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The Anatomy of strategy process stages: post-processal and strategy as 
practices 
Abstract 
This paper provides a historical overview of how strategic management has evolved into its 
current day practices. Based on those developments the research seeks to contextualise the 
research in strategy through a systematic literature review. This review produces an insight on 
how organizations perform the strategy phases and which activities take place during those 
stages. This article is aimed at the academic community to further theoretical research in 
strategic management, and may also inform business managers to understand the strategy 
process, its phases and activities. 
The intellectual history of our ideas about the strategy process in business organizations can be 
broken down into three stages: initially, in the 1960s to 1990s, the emphasis on ‘strategy as 
planning’ gave rise to the deliberative approach (Stage 1) ‘Deliberate vs. Emergent’ which 
tended to concern itself with measurable identifiable factors especially inside, but as well outside 
the organization. The focus changed the view of emergent strategy that was more adept at 
incorporating ‘non-tangible’ aspects of a strategy (i.e. ‘political agenda’, ‘conflict’, ‘intuition’, 
and ‘emotion’). The second stage (stage 2) saw the deliberate and emergent approach 
incorporated into a ‘mixed’ approach that became the dominant framework in the literature since 
the 1980s to 1990s. The contemporary perspective (Stage 3) adopts an activities-based view, 
which became dominant during the 1990s onwards as the modern strategy process, a processual 
approach, strategy as practice and a post processual strategy approach. These developments lead 
this research to investigate the phases and activities of the strategy process. With a clearer 
understanding of the strategy process, a conceptual framework for the strategy process phase 
(including activities) was introduced, which seeks to bring the different views together in a 
coherent approach, as both are required for a sustainable strategy process 
 
Tracks 
Strategy or Strategy as Practice
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Introduction and an overview of strategy 
Strategic management started with three founders’ in the early 1960s. These are: Chandler 
(1962); Ansoff (1965); and Andrews and his colleagues (1971; 1965). The first publication 
‘Strategy and Structure’ included the roles of managers to make long-term decisions, assigning 
resources, and defining plans to improve decision making. It was demonstrated that change in 
strategic direction could fundamentally change an organization. Ansoff (1965) viewed strategic 
management in the same way, and discussed popular concepts such as competitive advantage. 
Andrews and his colleagues (K. R. Andrews, 1971; Learned et al., 1965) developed an extension 
of Chandler’s with some additional concepts presented such as ‘competitive advantage’, as well 
as the influence of an uncertain environment’. This became the fundamental literature in strategic 
management. 
Academic revision of strategic management identified three strategic dimensions (strategy 
process, strategy content, and strategy context) as per Pettigrew’s triangle (Sminia & De Rond, 
2012). Early research in strategic management was focused on the content dimension which 
refers to the output of strategy. Further research into strategic management lead into a transition 
stage which branched strategic management into two areas of research (Mellahi & Sminia, 
2009). The first investigated the impact of strategic planning on organizational performance, the 
latter being the strategy process which is the focus of this paper and the most prominent research 
area in strategic management (Cummings & Daellenbach, 2009; Wolf & Floyd, 2013). 
Measurement and performance research moved into the structure conduct performance paradigm 
(Bain, 1964) which was more developed by Porter (Porter, 1980, 1996; Porter & Millar, 1985). 
This area of research went through a paradigm shift in the early eighties, as the research area of 
interest changed from industry structure to the organization’s internal structure, and was based 
on two approaches known as ‘Transaction Cost Economics’ (Riordan & Williamson, 1985; 
Williamson, 1995) and ‘Agency Theory’ (Fama, 1980). Around the same time a resource based 
view was established (Lillis & Lane, 2007; Lockett, Thompson, & Morgenstern, 2009; 
Wernerfelt, 1984, 1995; Wiengarten, Humphreys, Cao, & McHugh, 2013), and was closely 
followed by ‘Dynamic Capabilities’ (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2009; Stuart & Podolny, 1996; 
Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997). The development of strategic management research is displayed 
in Figure 1. Although the studies branched into two key areas of research, current research 
endeavours try to reconcile these branches ( Pettigrew, 2012). 
The following section details how the literature review of this review was performed, followed 
by an overview of the strategic dimensions to help understand how these dimensions evolved 
over the stages of strategic management. With a clearer understanding of the ontological nature 
of the world under investigation, defined as constructionist, it is possible to provide an overview 
of what that ontology actually is and how it operates. This is done by presenting several critical 
aspects identified in the literature that have been debated by scholars in the field of strategic 
management, whilst presenting their views on how they view that the strategy process comes 
about. This is done through the establishment of a conceptual framework of strategy. Henceforth, 
the research will consider this view of the strategy process to investigate how the strategy 
process takes place. An overview is developed of the strategy process based on the literature 
review and a conceptual framework is produced. By detailing the strategy process phases and 
activities: the strategic dimensions are linked for the purpose of making strategic management a 
coherent process rather than faceted research.  
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The literature review of the strategy process was presented chronologically to help understanding 
of its development, and through this revision of the stages of development a clear pattern of the 
strategy process emerged. According to the literature this pattern of strategy consists of multiple 
phases, with some disagreement about where the boundaries lie between these phases. 
Predominantly, the literature found four phases of the strategy process were described in the 
conceptual framework, as following: Environmental Analysis (EA) phase, Strategy formulation 
(SF) phase. Strategy implementation (SI) phase, Strategy evaluation (SE) phase that have been 
explained in detail to understand the strategy formation process that an organization undergoes 
during the phases of the strategy process. With a clearer understanding of the strategy process, a 
conceptual framework for the strategy process phase (including activities) was introduced. 
Finally, the reviewing of strategy has been done by many scholars for exemple; Mintzberg; 
Pettigrew; Farjoun; Whittington; and Jarzabkowski, & Paul Spee; etc. However, to the best of 
our knowledge, the strategy process conceptual framework (as phases including activities) is 
new. With little evidence of research carried out in this direction, which is focused previous 
literature review. These points are: Content, context, and process, Sequential/interactive, 
Emergent/deliberate strategy approach (and how emergent works), Micro/macro view, and 
Activities. In this article, an explanation of the different viewpoints within the conceptual 
framework is presented. Like the previous concepts presented, which are subject to debate within 
the strategy literature, the conceptual framework seeks to bring the different views together in a 
coherent approach. As both are required for a sustainable strategy process, more details are 
provided later in the article. The final section deals with the research limitations, conclusions, 
and further research suggestions. 
 
 

 



 

 

Figure 1 The development of strategic management research 
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Literature review method 
A high volume of publications (589) was selected for the literature review process conducted 
within this article. Through combinatorial methods of searching, the results were narrowed 
down. Articles were carefully selected from the highest ranking journals according to the ABS 
quality criteria. Key three star and four star journals used are: ‘Strategic Management Journal, 
Academy of Management Reviews, Harvard Business Review, Journal of Business Venturing, 
Journal of Management Studies, Journal of Management, International Journal of Management 
Reviews, International Journal of Operations and Production Management, California 
Management Review, Journal of Business Research, Advances in Strategic Management, Long 
Range Planning, MIT Sloan Management Review’. Lower rated journal articles were also 
considered when relevant to the literature review such as: ‘Strategic Change, Management 
Decision’. 
Each of the journals was searched for the following key words: “Strategy Process, Strategic 
Process, Strategy, Strategic Activities, Strategic Activity, Strategy Phases”. Further keyword 
used: “Deliberate Strategy, Emergent Strategy, Strategy Formation, Strategy as Practice, 
Processual Strategy, Post-Processual Strategy, Strategic Framework, Strategy Formulation, 
Strategy Implementation, Strategy Evaluation, and Strategic Planning”. The pruning process of 
the literature led to the inclusion of less relevant articles. For example, out of 32 articles in the 
‘Strategic Management Journal’ only 22 were used. Where, at a later stage, it was found that 
insufficient references were used, further searching within Google scholar was applied through 
which other journal articles, books, conference papers and web-pages were identified to close the 
gaps. Overall less than half (223) of the references were used from the original set. 
Strategy dimensions 
Developments of how strategy is performed within organizations changed through clear 
characterization and contextualization: i.e., strategy is now observed from three distinct 
dimensions (Chakravarthy & White, 2002; Pettigrew, 1997). These three dimensions are: 
‘strategy process’, ‘strategy content’, and ‘strategy context’. The definitions of De Wit and 
Meyer (2010) gives in-depth meaning to each of these dimensions. 
The process through which strategy is formed within an organization is commonly referred to as 
‘strategy process’. According to De Wit and Meyer (2010) this is usually through a set of 
questions relating to the key words ‘how’, ‘who’, and ‘when’. ‘How’ refers to the activities by 
which strategy is analysed, formulated, implemented and evaluated. ‘Who’ defines the people 
involved during the strategy process phases, and ‘when’ refers to the time-line, with indication of 
when the activities defined will take place. According to (Chakravarthy and Doz (1992)) the 
strategy process is involved mainly with shaping strategies within the organizations. 
Furthermore, they distinguish process from content, as focussing on strategic positioning within 
the organizations, based on strategic context, rather than the process used to influence strategic 
positioning. 
Strategy content is widely regarded as a product of the strategy process. De Wit and Meyer 
(2010) defined the relationship of ‘strategy content’ with the keyword ‘what’.  Chakravarthy and 
Doz (1992) referred to the characteristics of strategy content as that which is produced through 
the strategy process. According to Montgomery, Wernerfelt, and Balakrishnan (1989) the 
product of the strategy process, known as strategy content, is used to approach the scope or ways 
of competing within individual markets. The situation in which the strategy process and content 
is determined is critical to its development. 
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Strategy context is significantly different from the other two dimensions, because it determines 
the circumstances of both strategy content and strategy process. As defined by De Wit and 
Meyer (2010) strategy context is concerned with ‘where’, which refers to both the internal and 
external environment (Chakravarthy & White, 2002). It seeks to find where the strategy process 
and strategy content is located within the organization’s environment. Therefore, the application 
of the strategy process is considered successful when the content is attained within a particular 
context (the organizations internal and external environment at that time).  
The literature revealed criticism with regard to strategy content. The topological developments 
of strategic content provide useful metaphors (Porter, 1998). While this is beneficial for 
planning, it does not allow strategists to capture the complexity and dynamics of the relationship 
between the strategy process and its content (Webb & Pettigrew, 1999). Different views within 
the literature question whether the three strategy dimensions should be separated. 
Most researchers separated the dimensions of strategy. According to Vänttinen and Pyhältö 
(2009) the division into three dimensions is artificial. The concept of separation is widely 
accepted in academia: however, empirical research has found separation of these dimensions 
impractical. For example: Haugstad (2007) stated that the separation of dimensions is purely 
theoretical, because in practice this is not meaningful, and the strategy concepts blend into each 
other. Several researchers have studied the integration of process and content (Andrews, Boyne, 
Law, & Walker, 2009; Chakravarthy & White, 2002; Farjoun, 2002; Helfat et al., 2009; Huff & 
Reger, 1987; Schendel, 1992; Shanley & Peteraf, 2006).  
Stage 1: deliberate vs. emergent  
Deliberate strategy approach  
Early approaches to strategy were deliberate, the rational view was revolutionary at the time 
(Chandler, 1962). This is prescriptive in nature, describing how managers allocate resources with 
long-term planning and short-term problem solving, concerned with the content of the strategy. 
The rationalist concepts of Chandler (1962), Andrews and colleagues (K. R. Andrews, 1971; 
Learned et al., 1965) and later work on corporate strategy by Ansoff (1965) were the key 
influences on the practical approach to strategy. This led to the development of strategy 
frameworks enabling formal and mechanical processes of formulating a strategy, which is 
detailed and can be measured. Researchers proposed internal and external environment analysis, 
claiming that strategy is a rational process of deliberate calculations to attain long-term 
objectives (Porter, 1998; Porter & Millar, 1985), with the assumption that success or failure is 
determined through rational analysis (Whittington, 2001).  
Deliberate strategy is criticised for propagating an overly simplistic and static view of the 
external environment (Whittington, 2001), Furthermore, deliberate strategy under the rationalist 
view distinguishes between two sequential phases, ‘strategy formulation’ and ‘strategy execution 
or implementation’. The distinction drawn between these phases of the strategy process is 
criticized, suggestion a ‘grey area’ (Mintzberg, 1978, 1987; Mintzberg & Waters, 1985; Quinn, 
1978). Research on the relationship between the formulation and execution of strategy is mixed. 
While the rationalists suggest strategy needs to be formulated prior to execution, Whittington, 
(2001) suggested strategy is realized in action: during the execution of strategy the executives of 
an organization determine ‘what the strategy is like’, ‘what the long-term objectives will be 
based on’ and ‘what the results of the executed strategy will be’. 
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Emergent strategy approach  
As researchers questioned deliberate strategy based on Whittington (2001), a new perspective 
developed that portrays the strategy process as an emergent process (Eisenhardt & Zbaracki, 
1992). The rational concepts relating the means (resources) to ends (outcomes) was questioned in 
relation to the strategy process and was considered a shortcoming.  
Factors unaccounted for in deliberate strategy are: ‘political agenda’, ‘conflict’, ‘intuition’, and 
‘emotion’ (Elbanna, 2006). The requirement arose to include strategic indicators that are not 
incorporated in the rationalist view, i.e. critical non-tangible aspects of a strategy (Boyd & 
Reuning-Elliot, 1998). One problem with the rationalist view is the conflict between the. 
deliberate strategy and the actual developments that occur in organizations, and because the 
organization reacts to unexpected events that cannot be predefined in the deliberate strategy. 
Research directed its focus on how to address unexpected factors in a deliberate strategy. 
 

Figure 2 deliberate and emergent 

Source: Mintzberg, 1978, p. 945. 
 
Researchers investigated how strategy is formed in organizations and defined strategy as: “a 
pattern in a stream of decisions” (Mintzberg, 1978; Mintzberg & Waters, 1982, 1985). The key 
finding of Mintzberg (1978) was that not all of ‘deliberate strategy’ is successfully implemented 
or realised. Furthermore, there are unintended developments that crop up, which he defined as 
‘emergent strategy’ (as shown in figure 2). Mintzberg, (1978) stated: 
“Two kinds of strategies were identified: intended and realized. These two, at least in theory, can 
now be combined in three ways, as shown in Figure 1 and listed below:  
(1) Intended strategies that get realized; these may be called deliberate strategies. 
(2) Intended strategies that do not get realized, perhaps because of unrealistic expectations, 
misjudgements about the environment, or changes in either during implementation; these may be 
called unrealized strategies. 
(3) Realized strategies that were never intended, perhaps because no strategy was intended at 
the outset or perhaps because, as in (2), those that were got displaced along the way; these may 
be called emergent strategies.” (p. 945). 
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Several perceptions of the meaning of ‘emergent strategy’ exist. To summarize, Mintzberg and  
Walters, (1985) originally defined the concept of emergent strategy as: “Emergent strategies are 
realized despite or in absence of intentions”. Therefore, the actions that result from random 
events are caused by actors who intend to solve problems (Asnar & Giorgini, 2010). Further 
description of how strategy emerges is based on activities that take place through trial and error. 
Emergent strategy comes into existence without deliberate intention of the strategist (Johnson, 
Scholes, & Whittington, 2008). Instead, strategy is viewed as the product of daily operational 
decisions. Mintzberg (1990) suggested emergent strategies materialize through the way 
stakeholders view their environment. The stakeholders react to immediate events that causes 
organizations to abandon deliberate strategy (Weick, 1995) 
Stage 2: ‘Mixed Approach’  
Deliberate and Emergent strategy approaches (strategy formation process)  
Integration between a ‘rational deliberate’ and ‘emergent’ approach was identified by Mintzberg 
and Waters (1985), and widely adopted in the research community (e.g. Elbanna, 2006, 2011; 
Johnson, Melin, & Whittington, 2003). However, the integration of planned strategy and 
emergent strategy remains complex. To attain strategic integration, a coherent fit must be 
established (Hart, 1992; Mintzberg & Waters, 1985; Weick, 1989), and dynamic interactions 
between emergent and planned strategy are included (Andersen, 2004a, 2004b). Improved 
understanding has led to significant developments in the strategy process. 
The concept of an integration between deliberate and emergent strategy can be represented with 
figure 2 (Christensen & Donovan, 2000). The point at which strategies come together is resource 
allocation. Development of the strategic process by integrating formal planning with reactive 
emergent strategy changed how strategic planning may be conceptualised. Porter (1987) 
developed a ‘5P’ framework based on: ‘plan, ploy, pattern, position, and perspective’. 
Whittington (2006) proposed the use of only four perspectives to understand how the outcomes 
from deliberate and emergent processes developed.  
Rosén (2011) investigated the relationship between deliberate and emergent strategies, through 
empirical evidence examining how deliberate and emergent strategies are realized. He presented 
a framework based on three functions and nine roles, at three levels between the deliberate 
strategy and emergent strategy. The relationship was described as downward in the case of 
deliberate and upward for emergent, which relates to the hierarchy within an organization. 
Strategy formation process 
Strategy formation is a new term introduced into strategy management vocabulary. It is used to 
describe the integration between rational and emergent strategy. According to Mintzberg, 
Lampel, Quinn, and Ghoshal (2003) and Van de Ven (1992) strategy formation is both the 
formulation and implementation of the strategy process in the rational perspective. The strategy 
formation process is described as a process in which deliberate and emergent strategies converge.  
The strategy formation process is derived from an analysis similar to the formulation of strategy, 
based on internal and external analysis. The formation of strategy is based on analysing the 
different activities and types of work within organizations (Johnson et al., 2003). Strategy 
formation takes place at the micro level of the organization. At this level competition, 
complexity, and dynamics are observed within the environment.  
It is important that organizations strike a balance between rational, formal strategic management 
and emergent opportunities for their organizations. According to Elbanna (2006) the strategy 
process involves an integrative activity between the emergent and rational strategic perspective. 
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Andersen (2004a, 2004b) stated that there is dynamic interaction between both perspectives. The 
relationships identified by previous researchers confirmed that an integrated strategy formation 
process is based on both emergent activities and formal planning (Lavarda, Canet-Giner, & 
Peris-Bonet, 2010). However, the lack of clarity in the literature concerning strategy formation, 
and the relationship between formal and emergent perspectives of strategy, suggests this area 
needs further investigation. 
Several researchers identified, through observation, how active participation in the management 
of daily activities can causes strategy formation (Currie & Procter, 2005; Johnson et al., 2003).   
The investigation of how planned and emergent strategy come together within an organization is 
a complex study. The work of Rosén (2011) can be praised as it seeks, in detailed steps, to define 
how both these perspectives relate to each other. It is through the concepts of strategy as practice, 
and strategy as process, that new insights are revealed, enabling improved understanding of the 
relationship between both perspectives. The findings were established at three levels within the 
organizations: at the first level four activities with strategic outcomes were identified as: 
“visionary, prescribed, evaluative, and unrecognised” (p.196). The second level finds how basic 
resources lead into unintended strategic behaviour, which are: “top management, strategy task 
force, corporate staff management, temporary governance, operational middle management, and 
operational level employees”. The third level is through theorizing about convergence between 
both the strategic perspectives that found “downward implementation, upward recognition and 
horizontal facilitation” (Rozen, p.197). 
Further research has investigated  strategy formation in relation to firm growth (Titus Jr, Covin, 
& Slevin, 2011). Neither long-range objective setting nor forecasting was found to be effective. 
The lack of long-term vision in pure emergent strategies, and frequent change of the strategy, 
impedes organizational growth (Parnell, 1994). On the other hand, as Mintzberg (1990) stated, 
an overly controlled long-term planned strategy could cause an organization to overlook the most 
basic operational flaws. Titus Jr et al. (2011) found strategic management is conservative of 
operational activities that naturally provide innovation within the organization, confirming the 
findings of Rudd, Greenley, Beatson, and Lings (2008), which indicated that strategic planning 
improved organizational performance through operational flexibility. 
More recently Sminia (2009) conducted a detailed strategy formation process study that 
reviewed Mintzberg, Van de Venn and Pettigrew and their research of the strategy formation 
process, focusing in particular on process methodology and theory. An observation study 
performed by Canet-Giner, Fernández-Guerrero, and Peris-Ortiz (2010) found that firms should 
adopt a strategic formation process management style coping with a turbulent environment, and 
performing complex work, concluding that decentralisation is the key contributing factor for 
successful strategy formation processes. Stefanović, Prokić, and Milošević (2012) added that the 
strategy process varies depending on the size of the organization. 
Stage 3: Activities based view 
Modern Strategy process: processual approach, strategy as practice and post 
processual strategy approach. 
Modern approaches to strategy focus more on the process of strategy, focusing on how strategy 
comes into existence. Bourgeois (1980) distinguished between strategy content and strategy 
process, while Chakravarthy and Doz (1992) identified that deliberate strategy is developed from 
the content view of strategy. 
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Research in strategic management changed its viewpoint of how strategy is performed within 
organization through restructuring the type of questions used to formulate strategy. Several 
authors demonstrated the difference between deliberate and emergent strategy as opposed to 
processual strategy, which focuses on the processes rather than the output. (Johnson et al., 2008). 
According to Regnér (2008) the processual approach to strategy focuses on the engagement of 
actors and the contextual aspect of strategy. The focus on the process of strategy rather than its 
content has caused a paradigm shift. 
Previous approaches to strategy postulated a sequence of phases within the deliberate approach. 
The emergent approach is considered to involve more interaction between its phases. The 
processual approach mixes these phases, adding an experimental and learning approach. 
Pettigrew (1992) and Pettigrew et al. (2003) identified  processual strategy during the 1990s 
evolving from Market Based Strategy (further developed by Porter, 1998) and Resource Based 
Strategy (Barney, 2001). By combining these two concepts of conducting strategy, the 
processual approach took shape. 
Processual strategy is based on aligning internal resources to external factors as a process of 
‘forming’ the organization. The processual approach focuses more on how this was done rather 
than the results that would be achieved. Day-to-day activities form patterns that become 
formalized into practices and business processes (Ackermann, Eden, & Brown, 2005; 
Whittington, 2006). 
The introduction of processual strategy is revolutionary with a completely different 
approach to viewing strategy. According to Whittington (1996) processual strategy 
focuses on the overall organization, while Johnson et al. (2003) stated more attention 
should be devoted to daily activities. Furthermore, criticism on the micro level 
activities were not understood by academics (Regnér, 2003, 2008).  
Further investigation of the shortfall of processual strategy aspects lead to the birth of 
‘strategy as practice’. Development of a practice rather than process view to strategy 
came into existence as an extension to the processual strategy approach (Jarzabkowski, 
2005; Johnson et al., 2003). Whittington (2006) theorized strategy as a framework of 
“practitioners” (the actors that do things), “practices” (tools that they use) and 
“praxis” (‘micro element of strategy, what they actually do’, ‘activities’). This 
provides an overview of strategy as practice. Around the same time similar concepts 
developed that were not contradictory to processual strategy, which found strategy 
emerging through interaction between actors and the strategy context (Jarzabkowski, 
2003; Jarzabkowski & Paul Spee, 2009). Furthermore, a third perception of strategy as 
practice is that its more than simply an extension of processual strategy, and may be 
viewed as a practice that emerges in a social context (Chia & MacKay, 2007). 
Chia & MacKay, (2007) took these ideas further by distinguishing strategy as practice from 
processual strategy, describing it as post-processual: practice is centre of the research, rather than 
the micro-macro activities conducted by actors. Practices, events, individuals and activities are 
all parts of practice complexes.  
As strategy research became more interested in processes, it became clear that more investigation 
was required into micro level activities. Recent research views strategy as a practice in addition 
to a process. Current researchers distinguish themselves from processual approaches by making 
strategy practices the centre of investigation. Table 1 shows an anatomy of strategy process 
stages. 

 



 

 

Table 1: The Anatomy of Strategy Process Stages

Strategy process 
phases 

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 

 Deliberate 
approach 

Stage Emergent 
approach 

Deliberate and 
Emergent approach 

Modern strategy process (activities based view) 
Processual Strategy as practice Post 

processual 
Time period 1960s – 1980s 1970s – 1990s 1980s – 1990s 1990s – 2000s 2000s - Current 2007 – 

Current 
Strategic 
dimension 

What (Content) Why (Context) What (Content) 
Why (Context) 

How (Process) 
Why (Context) 

Who (Context) 
How (Process) 

Who 
(Context) 
How (Process) 

The Main 
Authors 

(Andrews, 1971; 
Ansoff, 1965; 
Chandler, 1962; 
Learned et al., 
1965) 

(Johnson, Scholes, & 
Whittington, 1998; 
Mintzberg, 1978; 
Mintzberg, Brunet, & 
Waters, 1986; 
Mintzberg & McHugh, 
1985; Mintzberg & 
Waters, 1982, 1985; 
Porter, 1980) 

(Christensen & 
Donovan, 2000; Hart, 
1992; Mintzberg, 
Lampel, Quinn, & 
Ghoshal, 1996), 
(Nonaka, 1988; 
Shrivastava & Grant, 
1985; Wooldridge & 
Floyd, 1990) 

(Farjoun, 2002; 
Mintzberg, 
Ahlstrand, & 
Lampel, 1998; 
Pettigrew, 1992;  
Pettigrew et al., 
2003; Van de 
Ven, 1992; 
Whittington, 
2001) 

(Golsorkhi, Rouleau, & 
Seidl, 2010; Jarzabkowski, 
2003, 2005; Jarzabkowski, 
Balogun, & Seidl, 2007; 
Jarzabkowski & Paul Spee, 
2009; Jarzabkowski & 
Whittington, 2008; 
Jarzabkowski & Wilson, 
2002; Whittington, 2006) 

(Chia & 
MacKay, 
2007),  (Parou
tis & 
Heracleous, 
2013) 
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Developments of the Modern strategy process: phases and activities 
Strategy process phases, including activities  
Organizations go through a process of phases while conducting strategy. The understanding of 
each individual phase is obscure because within the literature some researchers identified three and 
others four. Two groups identified three phases, the first defined three based on the idea that the 
analysis of the internal and external environment is the formulation phase (e.g. Dudzevičiūtė & 
Peleckienė, 2010). The second group found three phases based on the idea of integrating the 
formulation and implementation phase (e.g. Feurer, Chaharbaghi, & Wargin, 1995; Mintzberg, 
1994; Mintzberg et al., 2003). However, the mainstream view of the strategy process is four 
phases (Acur & Bititci, 2004; Bear & Pawlak, 2010), separating phases for analysing the internal 
and external environment, and distinguishing between formulation and implementation phase. 
Each of these is presented in more detail to understand the key differences between the positions 
that researchers have assumed on the phases of the strategy process. 
The inclusion of analysis in the formulation phase received interest within the marketing 
discipline. Dudzevičiūtė and Peleckienė (2010) started the strategy process with planning and 
formulation. This includes internal, external analysis, evaluating goals and developing a plan. The 
planning and formulation phase superseded the implementation and execution phase. This involves 
translating high level strategy into specific actions through allocating resources and managing 
change. The final control and evaluation phase assesses whether the implementation of the strategy 
was successful and to what extent. 
Academic debate exists for why the formulation or implementation phases should or should not be 
integrated (Feurer et al., 1995). One of the key ideas behind the separation between formulation 
and implementation phase is considered to be artificial, as organizations constantly analyse the 
environment; therefore formulation and implementation are done simultaneously.  
The argument for formulation and implementation as single phases is supported by Mintzberg 
(1994) on the basis that formulators implement strategy, and implementers formulate strategy. It 
was argued that strategy outcomes are a product of the formulation and implementation phase 
through a two-way relationship in which they affect each other (Feurer et al., 1995). Mintzberg et 
al. (2003) described this relationship as ‘tangled’. However, not all researchers agree on only three 
phases in the strategy process and that environmental analysis and formulation, or formulation and 
implementation, are one phase within the strategy process. 
As previously identified, the strategy process consists of four phases according to mainstream 
literature. However, the literature that presents the strategy process includes different 
interpretations. Some researchers refer to the first phase as the input stage rather than 
environmental scanning (e.g. Acur & Bititci, 2004), reforming the input stage in a similar way to 
other researchers (e.g. Bear & Pawlak, 2010). There is little or no difference other than 
terminology. 
Nevertheless, the separation of formulation and implementation phases is not settled (Acur & 
Bititci, 2004; Bear & Pawlak, 2010). The formulation and implementation phases should be 
separate, based on the original and most credible conception presented by Andrews in the 1960s 
(Rumelt, Schendel, & Teece, 1994), supported by Chandler (1962) and Ansoff (1965). The 
concept of separating both phases was recently revived (e.g. Moussetis, 2011). 
Several researchers suggested that improved strategy outcomes are achieved by separating 
formulation and implementation phases. In search of ‘good’ strategic planning practice, Brews and 
Hunt (1999) argued for separating these phases. Bryant (1997) found that the implementation 
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phase is critical during the strategy process, implying separation from formulation. Farjoun (2002) 
indicated clear separation between these phases in the strategic management process. Kessler and 
Kelley (2000) presented a strategy implementation framework that separates the formulation and 
implementation phase, and several other researchers proposed a separation between these phases 
of the strategy process (Barney, 2001; Dooley, Fryxell, & Judge, 2000; Kaplan & Norton, 2001a, 
2001b). In this paper, an overview for each phase of the strategy process, including activities, is 
provided in the next section.  
Phase One (Environmental Analysis)  
Environmental analysis is recognized as the first phase of the strategy process in this study. Even 
when included in the formulation phase, environmental analysis forms an integral part of the 
strategy process (Beal, 2000; Côté, Vézina, & Sabourin, 2005). Business performance is primarily 
influenced by environmental change that is outside an organization’s control (Dobni & Luffman, 
2003). This depends on whether change is taking place internally or externally to the 
organizations: in the case of internal change the organization is (expected to be) in control, while 
externally organizations can only anticipate these changes. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct 
analysis of the organization internally and externally for successful strategy formulation. A survey 
conducted among CEOs found environmental analysis an integral part of their work (Aloulou & 
Fayolle, 2005; Darnay & Magee, 2007).  
A study by Groom and David (2001) investigated environmental analysis finding it frequently 
performed, but poorly conducted, perhaps a consequence of limited resources. Furthermore, 
professional skills are required, and access to external information is not always available, 
therefore the process of external analysis is harder to fulfil. To increase the accuracy of external 
environmental analysis, it has been suggested that seven types of information must be identified: 
‘Broad Scope Information’, ‘Timely Information’, ‘Current Information’, ‘Aggregated 
Information’, ‘Accurate Information’, and ‘Personal and Impersonal Information’ (Ashill & 
Jobber, 2001, p. 53).  
External environment analysis investigates the forces out of the organization’s control, and likely 
to have an impact. Its main purpose is to gain a competitive advantage (Analoui & Karami, 2002). 
Several researchers have identified the key dimensions of external analysis to be: ‘political’, 
‘economic’, ‘social’ (Dobni & Luffman, 2003; Hitt, Ireland, & Hoskisson, 2012; Macmillan & 
Tampoe, 2000), and technological which can be abbreviated into PEST (Dobni & Luffman, 2003; 
Hitt et al., 2012). Through PEST it is possible to identify external threats and opportunities. 
Through analysing these external factors organizations can determine their environmental position, 
regarded as essential to success. 
From the literature of external environmental analysis, several researchers suggested different 
factors to investigate. Ashill and Jobber (2001) suggested that these factors are: “distributor, 
competition, end user, suppliers and natural/physical factors, market characteristics”. As part of 
the external analysis, and analysis of the industry environment, some researchers suggest a five 
forces framework based on: ‘Threat of New Entrants’, ‘Threat of Substitutes’ (Hitt, Ireland, & 
Hoskisson, 2007; Macmillan & Tampoe, 2000; Porter, 2008), ‘Bargaining Power of Suppliers’ 
(Macmillan & Tampoe, 2000), ‘Bargaining Power of Buyer’s , and ‘Industry Rivalry’ (Hitt et al., 
2007). Originally, Porter mentioned a sixth force known as ‘Government Ideologies and Policies’. 
The activity of internal environmental analysis is less complicated for organizations than external 
analysis (Groom & David, 2001). Organization information is internally available through 
activities to obtain that information. However, internal analysis is a strategic activity that 
organizations must perform to gain maximum competitive advantage, by identifying which 
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activities organizations should perform. Organizations seek unique ways to use strengths and 
competencies to formulate successful strategies (Mintzberg et al., 2003). The key to success is 
predominantly internally to gain a competitive advantage, because the external environment is the 
same for all organizations. 
A rigorous internal analysis consists of investigating an organization’s resources (Hitt et al., 
2007), capabilities (Hitt et al., 2007; Hooley, Broderick, & Möller, 1998) and core competencies 
(Hooley et al., 1998; Hooley, Greenley, Cadogan, & Fahy, 2005). Investigating these factors is 
complicated, and their configuration is essential for organizational an organization’s lifetime 
(Teece, 1992, 2009). This is from the combination of resources and capabilities that core 
competencies are defined (Hooley et al., 1998), through the application of internal analysis 
organizations gain competitive advantage. 
The strategy process starts with reviewing how to take advantage of external opportunities based 
on internally available resources, capabilities and competencies. There is no single correct 
approach to performing an internal analysis. Different approaches include different factors and 
methods. However, SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats) is predominantly 
utilised. Alternative approaches suggested by Gică (2011) include: ‘Value Chain Analysis’ to 
investigate support activities within the organization’s product or service, ‘Resource-Based View’ 
to provide a detailed analysis of the resources available within organizations. Several approaches 
are available; the organization must identify its resources, capabilities, and competencies that 
allow taking advantage of its current situation, regardless of the approach used to obtain this 
information.  
The first phase of the strategy process consists of environmental analysis including two activities: 
‘internal environmental’ (Alon, 2004; Aloulou & Fayolle, 2005; Burke & Gaughran, 2006; 
Celuch, Murphy, & Callaway, 2007; Dean, 1986; Gică, 2011; Hitt et al., 2007; Hooley et al., 1998; 
Hooley et al., 2005; Hudson-Smith & Smith, 2007; Johnson et al., 2008; Porter, 2008; Savioz & 
Blum, 2002; Spence, 2003; Wesson & De Figueiredo, 2001), and ‘external environment’ 
(Analoui & Karami, 2003; Ashill & Jobber, 2001; Dobni & Luffman, 2003; Haberberg & Rieple, 
2008; Hitt et al., 2012; Macmillan & Tampoe, 2000). Completion leads to other activities such as 
‘evaluate opportunities’ (Companys & McMullen, 2007; Gundry & Kickul, 2007; Messeghem, 
2003; Neshamba, 2006; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003). During this stage organizations seek to take 
advantage of the external environment, which enables identification of the ‘strategic fit’ 
(Andrews, 1971; Beer, Voelpel, Leibold, & Tekie, 2005; Ginsberg & Venkatraman, 1985; Hofer 
& Schendel, 1978; Lamberg, Tikkanen, Nokelainen, & Suur‐Inkeroinen, 2009; Miles & Snow, 
1994; Zajac, Kraatz, & Bresser, 2000). This allows organizations to adapt to the external 
environment. 
Phase two (strategy formulation)  
The strategy formulation stage within the strategy process is subsequent to, and dependent on, 
environmental analysis. To develop a strategy, an environmental analysis should be completed. 
O'Regan and Ghobadian (2004) stated organizations are unsuccessful due to the lack of strategic 
planning. Strategic planning is suggested to be the main tool during the formulation phase (Barnes, 
2002; Côté et al., 2005; Entrialgo, Fernández, & Vázquez, 2000; O'Regan & Ghobadian, 2007; 
O’Regan & Ghobadian, 2002; Pelham & Lieb, 2004). However, strategy formulation cannot 
guarantee an effective strategy; it is only possible to know whether a strategy is effective when 
implemented. 
The strategy formulation process within organizations emerges from several key concepts. The 
output of the strategy formulation stage is the strategy content (Gică, 2011), the elements of which 
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are: ‘Mission’, ‘Vision’ ‘Objective’, ‘Goals’, ’Strategies’, and  ‘Policy’. Each of these components 
is developed during the strategy formulation stage based on the findings of the environmental 
analysis phase, and enable the formulation of the strategy content. 
The strategy formulated during this phase involves different types of strategies, and  Miller and 
Dess (1993) placed these in a hierarchy. The types of strategies are: Corporate strategy, Business 
strategy, Functional strategy, and International strategy. Similarly, Gică (2011) defined categories 
of strategies: “Focused strategy, Market development strategy, Product development strategy, 
Horizontal integration strategy, innovation strategy, the strategy of diversification (concentric and 
conglomerate), collaboration strategies, mergers and acquisition, restructuring strategy, and 
international strategy” (p.13) 
The overlap between these studies in terms of the kinds of strategies helps top-level management 
to develop a strategy. As there are many different strategies, it is not possible to say which is 
better, only that they have different purposes. 
The formulation of strategy is performed for different purposes. The product of strategy 
formulation is strategy content. The strategy content is the input to the third phase of the strategy 
process: when a strategy is implemented. As content is the link for these two strategy process 
phases, the contents formulated are crucial to the success of the implementation phase. Similarly, 
the strategy formulation phase depends on environmental analysis. This is why the formulation 
phase is the man cause for strategic failure, usually due to poor communication procedures 
between the formulators of the strategy and its implementers. An effective level of communication 
is required between formulators and implementers of strategy. 
The second phase in the strategy process is formulation of the strategy. This phase consists of 
different activities identified in the literature, and the formulation phase of strategy strongly relates 
to defining the future. The formulation activities are: ‘developing mission and vision statement’, 
‘goal setting’, and ’objectives setting (short-term) and tactics (Badri, Davis, & Davis, 2000; 
Bleistein, Cox, Verner, & Phalp, 2006; Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 2010; Chan, Huff, Barclay, 
& Copeland, 1997; Dvir, Kass, & Shamir, 2004; Gică, 2011; Hodgkinson, 2002; McKeen & 
Smith, 2003; O'Regan & Ghobadian, 2004; Porter & Millar, 1985; Prasad, Green, & Heales, 2012; 
Stonehouse & Pemberton, 2002), ‘strategic planning’  (Aram & Cowen, 1990; Baird, Lyles, & 
Orris, 1994; Jocumsen, 2004; Kohtamäki, Kraus, Mäkelä, & Rönkkö, 2012; Russo & Martins, 
2005; Wang, Walker, & Redmond, 2007), ‘strategic choice- Identification of relevant strategic 
alternatives’(dynamic environment) (Baird et al., 1994; Beer et al., 2005; Carraresi, Mamaqi, 
Albisu Aguado, & Banterle, 2011; Mole, Hart, Roper, & Saal, 2011; Vos, 2005), and ‘strategy 
reformulation’, that arises through emergent strategy (De Toni, Nonino, & Pivetta, 2011; Dean, 
1986; Krzakiewicz & Cyfert, 2012; Sáez-Martínez & González-Moreno, 2011). These activities 
were not set in stone and can vary according to the organization and the strategists.  
Phase three (Strategy Implementation)  
According to Sashittal and Wilemon (1996) this phase was labelled by various terms such as: 
execution or actualization of goals in addition to implementation. Synonyms are widely used 
throughout the literature. Li et al., (2008), reviewed sixty articles and found controversy over the 
usage of these terms. Furthermore, strategy formulation is complicated, but implementing or 
executing strategy is even more complex (Hrebiniak, 2006). It is during the strategy 
implementation phase that success or failure is determined. 
The concept of strategy implementation varies: according to Li et al. (2008) strategy 
implementation is dynamic, interactive, complex, and defined by decisions that initiate activities 
within organizations at all levels of the hierarchy. These activities affect both external and internal 

 



 

Pa
ge

17
 

factors with the intent of attaining the strategic objectives of the strategic plan. Hitt et al. (2012) 
expanded by stating that this phase involves the process of initiating organizational practices and 
policies, as defined in the strategy during the formulation phase.  
The critical success factors are widely debated in the contemporary literature of strategy 
implementation. Gică (2011) defined four factors to ensure that strategy implementation will be 
successful: ‘organizational culture’, ‘human resources’, ‘control system’ and ‘tools’.  Louw and 
Venter (2006) defined the drivers of strategy development as: ‘Leadership’, ‘organizational 
culture’, ‘reward systems’, ‘organizational structure’ and ‘resource allocation’. Anderson, and 
Singleton, Pryor, Taneja, Humphreys, Anderson, and Singleton (2008) defined the five ‘5P’s’ of 
strategy implementation as: ‘Purpose’, ‘Principles’, ‘Process’, ‘People’, and ‘Performance’. 
However, the success of strategy implementation goes far beyond simply naming a set of factors. 
According to Raps (2004), it is the alignment of human assets within an organization that is the 
key to successful strategy implementation. Raps also found that this is rarely the case within 
organizations. Nevertheless, strategy formulation provides an overview of how effective people 
management is to be conducted, and how effective communication is to take place to attain 
successful strategy implementation. According to Noble (1999) the implementation of strategy 
depends on a two-way communication process for success: including the provision of useful 
feedback and bottom-up messaging (Aaltonen & Ikävalko, 2002; Atkinson, 2006). While these are 
considered to be essential for successfully implementing strategy, it is possible to identify 
additional factors. Out of the numerous reasons why strategy could fail, the most reoccurring in 
the literature have been summarized.  
The concept of implementing strategy consistently is recognized and associated with the success 
of organizations. This concept of implementation consistency means the alignment of 
organizational resources to decide the strategic vision (Brauer & Schmidt, 2006). Consistent 
strategy implementation is achieved through consistent actions towards organizational goals 
(Harrison & Pelletier, 2001) and this is the case for both emergent and deliberate strategy 
implementations. However, in the case of emergent strategy it is consistency of actions to the 
changes in the environment that make emergent changes become strategic. Brauer and Schmidt 
(2006) studied empirical results of strategic implementations, and suggested that organizations 
whose strategic implementation consistency declines tend to under-perform. 
It has been found that implementation consistency is determined over time according to the 
organizational budget (Love, Priem, & Lumpkin, 2002). Furthermore, organizations able to 
maintain strategic implementation consistently over time are perceived to over-perform (Li et al., 
2008; Slevin & Covin, 1997; Thommen & Blaser, 2003). For successful implementation of a 
strategy, consistency is required over time, with a certain amount of flexibility. 
Flexibility of strategy implementation is required to interact with the dynamic environment. For 
example, organizations do not only depend on the time factor to consistently implement strategy, 
but also the environment in which the organization operates plays a significant role (Slevin & 
Covin, 1997). In extremely dynamic or high velocity environments, it may be hard to maintain 
strategy implementation consistency (Burgelman & Grove, 1996). This is because it’s hard to 
align an organization’s strategy to strategic action in such an environment where the ability to 
implement strategy flexibly is paramount. 
The literature of the third phase in the strategy process involves a great amount of debate regarding 
what is considered to be a successful implementation, as this is referred to as the most critical 
stage. For the implementation of a strategy the following activities are derived from the literatures: 
‘strategy execution’ (Leslie, 2008; Li et al., 2008; Schaap, 2006), ‘implementation of tactics’ 
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(Bleistein et al., 2006; Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 2010; Li et al., 2008; Nutt, 2006), 
‘communication strategy’ (Aaltonen & Ikävalko, 2002; Alexander, 1985; Foreman & Argenti, 
2005; Heide, Grønhaug, & Johannessen, 2002; Li et al., 2008; Peng & Litteljohn, 2001; Rapert, 
Velliquette, & Garretson, 2002; Schaap, 2006), ‘allocate resources’, ‘alignment of human 
resources with strategy’, and ‘alignment of budget with strategy’ (Alon, 2004; Ates & Bititci, 
2011; Brauer & Schmidt, 2006; Burke & Gaughran, 2006; Celuch et al., 2007; Chimhanzi & 
Morgan, 2005; Gică, 2011; Harrison & Pelletier, 2001; Hooley et al., 2005; Hudson-Smith & 
Smith, 2007; Li et al., 2008; Lin & Wu, 2008; Love et al., 2002; Raps, 2004; Savioz & Blum, 
2002; Spence, 2003; Wesson & De Figueiredo, 2001), and ‘strategic change management’ 
(Johnson et al., 2008; Li et al., 2008; Pryor et al., 2008; Zajac et al., 2000), which arises through 
emergent strategy. This phase is considered to be critical because the activities involve the 
practical aspect of applying the strategic fit within the organization. It’s during this stage that 
internal changes take place, and an organization interacts with the external environment to enact 
the strategy. 
Phase four (strategy Review and Control)  
The two functions of this phase of the strategy process are review and control, to measure the 
performance of the strategy during the implementation phase, and enable regular monitoring of 
execution. This phase also has the function of evaluating the strategy itself. Through this 
evaluation it is possible to understand whether the implementation of the strategy was successful 
and if the strategy should be reformulated, based on the feedback obtained, to improve strategy 
implementation. Organizations need an effective strategic evaluation and control system in order 
to be successful in their strategic implementation (Atkinson, 2006).  
The notion of needing a strategic control system is crucial to successful strategy implementation. 
Bowman and Helfat (2001) identified that management tends to fail in selecting appropriate 
strategic management control systems, and that its failure is damaging to the content of the 
strategy process. Moreover, strategy implementations fail to meet their targets as a consequence of 
not applying a strategic control system. Strategic control focuses on evaluating the strategy to 
verify the results, and to determine whether the strategic objectives are achieved (Dooley et al., 
2000). Even when strategy implementation is successful, modifications to the strategy can improve 
further executions of strategy. 
The strategy evaluation process is performed through an analytical technique. Ultimately, the 
evaluation of an organization depends on how effectively an organization is able to self-appraise 
itself, and learn. ‘Single-loop’ and ‘Double-loop’ learning are two kinds of evaluation methods. 
According to (Argyris and Schön (1978); Buckmaster (1999); Greenwood (1998)) authors, 
‘Single-loop’ learning is the most common approach that involves problem solving based on the 
measurement of the difference between expected and actual results. Therefore ‘Single-loop 
‘learning is considered a method that is concerned with how to measure efficiency and how to 
most effectively achieve the goals as well as maintain organizational performance in the long-
term.  
‘Single-loop’ learning is the simpler of the two methods of organizational learning. Compared to 
‘Single-loop’ learning, ‘Double-loop’ learning seeks to make more profound changes within the 
organization through modification of the fundamental structure of the organization. The double 
feedback loop seeks to correct errors during the learning cycle. Furthermore, ‘Double-loop’ 
learning enables the use of identified errors to improve the strategy during reformulation, such that 
the expected performance is attained. ‘Single-loop’ learning is insufficient within any 
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organizations; therefore, it’s suggested that specific critical variables are monitored; additionally 
the control system should be adjusted over time, according to changes of the strategy. 
As the objective of the strategy evaluation process is to identify if the strategy implementation has 
attained its strategic objective, it is necessary that the evaluation process is continuous, to keep 
pace with the changes in the environment. According to Gică (2011) the internal and external 
dynamics that require an on-going strategy evaluation process. Changes of strategy during the 
reformulation caused by ‘Double-loop’ learning require a new evaluation analysis technique that 
evaluates the strategic implementation based on the new strategic approach. It is during the phase 
of strategy evaluation that problems are observed, and changes applied to the strategy, such that 
objectives are attained. During this phase it can be determined whether strategy implementation 
was successful. 
Strategy evaluation is mostly related to the implementation phase of the strategy process, and most 
of the literature considers strategic evaluation to be concerned with regular tracking of the 
strategy. This process involves problem detection in an error preventive approach such that 
changes are applied (Analoui & Karami, 2002). Performance measurement is applied to manage 
the future direction of the organization. Strategy evaluation also ties in closely with environmental 
analysis and strategy formulation: for example, environmental analysis provides the evaluation 
process with key information for measurement, while the formulation phase becomes the 
reformulation phase during which changes are applied to the strategy to improve its effectiveness. 
Once strategic implementations are completed it may be evaluated whether the strategy was 
successful. This process consists of four activities from the literatures. The activities are: 
‘gathering Feedback’ (Aaltonen & Ikävalko, 2002; De Wit & Meyer, 2010; Russo & Martins, 
2005)  and applies ‘revision and learning’ (Argyris & Schön, 1978; Buckmaster, 1999; De Wit & 
Meyer, 2010; Greenwood, 1998; Hudson, Smart, & Bourne, 2001; Kenny, 2005; Soderberg, 
Kalagnanam, Sheehan, & Vaidyanathan, 2011). Additionally the organization is involved in the 
‘control of strategy and organization performance’ (Seborg, Mellichamp, Edgar, & Doyle III, 
2010; Tenhunen, Ukko, Markus, & Rantanen, 2002) during this phase. Once these activities are 
performed it is possible to ‘identify corrective actions’ (Hudson et al., 2001; Jennings & Beaver, 
1997; Murphy & Kielgast, 2008), and ‘identify preventive actions’ (Augustine, Bhasi, & Madhu, 
2012; Cagliano, Blackmon, & Voss, 2001; Davis, Lundsberg, & Cook, 2008; Gilmore, 1966; 
Jennings & Beaver, 1997; Karapetrovic & Willborn, 1998; O’Regan & Ghobadian, 2002) such 
that strategy implementation problems can be overcome and new problems avoided, although 
preventive actions should be identified during the environmental analysis. 
The conceptual framework of strategy process including phases and activities 
Figure 3 shows the conceptual framework of strategy process including phases and activities, 
based on several critical aspects identified in the literature that have been debated by scholars in 
the field of strategic management. 
Content, context, and process  
The research focuses on the strategy process. Throughout the literature, there are three focus 
points: ‘content’, ‘context’, and ‘process‘, regarding the contextual aspects of the strategy that 
looks at the environment in which the organization is located. Recent literature looked at the 
process aspect of strategy rather than the content of strategy, but still with regard to the contextual 
aspects of the organization. The difference is that the researchers does not focus on the outcomes 
of the strategy per se; instead is interested in the processes that are pursued. The conceptual 
framework (Figure 3) is primarily concerned with the process aspects of the strategy, while taking 
into account contextual aspects as well as content. This is based on the idea that these concepts are 
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inter-related and should be considered during the strategy process. Nevertheless, the spotlight is on 
processes, as this is the only aspect that can be controlled when conducting strategy. 
Sequential/interactive  
 The process of strategy is found throughout the literature to consist of four key phases: 
‘Environmental analysis’, ‘formulation’, ‘implementation’, and ‘evaluation and control’. In the 
conceptual framework (figure 3) these four phases are clearly presented. Key to understanding the 
conceptual framework is how these phases inter-relate. Several different approaches were 
identified, with two main streams: these streams relate to the strategy process being either 
sequential or interactive and dynamic. The conceptual framework (figure 3) is part of both of these 
streams, because the natural sequence of events is followed throughout the process. However, the 
framework retains the idea that it is essential to be able to move between these phases, as the 
strategy evolves and several strategy process iterations are completed. 
Emergent/deliberate strategy approach (and how emergent works)  
In the literature, a division between the sequential and dynamic strategic approach is made: the 
strategy process should be either a deliberate formal process associated with a sequential approach, 
or instead an emergent process closely related to a dynamic approach. This article doesn’t draw a 
formal line between these approaches, the conceptual framework does not conform to either of 
these two views but is both sequential and dynamic, it can be understood that the conceptual 
framework is both deliberate and emergent.  
Within the conceptual framework, deliberate strategy is performed through a sequential approach. 
This is based on the fact that the four phases are indicated to take place after each other in a formal 
process from the beginning to the end. This process starts with environmental analysis, followed 
by formulation and implementation, and finishes with the evaluation and control of the strategy. At 
this stage the strategy process restarts by implementing a new strategy that may be related to the 
previous one. In principle the conceptual framework follows this process, but this is only part of 
the picture. 
The conceptual framework presented in figure 3 is a sequential and deliberate representation of the 
strategy process. However, when investigating the strategy process empirically, in most cases it is 
not formal and rigid, this is because obstacles are identified during the implementation phases that 
were not predefined in the strategy formulation. The emergent view is that there is no formal 
boundary between strategy formulation and strategy implementation. In the conceptual framework 
(figure 3), these phases are viewed as strategy formation. During this iterative process, most of the 
time is spent on strategy formation, and environmental analysis is only conducted when required. 
Moreover, the evaluation and control are a function at the end of the strategy process, suggesting 
that it’s evaluated rather than a procedure that takes place as a formal phase according to the 
deliberate strategy view. 
Micro/macro view  
The conceptual framework of the strategy process consists of two aspects. On the one hand there is 
a formal deliberate sequential process, and on the other hand a more relaxed emergent dynamic 
process. A further aspect to these two is the level at which strategy operates within the 
organization, based on the ‘macro-micro’ view. The ‘macro’ view is closely associated with how 
deliberate strategy is conducted, and ‘micro’ refers more to emergent strategy. This is based on the 
idea that ‘macro’ strategy consists of a formal strategy description based on a vision that is then 
communicated throughout the organization. Alternatively, the micro view is based on day-to-day 
operation and the processes are performed within the organization. This leads to the conclusion 
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that deliberate strategy is more concerned with the overall outcomes of the strategy, rather than 
with in-depth processes within the organization. 
The conceptual framework includes the deliberate approach to strategy and is ultimately interested 
in the outcomes of the strategy process. However, the conceptual framework is more focused on 
the processes that the strategy undergoes, so that successful strategy can be conducted. Ultimately 
this process involves a macro view.  However, the conceptual framework emphasises the micro 
view of the strategy process by allocating specific activities to each phase within the strategy 
process. The conceptual framework seeks to bring the different views together in a coherent 
approach for a sustainable strategy process. 
Activities  
The conceptual framework presents the ontological view of how the researcher observes strategy, 
and focuses on the activities that underlie the strategy process phases. With the purpose of 
validating the strategy process within a case study against the conceptual framework, a set of 
activities is described according to the phases during which these take place. These activities 
reflect the purpose of each phase. For example, in the phase of environmental scanning both the 
internal and external environment are investigated, and the strategic fit between the internal and 
external environment is reviewed. 
In the conceptual framework, the strategy process phases include a set of activities that are related 
to the process of formulating strategy. These activities involve defining what the organization 
seeks to achieve, while the phase of implementation contains activities related to executing the 
strategy. This is the more practical aspect, including the communication of strategy. The final 
phase is evaluation and control, which involves collecting the results of the strategy, conducting 
performance management and improving the strategy. These phases associated with deliberate 
strategy are considered to be macro activities. On the other hand, the concept of an emergent 
strategy depicted in the conceptual framework as strategy formation includes activities related to 
formulation and implementation such as reformulation, strategic change management, and 
applying corrective or preventive actions. These are considered micro activities within the 
organization, which drive the overall objectives forward through small strategically formatted 
steps. 
Research limitations 
This study is based on a literature review of the strategic management body of knowledge and is 
focused on the strategy process, its phases and activities. The outcome provides the reader with a 
conceptual framework of the strategy process, which details its phases and activities. Although, 
this conceptual framework is very rich in terms of the literature references used to justify its 
concepts, it does not consider any industrial implementation of the strategy process. The 
conceptual framework (figure 3) is based on the literature review, which may not reflect how 
organizations actually perform strategy. 

 



 

 

Figure 3: The conceptual framework of strategy process 
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• Strategic planning  

 

Strategy evaluation and control activities 

• Gathering Feedback 
• Revision and learning 
• Control of strategy and organization performance 
• Identify corrective action 
• Identify preventive action 

Environmental analysis activities 

• Analysis of external environment 
• Analysis of internal environment 
• Evaluate opportunities 
• Strategic fit Conceptual Framework 

of Strategy Process 

Phases Including Activity 

 

Strategy Formulation 

Strategy Implementation Strategy Evaluation 

Emergent strategy 

Environmental analysis 
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Conclusion 
This paper has presented an extensive literature review of strategic management with an in-depth 
focus on the strategic dimension, particularly how strategy is formed, as well as the other 
strategic dimensions in relation to the strategy process. The development of the strategy process 
was reviewed chronologically which demonstrated how the strategy process evolved and how the 
focus on strategic dimensions shifted over time. This research contributed in particular by 
dissecting the strategy process according to its phases which the process goes through allowing 
for identification of strategic activities. Development of a conceptual framework of the strategy 
process is a contribution to a gap in strategic management research by broking down the strategic 
dimensions to increase comprehension of each one.  
Future research 
Future research is outlined as incremental steps. The first is to evaluate and verify the conceptual 
framework of this article based on existing literature. To develop further the conceptual 
framework, other sources within the body of knowledge can improve understanding and add to 
value. Other literature sources can take a very distinct view on how the strategy process may 
unfold. The researchers should critically evaluate whether organizations follow the strategy 
process as presented in the conceptual framework. Further research should not be limited to 
evaluation of the theoretical concepts of the strategy process. 
Further research may evaluate the conceptual framework within different industry and sized 
organizations. Case studies enable researchers to establish the depth required to investigate what 
the organization does during the strategy process. During each of the stages of the strategy 
process, the activities that are performed may be observed, evaluate the conceptual framework 
presented in this study. 
Case studies may help to more clearly establish roles within the organization as well as how 
strategies are formed. The key here is to understand ‘how the organization deals with unplanned 
events’, ‘who performs which activities’ and ‘how does this become part of the wider strategy?’ 
Wider strategic implications are important as the current research is predominantly focused on 
the strategy process. Researchers may seek to develop the different strategic dimensions and tie 
back developments between dimensions. Progress made in process research may be considered 
in terms of the content and context of the strategy, by asking ‘how individual activities contribute 
towards the content of the strategy (strategic plan’) and ‘how are those activities appropriate 
within the context of internally and externally to the environment?’ 
Further research should look into the development of strategic management tools that support the 
strategy process as detailed in the conceptual framework. The current theory on which strategic 
management tools are based is considerably shallow, lacking fundamental theory. As this 
research seeks to develop an understanding of the strategy process and suggests further 
theorising in this area this could form the first steps towards improving existing and developing 
new strategic management tools. 
The development of strategic management tools would depend on how the research on a 
conceptual framework of the strategy process unfolds. The tools may support all stages of the 
strategy process, and involve multiple participants within the organization that are responsible 
for key activities. The key concepts outlined in the conceptual framework are crucial to the 
development of strategic tools. It is important that some form of consensus is attained within the 
strategy research community regarding the theoretical constructs of strategy. 
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