step methodology was adopted.
Firstly, the pilot study included input from a panel of experts which together with a pilot
survey helped to build on and refine the conceptual framework and data collection
instruments respectively. Secondly a web-based survey methodology measuring foresight
styles, orientation to time, decision styles and strategy making was used to collect primary
data. The sample consisted of strategy level leaders from Australian and South African
organisations. The data was analysed utilising multivariate data analysis techniques
including exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, multiple regression
analysis and structural equation modelling. Hypotheses at both the lower- and higher-
order factorial level were tested including hypotheses related to the effect of interaction
terms.

The results confirmed that foresight competence and strategic thinking in strategy-level
leaders are distinctive constructs and these constructs are positively related. Foresight



competence was found to precede strategic thinking in the strategy process. The
interaction terms of age, level of education, exposure to futures or foresight education
and industry experience were found have an effect on the relationship between the
constructs. The analytical aspects of the strategy-level leaders’ strategic thinking in terms
of strategy-making in the organisation were found to be positively related. However, it
emerged from the results that the creative aspects of strategic thinking were negatively
associated with the strategy-making processes of the organisations as represented by the
sample.

The results confirmed that the classical, linear and deliberate approach to strategy is still
predominant. It further confirmed that strategic thinking is still largely elusive in the
practise of strategy and does represent a challenge to strategy-level leaders. Within the
context of ambiguous and dynamic environmental change, and the imperative of
sustainable organisational development, the study highlights the concern that strategy is
generally practised at the expense of the generative and creative aspects of strategic
thinking.

The main contribution of this research was to develop and refine a conceptual framework
that illustrated and is the first rigorously tested model of the empirical relationships
between the constructs of foresight competence and strategic thinking, and organisational
strategy-making processes. The influence of leader demographic characteristics, in terms
of the Strategic Leadership theory, contributed to the literature in this regard. It represents
and important insight into the confluence between leaders’ cognitions abilities and the
rational strategy-making processes typically employed by organisations.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

We are currently in a time described as ‘post normal’, marked by complexity, chaos and
contradictions (Sardar 2009). ‘Post normal times’ are sustained by these characteristics
and lead to increased uncertainty for those responsible for an organisation’s future
direction and leads to “different types of ignorance that make decision making
problematic” (Sardar 2009, p. 1). Having foresight is regarded as a leadership competence
that allows strategy-level leaders to overcome such challenges especially in terms of their
strategic thinking and strategic decision making (Day, G. & Schoemaker 2008; Hamel
2009; Hamel & Prahalad 1994).

Leaders are increasingly called upon to creatively challenge change and exploit
inconsistency, innovation, complexity and ethically sound directions for the long- and
short-term strategic directions of their organisations in order to overcome these types of
ignorance (de Geus 1997). Leadership is increasingly values and needs driven rather than
typically short term profit-orientated only (Burke 2006; van der Laan 2008). Studies of
leadership repeatedly refer to the need of leaders to creatively anticipate the future while
encouraging participation in the creation of shared visions and the alignment of the whole
organisation to such visions of the future (Kouzes & Posner 2002). It is suggested that
leaders should be predominantly future-orientated in the everyday work they do (Kouzes
& Posner 2002). In practise, the formulation of strategy is associated with a leader’s
foresight and strategic thinking with both concepts featuring prominently in the academic
consideration of what constitutes ‘creatively anticipating the future’ and driving

organisational strategy.
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Leaders are required to be future-driven with developed hybrid competencies which
include futures foci (Buchen 2005). Different approaches to thinking about the future of
their organisations are utilised by individuals and typically include relying on past
experiences, intuition and imagining the future (Tonn & MacGregor 2008). It could be
argued that similarly, these approaches are linked to the individuals’ orientation to time,

their style of thinking about the future and their eventual strategic decision-making.

Strategic leadership and decision-making has emerged as a primary indicator of
organisational performance and sustainability (Finkelstein & Hambrick 1996). Yet what
constitutes effective strategic leadership in terms changing values and competencies
required to achieve this, requires further research (Hambrick 2007). Strategy as developed
by an organisation’s leaders is only meaningful in relation to interrogating the future
(Narayanan & Fahey 2004, p. 38) and as such is the focus of this study. Foresight (Cunha,
M. P. E. 2004, p. 133; Whitehead in Tsoukas & Shepherd 2004b, p. 2) and strategic
thinking (Bonn 2001; Goldman 2007; Liedtka 1998) have been acknowledged as a critical
inputs of effective strategy and organisational success.

Bonn (2001) refers to studies of senior executives among the 100 largest manufacturing
companies in Australia who identified a lack of strategic thinking as the main problem
facing the organisation. Similarly, Garrat (1995) refers to research by the Institute of
Directors in London where over 90% of directors and executives had not been exposed to
developmental interventions whose purpose is to enhance their thinking in terms of
organisational strategy formulation. Garrat asserts that this percentage would likely hold
true in “Europe, East Asia, Australia, New Zealand and the United States” (Garratt 1995,
p. 242).

Foresight (Tsoukas & Shepherd 2004b) and strategic thinking (Goldman 2007) are linked
to organisational sustainability which has dramatically become an imperative of
organisational leadership, strategy and effective decision making. Sustainability is
inexorably related to the future and how leaders perceive the future as this informs their
decisions aimed at the sustainability of the organisation and the enabling of innovation to

make this possible.

Foresight and strategic thinking, while frequently referred to in contemporary literature,

are not adequately differentiated. This study seeks to conceptually clarify and
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operationalise the concepts of foresight competence and strategic thinking. It examines
whether there is a statistically significant relationship between an individual’s orientation
to time (Fortunado & Furey 2009), their foresight styles (Dian 2009; Gary 2008) as
indicators of foresight competence, and their decision making style (Rowe & Boulgarides

1994) as an indicator of their strategic thinking within the context of formulating strategy.
1.2 Background to the Study

Competence in strategy is regarded as fundamental to effective organisational leadership
(Boyatsis 2008; Boyatzis, Richard E. 1982; Courtney 2001; Day, G. & Schoemaker
2008) in much the same way as it is linked to conjectures of how the future may unfold
(Narayanan & Fahey 2004). According to Alfred North Whitehead, foresight competence,
is regarded as a vital characteristic of competent organisational decision making (Tsoukas
& Shepherd 2004b). Despite agreement on the importance of foresight competence,
failure of organisational strategy remains very predominant (Kaplan & Norton 2005) and
may be associated with a lack of foresight competence and strategic thinking at leadership

level.

Day & Schoemaker (2008) indicate that their research shows that 97% of surveyed
companies lack the competence to anticipate future surprises. This illustrates that the
inability to anticipate future conditions may be linked to the failure of organisational
strategy and is likely exacerbated by rapidly changing environmental conditions. Strategy
research has identified foresight as key in enabling leaders to creatively anticipate the
future of organisations (Courtney 2001). More specifically, foresight competence is seen
as one of three primary qualities of being an effective leader which in turn “greatly
influence(s) their organisation’s capacity for vigilance”, thinking strategically and

understanding how the future may unfold (Day, G. & Schoemaker 2008).

Strategic thinking precedes strategic decision making in organisations (Tavakoli &
Lawton 2005). Decision making is a fundamental process of all organisations and the
quality thereof influences the effectiveness of the leaders (Leonard, Nancy H, Scholl &
Kowalski 1999a) and the performance of the organisation. Citing various studies, Bronn
et al (1999, p. 356), indicate that a key characteristic of strategic thinking is the
competence to think prospectively and act pro-actively. Both strategic thinking and

strategic decision making are regarded by this study as tasks; the task of thinking which
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precedes the task of decision making and are linked to the ability to anticipate possible

futures.

Strategic thinking offers leaders and their organisations the opportunity to move beyond
the traditional application of strategy, primarily in terms of intended strategy, to identify
and achieve breakthrough emerging strategies (Mintzberg 1995). Foresight, or “the ability
to create and maintain a high quality, coherent and functional forward view and to use the
insights arising in organisationally useful ways” (Slaughter, Richard A 1998, p. 382) has
been linked to strategic thinking (Voros 2003), or “a particular way of solving strategic
problems and opportunities at the individual and institutional level combining generative
and rational thought processes” (O' Shannassy 2005). By investigating the relationship
between these two concepts related to organisational strategy, this thesis will seek to

provide insights as to how these concepts and their underlying constructs are linked.

Poorly constructed strategies can expose leaders’ inability to anticipate possible future
conditions. Due to environmental and market flux, leadership’s emphasis on effective
strategy is often downplayed in favour of avoiding the probability of ‘getting it wrong’.
This features as one of the predominant obstacles to thinking about the future (Gelatt

1993) and strategic thinking in general.

Although strategy is critical to business success (de Geus 1997; Finkelstein & Hambrick
1996; Goldman 2007; Goll & Rasheed 2005; Hamel & Prahalad 2005), leaders seem
either reluctant or cannot engage meaningfully in terms of the thinking that is required to
anticipate the future. The reasons for this may be manifested in an incomplete
understanding or lack of competence, and therefore confidence, on the part of leaders.
Understanding the relationship between the temporal orientation of individuals, their
knowledge foundations, experience and skills cumulatively (Boyatzis, R E 2008), are
posited as indications of their competence. Understanding how these are related to how
they anticipate the future within the organisational strategy context may provide

meaningful answers to the problem.

The core competence view of strategy asserts that an organisation’s competitive
advantage is an outcome of the organisation’s core competence to drive effective strategy
(Hamel & Prahalad 1994). These core competences arise from the combination of
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individuals’ competences in the firm and thereby its capabilities, with a strong emphasis

on the leadership of the organisation (Major, Asch & Cordey-Hayes 2002).

Competences can be derived from exposure to certain knowledge foundations through the
elements of education (Sanchez 2004), experience and values (Boyatsis 1982). These
point toward the characteristics of the decision maker and in this study their moderating
effect on the relationship between the strategy-level leader’s foresight competence and
strategic thinking (Hambrick & Mason 1984). In terms of Strategic Leadership theory
these characteristics can function as proxy indicators which allow for the prediction of the
strategic decisions that leaders make and their predicted effectiveness (Finkelstein &
Hambrick 1996).

Although much has been written about foresight and strategic thinking, and their link to
strategic leadership, there is a lack of quantitative empirical research related to these
concepts (Gary 2009). Specifically, studies of foresight as related to the task of strategic
thinking among strategy-level leaders are rare (Bonn 2001). The consequences of this to
the development and practise of strategic leadership are that the contributing factors that

enhance such competencies remain overlooked and misunderstood (Hambrick 2007).
1.3 Purpose

The purpose of the study is to investigate the conceptual relationship between the
foresight and strategic thinking of strategy-level leaders. The study will explore how
individuals’ orientation to time and styles of perceiving the future are related to their
decision making in the context of organisational strategy. The study will further evaluate
the effect of the age, education, experience of the strategic leader characteristics on this
relationship and the formulation of strategy. The study’s apriori assertion is that foresight

competence is positively associated with the strategic decision making (Cuhls 2003).

The study will be eclectic, drawing from the related fields of management, psychology,
leadership and futures research. Its purpose is to develop a conceptual model of how the
concepts are related and provide an epistemological foundation for further explanatory,

interpretive and critical studies.
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The study will confirm the factor structures of the operational measurements of foresight
competence, strategic thinking and the strategy making processes of organisational
strategy. It will investigate whether individuals’ orientation to time (TS) (Fortunado &
Furey 2009) and their foresight styles (FS) (Dian 2009; Gary 2008) are empirically
associated and adequately measure the foresight competence construct. The study will
further investigate the relationships between the Analytic and Conceptual Decision Styles
(Rowe & Boulgarides 1994) of strategy-level leaders in order to determine whether they
adequately measure the strategic thinking construct. These associations between these
main constructs within the context of the strategy making modes (White 1998) of

organisations are then investigated.

In summary, the purpose of the study is to answer the research question and research

issues and thus contribute to the extant theory and literature in this regard.
1.4 Research question

Subsequent to an extensive review and synthesis of literature related to the background
described above (for a detailed review see Chapter 2), the overall purpose of the research
is to answer the following question: How and to what extent are foresight competence
and the strategic thinking of strategy-level leaders associated within the context of
organisational strategy-making?

Research Issues:

RI 1: Is foresight competence positively associated with the strategic thinking of strategy-
level leaders?

RI12: How do the demographic characteristics of strategy-level leaders influence the
relationship between their foresight competence and strategic thinking?

RI 3: Is the strategic thinking of a strategy-level leader positively associated with the
organisation’s Strategy-making mode?

1.5 Objectives

Main objective:
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To examine individuals’ orientation to time, how this relates to their foresight styles and
adequately represents the construct of foresight competence as associated with the
Analytic and Conceptual decision styles within the context of the strategic thinking
construct and organisational strategy-making processes. The moderating effect of
demographic strategic leadership predictor variables such as age, education, experience

and strategy roles will also be investigated.
Sub-objectives:

1. To investigate the conceptual links between orientation to time, foresight style and
construct of foresight competence of strategy-level leaders.

2. To investigate the conceptual links between the Analytic and Conceptual decision-
making styles and construct of strategic thinking of strategy-level leaders.

3. To investigate the empirical relationship between foresight competence and
strategic thinking as moderated by pre-determined leaders’ demographic.

4. To investigate how strategic thinking in strategy-level leaders is related to the

strategy making processes of organisational strategy.

1.6 Contribution
1.6.1 Contribution to theory

There is a dearth of research investigating foresight as a competence albeit that foresight
is referred to extensively in the literature (Gary 2009). A Google Scholar search with the
keyword “foresight” yielded 179000 scholarly references to the term. An empirical
investigation of foresight and its relationship with strategic thinking is elusive if it exists

at all.

The concepts of foresight and strategic thinking is under researched yet promises to yield
valuable insights related to the ‘black box’ (Finkelstein & Hambrick 1996) of strategy
making. Conceptual clarifications of foresight and strategic thinking are required prior to
investigating the relationship between the concepts as they are often used erroneously and
interchangeably in certain literatures (refer Chapter 2). This thesis contends that by
examining this relationship, identified gaps in the literature will be addressed specifically
in terms of a) the conceptualisation and operationalisation of foresight and strategic

thinking b) providing greater insights in terms of leader’s temporal orientation and
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cognitions related to strategic decision making, c) a sound theoretical and empirical basis

for further interpretive and critical research in this regard.

Calls for further research include investigating the impact of leader characteristics on the
content of strategy (Hambrick 2007), and the relationship between orientations of leaders
to the future and strategic decision making (Das 2004). Boyatsis (2008) notes that there
are few studies that investigate improvements to desirable behaviour as related to the

development of competencies. The study will also seek to address this gap.

The study will further conduct confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the scales used in
the quantitative instrumentation namely; the TimeStyle Inventory (TSI), the Foresight
Styles Assessment (FSA), the Decision Making Style Inventory (DSI) and the Strategy
Making Processes Scale (SMP).

The study establishes and tests a model of the effects of foresight competence on the
strategic thinking of strategy-level leaders and how this is associated with the strategy
making mode of the organisation. This model has not previously been proposed and

presented and as such contributes to theory based on its analysis and conclusions.

Effective strategic thinking as a source of competitive advantage is critical to
organisational longevity (de Geus 1997; Hamel & Prahalad 1994). Understanding
foresight as a critical competence of leadership effectiveness (Cuhls 2003; Hamel &
Prahalad 1994) and how it relates to strategic thinking not only contributes to the

literature in this regard but also provides helpful insights to practitioners.

1.6.2 Contribution to practise

The study provides potential benefits to practitioners that have practical implications for
organisations. These may be related to leadership development initiatives, recruitment
guidelines, the practise of strategy in the organisation and change management.

Aspects related to the enhancement of the practise of strategy at the level of the
practitioner will be clarified and provide insights that are beneficial to the organisation
and management of human resources specifically in terms of developing organisational
core-competency. The strategy-as-practise (S-A-P) perspective asserts that strategy is a

dynamic activity fulfilled by individuals rather than just being regarded as a property that

Foresight Competence and the Strategic Thinking of Strategy-Level Leaders



Page |9

organisations have (Jarzabkowski, P., Balogun & Seidl 2007). The S-A-P perspective has
a research foci related to the development of the strategy practitioner. There have been
recent calls for further research relating to the development of competencies of strategists
and to revert from the recent focus on research at an organisational level to questions at
the individual level of the practitioner (Whittington & Mantere 2008). Accordingly, the
proposed research will seek to contribute to the S-A-P perspective in this regard as related
to strategy as an activity fulfilled by individuals and how this is related to the
development of the strategist.

In summary, the study could yield benefits for organisational leaders, human resource and
strategy practitioners by providing a clear understanding of how individual foresight
competences, strategic thinking and the formation of strategy can be enhanced in order to
develop more dynamic and effective processes of strategy formation.

1.7 Overview of the concepts

Competence: Definitions of a competence vary, primarily in terms of the use of
terminology relating to whether a competence is a capability or whether capabilities,
abilities and competencies are different concepts. The arguments related to the latter will
be explored in detail in the literature review of the study. For the purposes of this study a
competence is defined as an individual’s ability and made up of particular skills that
support an underlying intent (Boyatzis, R E 2008; Sanchez 2004). Conclusions to this
effect are contemporary and supported by empirical studies (Boyatzis, R E 2008;
Boyatzis, R E & Saatcioglu 2008; Rhee 2008; Sanchez 2004).

Foresight: Foresight has been identified as a core competency in leaders and
organisations (de Geus 1997; Hamel & Prahalad 1994; Major, Asch & Cordey-Hayes
2002). Definitions of foresight have varied (Amsteus 2008) but are all concerned with
perceiving how the future could develop, implications of such change and taking pro-

active steps to achieve preferable alternatives in the future.

Foresight includes perceiving, analysing, acting in time, processing information, acting
with provident care and implementing actions that will seek to achieve preferable future
visions (Amsteus 2008). This study will define foresight as a human ability to creatively

envision possible futures, understand the complexity and ambiguity of systems and
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provide input for the taking of provident care in detecting and avoiding hazards while
envisioning desired futures. Foresight competence can therefore be regarded as the ability
to act accordingly. Amsteus (2008) argues that the existence of foresight competence in
individuals is measurable according to these behaviours.

To practice foresight in organisations is “to be trained in futures concepts, to become
more future orientated at the fundamental levels of values, beliefs and philosophies”
(Nanus 1977, p. 195). Individual foresight competence can be further developed by being
exposed to discourse on foresight concepts, its methods and application (Alsan 2008) and

the moderating effect of foresight formal education will be controlled for in the study.

Strategic thinking: In a review of strategic thinking literature O’Shannassy (2005, p. 14)
defines strategic thinking as a particular way of solving strategic problems and opening
up opportunities at the individual and institutional level combining generative and rational
thought processes. Mintzberg (1995) describes strategic thinking as a synthesis involving
intuition and creativity in an individual’s cognitions related to strategy. Strategic thinking
is seen as having to be both analytical and creative in terms of these cognitions (Raimond
1996). This is expanded to five elements in a model proposed by Liedtka (1998) and are:
Intent focus; thinking in time; hypothesis driven; systems perspective, and; intelligent
opportunism. Following from this, strategic thinking has been distilled into three main
elements at the individual level: “a holistic understanding of the organisation and its

environment, creativity and visioning” (Bonn 2001).

For the purposes of this study, strategic thinking is defined as a synthesis of systematic
analysis (rational) and creative (generative) thought processes that seek to determine the

longer-term direction of the organisation.

Strategy-making modes: White (1998) developed a conceptual framework that
described the strategy-making styles of strategy-level leaders that are pervasive in
organisations. These are cumulatively described as the strategy-making modes of the
organisation. The framework describes the strategy-making styles of upper management
as a reflection of the strategic decisions taken by these strategy-level leaders. Strategy-
making modes are regarded by this study as the most pervasive mode of making strategy

in an organisation as a reflection of the strategy-level leaders’ strategy-making styles.
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1.8 Methodology

This section introduces the methods used in the collection and analysis of data required to
fulfil the purpose of this research and answer the research question adequately. Full
details of the research design, strategy of enquiry and data analysis are provided in
Chapters 3 and 4.

1.8.1 Purpose of the study

The purpose of the study is to investigate whether foresight competence is positively
associated to strategic thinking in strategy-level leaders within the context of
organisational strategy and to what extent leaders’ demographic characteristics moderate
this relationship. The study consists of a quantitative methodology conducted within the
post-positivistic knowledge paradigm. The research approach and design is justified in
detail in Chapter 3.

1.8.2 Research Design

The study is primarily exploratory and partly descriptive. The strategy of enquiry
included the utilisation of an online survey questionnaire in order to collect primary data

in two phases (see Chapter 3).

A pilot study included the submission of a draft questionnaire to experts for feedback and
evaluation. Thereafter the pilot study administered an online administration of the survey,
which included feedback from the panel of experts, to Master’s degree graduates from the
Institute of Futures Research at the University of Stellenbosch Business School. The pilot
study feedback and data was analysed and served to a) validate the scales included in
research instrument, b) collate and integrate feedback from respondents related to the
content, ¢) gain an understanding of the data characteristics, and d) test the efficiency and

effectiveness of the online administration of the survey.

The second phase of the study included the collection of primary data and included any
amendments arising from phase one. The target populations included strategy-level
leaders (as defined in Chapter 2) from Australian and South African organisations. Non-
random purposive sampling was utilised following the principles of sampling theory

namely; avoidance of bias in the selection, and the attainment of maximum precision as
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related to available resources (Kumar 1996). A more detailed description of this method
is provided in Chapter 3. Descriptive and inferential data analysis methods were
performed on the survey data. Descriptive statistics were generated in order to transform
the raw data into data suitable for further analysis and in a form that would provide
greater information to describe and summarise the information related to the sample
(Zikmund 2003). An inferential analysis was used in order to conduct exploratory factor
analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the scales used and test the
structural equation model (SEM) proposed by the study utilising AMOS software using
maximum likelihood estimation (Hair et al. 2006). The study further adopted multiple
regression analysis to test for the associations between the lower order factorial structures
and investigate the moderating influence of interaction terms on the hypothesised
relationship between foresight competence and strategic thinking. These analyses are

justified and described in greater detail in Chapters 3 and 4.

In short, a quantitative method was utilised to conduct the study in two phases of data
collection for this study. The primary data was analysed and interpreted in order to

answer the research question of the study.
1.9 Delimitations of the scope of the study

The study will primarily focus on an individual’s orientation to time and how this
translates into their style of engaging the future as a strategy practitioner as an indication
of their foresight competence. The study will further consider their strategic thinking and
how they interact with strategy in an organisational context. In this regard it should be
noted that the definition of strategy is contestable and varies significantly in the literature
(Mintzberg 1994; Porter 1996) which will delimit the study in terms of its interpretation

and is outlined in Chapter 2.

The differentiation between praxis (what), practise (how) and practitioners (who) of
strategy is well established in the strategy as practise (S-A-P) field (Whittington 1996)
and are helpful in delimiting this study. A research focus of the S-A-P field is exploring
how practitioners strategise, in particular, what formative processes enhance strategy
making (Jarzabkowski, P., Balogun & Seidl 2007). “If learning is a holistic and prolonged
process concerned with the strategist's own identity building, then formal education can

play its part alongside the formative experiences of coping with the practical problems of
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everyday life” (Whittington & Mantere 2008, p. 10). Education levels and exposure to
foresight related formal education will be incorporated as interaction terms whose effect,
if any, on the relationships of the main constructs will be examined. Literature points
toward bifurcations related to the concept of education, specifically in terms of learning.
The scope of this study is unable to investigate these bifurcations. For the purposes of the
study formal education as a leader characteristic is regarded as the teaching and learning
of knowledge in a formal mode. In addition to education levels the study seeks to include
an observation of the possible effect of the strategy-level leader’s exposure knowledge
foundations, methods and application of foresight concepts where indicated by the

respondent.

Foresight is regarded as an innate human trait (Hayward 2003) common to all but varying
in the knowledge it creates. It is recognised that it can be developed (Hayward 2005) and
that this is regarded as foresight as part of the development of self. This is differentiated
from foresight as a process, which is defined as a skilled procedure of “developing a
range of views of possible ways in which the future could develop, and understanding
these sufficiently well to be able to decide what decisions can be taken today to create the
best possible tomorrow” (Horton 1999). This study is concerned with foresight as a

concept related to the individual or “self” rather than the foresight process.

The study of foresight from a futures research perspective includes a number of
interpretive and critical approaches to the concept and includes a number of bifurcations.
Rather than being embedded in this critical paradigm, the study’s eclectic approach will
review the current discourse and seek to contribute to the quantitative empirical
foundations required for further interpretive and critical work. It is therefore posited that
the study does not fall into the discipline of futures research, if indeed it can be classified
as a discipline composed of rigid boundaries. Rather, as Sardar (2010) asserts one should
seek to contribute to the conceptual, methodological and academic discourse of futures

perspectives. It is within this approach that this study is entrenched.

The sample will be drawn from strategy-level leaders in Australia and South Africa.
Chapter 2 will define what constitutes the parameters of being classified as a ‘strategy-
level leader’ as drawn from the extant literature and supported by theory. The populations
of both countries are regarded as generally homogeneous (Abratt, Nel & Higgs 1992) in
relation to their approaches to organisational strategy (see Chapter 3). As such, a cross-

Foresight Competence and the Strategic Thinking of Strategy-Level Leaders



Page |14

cultural comparative study will not be included in the scope of the study although it could
be argued that the socio-economic and political differences of the country populations
would support such a specific cross-cultural study. Despite this delimitation, the sample’s
demographic characteristics will be compared and test this assumption through
triangulation. These include the age, gender, level and type of education, experience,
industry affiliation and level of interaction with strategy as control variables which in
addition to the statistical results related to the proposed associations between the
constructs, will provide an insight as to the viability of this assumption.

The study will not investigate the relationship between effective strategy and
organisational performance. This relationship has already been empirically investigated
and it was concluded that effective strategy does result in increased organisational
performance (Goll & Rasheed 2005; Morgan & Strong 2003). This is, in part underpinned
by the Strategic Leadership theory (Hambrick 2007). The study’s focus is at the level of
the individual and relates only to the organisation in terms of the individual’s interaction

with organisational strategy.

While the scope of the study is limited as described above, it is posited that the study will
make significant contributions to theory and practise.

1.10Thesis structure

This thesis began by providing a background to the study into the relationship between
foresight competence and strategic thinking. It has five chapters as described by Perry
(2008).

This Chapter provides an overview of the thesis. It describes the background of the
research and includes the justification for the research, the research problem and issues,
the methodological approach and the study’s delimitations. Chapter 2 is based on an
extensive literature review of the parent disciplines of strategy and leadership, and then
focuses on the theories and related principles of competence based management, foresight
competence and strategic thinking. From the findings the conceptual framework is

developed and supported.

Based on the literature review and resulting framework, a methodology for the research is

presented in Chapter 3, providing the rationale for the research design, the method for
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selecting the sample, the data collection strategy and data analysis techniques. The data
collected by the online survey is then presented, analysed and examined in Chapter 4 as
related to the research issues and hypotheses. The thesis culminates in Chapter 5 by
outlining the conclusions as related to the research problem and issues. The unique
contribution to knowledge and practise deduced from the research outcomes is then
discussed. Limitations of the study and recommendations for future research conclude
Chapter 5. Figure 1.1 provides the overall structure of the thesis based upon the

methodology employed.

Figure 1.1: Overall thesis structure

Chapter 1: Introduction
Introduction and background to the study and
thesis structure

Chapter 2: Literature Review
Literature review, theoretical background and
conceptualisation

Chapter 3: Methodology
Operationalisation, research design and
strategy for analysis

Data analysis: Pilot
Descriptives, Frequencies,

Chapter 4: Data Analysis and Interpretation instrument efficacy

Panel of experts, Pilot study, SEM Data analysis: Survey

Descriptives, Frequencies, EFA, CFA,
SEM, MRA

Chapter 5: Conclusions

Source: Developed for this research.

1.11Conclusion

The first chapter of this thesis provided a brief overview of this research project. The
background to the research was presented and highlighted the research problem and
research issues to be addressed by the study. Definitions of the core concepts used in the
study were described. The research methodology adopted by the study was then presented
as were the delimitations of its scope and structure of the thesis.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

There is general agreement that strategy is only meaningful with reference to the future
(Tsoukas & Shepherd 2004b) and is a future orientated process (Costanzo & MacKay
2009). It is concerned with the desirable outcome of being able to envision the position of
the organisation in the future and plan accordingly so as to gain maximum advantage.
Jarzabkowski, quoting Hamel, indicates that despite the long record of research into
strategy formulation, a valid theory of how strategy is created is still lacking or
underdeveloped (2005). In terms of the praxis of strategy, two concepts relating to
creating strategy are addressed by this thesis; foresight competence and strategic thinking.
How do these concepts relate and how are they operationalised within the context of the

praxis of making strategy?

Foresight is unique and “highly valued human capacity that is widely recognised as a
major source of wisdom, competitive advantage and cultural renewal” in organisations
(Chia 2004, p. 21). Fayol stated that ‘looking ahead’ was critical to management, and that
“if foresight was not the whole of management, then at least it is an essential part of it”
(in Costanzo & MacKay 2009, p. 1). Greenleaf stated that “foresight is the lead that a
leader has. Once leaders lose this lead and events start to force their hand, they are leaders
in name only” (2002, p. 40). Whitehead noted at Harvard University that foresight was a
crucial feature of a competent business mind (Tsoukas & Shepherd 2004b). This is a
sentiment echoed by a number of proponents of the resource-based view of strategy
(Hamel & Prahalad 1994) strategic leadership theory (Schwandt & Gorman 2004) and
those arguing for greater foresight in leadership (Day, G. & Schoemaker 2008; de Geus
1997; e Cunha, Palma & da Costa 2006). Ahuja, Coff and Lee (2005) conclude that all the
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major theories of competitive advantage indicate the imperative of foresight in
management. The relationship between foresight and organisational strategy needs to be

clarified.

Similarly, strategic thinking is described as preceding strategic planning as a stage in the
strategy creation process (Bonn 2001; Mintzberg 1994). Sound strategy development is
reliant on strategic thinking (Gluck, Kaufman & Walleck 2000). Mintzberg further asserts
that strategic thinking is the task of “developing an integrated perspective of the
enterprise” using intuition and creativity in terms of the decision makers cognitions
(Mintzberg 1994, p. 12). Bonn concludes that strategic thinking can be developed as an
organisational core-competency that is the basis of sustainable competitive advantage
(Bonn 2001). Hamel and Prahalad (1989), as proponents of the resource-based view of
strategy refer to strategic thinking as ‘crafting strategic architecture’ and that strategy is
driven by the gap between the current position of the organisation and its intent for the
future (Hamel & Prahalad 1994). The latter authors also refer to foresight in their work

thus indicating a differentiation in concepts.

The differentiation between strategic thinking and the competence of foresight is
important. It is argued below that an individual’s competences, or abilities to complete a
task and fulfil underlying intentions in completing the task (Boyatsis 1982; Boyatsis &
Saatcioglu 2008; Rhee 2008; Sanchez 2004) differs from the task itself. Although
overlapping in parts, this chapter will provide theoretical support for the assertion that the
concepts of foresight competence and the task of strategic thinking differ but are strongly
related. This differentiation will illustrate more clearly the relationship between the praxis
of strategy, its tasks and how this is related to the competence of foresight as preceding
the ‘crafting of strategic architecture’ requiring strategic thinking. Similarly, the chapter
will illustrate that orientation to time and foresight styles are reliable indicators of
foresight competence and that strategic thinking is reflected in the style of an individual’s

decision making and the strategy making modes of an organisation.

This study is designed to investigate to what extent foresight competence is related to the
task of strategic thinking prior to formulating organisational strategy. The following
literature review provides an overview of the strategy and leadership fields in how they
relate to the concepts of foresight and strategic thinking. The thesis will take an eclectic,

trans-disciplinary approach in reviewing the literature in this regard. A convergence of the
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two fields is represented by the field of decision-making as a cognitive process that
reflects how leaders behave strategically. As notable parts of strategy praxis and the
competencies of leaders, foresight and strategic thinking are then reviewed and
operationalised in order to provide insight as to the study’s questions, hypothesis
development and empirical analysis. Figure 2.1 illustrates the development of the study’s

conceptual framework.

Figure 2.1: Development of conceptual framework

Current models and
theories:
Leadership
Develop
the
framework

Decision-
making

Conceptual
Framework

Individual level Foresight
competence

Strategic
Thinking

Current models and
theories:
Strategy

Source: Developed for this research.

2.2 Strategy
2.2.1 Conceptualising strategy

Following on from the management breakthroughs in the early 20™ century, strategy and
strategic management in particular has been the source of significant academic
endeavours. However, after some 40 years, there is still no commonly accepted theory of
strategy (Jarzabkowski, P. 2005; Markides 1999). Rather, there have been differing
perspectives of strategy, or views, which have dominated the strategy discourse.

From the origins of strategic management research, most notable by Chandler (1962),
Ansoff (1965) and Andrews (1971), the concept of strategy has evolved and given rise to

differing perspectives of what strategy entails. Probably due to its pluralistic nature and

Foresight Competence and the Strategic Thinking of Strategy-Level Leaders



Page |20

broad application, strategy is difficult to define but is nevertheless regarded as “a

significant social practise in the contemporary world” (Whittington et al. 2003, p. 397).

There is no express consensus as to its definition (Jarzabkowski, P. 2005; Porter 1996). In
an attempt to derive an underlying definitional consensus of the field Nag, Hambrick and
Chen concluded that the it is “held together by agreement on basic definition and purpose,
but is also engaged in a wide and ever-shifting range of theoretical and practical
explorations” (2007, p. 950). The implicit definition resulting from their analysis was that
“the field of strategic management deals with the major intended and emergent initiatives
taken by general managers on behalf of its owners, involving utilisation of resources, to
enhance the performance of firms in their external environments” (Nag, Hambrick &
Chen 2007). This, however, does not fully address the concerns of system theorists who
argue that national diversity in the understanding of what strategy meansThe number of
concepts and frameworks do continue to increase (Hutzschenreuter & Kleindienst 2006)
but as Nag et al. note “the same forces that create dissensus in a field also paradoxically

provide grounds for consensus and commonality” (2007, p. 950).

Many of these perspectives overlap and while seemingly at odds, the different
perspectives provide greater insights than the adherence to a single perspective could
(Hutzschenreuter & Kleindienst 2006). Strategy concepts and discourse has always been
recognised as interdisciplinary (Nerur, Rasheed & Natarajan 2008). It is not limited to
research of management related disciplines only but pervades private and public
organisations across a multitude of disciplines from geography to sociology (Whittington
et al. 2003). This chapter adopts such a pluralist and eclectic approach to the research
question (Chapter 1) drawing from multiple theories and disciplines. However for the
purposes of this study, strategy is defined in line with Rumelt, Schendel and Teece’s
definition as “about the direction of organisations, ... include(ing) those subjects of
primary concern to senior management” (1995, p. 9) and "the match an organization
makes between its internal resources and skills and the opportunities and risks created by
its external environment.” (Grant 1991, p. 114). Whittington et al. (2003, p. 398) confirm
that this definition is appropriate as it acknowledges that the field is grounded in practise
and exists because of its importance especially in terms of the strategic decision making
of organisational leaders. It also challenges firmly entrenched mechanistic views of
strategy which hold that organisations are subject to industry forces rather than the

organisation’s characteristics, a view that is increasingly questioned. It is however
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important to illustrate generally the prominent perspectives related to strategy

development.

2.2.2 Approaches to the study of strategy

There are diverse study approaches to the field of strategy as a result of differing opinions
and interpretations of how the economy, market and society is organised. Nerur, Rasheed
and Natarajan (2008) suggest that there are four dominant intellectual communities that
demarcate the discipline namely; financial and institutional economics, industrial
organisation economics, the process school and the power / resource dependence school
(Nerur, Rasheed & Natarajan 2008). These perspectives result in ‘schools’, or ‘views’ that
range from a focus on analytical, corporate planning approaches to activity-based, social
interactive approaches (Johnson, Scholes & Whittington 2005). Whittington (2001)
distinguishes between four approaches to strategy;

2.2.2.1 The classical approach

The classical approach to strategy (see Chandler, 1962, Ansoff, 1965, Porter, 1980, 1996)
is the oldest and still most influential approach to strategy as espoused by most
mainstream textbooks (Whittington 2001). This approach is typified as being based on the
view that strategy is a rational process of deliberate planning and actions (Nerur, Rasheed
& Natarajan 2008). It is typified by the behaviour of the ‘rational economic man’, a
centrally located strategic decision-maker acting with perfect rationality. Largely
promoted in business schools the classical approach is intent driven, developing from the
deliberate intent of senior managers and is aimed at profit maximisation and economic

advantage as the primary objective and outcome.

2.2.2.2 The evolutionary perspective

The evolutionary perspective to strategy is fatalistic, holding that the organisation’s
environment is unpredictable and that planning is often irrelevant. This approach is
likened to natural selection, or more specifically, organisations that survive are selected in
terms of their survival by the prevailing market. Environmental fit is most likely to be the
result of good fate. So it is the market and not the decisions made by managers that will
determine the longevity and profitability of the organisation. (see Hannan & Freeman and
Williamson in Whittington 2001, p. 5).
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2.2.2.3 The processual approach

The processual approach is sceptical about rational strategy making and holds that
strategy emerges in organisations in incremental steps and is conceptually pragmatic.
Largely influenced by the theory of ‘bounded rationality’ (Cyert & March 1963) where
the cognitive limits and biases of decision makers are recognised, processualists question
the classical perspective of decision makers acting in a rational economic way. Often
underpinned by complexity and chaos theory, processualists view strategy as a way in
which leaders simplify their operational environments and rely on logical incrementalism
of strategy through learning (Quinn, 1980, p.89 in Whittington 2001). It is generally
pessimistic about long-range planning. This is mostly due to the volatility and ambiguity
typified by rapid change in the external environment. Its expected results are therefore
more pluralistic and dependent on the way the market changes. The complexity of the
environment and limitations as to how organisations can respond leads to the conclusion
that planning in terms of the rational approach of strategy is not supported but rather that
strategies emerge from this confusion. Mintzberg’s (1987, 1994; 1998) view values a
bottom-up, incremental development of strategy. It is likened to a continuous and
adaptive process (Markides 1999) of crafting strategy (Mintzberg 1987) rather than
sequentially defined stages of formulation and implementation operating in isolation.
Mintzberg asserts that an organisation’s actually followed strategy, or realized strategy
will always differ in critical areas to that which was planned, or the intended strategy
(Mintzberg 1994). This is due to emergent strategies that result from the continuous and
adaptive processes of strategic thought within the firm. Figure 2.2 illustrates Mintzberg’s
approach in terms of intended, deliberate, emergent and realised startegies. As Sanchez
and Heene (2004, p. 35) note, the emergence of strategy as transposed on intended
strategy reveals that firms will have a “mix of deliberateness and emergence” in their

strategy development.

Figure 2.2: Types of strategy

INTENDED STRATEGY e I:I I:I | REALISED STRATEGY >

Deliberate Strategy ﬁ

Emergent Strategy

Unrealised Strategy

Source: (Mintzberg & Waters 1985, p. 258)
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2.2.2.4 Systemic perspective
The systemic perspective is underpinned by systems theory and holds that strategy

depends on the social system in which strategy making takes place. Strategy is regarded
as important but not in terms of the classical approach but it is relative to environmental
conditions. As such strategies by organisations from different social systems will reflect
the diversity of these systems. Decision makers are recognised as being part of the social
fabric within which the organisation operates, reflecting the values and norms of that
system. The systemic approach does not regard leaders as primarily subject to economic
transactions aimed at maximum financial gain or predictable market forces. This
approach acknowledges the variability of strategies according to the social systems.
Albert (in Whittington 2001, p. 5) illustrates this in the example whereby German /
Japanese firms are said to take a long term view of strategy often including investments
that may reduce short term profit maximisation but increase the likelihood of long term
survival. They embrace analytical planning but, like the processual approach, value
bottom-up emergent strategy. In contrast the Anglo-Saxon approach is said to be more
aligned to the evolutionary perspective in terms of its short-termism and view that the
fittest will survive in a constantly changing ruthless environment. Organisations are
expected to be flexible and responsive. It however, unlike the evolutionary perspective
does not rule out the analytical planning of the classical approach but has an aggressive
approach to strategy in the external environment. Whittington (2001) notes that the
shifting demands of the economic environment may result in varied success. As such
particular models of strategy are not universal and will not always deliver the same

results.

2.2.2.5 Summary
Whittington (2001) notes that strategy statements can become routine and through their

single dimensionality and repetition, result in limiting potential opportunities as opposed
to their objective of opening up new opportunities. The truth of this irony is not lost in
terms of ongoing efforts to reframe the paradigms surrounding the development of
strategy. Included in these paradigms are the often referred to concepts of foresight and
strategic thinking, which despite their reported importance remain unconnected and
understudied. Further research into these concepts, their inter-relatedness and their
contribution to understanding the ‘black box’ of strategy development, is therefore highly

relevant.
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2.2.3 Dynamic model of strategy process

The static model of strategy process is typified by the differentiation between analysis,
formulation, and implementation as designated steps in the strategy process. It is largely
based on the perspectives of the classical approach to strategy. However, this contrasts to
the dynamic model of strategy. The dynamic model of strategy process is relevant to the
study of foresight and strategic thinking in that both concepts are underpinned by
dynamic cognitive processes fundamental to strategy. This study proposes that both
concepts are inter-dependent and ongoing, both contributing to the development and re-

development of strategy (this is illustrated in section 5.3 below).

The dynamic model of strategy process recognises that strategy is an interactive and
ongoing process. It challenges the traditional notions of strategy as a linear and deliberate
process. It is rather regarded as an ongoing interaction between the practise (shared
routines) of strategy, the practitioner as strategic actor and the praxis of strategy, or what
the practitioner actually does in the practise (Whittington 2006). This interaction is
characterised by ongoing episodes of strategic praxis and re-evaluation. It challenges the
deliberate, planned and static strategy process typified by the classical perspective
primarily due to the realisation that it does not represent a meaningful reflection of how
strategy is developed. The dynamic model of strategy therefore recognises that intended
and emergent strategy integrate into what becomes realised strategy as proposed by
Mintzberg et al. (2003).

Markides (1999, p. 6) illustrates that strategy formulation and implementation is an
integrated process requiring ongoing re-evaluation in an iterative cycle depending on the
organisation’s circumstances and stage of evolution. This dynamism recognises the need
for an effective strategy which is the result of continuously asking the right questions and
creatively thinking through the issues in order to develop new ideas rather than
scientifically analysed answers (Markides 1999). The strategy process is therefore never
ending, always seeking to achieve the fit between the organisation and its external

environment while remaining flexible enough to adapt to rapid changes.

2.2.4 The core competence approach to organisational strategy

The concept of core-competence was introduced in the writings of Hamel and Prahalad
(1989, 1993, 1994; 1990). They describe an organisation’s core-competence ... as the
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collective learning in the organisation, especially how to co-ordinate diverse production
skills and integrate multiple streams of technology” (Prahalad & Hamel 1990, p. 82).
They illustrate the importance of recognising core-competencies in an analogy of
determining the strength of a tree by only looking at its leaves in much the same way as
the strength of competitors are determined by only looking at their end products (Prahalad
& Hamel 1990). The same can be said about how organisational leaders view the

strengths of their own organisation.

Prahalad and Hamel (1990) suggest that there are three aspects of core competence,
namely; they provide long term strategic advantage, they contribute to quality, customer

service and customer satisfaction, and they are difficult for competitors to imitate.

Javidan (1998) indicates that the Hamel and Prahalad definition of core-competencies
requires further clarification and operationalisation. Two reasons are provided for this
namely; that their definition is too broad and focuses on a limited aspect of the
organisations value chain, and that it is not differentiated enough from capabilities
(Javidan 1998). They conclude that an organisational competency is “a cross-functional
integration and co-ordination of capabilities” (Javidan 1998, p. 62) with capabilities being
organisational processes that are able to exploit the resources of the organisation. An
interaction of competencies across the organisation when integrated, thus form a core-
competency of the organisation. Developing strategy, from a core-competence approach,
therefore requires being able to recognise competencies and promote their integration

through continuous trans-organisational collaboration.

The core-competence approach does not seek to replace traditional strategic planning but
rather inverts its modus from an outside-in analysis of the environment to an inside-out
approach. Instead of analysing the external environment and then adjusting the position of
the firm, the core-competence approach starts with an internal analysis of the skills and
capabilities of the organisation and then examines its ‘fit’ with the external environment
(Javidan 1998). Strategy developed in this way recognises the particular strengths of the
organisation and then leverage its resources including its competencies and financial
capabilities to position itself in the external environment. This corresponds to the view

taken by the Resource-Based View of the firm.
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2.2.5 The Resource-Based View

The classical approach of opportunity driven, externally focussed strategies, was regarded
as limited by the fact that markets were volatile and constantly changing. This approach
also did not take into account the resources that cannot be traded and that exist internally
within the organisation. The resource-based theory (RBV) of firms recognised the
importance of firm aggregated capabilities, individual’s competencies, networks and other
intangible assets in achieving organisational sustainability and competitive advantage. In
terms of the resource-based view, gaining competitive advantage therefore shifts from an
externally focussed, rationally analysed strategy of market positioning to a more dynamic
and emergent strategy which focuses on the enhancement of the organisation’s unique
internal resources and capabilities. Capabilities relate to how resources are co-ordinated
effectively in relation to a task and these together, when effective and unique, are what
are described as the core competencies of the organisation (Grant 1991). Competitive
advantage is juxtaposed between the strategy to track opportunity by market positioning
and profit objectives (Porter 1980) to a strategy that seeks to enhance its internal
competences and skills that are able to acquire opportunities externally (Hamel &
Prahalad 1994). Hamel and Prahalad (1993) do not dismiss the need to position the
organisation externally but illustrate that being strategic is how existing resources are
leveraged in order to fit the ‘stretch’ between these resources and their strategic goals in

the market.

2.2.6 The competence-based approach to organisational strategy

The competence-based approach of strategy recognises the importance of the
organisational leaders’ cognitive processes in the development of an organisation’s core-
competencies (Sanchez 2004). The competence perspective treats leaders’ cognition as
critically important in leading the development of an organisation’s competencies by
enhancing current capabilities, setting new directions and building new capabilities
accordingly (Sanchez & Heene 2004). It also recognises that strategy making differs
among diverse organisations leading to different kinds of strategies. This is primarily due
to the approach agreement that strategies should emerge in different forms due to the
bounded rationality and different cognitions of leaders (Mintzberg 1994). Therefore a part

of an organisation’s strategy will be more emergent than initially planned (Sanchez &
Heene 2004).
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The competence-based view does not regard planned strategy and emergent strategy as
mutually exclusive but rather as integrated systemic processes. In this respect the
competence-based approach recognises organisation’s competencies as interacting system
properties (Sanchez & Heene 2004) as opposed to differentiating between core or non-
core competencies as suggested by Hamel and Prahalad. The core-competence approach
and the competence-based approach have more in common than its differences.
Essentially each recognise the importance of an organisation’s resources, its ability to
exploit these (capability) and the cross functional integration and co-ordination of

capabilities into recognisable strengths (competency) (Sanchez & Heene 2004).

Strategic flexibility is an essential aspect of the competence-based approach to strategy
(Sanchez 2004; Sanchez & Heene 2004). The cognitive limitations of perceiving potential
changes in the external environment is a primary challenge facing decision makers as it is
critical in developing a range of strategic options that match potential changes. Sanchez
and Heene (2004, p. 38) recognise this as resulting in the primary cognitive challenge
facing strategists, being “imagining a range of possible futures a firm may face, and then
defining and developing the most appropriate set of strategic options for taking action in
those futures”. A number of leading proponents of the processual perspective, resource-
based and competence-based approaches regularly confirm this view and refer to the need
for foresight or ‘seeing’ in the strategic thinking of decision makers (Cunha, M. P. E.
2004; Day, G. & Schoemaker 2004, 2008; Hamel & Prahalad 1994, 2005; Major, Asch &
Cordey-Hayes 2005; Mintzberg 1995; Mintzberg, Ahlstrand & Lampel 1998;
Schoemaker 1992, 1995; Tsoukas & Shepherd 2004b).

2.2.7 Strategy-Making Processes

White (1998) developed a conceptual framework that described the strategy-making
styles of strategy-level leaders that are pervasive in organisations. These are cumulatively
described as the strategy-making modes of the organisation. The framework describes the
strategy-making styles of upper management as a reflection of the strategic decisions
taken by these strategy-level leaders. Strategy-making modes are regarded by this study
as the most pervasive mode of making strategy in an organisation as a reflection of the

strategy-level leaders’ strategy-making styles.

White reviews the strategy-making models described in the literature since 1963. The

strategy-making style framework describes an integrated view of strategy creation in
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practise as illustrated by prominent perspectives in the literature. Based on Hart’s (1992)
strategy-making model, the Strategy-Making Processes Scale developed by White is
based on two dimensions prevalent in the literature; 1) strategy-level leader intentionality
i) autonomy of organisational actors. Hart’s (1992) integrative perspective of strategy-
making modes in organisations arose out of the need to integrate the divergent typologies
in the literature which were regarded as incomplete. Hart’s typology therefore illustrates
the varying roles of leaders and other organisational actors in the creation of strategy and
is able to capture the interaction and contrasting roles as illustrated by the prevalent
paradigms on strategy. The four quadrants of the matrix each represent a different generic
mode of strategy creation as represented by the literature. These are the rational,
symbolic, transactive and generative modes. Figure 2.3 illustrates these modes and
reconciles the “rational-incremental debate” (White 1998, p. 288).

Figure 2.3: Strategy-making modes matrix

Deliberate (Intended)
Strategy

RATIONAL MODE SYMBOLIC MODE

Induced Behaviour <& => Autonomous Behaviour

TRANSACTIVE MODE
-Mutual adjustment strategy
-Actoi ed and empowered to

GENERATIVE MODE

-Emergentstrategy

particular way

\

Emergent Strategy

Source: (Adapted from Hart 1992; White 1998)

Of interest in this study is the relationship between the strategic thinking as reflected in
the decision making styles of strategy level leaders and the predominant modes of
strategy creation in their organisation. It further illustrates whether the organisational
strategy-making modes reflect the predominant perspectives illustrated in the literature or

the dominant decision-making style of the strategy-level leader.

The role of the dominant coalition in a dynamic model of the strategy process.
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1. The study adopts the dynamic model of the strategy process. In terms thereof
strategic thinking precedes strategy formulation and strategic planning in an
iterative ongoing process of re-evaluating the strategic direction of the
organisation. In order to formulate strategic decisions, the strategy-level
leadership of the organisation are required to engage in the task of strategic
thinking.

2. The dominant coalition made up of strategy-level leaders control the strategy-
making process of the organisation. An organisation’s dominant coalition that
cumulatively contribute to a well-developed strategic-thinking capability,
integrates intended strategy with emergent strategy in order to establish the
realised strategy of the organisation. The developed processes of the organisation
to do so are regarded as its strategic thinking capability. This capability is largely
the result of feedback processes between its interaction with the strategic needs
that are linked in a timely fashion to facilitate effective strategic decision-making
(Grupp & Linstone 1999).

3. The organisation’s strategic thinking capability includes the strategy-level
leadership’s strategic thinking competencies to recognise the value of vertically
emergent strategy not originating from within the dominant coalition but rather
from the input and innovation of lower echelons of the organisation. The role of
the dominant coalition in the dynamic model of the strategy process is illustrated
in Figure 2.4. The Idealised Integrated Strategy Process (IISP) model was
developed for this research and integrates the important aspect of the dominant
coalition’s control and the convergence between intended and emergent strategies
in iterative cycles of strategy creation.

4. Of particular importance is the control that the dominant coalition exerts on the
strategy process. Within the context of this control it is important, in terms of the
dynamic model of strategy that the dominant coalition has the ability to recognise
and integrate vertically emerging strategy in terms of its controlling of the
strategy-making process. The dynamic model of the strategy process serves to
illustrate a working model within which the strategic thinking paradigm supported
by this study, fits. However, strategy-making practise in organisations does not
always follow this model.
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Figure 2.4: The role of organisational strategic thinking capability and the development of strategy in
terms of the ldealised Integrated Strategy Process model
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2.2.8 Summary

There have been recent calls for further research relating to the development of
competencies of strategists (Beer & Eisenstat 2000; Mintzberg 2004; Montgomery 2008).
Also to revert from the recent focus on research at an organisational level to questions at
the individual level of the practitioner (Whittington & Mantere 2008). Strategy is a
dynamic activity fulfilled by individuals rather than just being regarded as a property that
organisations have (Jarzabkowski, A. et al. 2007) and as such the development of

competencies that stimulate optimal performance.

Strategy is about direction and leadership in relation to the organisation’s internal and
external environments. Strategy is regarded as a dynamic process where intended, or
planned strategy integrates with emerging strategy as the future unfolds. While it is a
constantly evolving and renewing process, its ongoing formulation and implementation
are distinct in terms of the crafting of strategy according to the cognitions and the actions
of decision makers. This study recognises the importance of the development of strategy
at all levels of the organisation but will focus on individuals at the strategy-level of
leadership of organisations. The approach of regarding this level of leadership as vitally
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important in terms of strategy is supported in the literature (Storey 2005). The meaning of

strategy-level leadership will be discussed in the next section of this chapter.

2.3 Leadership
2.3.1 Introduction

Recent research seeks to integrate and develop further, the paradigms of what constitutes
leadership (Avolio 2007; Bennis 2007; Hackman & Wageman 2007; Kotter 2007;
Sternberg 2007; Vroom & Jago 2007; Yukl 2009; Zaccaro 2007). Despite general
agreement that the study of leadership has attracted massive interest and attention (Storey
2005) it remains difficult to describe (Bennis 2007; Vroom & Jago 2007; Yukl 2009) and
it is still regarded as uninformed (Hackman & Wageman 2007) and misunderstood
(Cragg & Spurgeon 2007) despite the fact that understanding leadership better is regarded
as crucial and urgent in these times (Bennis 2007). “The subject (of leadership) is vast,

amorphous, slippery, and, above all desperately important” (Bennis 2007, p. 2).

Vroom and Jago note that “virtually all definitions of leadership share the view that
leadership involves the process of influence” (2007, p. 17). Indeed, leadership refers to a
capacity to influence others and is regarded as closely related to leader characteristics or
competencies, which represent the decisions and the cognitive processes of the decision
maker (Sternberg 2007).

Applications of leadership theory often differ according to the purpose of the study (Bass
& Stogdill 1990). Rather than seen as discounting alternative theories, the theory selected
to underpin the study is chosen as it best explains the phenomena being investigated. The
purpose of this study is to determine whether there is a significant relationship between a
leader’s orientation to time, their foresight styles and their decision making styles which
in turn reflects upon their cognitions as related to organisational strategy. The
categorisation of leaders’ approaches to strategy based on their decision making styles is

well established in the literature on leadership (Williams 2006).

2.3.2 Leadership of organisations and in organisations

When considering the study of leadership in an organisational context, it is asserted that
there is a difference between the levels of leadership and whether they are individual or

team based or whether they refer to overall leadership of the organisation. Storey refers to
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this distinction as ‘leadership of organisations’ and ‘leadership in organisations’ (2005, p.
90). The latter refers to team leadership or leadership of particular functions within the
organisation. The former however, refers to overall leadership which includes the
responsibility for determining the strategic direction and architecture for the organisation
(Storey 2005). This study will focus on the upper echelons or executive leadership of the
organisation referred to by Storey as strategy-level leadership (2005) and notes the
relative lack of research in this segment of leadership as compared to “the overwhelming
focus on lower level leadership in the various studies” (Storey 2005, p. 90). In this study
the terms executive leadership, upper echelon leadership and strategy-level leadership are

treated as equivalent and may be used interchangeably.

When further considering what subjects are included in the strategy-level of
organisational leadership the broad definition is that they are those who exert a moderate
to high influence on the strategy formulation and formation of the organisation. Primarily
due to the tendency toward flatter organisational structures and the diffusion of power, a
simple demarcation of position as having high strategic influence is no longer applicable.
These may differ between organisations and will be determined by the survey responses,
but may typically include directors of boards, CEQOs, senior managers in the executive
team and those leaders of strategy (such as strategy practitioners) who collate strategic
information, assimilate this and provide advice on matters related to the organisation’s
strategy. The latter is regarded as those having a moderate to high influence on the
development of strategy in the organisation due to their strategic task related functions.
The area of interest in the study therefore focuses on the cognitions of strategy-level

leaders and their cognitions in terms of strategic decision making in the organisation.

The link between leadership of organisations and its strategy has been established above.
The question arises as to what theoretical framework supports this notion and provides a

basis for answering the research questions of this study.

2.3.3 The development of Leadership Theory

Leadership theory has moved from focussing on the innate superior characteristics of
leaders (Trait Theory), to their behaviours or styles (Behavioural Theory) and then the
influence of the situation in which leadership is taking place (Situational and Contingency
Theories), to integrated approaches that also acknowledge previous schools of thought.
Out of these theories it is important to note that while all are generally acknowledged as
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representing some truth as to the source and nature of leadership; the idea of being a born
leader with fixed, rigid and static traits is generally rejected “in favour of a more practical
model of leadership which lends itself to development” (Cragg & Spurgeon 2007).
Leadership is rather seen as modifiable, dynamic and able to be developed in individuals

and in organisations (Sternberg 2007).

Prominent amongst the integrated theories have been Burns’ 1977 distinguishing between
Transactional and Transformational leaders where the latter are seen as a change agents
giving rise to ‘visionary leadership’ (cited in van Maurik 2001) and ‘charismatic
leadership’ perspectives (Conger 1989). Van Maurik goes on to indicate that the
transformational leader paradigm emerged out of the “high levels of uncertainty
experienced by leaders ... and the whole organisation” (2001, p. 75). The conceptual
weaknesses of the transformational and charismatic theories were however, significant

(Yukl 1999, 2009) thus sparking renewed efforts to develop new paradigms of leadership.

Boal and Hooijberg (2000, p. 515) illustrate how the three main streams of contemporary
leadership theory research can be integrated into what they believe is the “essence of
strategic leadership”. The three streams they identify are; Strategic Leadership theory as
preceded by Upper Echelons theory, the “new” theories of charismatic, transformational
and visionary leadership theories, and, the “emergent” theories of cognitive complexity,
social intelligence and behavioural complexity (Boal & Hooijberg 2000). In their model
they propose that the essence of strategic leadership include the characteristics of
absorbtive capacity, capacity to change and managerial wisdom. Citing numerous authors
and studies, they explain these as the ability to learn, ability to change and the
combination of discernment and Kairos time respectively (Boal & Hooijberg 2000).

Leadership was mainly taught in terms of biographies of great men (Bennis 2007). There
is academic agreement however, that leaders do not need superhuman qualities, but that
leadership is a skill that can be developed (Cragg & Spurgeon 2007). Despite the criticism
of especially the initial Trait Based Theories, it is acknowledged that there are some
universal traits of leaders that are still associated with effective leadership (Avolio 2007).
Hackman and Wageman (2007) puts the criticism in context in that the questions should
not have been what are the traits related to effective leadership but rather how do these
personal attributes interact with situations to shape outcomes? In terms of traits found to

be related to effective leaders, Avolio confirms that these are not fixed with regards to
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their association with effective leadership and are significant in terms of leadership
development (Avolio 2007). The impact of experience and learning in terms of such traits
and related cognitions have been evidenced and thus become important aspects related to
leadership development interventions. In terms of the calling for new integrated views of
leadership that acknowledge the value of prior leadership theory paradigms, the inclusion
of focussing on such traits as part of a broader framework are valid (Avolio 2007; Bennis
2007).

These include tolerance for ambiguity and cognitive ability as desirable traits (Yukl
2006). In terms of incremental theory, which views traits as able to emerge and be
enhanced (Dweck & Leggett 1988). Cognitions related to the development of “self” are of
particular interest in terms of the concept of foresight which is regarded in terms of
developing “self” or as a process (Voros 2003). This will be discussed later but is relevant
here. A new integrated theory of leadership would therefore integrate this knowledge with
other aspects of leadership such as those based on context and relationship with followers

in order to develop a more integrated view of leadership theory and development.

To achieve this, Bennis (2007) suggests a more eclectic approach to understanding
leadership and urges greater integration of perspectives. This view is supported by Avolio
(2007). Theory of leadership should be interdisciplinary, “a collaboration among
cognitive scientists, social psychologists, ... political scientists, historians, and others”
(Bennis 2007, p. 4). The psychology discipline as an example, can contribute to
understanding leadership better by identifying the characteristics of leaders that are
imperative (Bennis 2007). This raises the question of leader characteristics and
competencies. The next section will illustrate the competencies required of effective
leaders and how they relate to the specific tasks tantamount to the success of the
organisation. Storey indicates that the answer to this constitutes an important future
research theme (2005).

2.3.3.1 Leadership and strategy

The studies of leadership and strategy have followed close parallel paths of development
often being regarded as synonymous (Leavy 1996). Inherent in the development of the
strategy and leadership fields is the contention that strategy is closely related to the
decision making of organisational leaders. “Clearly, strategic choice ranks as one of the

dominant roles and responsibilities of senior management” (Carpenter, Geletkanycz &
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Sanders 2004, p. 772). Leadership is seen as the enabler of strategy (Colville & Murphy
2006). Storey states that “leadership is likewise taken as a critical given in modern
strategic thinking” (2005, p. 92). The fields of strategy and leadership are therefore
aligned. As they have evolved over time, certain indicators of their convergence arise in
the literature. The concepts of decision-making and competence are common to both and
illustrate this convergence. Similarly, the concepts of foresight and strategic thinking are
mentioned in both literatures and are reflected in the decision-making and competences of
both leaders and strategists.

Governance imperatives support the assertion that organisational leaders at the senior
level of an organisation are responsible for strategy. Creative thinking and crafting have
been closely associated with both strategy (Mintzberg 1987, 1995; Mintzberg et al. 2003)
and leadership (Garratt 1995; Hamel & Prahalad 2005). Leaders are expected to enable
innovation and creativity in the organisation (Amabile 1998; Storey 2005) in order to
explore and discover new strategic directions and solutions to current strategic impasses.
It is an essential characteristic of leadership (Sternberg 2007) requiring amongst others
temporal reflexivity. Amabile (1998, p. 76) asserts that this can be achieved by
developing thinking capacity, developing expertise through accumulated experience and

through creating motivational environments.

The classical perspective of strategy (see 2.1.3 above) has generally asserted the view that
strategists are an embodiment of effective managerial professionals of their organisations
(Whittington 2001). Their view of strategy is focussed on the rational-economic approach
related to external positioning requiring an instrumental view of leadership (Leavy 1996).
As the predominant paradigm in Western models of strategy and especially in their view
of leadership, the mainstream classical approach has also dominated educational
paradigms in leading business educational interventions. Chandler (1990, as cited in
Whittington 2001, p. 42) confirms that it is indeed the professionally educated managers
from these business schools that have generally risen to positions of leadership in the
major economies of the West. The dilemma arising out of this fact is clear in that the
paradigms related to strategy as promoted in such educational programmes then dominate
the cognitions of decision makers in a large proportion of the organisations and thus the

prevailing economic paradigms of these countries.
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Largely influenced by Burns (1979) and Mintzberg (1987, 1990, 1994, 1996) the swing
toward so-called soft skills of leadership that value vision and creativity emerged,
especially in terms of the increased support of the theory of transformational leadership.
In terms of strategy, the predominance of the classical perspective was said to be
inadequate in its operational intent and focus on system maintenance (Storey 2005).
Mintzberg’s differentiation between formulated strategy and the emergence of strategy
suited the change and visionary orientated emerging views of leadership. The
differentiation was significant as it recognised that not all realised strategy was the result
of pre-planning or fully under the control of the organisational strategists (1987). Rather
that the cognitions of a broad cross section of the organisation all contribute to the
strategy of an organisation as the strategy evolves. Leavy (1996) in his discussion of
studying leadership in the context of strategy indicates significant levels of academic
support for Mintzberg’s conceptualisation of how strategy is formulated and formed and
how this relates to the role of the leader. While acknowledging the perspective of
organisation wide influence on strategy, it still needs to be evidenced that the majority of
strategy formulation and formation does not take place at the top level of the organisation.
Mintzberg does not deny this, rather he illustrates that strategy as previously understood
and taught, does not reflect how strategy evolves and that it is not limited to one segment

(or individual) of the organisation only.

Rapid change and volatility in the organisation’s environments will require its top leaders
to use their skills and wisdom in making effective critical decisions (Avolio 2007; Boal &
Hooijberg 2000). In the case of this study the focus is on the top level of leadership of the
organisation that exert the most influence on the organisation’s strategy. Storey refers to
this as strategy-level leadership (2005). Other researchers also refer to these as the
executives, strategic leaders, upper echelons or top management of the organisation (Boal
& Hooijberg 2000; Cannella Jr & Monroe 1997; Carpenter, Geletkanycz & Sanders 2004;
Finkelstein & Hambrick 1996; Goll & Rasheed 2005; Hambrick 2007; Hambrick &
Mason 1984; Waldman, Javidan & Varella 2004).

2.3.3.2 Upper Echelons theory
Significant evidence has demonstrated the central premise of the theory that demographic

profiles of executives act as valid proxies of their cognitions, values and perceptions
which are highly related to strategy and performance outcomes of organisations

(Hambrick 2007). In essence the central hypothesis of the Hambrick and Mason model is
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that leader’s demographical profile can influence their decisions (Carpenter, Geletkanycz
& Sanders 2004).

Upper echelons theory expounded that executives’ decisions are based on their
interpretations of the strategic situations they face and that these interpretations, or
cognitions are the result of their experience, values and personalities (Hambrick 2007).
The theory was based on the premise of bounded rationality (Cyert & March 1963) where
the complexity of organisational behaviour is not objectively knowable. Rather that in
order to understand the actions and performance of organisations, it is necessary to

consider their most influential decision makers.

The theory is underpinned by two underlying assumptions, namely; that by focussing on
the characteristics of the Top Management Team (TMT) and their cumulative cognitions,
competencies and affiliations, the researcher will be better able to predict their strategic
decisions, and; that the demographic characteristics of the executive decision makers can
be used as valid proxy indicators of their cognitions (Hambrick 2007). The theory
acknowledges that the latter assumption vyields an incomplete understanding of
executives’ exact cognitions due to its complex psychology and social processes but that
characteristics such as education, experience and affiliations can be reliably used to
predict their strategic actions (Hambrick 2007). Evidence in support of this indicates that
“demographic profiles of executives ... are highly related to strategy and performance
outcomes (D'Aveni, 1990, Eisenhardt and Schoonhoven, 1990, Boeker, 1997 cited in Goll
& Rasheed 2005; Hambrick 2007). In essence, considering the fact that recruitment
efforts have used demographic information (in terms of curricula vitae) in its selection

processes, illustrates the logic that demographics can predict performance albeit limited.

Carpenter et al. (2004) confirm that there has been a proliferation of research based on
upper echelon theory and that the empirical results validate the theory and indicate its
application to diverse contexts. Strong relationships have been found to exist between the
characteristics of executives and strategy development (Papadakis & Barwise 2002). This
study will extend these findings to the relationship between foresight and strategic

thinking in strategy-level leaders.

2.3.3.3 Strategic leadership
Despite the relative lack of studies specifically related to strategy-level leaders, there have

been some notable strands of study conducted since the introduction of the upper echelons
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theory by Hambrick and Mason (1984). Upper echelons theory evolved into strategic
leadership theory (Finkelstein & Hambrick 1996). This was a more comprehensive
approach to how organisational leaders and their strategic decisions impact organisational
outcomes (Cannella Jr & Monroe 1997). Strategic leadership theory acknowledges that
strategies can emerge from lower echelons in an organisation as proposed by Mintzberg,
but asserts that due to their unique position in the organisation they are able to exert the

most influence on the organisation’s strategy.

Strategic leadership theory posits both a theory and a methodological approach
(Carpenter, Geletkanycz & Sanders 2004). As a theory it predicts that an organisation will
be a reflection of the cognitions and values of its most influential leaders. The leaders’
cognitions and values are similarly recognised as affecting their field of vision and their
interpretation of information (Cannella Jr & Monroe 1997). As a methodology it depends
on demographic proxies as valid representations of underlying cognitions and behaviour

of these leaders.

This study posits that the orientation to thinking in time, foresight styles and decision
styles of strategy-level leaders will reflect their cognitions, values and field of vision.
These are aspects directly related to the concepts of foresight and strategic thinking. The
study will further demonstrate the moderating effect of demographic variables in this
relationship as further indication of the relationship between leaders’ foresight and

strategic thinking.

2.3.4 Who are the strategic leadership?

Carpenter et al. (2004) indicate that the concept of Top Management Teams (TMT) was
meant to reflect the dominant coalition of an organisation which refers to the social
network of individuals that exert the greatest influence on the development of an
organisation’s strategies (Pearce 1995). As such reference to dominant coalition has often
been used synonymously with the concept of TMT. Originally, TMT members were
identified as the executives who also sit on the board of directors (Carpenter, Geletkanycz
& Sanders 2004) but generally referred to those executives at the top of a firm’s
organisation chart. Definitions were mostly associated with position titles or

compensation levels (Carpenter, Geletkanycz & Sanders 2004).
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The dominant coalition derives its authority to determine the strategic direction and
allocation of resources of the organisation from the collective influence of its members
(Pearce 1995). The concept of dominant coalition is useful because it grants that both
individuals and groups have influence (though not equal) over organizational actions.
Dominant coalitions are as diverse as organisations are different. These often depend on
the governance of the organisation or how power has been institutionalised (Cyert &
March 1963) by previous dominant coalitions thus setting precedents for the future
(Pearce 1995). It also does not exclude the possibility that the dominant coalition can
change depending on the control of resources and the emergence of new strategically

valuable resources (Pearce 1995).

In terms of convenience sampling according to theoretical constructs mentioned above,
the definition may also vary broadly as do the diversity of disciplines and the theories
associated with them. In terms of agency theory of leadership, as an example, the
dominant coalition may be regarded as the board of directors who exert control over the
CEO or it may even be legitimately conceived that the large scale shareholders constitute
the dominant coalition (Chowdhury & Wang 2009). This then cannot technically
constitute the managers of the organisation and as such reference to TMTs may be

misguided.

In defining who members of an organisation’s dominant coalition are, it is noted that
research confirms that individuals outside the traditional notion of TMTs also have an
impact on the upper echelons model (Carpenter, Geletkanycz & Sanders 2004). These
may include directors on the board, individuals outside the organisation that control vital
resources (such as finance) or those who advise the executives of the organisation such as

professional strategists.

Carpenter et al. (2004, pp. 755-8) illustrate that the parameters used for defining the
dominant coalitions and included; “Top managers involved in strategic decision making”
(10 out of 31 studies) and “Vice president and above” (7 out of 31 studies). A number of
the studies recognise the influence of the board of directors but none refer to individuals
outside the organisation. The focus however, was on the most influential team located at
the apex of the organisation recognising the effect of the dominant coalition on an
organisation’s strategy and outcomes (Tihanyi et al. 2000). Storey (2005, p. 90) equates

this level of leadership in an organisation with what he terms “strategy-level leadership”
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or “strategic leadership”. Storey goes on to cite upper echelons studies such as that by
Finkelstein and Hambrick (1996) and Boal (2000) as focussing on the same level of

leadership and as such the terms become synonymous.

This study will adopt the view that the strategy-level leadership are made up of those that
exert the highest influence on the organisation’s strategy and outcomes (Pearce 1995).
This includes board directors, executives and strategic advisors. It aligns with both the
perspectives listed by Carpenter et al. (2004) and conforms to the broader definition of
dominant coalitions related to influencing strategic decisions as set out in Pearce (1995).
It introduces a parsimonious approach to the definition of who constitutes the dominant
coalition (Storey 2005).

2.3.5 Leader competencies

The analysis of leadership has generally focussed on the characteristics, behaviours and
situations of leaders. The concept of leader competences seeks to identify the skills and
knowledge that are required to superior performance in fulfilling the tasks required of

leaders and how these can be developed to function in diverse situations and contexts.

Bartram’s Great Eight competency domains (2005) describe the elements of both
foresight and strategic thinking under the domains of Analyzing and Interpreting and
Creating and Conceptualizing. These domains include such competency dimensions such
as “demonstrate systems thinking”, “analysing and evaluating information”, “testing
assumptions and evaluating”, “creating and innovating” and “formulating strategies and
concepts” (Bartram 2005, p. 1203), and are concluded in the study to predict overall job
performance. These dimensions are also broadly reflected in both the concepts of
foresight and strategic thinking. Deductively then, there is empirical support for the
assumption that in relation to organisational strategy foresight and strategic thinking are
encapsulated as highly desirable leader competencies and have greater predictor value in

terms of effective organisational strategic leadership.

2.3.5.1 Definition of competence and competency
Definitions of a competence vary, primarily in terms of the use of terminology relating to

whether competences, capabilities, abilities and competencies are different concepts. The
literature is elusive in its definition of the concept of competence and its distinction from

competency. Competence has been defined as “sets of behaviours that are instrumental in
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the delivery of desired results or outcomes” (Bartram 2005, p. 1187). For the purpose of
this study a competence is defined as an individual’s ability and made up of particular
skills that support an underlying intent (Boyatzis, R E 2008; Sanchez 2004) and more
specifically competencies are defined as “characteristics that are causally related to
effective and/ or superior performance in a job” (Boyatsis 1982, p. 23). (See also
Boyatzis, R E 2008; Boyatzis, R E & Saatcioglu 2008; Rhee 2008; Sanchez 2004).

Le Deist and Winterton (2005) review the divergence of competence research and suggest
that a one dimensional approach is no longer adequate. They suggest a typology of
competences that distinguish between functional (task orientated), cognitive (knowledge
orientated), social (behaviour orientated) and meta- competences (transcendent higher-
order competence). In terms of the latter, significant debate has arisen and remains
unresolved relating to the hierarchical nature of identifying meta-competences. However,
within the Le Deist and Winterton typology, the three dimensions of cognitive, functional
and social competences are “universal and are clearly consistent” with mainstream
approaches (2005, p. 39). An argument supporting the notion of foresight as a meta-
competence could be validly made but the scope of this study is limited in terms of the
complexity and exploratory nature of such a research issue. As such this study will adopt
what has been noted by the authors as ‘universal and consistent’ in terms of the three
dimensions noted in the literature. As such this study adopts the approach that strategic
thinking as a task is made possible in terms of a competence to think strategically (as a
predominantly functional competence) and is enhanced by the competence of having
foresight (as a predominantly cognitive competence). Le Deist and Winterton recognise
that while an analytical differentiation of the three dimensions is possible, most

competences overlap in practise retaining aspects of all three.

In terms of the theory of action and job performance which is the basis of for the concept
of competency, performance is optimised when a person’s abilities match the
responsibilities and tasks of a particular job demands and the context of the organisational
environment (Boyatsis 2008). ‘Job demands’ are the responsibilities of a particular
position and the tasks that need to be performed. In terms of organisational leadership a
primary responsibility of the position is the formulation or ‘making’ of strategy. Among

the tasks required to do this effectively is strategic thinking.
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However, due to the importance being placed on organisational leaders needing to make
decisions that gain competitive advantage, additional attributes are being associated with
superior performance and these are holistically referred to as a competency or in the
plural, competencies (Boyatzis, 1982; Spencer, 1995). Figure 2.5 indicates a conceptual
illustration of how competence and competency differ in terms of the conceptual terms
adopted by this study, and its relationship to task completion performance as related to

defined and superior performance.

Figure 2.5: Definition of a competence and competency in the context of a task.

COMPETENCE COMPETENCY TASK TASK COMPLETION

SUPERIOR

PERFORMANCE

SKILLS

DEFINED

KNOWLEDGE PERFORMANCE

UNDERSTANDING

SUPERIOR
PERFORMANCE

Source: Developed for this research.

Figure 4 illustrates three features occurring in the context of competences (Hirsh &
Strebler 1994) a) its association with a role and the organisation within which it exists, b)
its association with performance, c) specific behaviours that can be observed.
Competence is distinguished at times from the concept of capabilities. The use of
capabilities is often confused in its use to describe a competence and vice versa. Sanchez
(2004, p. 519) notes that capabilities are repeatable patterns of action that “arise from the
coordinated activities of groups of people who pool their skills in using assets”. Boyatzis
(2008) refers to a competence as being an individual capability or ability. Out of this
confusion there is growing reference to a capability as an organisational ability to
organise its resources or develop processes (Griffiths & Boisot 2006) and as such this
study will refer to a competence as an individual’s ability and a capability as describing
the mobilisation of resources in an organisation related to the ‘pooling’ of individual

competences or competencies.
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Winterton and Winterton (1999) note that it is perhaps more accurate to refer to degrees
of competence from where an individual meets a threshold of defined parameters of a task
but can be developed further in terms of greater knowledge, understanding and skills. If
these are developed so as to facilitate superior performance the competence evolves into a
competency. There is a positive relationship between higher competency levels and
individual performance (Levenson, Van der Stede & Cohen 2006). Boyatzis (2008, p.10)
lists research supporting ways in which competencies can be developed to strive toward
maximum performance. These include formal education in addition to expanding
experience and cognition. Competencies can be developed in adults (Boyatzis, R E 2008;
Portnoy 1999; Rhee 2008) and there is sufficient evidence that this contributes to

developing effective leaders.

2.3.5.2 Leadership competencies
Numerous studies have sought to identify the competencies required for effective

leadership. These vary according to the academic area of interest and the level of focus in
terms of the organisation’s stage of development, its changing environments and industry.
However, time orientation is implicitly referred to in leadership theory, but “explicit in
practise and should be studied further” (Thoms & Greenberger 1995). This inadvertently

relates to the competences of leaders.

There have been attempts to identify generic lists of leadership competences. These are
often grouped together into generic categories either at the organisational or individual
levels. Groupings of competencies are often referred to as competency domains (Bartram
2005; Sandwith 1993), frameworks (Bartram 2005; Cragg & Spurgeon 2007) or units
(Hunt 2002; Hunt & Wallace 1997). Generic lists of identified competencies can exceed
ninety items (Hunt 2002; Hunt & Wallace 1997). Certain competencies however, have
been found to be entry level criteria expected of each strategy-level leader and includes
foresight competence (Thompson, Stuart & Lindsay 1997, p. 70). Other entry level
competences are suggested to include ability to change, communication skills, global
awareness, ability to motivate, initiative flair, having a focussed mind and being
tenacious. The conclusions reached by Thompson et al. (1997) based on strategic
leadership theory are statistically valid but the identification of generic lists remains
tenuous. Despite this, foresight competence prominently features in the majority of such

generic lists.
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It is difficult to determine which leadership competencies best fit particular organisational
contexts and stages in their evolution. Following on from Section 2.3 and 2.4, the core
competence approach and Resource-Based View of the firm suggest that the identification
and development of an organisation’s core competence leads to competitive advantage
and provides an indication of which competencies are most valued by the organisation.
This involves the identification and aggregation of leaders’ competencies in order to
develop leadership that in itself can be regarded as a core-competence. The individual
competencies therefore, should also be aligned with organisational needs and strategies
and ultimately combine to differentiate the organisation from their competitors. As noted
by Jarzabkowski et al. (2007) the strategic leadership and strategy of an organisation can
be viewed as an organisational resource but the recognition that it is a sum of its parts
must also be taken into account in future research. Using the strategic leadership
framework (see section 5.1), Kakabadse (1991) illustrates empirical evidence of the link
between the competence of strategy-level leaders and the performance of their

organisation.

Boyatzis (2008) refers to research that validates the view that three clusters of
competencies differentiate superior performance from average performance. These are
cognitive competencies, emotional intelligence and social intelligence. A cognitive
intelligence competency is “an ability to think or analyse information and situations that

leads to or causes effective or superior performance” (Boyatzis, R E 2008, p. 8).

Being able to identify emergent patterns in an organisation’s future, acknowledging the
complexity of its environment and understanding the system within which it operates are
competencies that differentiate outstanding from average performance in leaders
(Boyatzis, R E 2008). This study associates these outcomes with the cognitive intelligence
competencies of foresight and strategic thinking. Despite numerous references to these
essential competencies, there remains a gap in the literature as to how ‘seeing’ the future

relates to the strategic decision-making cognitions of leaders.

2.3.5.3 Suggested future research in leadership
There have been recent calls for further research relating to focussing on competencies of

effective leaders (Beer & Eisenstat 2000; Mintzberg 2004; Montgomery 2008; Sanchez &
Heene 2004; Storey 2005). Also to revert from the recent focus on research at an

organisational level to questions at the individual level of the practitioner (Whittington &
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Mantere 2008). Strategy is a dynamic activity fulfilled by individuals rather than just
being regarded as a property that organisations have (Jarzabkowski, A. et al. 2007) and
as such individual level studies are justified. There is thus support for both organisational
and individual focussed research related to the development of competencies.

Storey (2005, p. 102) suggests future research that addresses “what competencies are
required to discharge these expected functions effectively?” Focussing on two selected
and possibly related individual level competencies within the leadership and strategy

fields fit the scope of this thesis.

2.3.6 Summary

The study of leadership has been an evolution of ideas, differing perspectives and
academic disagreement. It is marked as being nebulous and difficult to define. It contains
a large number of models, frameworks and theories that describe it. Attempts to integrate
the merits of previous theories have marked recent developments in the field in terms of

‘integrated theories’ in addition to still newer paradigms.

Stemming from the study of leadership is the question as to what qualities constitute
effective leadership at an individual and organisational level and ultimately superior
performance. The answer to this question has been addressed in terms of varying
discipline and theoretical perspectives. A prominent approach has been the perspectives
based on leadership competencies. Concepts of core-competence, competence-based
approach and managerial competence have played an important role in defining the area
but have also led to a convergence between mainstream strategic management and
leadership studies. Competencies associated with each, overlap due to the importance of
strategy associated with leadership. Illustrative of this convergence is the strategic

leadership theory upon which certain studies of competencies have been based.

The strategic leadership theory is influential across academic fields and is able to
accommodate different academic nuances in understanding the leader’s effects on
organisational outcomes (Carpenter, Geletkanycz & Sanders 2004). The theory stems
from an interest in the psychology of leaders and how their cognitions, values and
perceptions impact on decision making and organisational outcomes. Due to the difficulty
in measuring the psychology characteristics of mostly avoidant leaders, the theory
established that their demographic profiles offered predictive value to the construct. The
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construct of interest is therefore, the psychological profile of leaders as tested by their
demographic characteristics and the relationship between the leader’s background and
their decisions (Donaldson 1997). “Therefore strategic leadership theory is very much a
decision making theory” (Cannella Jr & Monroe 1997, p. 220). Figure 2.6 illustrates how
the fields of leadership and strategy converge in terms of the competences required in the

context of strategic decision-making.

Figure 2.6: The convergence between Leadership and Strategy

STRATEGY < » LEADERSHIP

Strategic
Decision — Making
Competences

Source: Developed for this research.

This study thus establishes significant theoretical justification for the integration of the
largely independent yet overlapping disciplines of leadership and strategy. It goes further
in determining that decision making is common to both, mostly executed by the same

actors, primarily in the strategy-level of leadership in organisations.

2.4 Decision-making
2.4.1 Introduction

Yukl (2006) notes that the success or failure of an organisation is directly related to the
decisions of its leaders. Decisions could indicate limited consideration of its implications
often at the expense of the organisation or they can indicate prudence and wisdom. Within
the context of strategy and leadership, decisions made by leaders in terms of the strategies
of their organisations are particularly relevant. As noted above, decisions related to the
intended strategies, ongoing evaluation and inclusion of emergent strategies all contribute
to the organisation’s realised strategy (Mintzberg & Waters 1985) and are one of the
primary responsibilities of leaders. Both competence-based approach to strategy (Sanchez
& Heene 2004) and strategic leadership theory (Finkelstein & Hambrick 1996; Hambrick
2007) stress the importance of leader cognitions in the making of strategic decisions. Both
argue that while cognitions are difficult to measure, being the ‘black box’ of strategy

formulation, characteristics and proxies are able to generally predict their strategic
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decision making tendencies. Decision-making theory (Martinsons & Davison 2007)
indicate that decision styles fulfil a similar function and illustrate a convergence of both

strategy and leadership.

Leaders are expected to make strategic decisions that address ambiguous and complex
issues facing organisations. Decision quality is therefore of primary interest as it reflects
on the strategic cognitions of the decision maker. Evidence supports the argument that an
antecedent of quality strategic decisions are the cognitive competences of the strategy-
level leaders (Amason 1996). The effectiveness of strategic decision making has been
found to directly influence the organisation’s performance (Goll & Rasheed 2005) and are
largely dependent on the cognitions of leaders. Literature further supports the approach
that foresight or “visiting the future” can alter the style in which decisions are made
(Chermack & Nimon 2008). Decision-making styles have offered a way of studying
patterns adopted by individuals in decision making and how an individual responds to a

decision-making situation (Chermack & Nimon 2008).

Rowe and Boulgarides’ Decision Style Model (1994) was found to provide a meaningful
framework for the study. Recent studies confirm the current applicability of the model
and related measurement scale in terms of evaluating leader’s cognitions (Fox & Spence
2005; Martinsons & Davison 2007; Pennino 2002). A fundamental assumption of the
study is that an individual’s conscious perceptions and ideas affect his / her actions and

decisions.

2.4.2 Conceptualising decision-making

The study of decision making has evolved since the beginning of the last century with the
dominant focus being in the field of psychology. A number of decision-making
frameworks, in different disciplines, have evolved since the earlier studies By Dewey,
Jung and the development of the Myers-Briggs Indicator (Pennino 2002; Thunholm
2004). These range from economic, political and rational models to behavioural and
psychological foci. Some researchers suggested that there were no differences between
decision makers and generic frameworks for making optimal decisions were proposed
such as the expected utility theory. More recently, research related to decision-making
styles suggests that such a narrow approach is incorrect and does not reflect the cognitive

differences among decision-makers.
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Decision-making has been described as involving making choices (Rowe & Boulgarides
1994) usually involving two or more alternatives (Hammond 1999). Decision-making
theory has typically focused on the ability and cognitive process of an individual when
making a decision. Cognition is described as a “process by which people think, evaluate
information and understand meaning” (Rowe & Boulgarides 1994, p. 71) and the way in

which the mind uses information to reason about and understand problems.

Effective decision making is regarded as fundamental to leadership. It is asserted that the
individual’s decision styles are the “backbone of effective decision-making” (Rowe &
Boulgarides 1994, p. 22). Strategic decisions are those that span a long period of time and
are usually only able to be defined as effective long after the decision is made. “Effective
decision makers can act to reduce the organisation’s uncertainty in dealing with future
outcomes” (Rowe & Boulgarides 1994, p. vi). Differences in how these decisions are
reached and their effectiveness, point to underlying differences between individuals and
how they process decisions. The terms cognitive styles and decision-making styles are
closely related (Thunholm 2004, p. 932) and suggest a link between individual thinking

“central to the understanding of decision processes”.

2.4.3 The cognitive model of decision-making

The manner in which individuals process decisions differs significantly and depends on
numerous factors. These include the context in which the decision is made, and the
perceptions, understanding and values of the decision maker (Rowe & Boulgarides 1994).
It is suggested that the two most important influences on decision making are the
cognitions and values of the decision maker (Martinsons & Davison 2007). Both are
regarded as having a significant effect on how the decision maker will perceive and

respond to conditions and the stimuli that indicate the need for a decision (Messick 1999).

Different leaders in the same decision making situation may act very differently
depending on their cognitions and values. These variations in behaviour can be aligned
with different types of decision makers according to the way in which they process
information, also known as cognitive style (Leonard, Nancy H, Scholl & Kowalski
1999a). These cognitive styles are regarded as “relatively stable dispositions which lead
to differences in behaviour in the decision-making process” (Leonard, Nancy H, Scholl &
Kowalski 1999a, p. 407). Leonard et al. (1999a, p. 418) indicate that decision styles are

strongly influenced by cognitive styles, but that decision styles are “also influenced by the
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needs values and self concept of different individuals™. They conclude that the Rowe and
Boulgarides (1994) model of decision-making styles address this aspect by integrating
cognitive styles with other value based needs in terms of the four decision-making styles
they propose.

In the context of organisational strategic decision-making, it is the strategy-level leaders
who ultimately determine the choices among alternative options in the strategy process.
These choices are mostly dependent on the cognitions, whether conscious or sub-
consciously of the leader. The Rowe decision-styles model describes cognition as being
made up of two dichotomous pairs of cognitive functions, either rational or irrational. The
rational functions are made up of ‘thinking’ and ‘feeling’ and the irrational functions are
made up of ‘intuition’ and °‘sensing’. Rowe and Boulgarides’ cognitive model of
reasoning illustrate four styles of reasoning related to decision styles (Rowe &
Boulgarides 1994) and these correspond to Jung’s two pairs of cognitive functions.

Figure 2.7 illustrates the overlap of these concepts.

Figure 2.7: Jung’s cognitive functions and the Rowe and Boulgarides cognitive model.

Logical Relational
e N
Jung’s “rational Reasoning Judgement || hinking (conscious)
cognition
A J
e N
Jung’s “irrational” Intuition Instinct Experience (Sub-
cognition conscious)
A J
Focus Breadth

Problem orientation

Source: (Rowe & Boulgarides 1994, p. 67)

From Figure 2.7 reasoning and judgement are related to thinking which can be regarded
as conscious acts. Intuition and instinct are related to experience or unconscious acts. The
former relate to Jung’s ‘rational’ functions of cognition which are noted as being
‘thinking’ and ‘feeling’ while the latter is related to Jung’s ‘irrational’ functions of
cognition which are noted as being ‘intuition’ and ‘sensing’ (Rowe & Boulgarides 1994,

p. 111). These functions interact and thus assimilate when making decisions but also
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differ in their constitution in individuals. This study assumes that based on the above
description of cognition and its supporting theories that foresight and strategic thinking
correspond to the different functions and interact. The concepts in the literature overlap in
differing degrees but are regarded as emanating from different cognitive functions. It is
proposed that the difference between strategic thinking as a conscious function and
foresight as a sub-conscious function emanate from the ‘reasoning’ or ‘rational’ aspects

of cognition and the ‘intuitive’ or ‘irrational” aspects of cognition respectively.

2.4.4 Decision-making styles

Scott and Bruce (1995, p. 820) define decision-making style as “the learned habitual
response pattern exhibited by an individual when confronted with a decision situation”.
Scott and Bruce’s definition differs from Rowe and Boulgarides in that the former refer to
decision-making style not as a trait but as a “habit-based propensity to react” (1995, p.
820) whereas the latter focus on the cognitions and values of the decision maker
regardless of whether it is habitual or not. Both agree that context within which the
decision is made is an important factor. Contemporary empirical studies continue to
validate both approaches (Leonard, Nancy H, Scholl & Kowalski 1999a; Loo 2000;
Martinsons & Davison 2007; Pennino 2002; Thunholm 2004). For the purposes of this
study it was determined that the due to the focus on leader cognitions and values of the
Rowe and Boulgarides approach and its higher factor scores in previous studies, its

measurements and framework would be used.

Stylistic differences in the Rowe and Boulgarides approach relate to an individual’s
cognitive complexity and the manner in which they deal with uncertainty and ambiguity
(1994). These differences also relate to the individual’s values which are typified as either

human / socially orientated or task / technically driven (Rowe & Boulgarides 1994).

It was concluded by Nutt (1990) that decision style is a key factor in explaining strategic
action and illustrates the perceived risk in taking this action on the part of the decision-
maker. Nutt’s study further found that decisions made by strategy-level leaders are more
style dependent than those of lower level decision makers. As such, this study adopts the
view that the decision styles of leaders reflect their foresight styles and strategic thinking

as related to strategic decision-making.
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2.4.5 Rowe’s Decision Style Inventory

The choice to include Rowe’s Decision Style Inventory (DSI) (Rowe & Mason 1987b) is
based on the validity and reliability of the instrument, its focus on leadership, its cognitive
complexity and values orientation. Its use is also contemporary with recent studies
confirming its continued validity (Martinsons & Davison 2007; Williams 2006). Its
application is also applicable in a variety of organisational contexts. The latter is an
important consideration as it is widely accepted that many styles and psychometric
evaluations do not take situational conditions into account. The DSI measures the relative
propensity of decision-maker’s reliance on certain styles and does not measure absolute
values on each style and is thus useful in comparing decision-styles of groups or
individuals (Martinsons & Davison 2007). Further, the DSI is based largely on an
integrated approach to leadership theory literature (Williams 2006). Its questions are also
specifically related to situations typically facing a strategy-level leader in an
organisational context rather than in social settings or just generally. Figure 2.8 illustrates

the Decision Style model.

Figure 2.8: Decision-Style Model

Left hemisphere
(logical)

(Strong need for power)

Task orientated

Values

Right hemisphere
(relational)

(Strong need for affiliation)

People orientated

Analytical Conceptual
High (Strong need for achievement (Strong need for achievement Thinking / Ideas
through challenges) through recognition)
Cognitive
Complexity
Low Directive Behavioural Doing / Action

Source: Adapted from Rowe and Boulgarides (1994, p.29)
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The decision-style model is based on two dominant criteria: the decision-maker’s
cognitive complexity and values orientation (Figure 2.8). The first criterion determines
whether the decision-maker is predominantly task or people orientated as a reflection of
their core values and was originally developed by Blake and Mouton (1985 in Rowe &
Boulgarides 1994). The second criterion is based on the level of ambiguity a decision-
maker can tolerate when making decisions stemming from Zaleznick’s construct related
to leader’s cognitive complexity (1970 in Rowe & Boulgarides 1994). This was further
developed to include the amount of information used and the number of alternatives
considered by decision-makers when making decisions. These two criteria, values
orientation and cognitive complexity, combine to define the four decision-making styles
measured by the DSI. Figure 2.8 illustrates how the inventory classifies decision-making
styles: a) directive — task oriented and low in cognitive complexity, b) behavioural —
people oriented and low in cognitive complexity, c) analytical — task oriented and high in
cognitive complexity, and d) conceptual — people oriented and high in cognitive
complexity. Theoretical support for their model is provided in recent leadership literature
(Bennis 2007; Hackman & Wageman 2007; Vroom & Jago 2007).

The strength of the DSI is that it is embedded in the fact that it measures propensities to
use alternative styles thus amounting to the decision-maker having a repertoire of styles.
The DSI uses relative scores to determine if a decision maker has a dominant
predisposition to a particular style. Therefore each respondent has, if applicable, a
‘dominant’ style (a style used most often), ‘back-up’ styles (used when the dominant style
is regarded as inappropriate) and a least preferred style (reluctant to use if at all). Table
2.1 lists the cognitive and value characteristics of the DSI styles, namely conceptual,
analytic, behavioural and directive. The figure also contrasts the DSI with Scott and

Bruce’s Decision Making Styles.

Foresight Competence and the Strategic Thinking of Strategy-Level Leaders



Table 2.1: Characteristics of DSI Styles

Page |53

Rowe and Mason’s Decision Style Inventory

Conceptual

High cognitive
complexity

People Orientated

Judgement (values and beliefs)

Needs recognition, praise and independence
Tolerance for ambiguity

Future / Long-term orientated

Initiates new ideas

Humanistic / artistic

Creative / generates multiple alternatives / independent thinker

Analytic
High cognitive
complexity

Task orientated

Reasoning (inference)

Needs achievement through challenges
Tolerance for ambiguity

Problem solver / thinker

Uses considerable data

Enjoys variety / is innovative

Careful analysis / wants control

Behavioural

Low cognitive
complexity

People Orientated

Instinct (feelings)

Needs affiliation

Uses persuasion

Needs structure

Supportive / Empathetic
Communicates easily / prefers meetings
Uses limited data

Directive
Low cognitive
complexity

Task orientated

Intuition (expertise)

Needs power

Aggressive / expects results / autocratic
Acts rapidly

Uses rules

Uses intuition and limited alternatives

Is verbal

Source: (Adapted from Rowe & Boulgarides 1994)

Pennino notes that the investigation of decision-styles should not be conducted in

isolation (2002). Certain decisions, especially those related to strategy, entail considering

the long-term alternatives as to how those decisions may unfold in the future. This

requires the ability, or competence, to balance hypothesised future alternatives with

present conditions and likely actions. These hypotheses of the future thus form part of the

decision-maker’s cognitive process and reflect their foresight competence. The task of

cognitively balancing these insights into the future and evaluating the most appropriate

decision given the current situation reflects strategic thinking. The study of the
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relationship between decision-styles and the concepts of foresight and strategic thinking

could yield unique insights in related fields, yet remains relatively unexplored.

In considering that decision-styles reflect the competences, perceptions and behaviour of
decision makers it is proposed that the elements of foresight competence and strategic
thinking are positively related to certain styles and theoretically illustrate conceptual
linkages. These conceptual linkages in relation to the DSI styles will be addressed in this

study.

Reliability and validity studies of the DSI are extensive (Leonard, Nancy H, Scholl &
Kowalski 1999a). These include studies conducted in Western and Eastern contexts and
thus exhibit flexibility in a variety of cultural contexts. It has a very high face validity and
reliability with respondents agreeing with the outcomes of the instrument (Martinsons &
Davison 2007).

2.4.6 Summary

Decision making is a cognitive process of perceiving, processing, judging and deciding
(Rowe & Mason 1987b).

Decision-making style refers to the way in which individuals process information and
evaluate the consequences related to making decisions. The decision-maker’s behaviour,
unlike those typified by other psychometric evaluations, is variable depending on their
flexibility and according to the situation and the individual’s repertoire of decision styles.
In terms of the application of foresight and strategic thinking which are very context
reliant, the notion of variable style usage, provides a suitable framework for investigating
the conceptual linkages. An effective strategy-level leader should therefore be flexible
enough to adapt their style according to the situation at hand and in the case of long-term
strategy and innovative solutions be able to adopt a conceptual style (Pennino 2002). The
literature therefore provides a theoretical linkage between the conceptual style and

foresight and strategic thinking.

Information can be perceived either consciously (sensing) or unconsciously (intuition),
and judged by rational thinking or subjective feelings. These perceptions and judgements
play an important role in the decision-making of every strategy-level leader. Often
strategic decisions are made without the leader being able to recognise the foresight or
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strategic dimensions thereof. An enhanced understanding of these dimensions in decision-
making can lead to greater awareness and efficacy in strategic decision-making. Yet little
is known about the relationship between foresight and strategic reasoning, and decision-
making. This study will investigate, based on theory, the conceptual linkages between
strategic thinking and decision-making styles. It will further explore the empirical
relationship between strategy-level leaders’ orientation to the future, their foresight styles

and decision-making styles.

2.5 Foresight
2.5.1 Introduction

Contemplating the future is an imperative of meaningful strategy. The future is in essence
unknowable as it has not yet occurred. The future, as a dimension in time, is a “cognitive
construction” of how individuals perceive, imagine and judge the future to unfold
(Narayanan & Fahey 2004). This study however, asserts that foresight is a critical
antecedent to the focal act of strategic thinking as a task, which precedes making strategic

decisions.

Foresight has been identified as a critical competency in leaders and organisations (de
Geus 1997; Hamel & Prahalad 1994; Major, Asch & Cordey-Hayes 2002). Definitions of
foresight have varied (Amsteus 2008) but are all concerned with perceiving how the

future could develop and implications of such change.

2.5.2 Conceptualising foresight

“Foresight is the product of deep insight and understanding” requiring a sustained and
deliberate deconstruction of cognitions that dominate our habits of thought (Chia 2004, p.
21). Chia confirms that foresight is a “highly valued human capacity” that is manifested
in human cognition and evokes a “generative field of potentiality” (Chia 2004, p. 22).
Chia asserts that foresight can be cultivated by systematically developing ‘peripheral’
rather than ‘frontal’ vision. This aligns with more recent literature that urges peripheral
vision and foresight in becoming more effective leaders (Day, G. & Schoemaker 2008)
and optimise performance in developing the cognitive intelligence competencies
(Boyatzis, R E 2008). Foresight is a “cognitive temporal perspective that leaders use to
anticipate, clarify, and structure the future, so as to guide their organisation in the present

based on future opportunities” (Gary 2008, p. 4).
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Many strategy authors concur that foresight is a critical leadership competency Place
these into table with their references(Alsan 2008; Attila 2003; Boyatsis 2008; Boyatsis &
Saatcioglu 2008; Buchen 2005; Chermack 2004; Chia 2004; Costanzo & MacKay 2009;
Day, G. & Schoemaker 2008; de Geus 1997; Hamel 2009; Hamel & Prahalad 1994;
Kouzes & Posner 2002; Major, Asch & Cordey-Hayes 2005; Montgomery 2008; Sanchez
2004; Sanchez & Heene 2004; Tsoukas & Shepherd 2004b; Yukl 2006). Ahuja illustrates
that all major theories of strategy related to competitive advantage assume that strategy-
level leaders must all have some degree of foresight (Ahuja, Coff & Lee 2005).

Literature on the subject of foresight can be regarded as sparse (Fuller, Argyle & Moran
2004). Foresight as a concept has been used in terms of describing an individual’s
competences, cognitions, a distinct process or institutional programme (Major, Asch &
Cordey-Hayes 2002). Table 2.2 illustrates some of the definitions of foresight that appear
in the literature. These often overlap and can be a source of confusion. In an attempt to
differentiate foresight concepts terms such as strategic foresight, foresight process,

organisational foresight, pathfinding and others have arisen in the literature.
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SOURCE DEFINTION APPLICATION

WEBSTER’S Act or power of foreseeing, prescience, and act of looking forward with | Human cognition
provident care or prudence.

OXFORD The application of care and attention to the likely outcome of something | Human cognition
or to future needs. OR Technique

(Reid & Understanding and anticipation of the future. Human cognition

Zyglidopoulos
2004)

(Raimond
1996)

Foresight has to be both predictive and creative (’creative imagination”).
Predictive — the ability to identify critical factors in external
environment, how they will behave in the future and how they will
affect the organisation along the planned course of action.

Creative — not concerned with predicting but what the future ideally
could be if we could make it happen. Imagination of ideal futures then
seeks ways to make it a reality.

Institutional
technique

(Slaughter,
2007)

An emergent capacity of the brain-mind system.

Boundaries of perception are pushed forward by (1996):

a) Consequence assessment — assessment of implications of present
actions

b) Early warnings and guidance — detecting and avoiding problems
before they occur

c) Pro-active strategy formulation — considers present implications of
possible future events

d) Normative visions — envisioning desired futures

Human cognition

(Coates, 1985)

A process by which one comes to a fuller understanding of the forces
shaping the long-term future which should be taken into account in
policy formulation, planning and decision-making.

Technique

(Voros 2003)

‘Foresight opens up an expanded range of perceptions of the strategic
options available so that strategy-making is potentially wiser’ (2003,

pp.12)

Technique

(Horton 1999)

Foresight is a process of developing a range of views of possible ways in
which the future could develop, and understanding these sufficiently
well to be able to decide what decisions can be taken today to create the
best possible tomorrow (1999, pp.5). Foresight is a key business skill
linked to knowledge creation and areas such as innovation. It is a
combination of understanding possible futures of an organisation and
acting upon that understanding.

Technique

(Amsteus 2008)

Degree of analysing present contingencies and degree of moving
analysis of present contingencies across time, and degree of analysing a
desired future state or degrees or states a degree ahead of time with
regard to contingencies under control, as well as degree of analysing
courses of action a degree ahead in time to arrive at the future state.

Human cognition
OR Technique

(Hayward
2005)

The capacity to bring a consideration of the future into the present
decision perspective (as opposed to foresight actions)

An attribute or competence

Important element of in a person’s foresight competence is their Future
Time Perspective (FTP) — cognitive understanding of expectations of the
future (2003, p. 5)

a) Detection and avoidance of hazards

b) Assessment of consequences of actions

¢) Envisioning desired future states.

Human cognition
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(Tsoukas & The engagement of memory and expectation that enlarges the Human cognitive
Shepherd consciousness of the present — know how is brought forward from the
2004a) past and extrapolations to the future are made (2004b, p. 11)

a) Act of looking forward

b) Taking provident care

c) Ability to anticipate beyond seemingly ambiguous and complex
systems

d) Understanding ways in which patterns of the future can emerge
(2004a)

(Cuhls 2003) a) Enlarge the choice of opportunities, assess impacts and chances. Technique
b) Prospect for the impacts of current research

c) Ascertain new needs, new demands and new possibilities
d) Focus selectively on the environment / system

e) Define desirable and undesirable futures

f) Start and stimulate continuous discussion processes.

Source: Developed for this research

Of critical importance to the study of foresight is the differentiation of; a) foresight as a
cognitive capacity from foresight as a technique or method, and b) foresight from

strategic foresight.

As noted in Table 2.2, numerous studies have recognised the cognitive perspective of
foresight. It is described as ‘innate’, ‘a human capacity’, ‘a vision of the mind’ and based
on ‘deep insight and understanding’. In its simplest form, foresight is described as
anticipation before action (Godet 2001) but is underpinned by the concept of ‘self’. The
concept of ‘self’ relates to seeing oneself as an agent of future change, being able to
‘create’ the future. Foresight is also defined in the literature as a process (Horton 1999)
or technique. As both relate to process, the process perspective will be termed foresight
technique to avoid confusion. A number of national and international initiatives (Blind,
Cuhls & Grupp 1999; Cragg & Spurgeon 2007; Héraud & Cuhls 1999; Kuwahara 1999;
Martin & Johnston 1999) adopt the foresight technique view of foresight in that it is an
institutionalised technique of gathering, interpreting and understanding information in
order to develop a range of views of the future and develop actions to achieve the
preferred possible futures. Foresight at an organisational level institutionalises the
technique combining the perceptions of multiple contributors to develop a range of
alternative formulated views of how the future may unfold and the best decisions that will
be organisationally useful (Martin & Johnston 1999). However, foresight at an individual
level focuses on the mental processes, both rational and irrational, used in developing
images of the future as a form of cognitive intelligence. Individual foresight competence
therefore compliments the institutionalised technique or process of foresight in its

aggregated form.
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Foresight technique could be described as emulating the cognitive processes of foresight
in an individual’s mind but is distinctly different in that it resembles a methodology that
primarily a) implies necessary action, and b) has structure (Horton 1999). If foresight in
terms of the cognitive perspective is ‘a vision of the mind’ and ‘anticipation before
action’ (Godet 2001) it can be deduced that it precedes further tasks or actions and does
not necessarily follow a conscious structure but does involve a process that seeks to
identify and understand the forces that shape the long-term future that should be taken
into account in decision making (Coates 1985). As such, this study adopts the perspective
that individual foresight is a cognitive function common to all humans in differing
degrees and is primarily concerned with the mental processes involved in creating images
of the future in the mind of an individual. Foresight in individuals can be developed and
enhanced (Hayward 2005). It does not imply any external method, decision, action or
fulfilment of an organisational task. In the context of this study which seeks to investigate
the relationship between foresight as an individual competence and strategic thinking as a
task which precedes strategic decision-making, it thus becomes important to distil the
concept of foresight to its original description as an innate human cognition.

2.5.3 Individual foresight in organisations

To practice foresight in organisations is “to be trained in futures concepts, to become
more future orientated at the fundamental levels of values, beliefs and philosophies”
(Nanus 1977, p. 195). Individual foresight competence can be further developed by being
exposed to discourse on foresight concepts, its methods and application (Alsan 2008).
Leadership that links vision to action and organisational cultures that are responsive to

futures contributes to having future orientated institutions (Nanus 1984, p. 407) .

Voros confirms the marginal difference between cognition and action in stating that
“foresight in an organisational context is an aspect of strategic thinking, which is meant to
open up an expanded range of perceptions of the strategic options available, so that
strategy-making is potentially wiser”” (2003, p. 12). He continues by stating that foresight
focuses on expanding the range of perceptions related to the future, not the actions
required for strategy development which would include the taking of strategic decisions,
or strategic planning which is required to implement the actions. In terms of his
framework, Voros indicates that foresight is an “element of strategic thinking, which is an

input into strategy-making [decisions], which then directs strategic planning and action”
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(2003, p. 13). Voros’ generic framework is set in the organisational context but does not
address the individuals’ input in greater detail. Support for the generic process can be
found in the strategy literature as noted in Section 2.2 above. Figure 2.9 illustrates the role
of the strategy-level leader as related to this generic process and indicates the cognitive
competence of foresight contributing to organisational foresight, the functional
competence of strategic thinking contributing to the strategic thinking capabilities of the
firm and how these contribute to strategy-making. The figure also illustrates the inter-
connectedness of the process making provision for ongoing evaluation, emergence and re-

formulation as suggested by the Dynamic Model of Strategy (Section 2.2.2.1).

Figure 2.9: Organisational strategy-making and the role of strategy level-leaders

« INDIVIDUAL'S
FORESIGHT
Organisational COMPETENCE

Foresight

Strategic thinking

* STRATEGY-LEVEL
LEADER'S
STRATEGIC
THINKING

COMPETENCE Strategy formulation / decision

making

* STRATEGY-LEVEL
LEADER'S
STRATEGIC

DECISION-MAKING

Source: Developed for this research.

Based on the rationale of Figure 2.9 the study defines foresight as an individual’s
cognitive competence to creatively envision possible, probable and desired futures,
understand the complexity and ambiguity of systems and provide input for the taking of
provident care in detecting and avoiding hazards while envisioning desired futures.
Foresight competence is therefore regarded as the ability to act accordingly and ‘provide
input’ to the task of strategic thinking as an antecedent of effective strategic decision-
making. Being a task, strategic thinking’s effective fulfilment requires a functional
competence which is described in the study as strategic thinking competence. The concept
of strategic thinking as a functional competence as differentiated from foresight as a

cognitive competence will be discussed below.
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2.5.4 Foresight as a cognitive competence

This study places a strong emphasis on the role of individuals as strategy-level leaders in
their relation to their role in strategic decision-making. The concept of competence links
strategy with individual job performance (Sandberg & Pinnington 2009). As modes of
work have increasingly become more knowledge orientated, the understanding of how
knowledge is connected with action is regarded as an important research focal area
(Sandberg & Pinnington 2009). Strategy, particularly in terms of the resource based view
of the firm is largely based on knowledge as a source of competitive advantage. The
concept of foresight as a cognitive competence is fundamentally, such ‘knowledge work’,
and thus constitutes an important perspective in terms of how knowledge is connected to

action.

Strategy and leadership research have illustrated the importance of individual
competences which, when ‘pooled’ develop organisational capabilities and competencies
(Sanchez 2004). Individuals’ competencies are central to the development of
organisational core-competencies and leaders’ propensities form part of the collective
learning of the organisation (Prahalad & Hamel 1990). Indeed, it is asserted that the
accumulation of a company’s foresight core-competence and use of foresight builds on
the competency of one leader or the competencies of small teams (Major, Asch &
Cordey-Hayes 2005). As such, the identification of individual foresight competencies in
organisations is required to develop foresight core-competency. This is of great
importance to organisations especially in terms of thinking about, and making strategy.
Thompson, Stuart and Lindsay (1997, p. 70) confirm that “Foresight and Strategic
Planning competencies ... were highly correlated against the top team members who

exceed expectations” and were of “critical importance”.

The concept of foresight as a competence, and competence approaches in general, has
been subject to criticism. This is primarily due to the perceived emphasis competence
places on tasks and the effective completion thereof at the expense of the social context. It
is argued that many of these tasks cannot be adequately measured or are cognitively too
complex to be reduced to a matching competence. Boyatzis (2008, p. 6) addresses this
criticism by describing competence as “manifestations of intent, as appropriate in various
situations or times” which can capture a “subtle competency like emotional self-

awareness” as an example. A more subjective approach to competence can therefore
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accommaodate the nuances missed by a purely rational approach which has been prevalent
in the literature (Pate, Martin & Robertson 2003). This includes acknowledging the
interaction of concepts involved in dynamic strategy development. It further suggests that
tasks are not linear but complex, involving information that is incomplete and uncertain.
Similarly, strategy has evolved from linear, separate planning processes based on rational
thought to acknowledging the dynamic nature of strategy development within the context
of uncertain environments involving incomplete information. Effective strategy at this
level requires non-linear and complex tasks that overlap and integrate in terms of the

competence outputs of those involved.

The knowledge, understanding and skills that are integrated to constitute foresight
competence in strategy-level leaders can be summarised in terms of its definition.
Foresight competence is defined as a human ability to creatively envision possible futures,
understand the complexity and ambiguity of systems and provide input for the taking of
provident care in detecting and avoiding hazards while envisioning desired futures.
Figure 9 notes that this involves the cognitive ability to process incomplete information,
detect patterns and creatively envision alternative possible and probable futures and is
distinguished from the act of communicating the outcomes of this ability which have been
found to follow, over longer periods, the cognitions originally conceived (Seidl & van
Aaken 2009). This distinguishes the mental processes of foresight from the act of
contextualising and communicating the outcomes within the context of an organisation’s
strategy (see Figure 2.10). The conclusion is that contextualising and communicating of
foresight outcomes is regarded by this study as integrated into the task of strategic

thinking and subsequent strategic decision-making.
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Figure 2.10: Separation of tasks in strategic decision making

Strategic Thinking

mnput: Cognitive propensity to envision (functiona|) mnput: Er_nergent and intended strategic
possible futures and detect hazards alternatives from strategy-level leaders

¢ Output: Mentally constructed envisioned * Output: Strategic decisions
futures e Input: Contexualisation of all
relevant inputs including
foresight outcomes in the
organisation's strategic context

¢ OQutput: Communicating
conceptualised longer-term
future to dominant coalition

\ Foresight competence Strategic decision-

making

(cognitive)

Source: developed for this research.

2.5.5 Measuring foresight competence

Foresight at the level of the individual and in terms of his / her cognitions is regarded as
“an attribute, or a competence” (Hayward 2003, p. 16). Amsteus (2008) argues that the
existence of managerial foresight in individuals is measurable according to their
behaviours. In contrast, this thesis supports the view that foresight is not always
observable in terms of behaviour but is rather a reflection of the individual’s cognitions
either conscious or unconscious and is aligned with foresight being defined as an innate
human cognitive ability. Amsteus’ definition of foresight (2008, p. 58) can be applied to
measurement according to both behaviour or cognition. The reason for this is that the
definition does not imply nor disregard an observable action. It can be interpreted equally
as an observable behaviour (as indicative of the foresight technique and its imperative to
communicate) or an individual’s cognitive process (mentally constructed images) which
is often only expressed later in the context of an associated task. While no agreement has
been reached in the literature in terms of its operationalisation, there is sufficient
congruence between the elements of what defines foresight competence and existing valid

measures to support a measurement of the construct. Foresight is regarded as the temporal
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orientation of the strategy-level leader and contributing to an organisation’s macro- and
micro-analytical strategy practise (e Cunha, Palma & da Costa 2006). Temporal
perspective is defined as the “totality of the individual's views of his psychological future
and his psychological past existing at a given time" (Lewin, 1951 cited in Gary 2008, p.
5).

This study has adopted the view that foresight as a temporal mental ability differentiates it
from the dynamic macro-processes of strategy formulation. Outcomes derived from
foresight knowledge processes as generated in the cognitions of leaders thus contribute to
the strategic considerations, strategic decisions and ultimately the strategic direction of
the organisation. The broadened perceptions of the decision-maker created by foresight
competence are orientated in time and generate knowledge of the future. While
formulated in the mind, such knowledge is not necessarily expressed unless required in
terms of the fulfilment of an attendant task. Foresight competence may therefore seldom
be expressed or observable in relation to work related tasks. This may be due to structural
obstacles in the organisation, detachment from the organisation’s strategy, rational
strategy-making modes of the organisation, inadequate forums or other such reasons. In
essence, foresight takes place in the mind of the individual and requires an external

catalyst in the form of a task to find expression.

2.5.5.1 Foresight as a cognitive competence
Foresight is regarded by this study as a cognitive competence. Cognitive competence is

concerned with an individual’s cerebral abilities. This approach to competence can be
regarded as able to bridge research areas such as that between competence and decision-
making (Nelson & Narens 1990). Nelson and Narens note that the predominantly rational
one-dimensional approach to competence is no longer adequate in explaining the nature
of competences. A more multi-dimensional holistic approach is better suited in terms of

explaining human abilities and the attendant aspects thereof.

An existential ontological view of competence describes competence as ‘ways of being’
(Sandberg & Pinnington 2009). Rather than defining the competence in terms of
observable scientific and positivist criteria only, foresight competence can be described in
terms of aspects of professional practise (Sandberg & Pinnington 2009). These include
overlapping skills in initiating, formulating, monitoring and evaluating one’s own

cognitive processes; the experience and knowledge involved in problem solving;
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understanding complexity, coping with uncertainty and tolerating ambiguity while being
able to use effective cognitive aids and methods. This perspective includes describing
competence as the understanding of self, understanding of work tasks, engagement with
other people and the tools used including knowledge and skills. This matches Boyatzis’
(2008) conceptualisation of competences as the particular skills, knowledge and
understanding of an individual. Figure 2.11 illustrates Sandberg and Pinnington’s (2009)
conceptual model used for measuring competences of practitioners and is adapted to
illustrate the multi-levelled nature of foresight competence.

Figure 2.11: Foresight Competence as a way of ‘being’.

SPECIFIC SELF UNDERSTANDING
(Strategic-level leader, decision-maker,
visionary)

FORESIGHT
COMPETENCE
DISTINGUISH
D BY AND
INTEGRATING:

INTO DISTINCT

SPECIFIC UNDERSTANDING OF FORMS OF
WORK (creative envisioning, provide COMPETENCE
input for detection and avoidance of RELATED TO
hazards) THE TASK OF

FORESIGHT

RELATING TO OTHERS (colleagues,
support staff, stakeholders, society, etc.)

TOOLS (knowledge, experience,
— foresight methods, foresight skills)

Source: (Adapted from Sandberg & Pinnington 2009, p. 1162)

Of particular relevance to this study is that the measurement of foresight competence is
captured by the scales used in this study which are related to the taxonomy proposed to
Sandberg and Pinnington. These include the TimeStyles scale which measures orientation
to time and the Foresight Styles Assessment which determines the style of foresight
adopted by an individual. Chapter three will discuss the relevance of these measures to
competence in greater detail. It is argued that the framework as proposed and empirically
tested by Sandberg and Pinnington (2009) contributes to the validity of evaluating

foresight competence in terms of the instrumentation used.

It should be noted from Figure 2.11 that the multiple layers depicted as underlying the
composition of competence, denote contextual and style variability. The competence is
therefore not limited to only one way of constructing images of the future but recognises

Foresight Competence and the Strategic Thinking of Strategy-Level Leaders



Page |66

the individual uniqueness of this ability. Constructs such as mental time travel
(Suddendorf & Corballis 2007), MindTime (Fortunato & Furey 2009) and Foresight
Styles (Dian 2009) acknowledge this variability in our human ability to react to external
change, investigate the future and visualise the future. Prominent in the measuring of
foresight is an individual’s ability to travel in time with Thoms (2004) concluding that
future-orientated people are able to develop detailed cognitive maps of what the future

could be and are good at creating visions.

2.5.5.2 Mental time travel
The concept of mental time travel illustrates that the human ability to “mentally project

themselves backwards in time to re-live, or forwards to pre-live events” with the ability to
mentally engage with the future, is regarded as the “ultimate evolutionary advantage” in
terms of shaping the future (2007, p. 299). The authors investigate, biologically, the
evolutionary nature of how organisms anticipate changes in their environment and shape
the future to mitigate or adapt to its effects. Humans have been particularly successful in
foreseeing such changes in the environment and respond accordingly (Suddendorf &
Corballis 2007). Similarly, leaders’ orientation to time in terms of focussing on the past,
present and future has been noted in leadership literature as of great importance assuming
their ability to do so (Thoms & Greenberger 1995). Indeed, leaders able to envision the
challenges and opportunities facing society have long been highly valued by societies as

noted in religious, mythological literature and historical artefacts.

Based on information contained in both episodic and semantic memory, mental time
travel in the future allows for the mental reconstruction of conditions that incorporate
what are conceived as known elements but are imaginatively re-arranged to create an
experience of a future event (Suddendorf & Corballis 2007). This reconstruction within
the mind implies an ability to disengage from the present and locate the constructed
image elsewhere in the time continuum. This ability varies from individual to individual
and is as unique as the individual themselves. The framework is further supported by the
notion that mental time travel provides input for “increased behavioural flexibility to act
in the present to increase future survival chances” (Suddendorf & Corballis 2007, p. 302).
The researchers note that the conceptual purpose of mental time travel is to enhance the
mental ability of engaging the future. An increased ‘fitness’ in mental time travel is

regarded as being able to provide more options with which to imagine and formulate
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possible future (Suddendorf & Corballis 2007). This is clearly linked to the having the

ability or competence in foresight.

Importantly, the researchers distinguish mental processes that detect and track pertinent
information from action orientated processes that determine behaviour (Suddendorf &
Corballis 2007). Accordingly, and specific to this study, is the separation of perception
from action. Perceptual systems, or cognitions, are manifested in humans in differing
degrees while actions systems also differ in humans in terms of their flexibility and
response (Sterelny 2003). While these abilities are regarded as innate in humans, the
degrees to which these are evident in individuals differ. Suddendorf and Corballis (2007)
conclude that mental time travel in humans is open-ended, generative in nature and

facilitates foresight.

Research confirms that the same neurological pathways are used when recalling the past
and envisioning the future with the only exception being that when envisioning the future,
“additional neural areas are activated” (Dian 2009, p. 60). The degrees to which these
additional areas are activated would explain the variances in the ability to perceive future
conditions. It would also explain why it is important when conceptualising strategy
formulation, to separate perceptions of the future among strategy-level decision makers
from the action orientated task they perform in terms of formulating strategic responses
and decisions. Temporal orientation is therefore differentiated from action orientation.

2.5.5.3 Theory of MindTime
Fortunato and Furey (2009) refer to Furey’s theory of MindTime. Closely related to

Suddendorf and Corballis’ concept of mental time travel, the theory proposes that “three
distinct patterns of thinking evolved in concert with the ability to engage in mental time
travel” referred to as Past, Present and Future thinking perspectives (Fortunato & Furey
2009, p. 241). The theory asserts that; i) the extent to which individuals utilize the
thinking perspectives differ and can be constituted in terms of a combination of
perspectives, ii) the differences of extent can be measured, iii) the extent to which the
perspectives are utilized determines how the individuals develop perceptions of and
interact with their environment and others (Fortunato & Furey 2009).

The three thinking perspectives proposed by the Theory of MindTime are illustrated in
Table 2.3. These are defined in terms of the individual’s ability to engage in mental time

travel and are illustrated in terms of what typifies each pattern of thinking.
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Table 2.3: Abilities and characteristics of MindTime thinking perspectives.

Thinking
perspective

Mental time travel ability

Characteristics

Past thinking

Retrieval of past experience and knowledge
by reflection and contemplation in order to
reconstruct, analyse and critical evaluate
information in order to reduce risks
associated with anticipated current and

future events.

Dominantly risk reductive.
Contemplative thinking.
Accesses past experiences and

knowledge.

Present thinking

Organised thinking based on current
observations that integrate Past and Future
perspectives in order to develop actions,
allocate resources and efficiently apply
them.

Dominantly orientated toward
‘getting things done’
Organised thinking.

Mentally ‘stepping out of

time’.

Future thinking

Creatively imagine infinite hypothetical
future possibilities in order to foresee and
adapt to environmental changes. Generative
process of creative problem solving and
divergent thinking in order to detect gaps in

knowledge, patterns and trends.

‘Big picture thinking’
Imaginative thinking.
Ability to see gaps in
knowledge, patterns and

trends that diverge.

Source: (Fortunato & Furey 2009)

The theory of MindTime proposes that the patterns of thought linked to the ability of the
mind to travel in time are distinctive in terms of their orientation to time. Its assumptions
are based on this ability which as noted above describes a cognitive competence. As such,
the measurement of an individual’s orientation to time using Fortunato and Furey’s
TimeStyle Inventory contains face validity in that it describes the individual’s propensity
to predominantly utilise imaginative thinking, organised thinking or contemplative
thinking, and the degrees to which there is a combination of these. The content validity of

the measurement of this construct will be discussed further in Chapter 3.

2.5.5.4 Foresight Styles and competence
Dian (2009) proposes that Foresight Styles are in essence a reflection of the style with

which individuals cognitively respond to change and their envisioned prospects of the
future. Foresight is embedded in the roles and tasks of strategy-level leaders. Foresight

Styles explain the how foresight cognitions differ from individual to individual within the

Foresight Competence and the Strategic Thinking of Strategy-Level Leaders



Page |69

context of their internal disposition used to understand the future. Gary (2008) notes that
these cognitive dispositions emerge from an individual’s innate innovativeness and time
orientation. These differ according to their propensities to tolerate risk, creativity, tolerate
ambiguity, their value orientations, in addition to their predominant focus on the past,

present and future.

Dian’s (2009) typology measured by the Foresight Styles Assessment (FSA) suggest that
there are six distinct styles: Futurist, Activist, Opportunist, Flexist, Equilibrist and
Reactionist. Measurement of these dispositions is not directed at identifying a superior
style in isolation but rather determines the values of each as differentiated across the
spectrum of dispositions. As such the typology is recognised to describe the cognitive
tendencies, differing from individual to individual, that interact with their temporal
orientation and environmental change. Dian describes the styles as “distinct, yet co-

occurring, relatively stable aspects of a person’s time perspective” (Gary 2008, p. 5).

The Foresight Styles Assessment instrument has undergone further tests for validity and
research by Gary (2008) has indicated that a reduced four factor version had greater factor
loadings and fit. Gary (2008, p. 76), in his study to empirically test the FSA, concludes
that the refined four factor FSA “is valid and reliable with minimum construct validity for
exploratory research”. The four factors and attendant characteristics are listed in Table
2.4.

Table 2.4: Foresight styles

Foresight style Characteristics

Framer Interrogates the future
Future time orientated
Interested in the long-term issues that define the future

Envisions ‘bigger picture’ futures

Adapter Adjusts to new situations as future demands
Balances multiples challenges and choices

Helps others adapt / Is flexible / Activates action
Flexible leadership / Change Orientated Influencer

Tester Adopts new trends / Confirms diffusion of innovation theory
Experiments with new trends when they arise

Opportunistic / Not cognitive trend analysis

Reactor Preserves own position

Mitigates and resists change

Source: (Gary 2008)
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An assumption may prevail that in order to be competent in foresight one would need a
dominant style described as Framer by the FSA. While this is certainly related to the
characteristics of an effective strategy-level leader, it is the ability to switch between
styles according to the circumstances that may describe foresight competency better
(Gary 2008). Certainly aspects of other styles such as the Adapter’s ability to adjust to
new situations as the future demands may contribute to foresight competence. One would
expect however, that individual’s that have a propensity to be Framers, would rely on

Tester and Adapter styles depending on the situation but reject the Reactor style.

This study seeks to describe foresight in individuals, in particular strategy-level leaders,
in terms of their competence to do so. Foresight is innate to human beings yet differs from
individual to individual depending on a number of elements, primary of which is the
temporal orientation. Their competence to exercise it is related to the cognitive ability to
meet the need to envision possible futures.

The construct of foresight competence is therefore described in terms of orientation to
time described by mental time travel (Suddendorf & Corballis 2007) as incorporated in
the Theory of MindTime (Fortunato & Furey 2009) in addition to the Foresight Styles
(Dian 2009) of the individual. The characteristics described by these orientations and
styles are linked to the definition of foresight competence listed above. Figure 2.12
illustrates how the study’s construct of foresight competence is operationalised. Of
particular importance is that not only does this construct describe the foresight
propensities of individuals acknowledging the variance according to context, but the use
of both measures allow for triangulation in the analysis. This latter aspect relating to
internal validity will be described in Chapter 3 below. The construct further addresses
Gary’s (2008) concern that the aspects of foresight that could have been captured in the
Reactor Style are omitted from the revised Foresight Styles Assessment. Gary’s concern
is that the Reactor style could have captured positive aspects of this style’s orientation to
the past. This concern is addressed in the proposed construct by illustrating the linkages
between foresight competence and an orientation to the past specifically in terms of

drawing on memory to inform decision-making.
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Figure 2.12: Foresight competence construct related to orientation to time and foresight styles.

Temporal Orientation
'mental ability to engage in mental
time travel in terms of three disctinct
and interacting patterns of thinking' .
Foresight competence

'human ability to creatively
envision possible futures,
understand the complexity
and ambiguity of systems

and provide input for the
taking of provident care in
detecting and avoiding
hazards while seeking to
achieve a preferred future'

Foresight Style
'individual's cognitive response to
change and their envisioned
prospects of the future'

Source: Developed for this research.

2.6 Strategic Thinking
2.6.1 Introduction

Strategy is not driven solely by the future, but finds impetus in the gap between the
present reality and the intent for the future (Hamel & Prahalad 1994; Stacey 1992). This
is an important observation illustrating the distinction between foresight and strategic
thinking. Foresight is driven by understanding and anticipating alternative future
possibilities. Strategic thinking however, is concerned with deriving intent as to the future
of the organisation, and combining generative and rational thought processes in terms of
crafting the strategic architecture to bridge the gap between the status quo and the

intention.

2.6.2 Definition of strategic thinking

The literature is indecisive about what strategic thinking is (Bonn 2001; Goldman 2007;
Heracleous 1998) and faces the possibility to being used so broadly and generically that it
faces the risk of being “almost meaningless” (Liedtka 1998, p. 121). In a review of
strategic thinking research, O’Shannassy (2005, p. 14) deduces that strategic thinking as
“a particular way of solving strategic problems and (opening up) opportunities at the
individual and institutional level combining generative and rational thought processes”.
Mintzberg (1994) describes strategic thinking as a synthesis involving intuition and
creativity. Strategic thinking is seen as having to be both analytical and creative
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(Raimond 1996). Table 2.5 illustrates leading definitions of strategic thinking in

contemporary literature.

Allio (2006) defines strategic thinking as the “systematic analysis of the organisation and
the formulation of its longer-term direction”. From these definitions it is clear that
strategic thinking is regarded as analytical in terms of current conditions and involves a
level of creativity in terms of choosing a future direction. Allio’s definition seeks to
balance this choice of direction between the longer-term (implying beyond short-term as
opposed to long-term) and the realistic anticipation of long term ambiguity and
disruption. It also implies making a choice from alternative future options and makes
provision for possible emergent strategies that will contribute to realised strategies. This
is a significant observation that focuses the leader’s thought processes to the evaluation of
strategic choices based on a mixture of analysis and creative prospects. The outputs of
foresight competence then, contribute to this evaluation of options by providing

representations of possible futures.
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Table 2.5: Definitions of Strategic Thinking

WEBSTER’S

Thinking - higher cognitive function and comprises activities like creative
thinking, problem solving, and decision making. The analysis of thinking
processes is part of cognitive psychology.

Inter-American
Development
Bank (Personnel
Decisions, 2001)

A leadership competency. Going beyond the questions that are routine or
required for one’s job recognising the broader ‘context’ of ‘the big picture’.
Indentifying key or underlying issues in complex situations.

Allio (2006)

The systematic analysis of the organisation and the formulation of its longer-
term direction.

(Mintzberg 1994)

A way of thinking that synthesises intuition and creativity whose outcome is an
integrated perspective of the enterprise. Strategic thinking is not strategic
planning.

(Hamel &
Prahalad 2005)

Crafting strategic architecture emphasising creativity, exploration and
understanding discontinuities.

(Bonn 2001, p.
64)

Strategic thinking at an individual level comprises of i) a holistic understanding
of the organisation and the environment, ii) creativity and iii) a vision for the
future of the organisation.

(Liedtka 1998)

A particular way of thinking that includes five elements i) a systems perspective
i) intent-focussed iii) thinking in time. iv) Hypothesis-driven and v) intelligent
opportunism

(Goldman 2007,
p. 75)

A distinctive management activity whose purpose is to discover novel,
imaginative strategies which can rewrite the rules of the competitive game and to
envision potential futures significantly different to the present including being
conceptual, systems-orientated, directional, and opportunistic.

(O' Shannassy
2005, p. 14)

A particular way of solving strategic problems and opportunities at the
individual and institutional level combining generative and rational thought
processes.

(Dickson et al.
2001, p. 216)

The mental models used by managers in the conjectures they make in their
planning and strategising.

(Tavakoli &
Lawton 2005, p.
6)

A cognitive capability. The cognitive process that precedes strategic planning or
action whereby an individual contemplates the future development of the
organisation whilst considering its attributes, its past and present and the external
realities within which it operates.

Source: Developed for this research.

2.6.3 Conceptualising Strategic Thinking

Of particular importance in terms of conceptualising strategic thinking is agreeing on

what it is not. Mintzberg states that “strategic planning is not strategic thinking” (1994, p.

107). This distinction is a common theme in strategic thinking literature as it separates the

purposes of each in terms of outputs. The output of strategic planning is a plan which has

been analytically programmed according to already determined strategies. The output of

strategic thinking on the other hand is “an integrated perspective of the enterprise”

(Mintzberg 1994, p. 107) aiding strategy formulation and decision making. The difference

between the iterative processes of strategic thinking and strategic planning and their
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outputs is illustrated in Figure 2.13 and are separated by the actions of making strategic
decisions and evaluating strategy after planning.

Figure 2.13: The iterative process of and differences between strategic thinking and strategic
planning.

STRATEGIC THINKING
Thought process: Synthetic, divergent, creative
Purpose: To combine rational and generative
thought in order to conceptualise the
organisation’s longer-term direction.

Strategic decision-
Strategy re- making
evaluation

STRATEGIC PLANNING
Thought process: Analytical, convergent,
conventional
Purpose: To operationalise and programme the
strategic choices developed through strategic
thinking.

Source: (Adapted from Heracleous 1998; O'Shannassy 2003)

Stacey (1992), whose work predates those critical of the rational approach to strategy
such as Hamel and Prahalad, and Mintzberg, is also critical but from a different
perspective - that of complexity theory. Stacey (1992) asserts that strategic thinking is not
a determination of the likelihood of what will happen as determined by pre-programming.
Rather, it is about learning and creating new ideas using qualitative similarities and
analogies. “New strategic directions emerge spontaneously from the chaos of challenge
and contradictions through a process of real time learning and political interaction”
(Stacey 1992, p. 15).

Leaders need to invent, discover and create their long-term intentions as they proceed not
seek to repeat or imitate successes of the past (Stacey 1992). Stacey therefore agrees with
the contemporary view that strategic thinking is a synthesis of creativity and intuition
based on learning through interactive strategic considerations. This corresponds to Allio’s
(2006) perspective in that ‘longer-term’ direction setting of strategic thinking is dynamic

and changeable.
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Stacey is critical of attempting to pre-determine the future as it is fundamentally
unknowable. The creation of a long-term vision therefore, constitutes what he refers to as
a ‘defence fantasy’ that is formulated to disguise the inherent complexity of the
environment and uncertainty of the future. Stacey argues that he is not suggesting the
abandonment of long-term concerns and is not dismissive of interrogating the future of

the firm and continues by stating that;

“So when this book claims that visions and long term plans are merely fantasy
defences against anxiety, it is not recommending that you shut your eyes to
the long term. On the contrary it invites you to drop the fantasy defence and
open your eyes to the only processes that are realistically available for dealing
with the long term ... Furthermore when you see the world through the new
lenses, you will realise that you cannot reduce your risk by simply letting the
long term take care of itself ... for in complex systems, even doing nothing

could have escalating consequences” (Stacey 1992, p. 18)

The essence of Stacey’s argument is that in the context of strategy one needs to handle
current issues that will have long-term consequences in a more creative and innovative
way, by not abandoning the long-term view but by realising that the future is unknowable
but can be influenced by current decisions. This is the point of departure of foresight. Its
“processes ... are realistically available for dealing with the long term” (Stacey 1992, p.
18) and as such its outputs have high strategic value for the strategic decision-maker
within the context of their task of strategic thinking. This also underpins the conceptual

framework of this study.

Conceptually, strategic thinking is regarded as a synthesis of systematic analysis
(rational) and creative (generative) thought processes that seek to determine the longer-
term direction of the organisation. It is a dynamic and interactive iterative process
integrating emergent strategy with intended strategy in order to achieve realised strategy.
Strategic thinking implies flexibility and tolerance for ambiguity that is required as a
result of environmental uncertainty. The ability to fulfil this task can be regarded as

strategic thinking competence and is conceptually linked to decision making.
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2.6.4 Strategic thinking at the individual level

Bonn (2001) indicates that strategic thinking manifests at two levels; individual and
organisational. This view of strategic thinking acknowledges the influence of individuals’
characteristics and mental models (Malan 2010) on strategy formulation but also allows
the researcher to focus on the individual’s strategic thinking ability in relation to other
concepts. By indicating that “Good strategists are able to recognise good ideas that have
been put forward by other people ... to visualise the value of ideas put forward by others
might be even more important than generating an original idea” (2001, p. 65), Bonn not
only echoes the participative importance of strategic thinking but also opens up the
possibility of a construct whereby previously derived ideas such as those flowing from
foresight competence serve as a valuable input to strategic considerations. This is also

aligned with Stacey’s assertions.

2.6.5 The elements of strategic thinking

Strategic thinking is a way of thinking encompassing certain characteristics (Mintzberg
1994). Liedtka (1998) indicates that strategic thinking connects the past, present and
future and in this way uses both the institution’s memory and its broad historical context
as critical inputs into the creation of the future. It is the oscillation between past, present

and future is essential for both strategy formulation and execution (Lawrence 1999, p. 8).

Bonn (2001, p. 64) distils strategic thinking into three main elements at the individual
level: “a holistic understanding of the organisation and its environment, creativity and
visioning”. The model proposed by Liedtka (1998) is based on identifying the
characteristics of strategic thinking as a way of thinking and consist of 5 elements which
are: Intent focus; thinking in time; hypothesis driven; systems perspective; and intelligent
opportunism. This approach in terms of cognitive styles mirrors decision styles as
illustrating the propensity of leaders in making decisions. Goldman (2007) and Malan
(20100 support Liedtka’s classification of these elements and agrees that strategic

thinking is inherently linked to leaders’ cognitive abilities which can be enhanced.

Systems perspective; The strategic thinker has a holistic understanding of the
organisation’s complete system, both internally and externally, and how value is created
in terms of its inter-dependencies. Liedtka (1998) points out that the concept of strategic

thinking is built on the foundations of systems thinking. Understanding the competing
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networks of inter-acting system components in the external environment is therefore
critical in terms of thinking strategically about how to position the organisation in the
future. Similarly, understanding the inter-relationships among the internal components
that make up the organisation’s whole allows for determining how the internal resources
are organised. This is especially pertinent to the development of core-competencies.
Liedtka notes that it is critical to understand the internal personal dimension of these
relationships as a leader, encouraging participation and the optimisation of the

organisational system as a whole.

Intent-focused; The strategic thinker is focused on the intent to realise a longer-term
competitive position for the organisation. The intent “conveys a sense of direction” and
“implies a competitively unique point of view about the future” (Hamel & Prahalad 1994,
p. 129). Drawing from social psychology, Liedtka (1998) illustrates that strategic intent
creates an impetus for individuals in the organisation to achieve goals by harnessing their
energy toward increased performance. The intent is recognised to be subject to ‘shaping’
and ‘re-shaping’ of intent as per the dynamic model of strategy. Liedtka (1998) is careful
not to define intention in terms of the rational analytical perspective of intention-based
planning approaches but agrees with Stacey that the intention focuses on what, why and
how to achieve the envisaged competitive position. This links to the next element of
intelligent opportunism.

Intelligent opportunism; The strategic thinker is open to new ideas and opportunities as
they emerge. It serves to advance intended strategy while also recognising the potential
for emergent strategy and the possible re-shaping of strategy and intent. This aspect of
strategic thinking is participative and encourages the possibility of strategy emerging
from lower level employees while also being perceptive of the opportunities that may

arise within the system as a whole.

Thinking in time: The strategic thinker connects the past, present and future and as such
‘thinks in time’. They recognise the predictive value of the past and what matters in the
future. The ability to continuously compare the present to the future taking into account
the past in an iterative cycle of thought constitutes thinking in time. The historical context
of the organisation, its memory and de facto current circumstances facilitate cognitions
related to what is required in creating the future (Liedtka 1998). Of importance in this

element is being able to choose the strategic direction based on deep and broad insights as
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to how the past, its emerging patterns and the discontinuities of the future are able to
merge in diverse ways. A range of possible futures, and then the choice amongst these
constitutes an answer to what is retained from the past, lost from the past and created in
the present to achieve this.

Hypothesis driven: the strategic thinker recognises that strategy is a hypothesis-driven
process in that judgements need to be formulated that underpins the assumptions of
realistically achieving a future position. The analytical - intuitive debate is avoided in that
strategic thinking is regarded as both creative and critical (Liedtka 1998). It has long been
considered that in order to think creatively, critical or analytical thought needs to be
suspended. However, despite troubling cognitive psychologists for a long time (Liedtka
1998), models such as the Decision Style Model (Rowe & Boulgarides 1994) recognise
that decision makers oscillate between most-preferred styles of thinking and back-up
styles of thinking which, in the case of strategic thinking would include styles that
balance analysis with creativity as is illustrated by the style. This assumption will be
tested in the study.

O’ Shannassy (2003) interprets these elements into different semantic terms to be:
strategic intent, thinking in time, problem solving in terms of a systems perspective;
participation; and flexible inputs of organisational resources. In terms of flexible inputs,
O’Shannassy links this with Liedtka’s (1998) element of understanding of the whole
system, or systems perspective. O’Shannassy introduces problem solving as an element
resembling Liedtka’s idea of the strategic thinker being hypothesis-driven, and thus able
to link both creative and analytical thought in terms of a ‘scientific’ orientation. However,
the two models differ somewhat in that O’Shannassy highlights participation. It is
contended that by participation, O’Shannassy focuses on the recognition and
incorporation of emergent strategy which is sufficiently addressed in Liedtka’s elements
of systems perspective and intelligent opportunism. These allow for vertically emerging
strategy in the system and openness to new strategies based on a changing environment
respectively. Liedtka’s model however, not only addresses this sufficiently but includes
the element of intelligent opportunism which O’Shannassy’s model does not highlight as
an element. It is argued that intelligent opportunism is fundamental to strategic thinking
as it indicates an entrepreneurial, innovative and flexible approach inherent to the

strategic thinker “being able to recognise good ideas” and “visualise the value of ideas”
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(Bonn 2001, p. 65). As such, Liedtka’s model as illustrated in Figure 2.14 will be adopted

for this study taking into account the insights raised by O’Shannassy.

Figure 2.14: The elements of strategic thinking

Systems
perspective

Intelligent . o
opportunism Strategic Thinking in Time
Thinking

Combined
creative and
analytical
thought related
to the
organisation’s
longer-term
strategic
direction

Hypothesis Driven Intent focus

Output
* Strategic problem solving
*Conceptualisation of the organisation’s longer-term preferred
future
*Disruption of alignment (creation of new options)

Source: (Adapted from Liedtka 1998; O'Shannassy 2003)

2.6.6 The outputs of strategic thinking

The outputs of strategic thinking at the individual level are illustrated in terms of

decisions related to the strategic thought processes that have occurred. The outputs then

feed into the strategic planning process which programmes and operationalises the vision

and determines the action plans to achieve it (Heracleous 1998; Liedtka 1998;

O'Shannassy 2003; Raimond 1996). This process is not linear as traditionally defined in

terms of the rational perspective of strategy formulation but is an ongoing iterative

process of interaction between thinking and planning (Heracleous 1998).

Stumpf (1989) suggests that strategic thinkers have the ability to analyse, interpret and

apply information and can arrange this information in different ways so as to develop

different courses of action. Tavakoli and Lawton (2005) illustrate that deficiencies of
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strategically relevant information and knowledge undermine the appropriateness and
quality of strategic decisions. The combined effect of the elements suggested by O’
Shannassy which builds on the Liedtka model, infers a capacity for strategic thinking that
meets what Day (1994) refers to as the fundamental tests for strategic value. However,
this capability depends on the quality and variety of information available to the strategy-
level leader (Tavakoli & Lawton 2005). It is suggested that the elements of strategic
thinking point to the nature of required relevant information part of which are carefully
developed possible futures, the output of foresight.

2.6.7 Strategic thinking reflected in decision style

Tavakoli and Lawton (2005) link strategic thinking and decision making. Strategic
thinking precedes and is reflected by the strategic decisions made. It is therefore assumed
that the decision-making propensity, or styles, of strategy-level leaders reflect the
dominant cognitions of the individual and thus serves as a reliable indication of their
strategic thinking propensity. The Decision Styles Inventory (Rowe & Boulgarides 1994)
show parallel indicators to the elements of strategic thinking illustrated in Liedtka’s
model and as such will serve to operationalise the concept of strategic thinking. The
validity and reliability of this assumption will be discussed in Chapter 3.

2.7 Similarities and differences between foresight and strategic
thinking
2.7.1 Introduction

This study proposes that leadership and strategy research converges at the level of the
organisation and at the level of the individual. Of particular interest in terms of the
research problem is how the concepts of foresight and strategic thinking, which feature
prominently in the literature of each of the disciplines, are related in terms of strategy
development in an organisational context. While often used interchangeably in the
relevant literature, the study asserts that the concepts of foresight and strategic thinking
are overlapping yet distinct. The differentiation of the concepts is thus critical in terms of
the purpose of this research and will be explored in this section.
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2.7.2 Strategy and leadership

Leadership is regarded as an essential aspect of organisational strategy selection (Allio
2006). The strategy and leadership fields can generally be regarded as converging at the
level of the individual or the level of the organisation in terms of strategic decision-
making within the paradigms of strategic leadership and the competence-based approach

to strategy.

The concept of competence in individuals is widely acknowledged, is able to take
contextual nuances into account and is broadly applicable to the study of individuals’
cognitions. This review has sought to adopt definitions of competence and competencies
at the level of the individual and what is understood by the term capabilities within the

organisational context.

The conceptual framework of the study is therefore based on the convergence of the
leadership and strategy fields as framed by the concept of individual competences and

how these relate to an organisation’s strategy-making.

2.7.3 Similarities and differences between Foresight and Strategic
Thinking
Strategy is embedded in the need to contemplate the future of the organisation within the
context of a holistic and systematic understanding of the organisation and its
environment. Strategic thinking requires rational and generative thought processes in the
formulation and conceptualisation of an organisation’s longer-term future direction and
strategic choices. It is proposed in this study that foresight competence enhances strategic
thinking, the competence that allows leaders to make effective strategic decisions based.
The decisions are an exercising of choice based on an enriched range of possible choices

formulated by strategic thinking.

Strategic failure is linked to the failure to make clear and explicit choices (Markides
2000). It is argued by this study that foresight expands the range of alternative
organisational futures and thus enhances the formulation of strategic choices in terms of
strategic thinking. Strategic decision-making therefore not only reflects the decision-
maker’s strategic thinking but arguably the decisions are also enhanced in this process

thus reducing the potential failure to make clear and explicit choices. A comparison of the
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types of thinking, activities and purposes of foresight, strategic thinking, strategy

formulation and strategic planning are illustrated in Table 2.6 below.

Table 2.6: The thinking, activities and purposes of foresight, strategic thinking, strategy formulation
and strategic planning.

Foresight Strategic thinking | Strategy Strategic Planning
formulation
Type of | Prospective, Synthesis, Exercising choice. | Analytical, logical,
thinking | explorative, inductive, rational deductive,
creative and generative pragmatic
Activity | Future orientated Formulation of an Decision-making Operationalisation
cognitive integrated based on choice of | and programming
processing of perspective or intent. of the strategic
incomplete single vision of choices exercised
information. The where the in terms of strategic
detection of organisation should decision making.
patterns and the be heading. Re- Analysis of steps to
creative evaluating strategy. be implemented to
envisioning Is enhanced by achieve intent.
alternative possible | numerous cognitive
futures. abilities and inputs,
one of which is
foresight.
Purpose | Enhancing the Exploration of Making decisions ‘Road-map’ of

knowledge value
chain. Envisioning
alternative possible
futures; detection
of associated
hazards and risks;
consequence
assessment;
developing desired
futures.

strategic options
and formulating
applicable choices
choices while
considering all
aspects related to
the longer-term
direction of the
organisation.
Includes re-
evaluation of
strategy in iterative
cycle.

and setting
direction.

actions required to
achieve strategic
objectives and
direction as
determined by
strategic decisions.

Source: Developed for this research.

From Table 2.6 it is acknowledged by the study that foresight competence provides one of

a number of necessary inputs required in terms of strategic thinking. The scope of this

study does not explore the composition of complimentary inputs into strategic thinking.

Rather it investigates the relationship between foresight competence and strategic

thinking in terms of the shared importance of contemplating the future and considering
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the alternatives available to decision makers in their formulation of organisational

strategy. Figure 2.15 illustrates this relationship.

Figure 2.15: The inputs and purpose of strategic thinking

Inputs into the elements of strategic
thinking

Strategic thinking and its

elements

Strategy formulation in
terms of strategic
decision-making

OTHER INPUTS

FORESIGHT
Envisioning possible
futures, detection the
hazards and risks,
consequence
assessment,
developing desired
futures.

STRATEGIC THINKING
Exploration and

conceptualisation of strategic
options based on rational and
generative thought processes

and a shared understanding of
the future of the firm.
Elements: Thinking in time,
hypothesis driven, intent
focussed, systems perspective,
intelligent opportunism

STRATEGIC DECISION-
MAKING
Making strategic
decisions and setting
strategic direction of
organisation

Source: Developed for this research.

The concepts of foresight and strategic thinking have been assessed as overlapping yet

distinct. It is proposed that foresight competence in individuals enhances their strategic

thinking. The elements of strategic thinking include aspects that are outside the

parameters and purposes of foresight. Table 2.7 illustrates the similarities and differences

between these concepts.

Foresight Competence and the Strategic Thinking of Strategy-Level Leaders




Page |84

Table 2.7: The similarities and differences between foresight competence and strategic thinking.

FORESIGHT STRATEGIC SIMILARITIES / DIFFERENCES
THINKING LINKAGES
Act of looking Intent focus Concerned with Foresight competence’s
forward / ability to directional, developing images of the focus on long term
generate normative competitively unique, | future normative (ontological)
visions — envisioning | dynamic Pro-active future-direction | alternative visions of the

desired futures

Thinking driven by
intent to achieve
longer-term
competitive position
Inspires sense of
direction and goal
orientation

Provides focus

setting

future and belief that this
can be pro-actively
created: creation of desired
futures over the long term
acknowledging the lack of
predictive value.

ST’s focus is on shaping
and reshaping intent in
order to provide the focus
for individuals to achieve a
strategic direction and
goal: organisationally
focussed and shorter term.

Ability to
understanding ways in
which patterns of the
future can emerge

Thinking in time
orientated in time,
Connects past, present
and future in
oscillating cycle
Focused on what is
required for the future

Connecting past, present
and the future in terms of
dynamic oscillation
between them in order to
create the future.
Acknowledging predictive
value of past, action value
of present and future
departures from the past

Foresight competence’s
emphasis on alternative
futures that may be
disconnected from the past
— future focussed.

ST emphasis on feeling of
control in the midst of
change — operationally
focussed while avoiding
breaking with the past.

Ability to anticipate
beyond seemingly
ambiguous and
complex systems

Systems perspective
ambiguous, inter-
related, complex,
multi-faceted

holistic understanding
of the system and
value creation
Understands external
inter-relations and
best organisational
position

Understands internal
inter-relations allows
for multiple
perspectives to arise
vertically

Systems thinking
orientation

Foresight competence’s
emphasis on expanding
range of alternative
futures, tolerating
ambiguity and the
complexity of systems.

ST’s emphasis is on the
mental model of
understanding the
complete system of value
creation related to the
interdependencies within
the system: focus on value
creation within the system.

Taking provident care
/ Assessment of
consequences of
actions / Detection
and avoidance of
hazards

Hypothesis driven
creative, critical,
controlled
Formulated
judgements of
assumptions required
to achieve envisaged
future position

Creative and critical.
Ability to develop
hypotheses of the future
and test them in terms of
detecting and avoiding
hazards

Foresight’s emphasis on
normative values and
broader societal
consequences of hazards
and risks

ST’s emphasis on capacity
to generate hypotheses of
assumptions in achieving a
future position for the
organisation
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Intelligent
opportunism
ambiguous,
innovative, embraces
new ideas

Promotes new ideas to

Openness to new ideas to
take advantage of
emergent strategies. Cross
sectional involvement by
all stakeholders

Foresight’s normatively
determined desired futures
may exclude emerging
opportunities in the
interests of broader
humankind / society.

advance intended
strategies

Tolerates ambiguity of
emerging strategies
Generates multiple
alternatives

ST ‘s preferred longer-
term future seeks to
embrace emerging
opportunities in the
interests of the
organisations future
position.

Source: Developed for this research.

Foresight and strategic thinking overlap and differ in terms of the following key

characteristics:

2.7.3.1 Context and inputs of foresight competence and strategic thinking
Foresight and strategic thinking both function in particular contexts requiring a

prospective approach to particular situations. In this study the context is related to
organisational strategy. The interaction between the concepts has been illustrated above in

terms of their contribution as antecedents of strategic decision-making.

This study asserts that foresight has a broader application than strategic thinking which is
linked to the development of organisational strategy — this is asserted by the researcher as
value-futures focussed (VFF). The confines of a strategy limit the application of strategic
thinking in terms of the task that is required to achieve this, or consider alternatives to
arrive at a single strategic intent — this is asserted by the researcher as operational-future
focussed (OFF). Foresight, as illustrated in terms of the evolution of the human ability to
engage in mental time travel (Section 2.5.2), is unrestricted in terms of the contexts within
which it can be applied and can accordingly be regarded as primarily concerned with the
providence of humanity. It can also be argued that this differentiation is negligible. For
the purposes of this study, the task of strategic thinking is limited by the parameters of
organisational interests and the purposes of considering the best future alternative for the
organisation — therefore operationally its best future alternative. Foresight, as defined by
this study, is concerned with the value chain of knowledge seeking to convert information

to knowledge, understanding and ideally, wisdom in order to conceive alternative futures.

It is proposed by the study that due to the specific purpose of strategic thinking within the
context of formulating organisational strategy, its inputs include but are not limited to the

outputs of foresight. The purpose of foresight in the context of strategic thinking is
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primarily to expand the boundaries of perception of the strategic thinker and present them
with a broader range of normatively determined alternatives of how the future could
evolve. Other inputs that meet strategic needs such as those required as a result of crises
or shorter-term shareholder demands, play as an important role in evaluating the strategic

options available to the organisation and the greatest value add within the system.

2.7.3.2 Pro-active engagement with the future
Both concepts are prospective and seek to develop representations of the future. Both

acknowledge the predictive value of the past, action values of the present and possible
departure from the past of the future. They include cognitive iterative cycles of

connecting the past, future and present in developing images of the future.

The timeframes typically considered by each concept are generally described as ‘long-
term’. However, the difference between organisational long-term prospects is starkly
dependent on the nature and context of industries in addition to the external market forces
faced by the organisation. ‘Long-term’ in organisational strategy is generally regarded as
timeframes extending beyond three years and is therefore rather termed ‘longer term’ in
this study implying a time horizon that exceeds the short- to medium-term planning
horizons commonly employed. However, in terms of foresight programmes, long-term is
regarded as implying time-frames exceeding 10 years, with a number of studies
considering time-frames extending beyond 15 years (Blind, Cuhls & Grupp 1999; Héraud
& Cuhls 1999; Kuwahara 1999; Martin & Johnston 1999). As such, this study asserts that

foresight and strategic thinking differ in terms of the time horizons envisaged.

The distinction between a preferred future as the result of exercising a choice as opposed
to desired futures illustrating a range of normatively determined possible futures is
significant in the distinction between foresight and strategic thinking. Foresight does not
predict the occurrence of a single future. Strategic foresight however, implies the

selection out of a number of options, of a preferred future state.

Strategic thinking considers available choices related to the selection of a long-term,
single preferred future (vision) for the organisation. The purpose of foresight is however,
to seek to expand the range of alternative futures that are possible and desirable. Foresight
does not predict a single future. Rather, depending on present action, many futures are
possible (multifinality), but only one of them will happen (Grupp & Linstone 1999). In
contrast, strategic-thinking is action-focussed based on the iterative resolution of intent.
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The intent is manifested in the choices made by decision-makers and based on a single
longer-term preferred direction and future state of the organisation based on the control

and understanding of how maximum value is created in the organisation’s system.

A company cannot be everything to everyone; resources are limited and therefore choices
on how to use them have to be made (Drucker 1993b; Eisenhardt and Sull 2001;
Hammonds 2001; Itami 1987; Kreilkamp 1987; Markides 1999c; 2000; Porter 1996). It is
the task of strategic management to do so and thereby “...enable the organization to
concentrate its resources and exploit its opportunities and its own existing skills and

knowledge to the very fullest” (Mintzberg 1987¢ 30).

Foresight includes a normative evaluation of what may constitute desired futures
according to broader criteria than that of an organisation’s ideals. The normative criteria
arise from the values and subjective cognitions of the individual and include such
considerations as the human well-being and the curatorship of the environment. Desired
futures as expounded by foresight may therefore not correlate with the preferable future

as expounded by the strategic thinking choices of an organisation.

2.7.3.3 Systems thinking
Both concepts recognise the importance of understanding internal and external

environments in terms of a systems perspective. The ambiguity and complexity of
systems are also acknowledged in terms of both concepts as is the systematic approach to
develop understanding the way in which the future may evolve. A holistic approach as
proposed by a systems perspective is able to detect emergent qualities in the systems that

cannot be detected by analysis.

While both foresight and strategic thinking emphasise the importance of a systems
perspective, the purposes of each differ. Foresight emphasises a systems perspective to
aid in the development of broadening the spectrum of alternative futures through an
understanding of underlying inter-relationships and their relationship with the system as a
whole. An understanding that changes in the system are separated by space and time gives
rise to the ability to perceive futures that are disconnected from the past. Seemingly
innocuous events have the potential of being catalytic and may lead to large changes in

the systems. Foresight asserts that understanding the interdependence of systems allows
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one to recognise the possibility of system breaks and key uncertainties. The outcomes are

therefore a broad variety of alternative futures based on an understanding of systems.

Strategic thinking however, emphasises the consideration of alternative future
possibilities to exercise a choice of a preferable future state. The future direction of the
organisation is based on the mental models of how value is created in its system allowing
the exercising of a choice as to how best to facilitate this. The outcomes are therefore

utilising an understanding of the system in order to exercise the best choice to add value.

2.7.3.4 Creative and critical
Both concepts acknowledge the need for both critical and creative thinking. Both

recognise the importance of in depth analysis of existing information in addition to
creative imagination and the ability to disconnect from patterns implied by episodic and
semantic memory. They seek to develop hypotheses of how the future may evolve and

detect the consequences of this.

Bartram’s Great Eight competency domains (2005) include the domains of Analyzing and
Interpreting and Creating and Conceptualizing. Both domains are described as “general
mental abilities [and an] openness to new experience” that are aligned with the study’s
conceptualisation of foresight and strategic thinking (Bartram 2005, p. 1187). The
dimensions of these domains also align with the elements of both foresight and strategic
thinking (see section 3.6). As such the links between analysis and creative thinking in
both foresight and strategic thinking have validated empirical support as related to their
predictor value in terms of a competence approach and strategy-making specifically.

Despite the similarities of both concepts in recognising the value of both analytical and
creative approaches to processing information, the purposes thereof differ. This is
especially apparent in terms of the detection of hazards and risks. The purpose of strategic
thinking is to formulate hypotheses of assumptions related to the most preferred future
positioning of the organisation. It is both analytical and creative in terms of accurately
formulating such hypotheses based on accurate interpretation of existing information and
having the mental ability to creatively imagine value enhancing positions for the
organisation. Foresight similarly, recognises the importance of accurate analysis and the
creative ability to derive alternative futures separated from the patterns of the past.
However, it includes broader normative values in terms of exercising provident care in

describing desired futures. The emphasis is therefore, the achieving of a sagacious level
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of wisdom which may extend beyond the preferred future of an organisation and the

hypotheses developed to achieve it.

2.7.3.5 Openness to new ideas
As noted above both foresight and strategic thinking are described general mental abilities

typified by openness to new ideas. This assertion is empirically supported by Bartram’s
Great Eight competency domains (Bartram 2005) amongst others (Hunt 2002; Pate,
Martin & Robertson 2003; Thompson, Stuart & Lindsay 1997).

While both foresight and strategic thinking share the characteristic of being open to new
ideas, they are differentiated by the objectives driving such an approach. It is argued that
strategic thinking places importance on this characteristic primarily in order to open up
new opportunities that are competitively unique. Broadly encompassing innovation, the
striving toward competitive advantage can be regarded as a key driver in leaders’
recognition or creation of new ideas. Chermack (2004) warns that despite best practises of
strategic thinking in decision making, organisations are still susceptible to decision failure
due to folly. Folly is described as an “erroneous course of action is maintained through
poor decisions even though the negative effects are realized and avoidable” (Chermack
2004, p. 296). The solution to this form of decision failure underpins this differentiation
between foresight and strategic thinking. Chermak supports the notion that foresight
methods, scenarios in particular, can function as an input into strategic thinking that
strategic improves decision making. This is primarily due to the expanded alternatives
presented by foresight and emphasis on provident care that encourages the avoidance of

negative effects.

The objective of foresight not only encompasses the benefits of innovation and creativity
but is primarily underpinned by the aim of expanding the boundaries of perception. In
essence, the objective is to present a broader range of alternatives related to possible

futures available in decision-making while detecting and avoiding hazards.

2.8 Conceptual framework
2.8.1 Introduction

The study is primarily focussed on foresight competence and how it relates to strategic
thinking prior to strategy formulation. Strategic thinking is recognised as preceding

strategy formulation and strategic planning (Voros 2003). Strategic decision-making by

Foresig