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METHODOLOGIES GUIDING STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT  

 

ABSTRACT 

 

A number of criticisms have been levelled at the use of traditional methodologies such as SWOT, 
PEST, BCG, and Ansoff’s framework in current business environments. In developing strategy in 
increasingly dynamic environments, the academic literature has encouraged the continuous application 
of forward looking approaches that capture both hard and soft signals. In light of these criticisms and 
recommendations for alternative approaches, the objective of this research is to understand what 
approaches, strategic tools and frameworks senior executives are engaging with as they devise 
competitive strategy, and how these tools are being implemented. The research captures views of 
senior executives in the UK responsible for the development of competitive strategy. Even though 
managers emphasised their awareness of the limitations of traditional methodologies, the findings 
revealed a continuing acceptance of SWOT and PEST as mechanisms for organising information to 
support strategy development, although few adopted these frameworks as the definitive mechanisms 
for strategy development. Although recognition of the limitations of these approaches encouraged 
adjustment of their use, the application of these frameworks early in the strategy development process 
as a mechanism for organising information was not perceived by those interviewed to contain sense-
making, perceptions of the future or strategy possibilities considered.  
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Strategising has been described as a) a process of generating alternative pathways from a synthesis of 

strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats and b) reconfiguring resources to enhance 

competitiveness, and is constrained by managers’ mental models and historical industry positions. 

More recently, the strategising of innovative firms has been presented as a process of sense-making of 

possibilities, developing creative options through pattern matching, and placing increasingly less 

emphasis on the constraints of the firm and historical norms (Bharadwaj, Clark and Kulviwat 2005).   

The continued visibility of traditional methodologies utilising frameworks such as SWOT, PEST, 

BCG, and Ansoff’s framework in management education and academic literature, and the criticisms 

that have been levelled at their use in current business environments, support the objective of this 

research: to understand what approaches, strategic tools and frameworks senior executives are 

engaging with as they devise competitive strategy, and how these tools are being implemented. The 

research captures the views of senior executives in the UK responsible for the development of 

competitive strategy.  

Our examination of the literature is guided by a recent bibliometric analysis of strategy research 

(Ramos Rodriguez and Ruis-Navarro 2004). Dominant streams identified in this analysis were: 

strategy as a process and strategy as resource re-configuration. An additional field:  envisioning and 

sense making, is also described. Each stream of research is examined, the research approach is then 

described, findings presented and implications for practice tendered. 

 

APPROACHES TO STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT 

 

Methodologies associated with a process view of strategy 

Strategy as a process has been defined within schools of thought that bring alternative perspectives to 

the process and methodologies employed (Mintzberg, Ahlstrand and Lampel 1998). Goold (1992) 

confirmed that these varying perspectives of strategy may be applied singularly or collectively.  

The two methodologies underpinning the formal, prescriptive Planning School approach to 

strategising are the Design School, and the Positioning School. The Design School methodology of 

strategy development offered a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats analysis framework 

with a view to developing strategies that maximise strengths, minimise threats and, consequently, 

achieve ‘best fit’ between the organisation and its environment. Such an approach clearly locates 

strategic thinking as an extension of the past, presents the future environment as stable and 

predictable, and consequently places boundaries around conceptualising what is possible.  

Both the Entrepreneurial and Cognitive schools from the internal processes and externalities group 

reflect the Design School approach (strategy is rational, and imposed and developed through cognitive 

processes, planned in detail and then implemented). The Entrepreneurial School encourages an 

emphasis on individual leaders building a vision, while the Cognitive School expounds the application 
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of reasoned argument to strategy decision making, emphasising shared meaning, and mental models 

and recognising the limitations of cognition (Mintzberg, Ahlstrand and Lampel 1998). Indeed, “the 

cognitive frameworks that managers construct affect each component of the sense-making process 

from scanning and interpretation through to strategic action” (Morgan and Hunt 2002: 457). Given the 

strong emphasis on the tools and techniques that are reflective of this school in management programs 

around the world it is likely that their use will be pervasive in the organisations to be studied here.  

 Methodologies dominating the Positioning School for the last two decades were built around 

gaining a superior position within a specified industry structure (Porter 1980) and competitive rivalry 

(Ries and Trout 1986). Within this school of thought, the generic competitive strategy options of low-

cost, differentiation, and focus, the value chain and five forces of competition model (Porter, 1980; 

1985) have continued to dominate the strategy process (Aaker, 1994, Day, 1990). In addition, 

consultants actively embraced the BCG and GE Matix positioning models that emerged from the 

Design School SWOT framework as they guided organisational strategy around the imperative of 

gaining market share. The application of Positioning School methodologies also places boundaries 

around strategic thought through defining the limited positional options acceptable within a given 

market space.  

From an examination of methodologies underpinning the proceeding schools of thought, it can be 

concluded that: 

 

Proposition 1: Organisations that utilise Design School and/or Positioning School methodologies 

will view strategy as an extension of the past, designed around current market challenges and 

organisational conceptualisations. 

Under the umbrella of the Learning School, strategy is considered complex and emergent. This 

volume of work embraces authors working in the field of evolutionary economics (Barney 1991, 

Nelson and Winter 1982, Teece, Pisano and Shuen 1997), and more recent advances to strategy 

knowledge made through the application of complexity theory (Brown and Eisenhardt 1997; Houchin 

and MacLean 2005). Mintzberg, Ahlstrand and Lampel (1998) refer to the notions of emergence, 

sense making, action research, action learning and adaptive experimentation, with companies deciding 

to continue to support those strategies that are ‘working’ and discarding those that fail to deliver on 

expectations. Such ideas fit comfortably with working within a framework of strategic principles and 

implementing strategies that fit within those principles, each with diversity in risk and expectations.  

From an examination of the Learning School process view of strategy, it can be concluded that: 

Proposition 2: Organisations that adopt a learning approach to strategy will perceive strategy as a 

‘work-in-progress’, emphasising action learning and flexibility as strategy evolves. 

 

Strategy as resource re-configuration  



CSU Research Output 
http://researchoutput.csu.edu.au 

An alternative foundation of competitive strategy highlighted in the literature is underpinned by the 

resource-based view of the firm. Resource investment, development and/or access is fundamental to 

this perspective, with firms utilising design and process innovation, innovative positioning and/or 

resources available through business partnerships to build comparative advantage. Competencies as 

resources ‘usually have a technology or knowledge-based component and result from blending 

technology and production skills’ (Plakoyiannaki and Tzokas, 2002: 230) and are the platforms which 

support multiple lines of business (Day, 1994), while capabilities integrate knowledge, processes and 

learning (Mahoney and Pandian, 1992).  Integration of capabilities and competencies can generate 

superiority in performance, building efficiency, effectiveness and consistency in task performance 

through the interaction of people, technical systems, managerial systems and organizational culture 

(Birkinshaw, Bresman and Hakanson, 2000). In addition, capability renewal processes provide the 

mechanisms through which advances in efficiency and/or productivity are made. Hunt’s (1999, 2000) 

Resource-advantage Theory of Competition (RA theory) explains the process of capability renewal 

and the link between renewal and comparative advantage. 

Further, strategic alliances provide an avenue through which managers can access required 

resources and capabilities. The academic literature (for example, Markides and Williamson, 1994, 

Prahalad and Hamel, 1990, Stalk, Evans, and Shulman, 1992) has reinforced this perspective, 

encouraging managers and researchers to rethink strategy in terms of the key assets and capabilities 

they can access through strategic alliances. Thus, 

Proposition 3: Organisations that view resources as a mechanism to bolster competitive fitness 

will derive options that reflect resource heterogeneity.  

 

Strategy as a consequence of foresight  

Scenario planning was employed as a mechanism to challenge entrenched mental models and political 

biases, and built foresight. Scenario planning (the process of identifying internally consistent, 

plausible alternative futures) was introduced as a technique to address strategic planning predictability 

problems associated with psychological, organisational and political barriers to shared meaning 

(Krentz and Gish 2000; Watkins and Bazerman 2003). These authors have argued that cognitive 

biases, organisational silos and systematic flaws in decision-making processes have lead to 

underestimating forces, dispersed information and overvalued interests of some groups.  

Typically, scenario planning purports to draw together information thought to impact on 

alternative futures from the tacit knowledge of employees, knowledge that resides in an organisation’s 

knowledge management system, and opinions of external stakeholders and relevant experts.  However, 

several important challenges contain its advancement. For example: 

• scenario planning generally adopts an organisational rather than a network perspective 

(Birkinshaw, Bresman and Hakanson 2000);  
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• intelligent agent modelling of warehouse data as a mechanism for capturing emerging forces 

and understanding their interaction is only just emerging;  

• futures thinking’ must be institutionalised to advance strategic planning beyond spreadsheet 

manipulation (Hines 2003); and 

• culture and mindset change is critical to the process. In spite of these challenges: 

Proposition 4: Organisations adopting a foresight perspective will engage with creativity in 

building a strategic pathway towards a future exhibiting changed behaviour, structures and meanings.  

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

 

The purpose of this study is to understand the extent and nature of the use of strategic tools and 

frameworks that constitute the strategising methodologies adopted by senior executives. It is 

anticipated that board members, and those who are part of an organisation’s senior executive who have 

held positions within a specific organisation for a minimum of two years will be in a position to reveal 

approaches to strategy development.  

Interviews were conducted with thirty senior executives who were responsible for determining 

where, why and how their organisation engaged with its various stakeholders. These executives held 

positions of CEO, Board Chair, managing director, business development manager, director, and 

strategy director. Organisations were selected to provide maximum variation across business-to-

business sectors and included representatives from automotive, aerospace, insurance, credit 

management, banking, healthcare, pharmaceutical, chemical, electronics, information technology 

(software, hardware and solutions), mining, energy, internal architecture, distribution, and waste 

management industries.  

Each case comprised an individual engaged in a specific business activity (competitive strategy 

decision-making).  Only one unit of analysis within each setting was selected (holistic design), since 

the person selected in each company or division was identified as being actively engaged in, and 

responsible for, competitive strategy decision-making.  The thirty unstructured interviews were 

completed using a ‘means-end-chain’ technique (Reynolds and Gutman, 1988), asking the respondent 

to recall their most recent strategy development experience. Each of these interviews lasted one to two 

hours and explored strategising, the strategy development process and factors driving and bounding 

that process. Data were collected through tape recording (where this was acceptable to the respondent) 

and transcribed, categorising data on each transcription.  Emergent themes were shaped from the data, 

compared to prior established theoretical positions, then revisited, reviewed, and revised or rejected. 

Further cases were categorised, examining for consistency or inconsistency with developed themes, 

seeking explanations, adjusting, and then examining for consistency with those cases categorised first 

(Dey, 1993, Marshall and Rossman, 1989). This process follows that proposed by Wollin (1996:7), 
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and combines both theory generation and theory imposition approaches to data analysis.  ‘The process 

adopts the basic model of building theory...., but with the sequential and iterative processes of analytic 

induction,… within a scientific realist epistemology’. 

 

RESULTS 

 

Most organisations adopted a traditional approach to strategising, utilising recognised tools, technique 

and frameworks, yet occasionally demonstrating advanced thinking in the way the techniques were 

used or in the ordering of techniques.  Only one firm adopted an envisioning scenario system as a 

foundation for strategising. 

 

Proposition 1: Organisations that utilise Design School and/or Positioning School methodologies will 

view strategy as an extension of the past, designed around current market challenges and 

organisational conceptualisations. 

“I am an MBA and used the traditional approach - looked at the market place in terms of who 

clients were and what they were doing.  Looked at what environmental factors and the 

economic and political factors that control them, competitors and technology. Inside the 

organisation I looked at its history, people and skills and performance in terms of revenue 

and profit”(Case 11). Traditional frameworks formed the basis of most strategising activity, linking 

growth imperatives to current market conceptualisations. For example, Cases 1, 2, 3, 11, 12, 15, 17, 

19, 22, 23, 24 and 26 all utilise a SWOT framework early in the strategic process, adding a variety of  

tools such as risk analysis, portfolio analysis, McKinsey 7Ss, Ansoff’s Matrix and value streaming. 

After applying combinations of these frameworks to data generated internally, externally and via 

internet searches, managers introduced financial investigations and quality assurance assessments to 

support their strategy decision making. Few managers displayed a vision that challenged the 

orthodoxy in a particular market i.e challenged the dominant market model. Rational orthodoxy 

appeared to be well learned, however there was evidence of methodological change to address 

perceived weaknesses. The conventional tools were used either internally or via consultants, although 

tools were often modified to suit the company. For example at Case 26, the strategies defined through 

the application of classic tools were then subjected to a growth imperative overlaying a financial 

template as the binding denominator. Growth drivers and commercial opportunity mapping frequently 

guided the development of strategic options. The application of conventional tools and pre-determined 

growth imperatives confirmed the embeddedness of historical foundations in strategy determination.  

Even where the management team was described as dynamic, having a vision of growth and 

flexibility, organic and adhering to the principles of the quality of the business (Cases 1 and 24), 

orthodoxy was the norm. Orthodoxy was evidenced through: “We use standard strategy techniques” 
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(Case 24); “I appreciated SWOT, etc when the business plan was put together, and balanced 

scorecards” (Case 18);  “We produce three slides: market over five years, competitor shares and 

strategy statement built around a SWOT.  We produce a lot of data on the world market and reduce it 

all to three slides. SWOT helps organise information” (Case 1). Justification for using tools such as 

SWOT, BCG, and Portfolio analysis is that they form a frame of reference for brainstorming as they 

are perceived to “get people thinking” and “capture the environment”. “We examine the market, 

competitors, turnover, and market forecasts.” Case 23 utilised SWOT, Ansoff’s and the BCG matrix, 

and, in addition, applied a game metaphor for understanding competitors’ tactics and developing 

products. 

Cases 19, 26 and 29 provided interesting examples of traditional analytical tools and frameworks 

have been adapted and/or combined in a unique way to enhance their usefulness in the strategy 

development process. One informant (Case 19) utilised Porter’s Five Forces Model as a mechanism to 

demonstrate how the future selection of alternative market segments or particular types of 

technological innovation would change the nature of the business environment – “Everything changes. 

Your competitors change, the new entrants change, the substitution changes. …It’s actually ……very 

powerful”. In this case organisation, Porter’s five forces model formed the basis of strategy decision 

making and post-strategy rationalisation.  

Although utilised by almost every informant, the SWOT framework came under particular 

scrutiny by those interviewed. One (Case 19) argued that the interaction between strengths, 

weaknesses, opportunities and threats was the critical issue rather than the content of each individual 

dimension. Another perceived that SWOT’s traditional use reflected an external perspective of the 

organisation and that it might also be used as a tool to reflect inwardly, building eight rather than the 

traditional four boxes (Case 29).  

Competitive jostling was at the forefront of strategy development in Cases 20 and 23, however, 

building internal and external trust and commitment was regarded as additional, critically important 

drivers of strategy decision making. Many respondents spoke of relationships as being important to 

enhance understanding of their industry and confirmed that knowledge of industry comes from many 

directions.  They specifically recognised the need to understand where the customers are going at both 

local and global levels.  However, Case 5’s view encouraged caution in following the competition and 

responding to customer surveys.  “If you follow the competition you will have real trouble.  Need to 

follow the customers, but surveys are not useful because they usually have a ‘last project’ focus”.  

Case 5 included major customers as “trusted partners” in their strategic deliberations, but was mindful 

of the strategic limitations of being customer and competitor driven.  

One other major dimension driving strategy development within a stakeholder perspective is the 

extent and nature of aggregation in suppliers’ and customers’ markets. As organisational customers 

merge to achieve global aspirations, up stream aggregation becomes integral to strategy design to 
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maintain suppliers’ ability to deliver customer value. In addition, industry rationalisation has resulted 

in many manufacturing businesses being closed down or bought out by downstream companies, which 

are in turn also becoming larger (Cases 3, 5 and 22).  “…to consolidate in the same way, to respond to 

the pressures from the consolidation between both customer groups” (Case 3). 

 

Proposition 2: Organisations that adopt a learning approach to strategy will perceive strategy as a 

‘work-in-progress’, emphasising action learning and flexibility as strategy evolves.  

While orthodoxy dominated the majority of case organisations, several organisations (Cases 7, 14, 20 

and 21) described strategic methodologies that embodied learning, flexibility and reconfiguring to 

address emerging challenges of or new forms of competition.  

If we saw an opportunity in those [markets] or even one of those other areas in which we think we 

do well, we’d go out and grab them. We wouldn’t strategically be saying ‘Oh, we can’t do [that]. 

Strategy is actually a straitjacket, which keeps companies from making good decisions because they 

have “strategy” and “we feel that one of our great advantages is, certainly in the market we’re in, is 

being nimble, is being opportunistic, not being chained by some strategic intent (Case 20).  

Case 14 is a small competitor in a dynamically changing market. Key statements that reflect their 

approach to strategy development are: “strategy is ongoing – constantly revisiting, organic”, and 

“Can’t tell the future – events come out of the blue – but can identify long term trends”. Case 7 is a 

young organisation where staff are encouraged to think outside traditional frames of reference. 

Traditional frameworks such as SWOT and PEST are not used in the strategy development process of 

Cases 7, 14, 20 or 21, although brainstorming, value based analysis, financial measures and learning 

from opportunistic market engagement contribute to determining strategy direction.  

 

Proposition 3: Organisations that view resources as a mechanism to bolster competitive fitness will 

derive options that reflect resource heterogeneity. 

Cases 1, 2, 7 and 8 displayed the strategic initiatives of investing in core competencies and capabilities 

to build competitive advantage. In these cases, organisational culture and structure had an important 

enabling effect on their strategy designed around resource investment.  

Case 1 exemplifies the complexity of the relationships between culture, structure and strategy 

developed around core competencies. “Although we need to retain our core values of ethical, high 

quality, and reputable we are shifting from a manufacturing to a service focus,” and “a cultural 

change to support this change of emphasis is yet to materialise.”  Case 2 utilised Six Sigma to build 

support for a lean manufacturing philosophy and reduce costs. However, once successfully 

implemented the cultural shift achieved to support quality, lean manufacturing was unable to support a 

subsequent strategic shift to customer relationship management. Thus, the whole-of-company cultural 

re-alignment required to develop the specialised capabilities, was perceived to constrain future 
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strategic initiatives. In Case 2 a plan to facilitate cultural change was in the process of being developed 

to implement a new solutions-based, customer linking strategy.  

 

Proposition 4: Organisations adopting a foresight perspective will engage with creativity in building a 

strategic pathway towards a future exhibiting changed behaviour, structures and meanings. 

Key methodologies employed by Cases 4, 20, 27 and 28 included scenario planning, environmental 

change/industry transformation techniques, technology and economic cycles.  These organisations 

interrogated industry boundaries and redefined industry and distribution networks. Case 28 required an 

innovative yet unconventional approach to establish a market position within a restrictive legislative 

and religious regulatory environment. “We’re in a position to be able to respond when that need 

arises (Case 28). Case 4’s scenario planning system was designed around risk and probabilities of 

between-firm project collaborations, cooperative agreements and mergers and acquisitions. What 

seems to be missing from all these advanced methodologies was methodologies to identify soft signals 

that may exist outside of their traditional frames of reference that might signal the emergence of new 

forces of change.  Strategic flexibility was considered by these organisations to be important, but 

methodologies adopted for strategising limited envisioning and, consequently, flexibility.  
 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

Theoretical insights 

There have been a number of opponents of the application of the tools and frameworks that have 

emerged from the Design and Positioning Schools. For example, Chakravarthy (1997) proposed that 

where rapid technological change exists, barriers of economies of scale, differentiation, switching 

costs, and distribution access become obsolete.  In such a context, Chakravarthy argues that strategy 

frameworks that address the fleeting nature of competitive advantage should play a more dominant 

role. Consistent with this view, Hamel and Prahalad (1994) argued that developing a point of view 

about the future should be an ongoing continuous debate within a company, not a massive one-time 

effort, and that strategy should change rather than accommodate existing industry structure. Further, 

Glaser (1994) described these frameworks as akin to driving while looking in the rear vision mirror. In 

practice, outside ‘expertise’ is increasingly involved both in forecasting and strategy development. 

“Just as BCG consultants have spread the BCG matrix as one tool for managing the diversified firm, 

consultants, management gurus, as well as the business graduates produced by the now numerous 

business schools across Europe, may constitute a ‘virtual community’ directing companies essentially 

in similar directions” (Ruigrok, Petigrew, Peck and Whittington 1999:64).  

There are two main areas of contention in Design School practice.  First, is the assumption that 

there is consensus about a) the competences and capabilities of the firm b) that these will be stable 
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over time; and c) the consequences of all actions are known and can be fully rationalised. As strategy 

implementation is a learning process, with strategic action requiring adjustment to address unidentified 

and unanticipated emerging issues, it is likely that new competencies will emerge over time and that 

experiential learning will be an important dimension of strategising (Mintzberg 1990). The second 

area of contention is that strategy is simple and can be clearly articulated.  The research findings 

revealed the extent and nature of the use of traditional frameworks and tools to capture and synthesise 

strategy relevant information. The frameworks and tools were employed to enhance ordering and 

integration of information, facilitating the articulation and rationalisation of strategy. Few 

organisations recognised strategy as a “work-in-progress”, the complexity of strategy, or the need for 

strategic and organisational flexibility, demonstrating acceptance of, rather than challenging, the 

inherent assumptions underpinning the Design School.  

Strategy development and implementation requires collective support from multiple functionalities 

and hierarchies across an organisation and therefore requires translation into forms and meaning that 

can be understood by all those whose actions will contribute to its design and execution. Given the 

bodies of literature that have emerged on the learning organisation, learning orientation and 

knowledge management and extraction techniques, and their subsequent incorporation in post graduate 

study, it was surprising that there was little acknowledgement of the importance of knowledge and 

learning underpinning strategising and, in some cases, ‘strategy knowledge’ was outsourced. Few 

organisations’ strategy development process embodied learning, flexibility and reconfiguring to 

address emerging challenges. 

Beyond traditional frameworks, a few informants looked to sophisticated games, blue sky, and 

futurists (Hirsch 1976) for inspiration.  When integrated within an organic, creative culture, these 

more sophisticated approaches provided a mechanism for senior managers to view alternative 

landscapes beyond those contained by dominant mindsets and the application of SWOT, BCG and 

Ansoff’s framework. However, there was no evidence that these alternative approaches were designed 

to capture ‘soft signals’ that can transform industries. 

Explanations offered as to why companies experience shocks from the environment lie in the 

continued use by organisations of simplistic frameworks and the concurrent difficulty of capturing 

‘soft signals’ driving exogenous shocks (Burt, Wright, Bradfield, Cairns and Van der Heijden 2006). 

Levy (2000: 67) explained, that strategic frameworks that classify organisations and industries and 

direct specific strategies for those falling within specific categories (for example, BCG matrix) “tend 

to be oversimplified and lack much explanatory or predictive value”. PEST and its subsequent 

developments tend to be list producing and fail to capture the interaction of forces and how forces 

change direction over time. The reduction of the environment in ways employed by respondents in this 

research fails to encourage on-going strategic conversations, which causes a consequent increase in the 
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gap between the ongoing relevance of, and/or the fit between, an espoused strategy with its 

environment (Levy 2000). 

Many of those interviewed recognised the shortcomings of the strategy development approaches 

they were using, however the adjustments made to these approaches (listed below) fail to address the 

key strategy development challenges raised in the literature of establishing an ongoing continuous 

strategy debate, creating a learning orientation and a organisation-wide understanding of ‘strategy 

knowledge’, and integrating futurist techniques that might signal the emergence of forces of change.  

 

Practice insights 

The findings revealed an overwhelming practice emphasis on traditional methodological and 

hierarchical planning approaches to strategy development. There was wide acceptance of SWOT and 

PEST as mechanisms for organising information to support strategy development, although few 

adopted these frameworks as the definitive mechanisms for strategy development. Some supplemented 

the framework with envisioning, while others undertook risk analysis and value assessments. An 

interesting finding from the research was that in the majority of case organisations, the application of 

these frameworks as a mechanism for organising information was not perceived by those interviewed 

to bound managers’ sense-making and strategising.  

Given the recognition by some informants of the limitations of these traditional approaches, they 

were adjusted through: 

• utilising multiple methodologies 

• examining the interactions between the dimensions contained in the framework 

• increasing the number of framework dimensions 

• utilising external consultants to lead strategy creativity workshops with a view to lifting 

traditional mental models and mindsets. 

• utilising traditional frameworks in unique ways to demonstrate how strategic choices can 

impact on customer, supplier, competitor and potential market entrant selection. 

• introducing the frameworks late in the strategising process to assist in the communication of, 

rather than direct the development of, strategy information. 

There is a need to move managers thinking beyond that encouraged by traditional frameworks 

(Burt, Wright, Bradfield, Cairns and Van der Heijden 2006). The research has revealed that the key 

challenges for strategists today are encouraging thinking beyond traditional boundaries, the 

management of change and relationship facilitation. The application of traditional tools for organising 

information acts as a mechanism to create bounded pictures of the organisation and its relationship 

with its environment, thus limiting strategic option definition. Calori (1998: 284) argues that 

traditional frameworks guiding strategising have ‘a bias towards thinking as opposed to other forms of 

knowledge, a bias towards binary logic and a disregard of feelings’ (emotions and morale) in 
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understanding reasoning and decision-making. He encourages managers stay close to the operations of 

the organisation and to bring intuitive people into top management teams to facilitate the acceptance 

of incorporating imagination and moral rules into the strategy process and as a mechanism for 

managing uncertainty across the organisation (Calori 1998: 300). 
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