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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN

ATEGY AND PLANNING: A SURVEY
THE TOP GREEK COMPANIES

er studies the existing relationship between strategy and
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1. Introduction% !

The purpose of this paper is to critically examine the felationship between plan-
ning and strategy in the most successful Greek oompaniels. Many studies attempted
to cover this relationship previously, especially in USA and UK: Thune and House
(1970), Ansoff, Avner, Brandenburg, Portner, and Radosev1ch (1970), Herold
(1972), Rue and Fulmer (1973), Grinyer and Norburn ( 1974) Wood and LaForge
(1979), Robinson and Pearce (1983, 1988)), Rhyne (1987), Javidan (1987), Kukalis
(1988, 1989). However, no previous research has been reported on this field in
Greece. |

This research could provide very interesting 1n51ght to both academics and
practitioners: a)For academics, because they will e(l)ntnbute further to the
knowledge pool, by giving answers, from empirical evidence, to the theoretical
issues of the relationship between planning, strategy fotmation, and the long term
success of the company; b)For practitioners, because t_}}e empirical evidence will
help them to understand better the relationship between planning and strategy
formation, so as to think and act accordingly for their long term success and survival.

The paper is trying to give answers by analyzing the {’esults of a questionnaire
sent to the top 500 Greek companies, with annual returns well above the average
of the industry they belong: From the 500 companies that received this
questionnaire only 116 (23,20%) companies responded.

Itis found that although most of the top companies in Greece, are successful in
the long run, without the adoption of a LRSP department, they use one of the
already existing departments (mainly the so called “executives committee” and
the financial department) to assist the Board of Directors in their strategic decision
making process. These departments proceed, firstly, ito the strategic analysis
process, so as to provide senior management with adequate information to be
able to decide between strategic options. Then, evaluate these strategic options
with the construction of long term budgets, mainly 3 to; 5 years long and, finally,
proceed to the strategy implementation stage with the preparatlon of short term
budgets. |

Only a third of the top Greek companies have established an LRSP department.
However, most of these companies allow their LRSP departments to follow the
whole strategic management process: setting of goals and objectives, strategic
analysis, determination and evaluation of alternative strategic options, strategy
implementation. Of course, the final decision, for the adoption of specific future
strategies, is taken by the Board of Directors. The rest of these companies allow
their LRSP department to proceed only to strategic analysis and to the evaluation
of alternative strategic options through the use of long term budgets. Looking at
the companies that use an LRSP department, it can be seen that the small size
companies use their LRSP department as an “advisory body” to the Board of
Directors. In contrast, in the medium and large size companies, the LRSP
departments actually replace the Board of Directors, because they construct the
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whole long range strategic plan and the Board of Directors simply decide, officially,
for its adoption. Most of ur findings come in agreement with those of Tune and

House (1970), Ansoff, et z‘;l (1970), Rue and Fulmer (1973), and Rhyne (1987).
This paper is structur d as follows: Section two refers to the bibliography and

the empirical evidence copcermng the relationship between strategy and planning.

Section three describes the research method adopted. Sectlon four refers to the

characteristics of the com‘;‘iames examined and the analysis of the research results.

Finally, section five mcludes the research conclusions and the implications that

could be drawn from this | ‘research.

2. Background V |

For many years now th re is an ongoing discussion about the relationship be-
tween planning and strat‘egy Should strategy always be planned (Andrews:1987;
Ansoff:1965; Steiner: 1969 Naxakis: 1999), never be planned (Sawer:1983; Peters
and Waterman:1982; Qﬁlnn :1980 & 1995), sometimes be planned (Peters &
Waterman:1982; Peters & Austin:1988), or, should it be related to planning in
any other way? (Mintzb rg 1994). |

In the field of strateglc‘:“management three strategic styles have dominated the
last three decades: \‘
e A “planning style”( iuring the 1970’s), in which a predictable future is based

on analysis of the probable (see Ansoff, 1965).
® A “visionary style” durmg the 1980’s), in which an unpredictable future is
based on imaginatlch of the possible (see Hurst, Rush and White,1989).
® A “learning style”(durmg the 1990’s), in which an unpredictable future un-

folds and is encountered on the basis of understanding the actual (Quinn,

1980). U

Each of the above styles emerged as a development of a “rational” or
“interpretive” approach to strategic management:

The air of certainty and stability that prevailed during the 1960’s and early
1970’s gave rise to a prolif eration of analysis and planning tools. Most of the writers
were on the belief that ebonomles markets and customers behaved logically and
predictably. They treate‘d strategy as a puzzle, in which the “right answer’ could
be found through the z‘lpphcatlon of strategic tools. An emphas1s on formal
rationality permeated the early literature on strategic planmng and this is
demonstrated by Ansoff" s (1988: 172-173) elaborate ﬁfty-seven box model which
depicts strategy formatl‘ n as a deliberate, cerebral process, decomposed into a
series of logical steps to ‘b‘e followed in strict sequence. !

A number of cr1t1c1sms have been raised about the formal-rational model:
Johnson and Scholes (1997) concede that the intellectual exercise of strategic
planning may provide g “useful framework for strategic thinking”. Mintzberg
(1994) rejects this approclch by claiming that it is unrealistic since it fails to consider
competitive values, objectives and power bases. He concludes that the over-

| |
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dependence on analytical tools can lead to “paralysis by a!rlalysis” with organizations
unable to move without all the pieces of the puzzle in place. As the analysis
appeared to produce right answers, these plans oftex'1 become inflexible and
unchallengable.

The “interpretive” approach, on the other hand - constantly sensing and
reflecting on what was happening, drawing conclus101lls and lessons and then
experimenting with new ways of acting-was described by strategic management
thinker Henry Mintzberg as the “learning approach to, ,strategic management”.
Lindblom (1959) views strategic decision making as a m:uch more chaotic human
activity. He proposes the concept of “incrementalism”, or the “science of
muddling through”, to provide an alternative to conventional decision making
theory. In other words he equates, in his concept of “irllcrementalism”, the two
strategic styles of “visionary” and “learning” approaches:

“Strategic choice takes place by comparing optzons[ against each other and
considering which would give the best outcome and could ibe' possible to implement.
This process takes place in everyday world of managing, not through planning systems”.

Mintzberg (1994), argues that planners, instead of v'vorking in their old top-
down way, they have critical roles to play in support of hne managers. They should
challenge managerial thinking by posing the right questlons not by seeking the
right answers. He calls this sort of activity “strategic programming”, but says it
need not be formal. Instead, planners may need in some cases to act as what he
calls “strategy finders”. A degree of rationality and planmng is very essential for
an organization. 1

Quinn (1980) argues that all managers have a view of where they want the
organization to be in years to come, but try to move towards this position in an
evolutionary way: ; |

“Continual testing and gradual strategy lmplementatton, provide improved quality
of information (and learning) for decision making and enable the better sequencing
of the elements of major decisions. There is also a stimulation of managerial flexibility
and creativity, and, since change will be gradual, the possibility of creativity and
developing a commitment to change throughout the organization is increased”

In strategic decision making process we could dlstmgmsh two main activities:
The formation of business strategy (ies) and the formulatlon evaluation of all
alternative strategic options. i

Strategy formation is the creative, intuitive process of strategy creation, the
process of grasping the original idea of a new revolutlonary strategy:

“Successful business strategies result not from rigorous analyszs but from a particular
state of mind. In what I call the mind of a strategist, ms:gkt and a consequent drive
for achievement, often amounting to a sense of mission, ﬁAeI a thought process that is
basically creative and intuitive rather than rational” (K. Ohmae, 1982: introduction).

However, some writers (followers of the “Design” and “Planning” School of
strategic planning) believe exactly the opposite, that strategy formation (or better
strategy formulation) should be a controlled, conscious process of thought
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(Christensen, et al, 1982:/6, 94, 185, 543). Strategies should be Qeveloped neither
intuitively nor in emergem%ifashion; instead, they must be as “deliberate as possible”

(Andrews, 1980: 24). An‘drews also wrote of the need to change “intuitive skill”

into “conscious skill” (Cl;ristensen, et al, 1982: 105-106). |

Mintzberg (1994: 26 “ gives a slightly different interpret!ation to strategy
formation and strategy formulation:

“Deliberate strategy ( 1‘1at is, intended strategy that is fully r!ealised), relies on
this artificial separat(‘on (between strategy formulation and strategy

implementation), while enHlergent strategy does not. Indeed, in the case of emergent
strategy, the term formulation has to be replaced by formation, because here

strategies can form witha‘)ﬁlt being formulated”.

In other words, Mintzb erg agrees with Ohmae, that strateg'y formation is the

creative-intuitive decisio‘ﬁ making process that creates all these revolutionary
emergent strategies that ould grow anywhere and by anyone in the organisation.
In contrast, strategy formhulation is the planned decision making process, which
follows a predetermined ;”)attern for the development of the deliberate strategies.
Most of the times the onl@‘r responsible person for this process is the CEO and the
Planning department of the organisation.

Thus, if we accept the term strategy formation as given by Mintzberg and
Ohmae, that is a creative, intuitive, revolutionary, idea described in the form of a
vision that sets the broad outlines of a strategy, and if we accept the “visionary”

and “learning” approac esto strategy formation and plarming,I then we could say

that strategy formulation, is the process of analysing the strategy(ies), which came
as an original, intuitive, ihea or vision. This is because a strategy that comes out of

intuition, unless it is artic‘t“ﬂated and formalised (asina comput:er program), it can

be inconsistent, “apt to d‘rgiw the wrong conclusions” even though possibly “correct

in structure and assumptl%ns” (Forrester, 1975: 214). For certain kinds of complex
social problems, intuitiv‘ ' approaches are inclined to “address symptoms rather
than causes, and attemp‘t}fto operate through points in the syst:em that have little
leverage for change”. "l‘“‘ is may help in the short-run but {‘cause deepening
difficulties” after that, “so that suppressing one symptom only causes trouble to
burst forth at another poﬁ‘l‘?t”. Our social systems belong to the class called multiple-
loop non-linear feedbac systems. (Forrester, 1975: 227). Moreover, analysis, when
done correctly with the right kind of data, gives answers that are precisely correct.
Intuition, in contrast, wﬂén applied to problems with which it can deal, tents to be
only approximately corr‘ ”ct (Mintzberg, 1994: 327).

Typically, this analysis?consists of:(a) the attractiveness of the industry, (b) the

position of the busine s vis-a-vis its competitors (competitive position or
positioning) and (c) the sources of competitive advantage (core competencies
and capabilities). These three are the most important elements of the strategy
formulation process (Por er, 1980, 1985 and 1996; Hamel & Przllhalad, 1996; Collis
& Montgomery, 1995 and 1997; Barney, 1991 and 1997; and Haberberg & Ripley,

2001). Under those approaches of strategy formation and with a vision that sets

N
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the broad outlines of a strategy, any sudden changes of the external environment
may appear normal to, even welcomed, by those participating in the analytical
strategic formulation process (as described above) of the organisation.

Strategy valuation or evaluation (or the scrutlmzatlon of strategies, as
Mintzberg, 1994: 378) proposes, involves an estimation of the long term profitability
of all alternative strategic options that the previous analyslls of strategy formulation
produces. s

As Quinn found (1980: 202): - }

“Only after an opportunity was thoroughly 1nvest1gate and approved on a
conceptual level-using a few broad numbers-was it thoroughly analysed in financial
terms and put through a separate, more detailed proces’s for actual approval”.

Christensen, et al (1982: 95), include the strategy valuatlon process in the strategy
formulation process: “Formulation comes to an end with the delineation and choice
of a particular strategy”. They refer to the “choice” of ,al strategy and to strategy
formation as the process of “decision making”.

Finishing this bibliographical presentation, we could conclude that:

Successful management requires sound analysis for both formulating business
strategies and valuing strategies, before, during and aftt':r their implementation,
because a strategy that comes out of intuition, un]ess it is articulated and
formalized, it can be inconsistent, apt to draw the wrong conclusions even though
possibly correct in structure and assumptions. This is, where strategic planning
becomes of immense importance.

Nevertheless, both practitioners and academics agree that this topic is still a
very common and disturbing one. Common, because th1s relationship is still a
puzzle for many top executives in the Greek private sector (not so much in its
theoretical but in its practical context). Disturbing, because until now, no empirical
research evidence exist for the Greek companies, that cc_)uld give us an insight or
answers to the questions of whether: a) strategies should be planned (formally or
informally) and b) LRSP really drives the compames to higher long term
performance / profitability. |
\ 1
3. The method /

I

This research is based on a questionnaire, constructed for this purpose and mailed
to all CEOs of the top 500 Greek companies. The rankmg of ICAP Greek Con-
sulting company, which is based on the annual proﬁtablhty rate (ICAP:1994-1998),
was used for classifying the Greek companies and for 1(|ient1fymg the top 500 of
them.

All these top 500 companies remained on the list! from 1994 to 1998, with
some small shifts (upwards or downwards) in the ranki'nlg. They are the best and
most successful Greek companies with returns well above average of the industry
they belong to and come from the manufacturing, the con'structlon and the service
sectors.

I
182 ’



N. THERIOU, REVIEW OF ECONOMIC SCIENCES, Volume 1, No | (2001), 177-193

We have selected the s
that long term performa

ﬁlmple in this way, because we, as many others, believe
n‘c‘e should be the leading indicator for the success of any
business. And long term s‘ ccess comes mainly through the strategic management
process of formation, for‘glulation-evaluation and implement%tion of strategies
(Hamel and Prahalad, 1?96). Thus, strategic planning plays a major role in
contributing towards th ilong term success of a business. What it remains to
examine, first of all, is wh ti‘her strategic planning is exercised foanally or informally
and by whose responsibili‘ﬁy, and, secondly, how it is exercised. The present study
will attempt to answer thetirst two aspects, the “formality” and the “responsibility”
of the strategic decision making process.

The questionnaires wé re sent out in December 1999. A co
some explanations of the‘terms used and directions for the corr
the questionnaire was included. A pre-stamped envelope was al
questionnaire.

Many similar studies h
1970), whereas some otheT]
Grinyer and Norburn, 197

vering letter with
ect completion of
so included in the

ve used mailed questionnaires (e.g. Thune and House,
s have used interviews with “structured questions” (e.g.
'4). The questions used are similar to those of Grinyer

and Norburn (1974), espeé:ially those concerning the problem of “formality” and
“strategic decision takiﬂ‘é”. This study is considered to be a first attempt in
identifying whether Gree}lf leading companies plan their strategies formally and
who takes the responsibility of the whole strategic managemerft process.

I have selected the mailed questionnaire for the following reasons, which are
valid for Greek companiTs: ‘

®  One can receive ansn'ers quicker, if the response rate is su;fficient.
® Company people answer more freely to an anonymous quf:stionnaire.
®  Personal interviews, especially with CEOs, are very difficult to take place.

By the end of May 2000
response rate). Analyzing

116 completed questionnaires were feceived, (a23,2%

{

with the following charac

1) The sector (ma
belongs.

2) The industry tha

3) Thesize of the ¢

4) The size of the (‘:

All above variables co
“formality” and “respons
a lot upon the complex
customers, competitors,
(skilled people, manager
company (Hamel and Pr

By September 2000, a

s}uppliers) as well as upon the availability of resources

1
a;‘
‘\

o

"
i%:bility”, because the strategic planning process depends
ity of the sector and / or industry (:type of products,

n

he data, we compared each answer of the questionnaire
eristics (variables): }
| . . . |
ufacturing, construction, service) that each company

ompany according to “the total no. of employees”.

t each company belongs.

ompany according to “the total assets it owns”.

1d influence the two questions under examination, of

ment and capital, which mainly relate to the size of a

halad, 1996).
ther 25 completed questionnaires were returned but

0
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they were not included in the original data set. A thorough analysis of these 25
delayed questionnaires had shown that the answering i)attern was very similar to
that of the previous 116 companies. In other words, even if the analysis was
undertaken again with 141 questionnaires instead of only 116, the results would
be, if not identical, very similar indeed.

4. Analysis
4.1. The Sample

. N .
The companies that answered the questionnaire have the following
characteristics: ‘
(a) 35 companies (30,20%) are manufacturing comfmnies,
7 companies (6,0%) are construction companies, land
74 companies (63,80%) are service companies.
32 companies (32%) are small size, occupying between 1-50 employees,
between 51-250 employ-

(b)
38 companies (38%) are medium size, occupying
ees, and i

30 companies (30%) are large size, occupying more than 250 employees.

21 companies (21,40%) are small size companies w1th total assets equal to or

less than DRS 1,5 billions ($1=395 DRS), i
42 companies (42,90%) are medium size companie
DRS 1,5-8,5 billions, and |

35 companies (35,70%) are large size companies w
DRS 8,5 billions.
From the above analysis we could conclude that the sar

is very satisfactory because: |

It includes companies from all three sectors of the Greek economy and from

(©

s with total assets between

1th total assets more than

nple of the 116 companies

)
all industries. |
® It contains different size companies taking into consideration both criteria:

(a) total number of occupied employees and (b) total assets a company pos-
sesses. ‘

4.2. The existence of an LRSP department

The existence of an LRSP department could be taken
company acknowledges the seriousness of the strategic

as an indication that the
planning process and at-

tempts a formal and well organized effort towards the planning and controlling of

its operations for achieving their long term goals and

i
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companies, 30 (25,9%) h
have not.

In contrast, the indust
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The economic sector (rL
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the existence or not of LR
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e established such a department, and the rest 86 (74,1%)
anufacturing, construction or service) does not influence
SP department.
ry, that each company belongs, seems to influence the

existence of LRSP department (sig. x2 =.04):
|
Table 1: How the type of industry influences the existence of an
LRSP department |
Total no. of Exis‘tence of an LRSP
Industry com an;es department No. of
P c;ompanies (%)

I
1. Food, Alcohol and Tobaccjo. 13 1(7,7%)
2.Manufacturing of Metal products, machinery 5 4 (80%)
and electric equipment and appliances.
3. Services 74 18 (24,3%)
3.1. Transport and Communications 2 1 (50%)

1 each industry is,

This difference of the exi
probably, due to the fact
of Transport and Commu
international level, where
rapid technological chan

Concerning the influen
LRSP department, we no

a)

In the first insta
company owns
the adoption rat
companies 0nl3(
ment, in mediu
outof 34 comp‘ |
companies).

The results are|s
total number

0
Concluding, we coulcf
already established an L
size of the companies, al
their external environme
Now, concerning the
we notice the following:

b)

]
n
f

istence of an LRSP department withir

ges
nce that the size of a company has on Tthe adoption of an

that in the first and third industry (w1th the exception
inications) competition is more severe in an
the external environment is more unstdble due to

‘trce the following:

nce, where the size is determined by the total assets a
we see that the bigger the size of a company, the greater
e of an LRSP department is (sig. xz-— .045): In small size
the 14,3% (3 out of 18 companies) have such a depart-

m size companies the adoption rate 1ﬁcreases to 19% (8

nies), and in large companies reaches 40% (14 out of 21

|
« s . . | .
imilar when the size of a company, as determined by the
the occupied employees, is examined.

\
say that the 26% of the top 500 Greek companies have
RSP department. This adoption rateimcreases with the
d with the increasing uncertainty and / or complexity of
nt.

ormality and responsibilities of the LRSP departments
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From the answers we conclude that the majority of the Greek companies that
have established an LRSP department follow a formalisit'rategic planning process
in which the strategy formation and even the long term goals and objectives are
part of this planning process. Of course, as we shall see clearcr further down, the
final decision of alternative strategies and long term ob]ectlves comes from the
Board of Directors. However, they do not participate in the whole strategic decision
making process but rather, simply, ratify the proposals of the LRSP department.

Interesting results are given when the same question'is analyzed in relation to
the size of the company, both, in terms of the total assets a company owns and the
total number of the occupied employees. It seems very clear that the size of a
company influences the duties of the LRSP departments:

There is a close relationship between size and

® whether the LRSP department develops formall)gl the whole LRS Plan, in-
cluding the strategic options (sig. x>=.018).

®  whether the LRSP department completes the strat egic analysis process (sig.
x*=.010).

® whether the LRSP department proposes alternatlve strategic options (sig.
x2=.006).

e whether the LRSP department prepares strategu budgets 3-5 years (sig.
x2=.036).
Analytically we present the results in the following table 2:

Table 2: Relationship between the size of a company and the major duties

of the LRSP department '
AA Most important duties of the LRSP Slzel f the company
department: |
Small | Medium Large
1.|To develop formally the whole LRS Plan. - ' - 78,60%
2| To assist and advice the BOD or the CEO i
to the development of LRS Plan. - ! 87,50% -
3.|To complete the strategic analysis 66,70% | 87,50% 92,90%
4| To propose alternative strategic options. - ; - 71,40%
5. To prepare strategic budgets (3-5 years). 66,70% O 75% 87,50%
6.|To assist and advice the BOD or the CEO .
to the development and determination of 66,70% | _ _
ling term objectives. :

The sector and industry do not influence the duties of the LRSP departments.
As a conclusion it can be seen that 70% of the Gfeek companies that have
established an LRSP department follow the formal planning view of the strategic
management process. In the small and medium size |companies their LRSP

186
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as an advisory body to the Board of Dlrectors and the
°s are the strategic analysis process and the preparation
ets. Conversely, in the large size companies, their LRSP
l‘ly, substituting the Board of Directdrs and the CEO,
r duties, besides the strategic analy31s process and the
strategic budgets, is the development of alternative
e simply confirmed by the Board of Directors and the

V" —D ()]

¢

4.3. The non-existence of a

Now concerning the Gre
we notice the following: ‘
From the 86 companies ﬁ
still planning formally th
the existing departments
not answer these questio

f

® 42 companies out o

CEO as the chairma;
companies use only

ek top compani

c
0
1

t
body that consists o‘fl(

an LRSP department

es, that do not have LRSP departments,

hat do not have an LRSP dcpartmen|t 82 (95,3%) are
‘1r long term strategic decisions, usmg one or more of
r another “official body”. Only four (4) companies did
s. Analytically, it was found that: |

he 82 use the “executives’ committee” (EC)- an official
111 the managers of the company’s head office, with the
of this committee. From those 42 companies, 30 (71,4%)

he EC for their formal LRSP proces's 9 (21,4%) com-

panies use both, the EC and the Financial department, and finally, 3 (7,1%)

B

35 companies, out og

mal LRSP process : 1t

companies use the

panies use the FD an
h and, finally, 9 (25,7%) companies use the FD and the

and Market Researc
EC together.

16 companies, finally,
search departments
use above mentione
EC and, only 6 comp
mal LRSP process.

In summary we could

® 30 (36,6%) companic

® 15(18,3%) compan

®  6(7,3%) companies
ments for their form

e  9(11%) companies|t
ess, and

[ ]

22 (26,8%) compani

S

al LRSP process.

p with the Sales department.

|
ithe 82 use the Financial department (FD)for their for-

1‘3 (42,8%) companies use only the FD 11 (31,4%) com-
hd the three related departments 0f| Sales, Marketing

use mainly, their Sales, Marketlng and Market Re-

t‘ogether for their formal LRSP process : 10 companies

d three departments in cooperation with the FD or the

anies use these three departments, al;one, for their for-

s use only the EC for their formal LRSP process.

ay that from the 82 companies:

es use only the FD for their formal LRSP process.

hse only the Sales/Marketmg/Market' Research depart-

ise only the EC and the FD for their formal LRSP proc-

=5 use the EC or the FD in cooperation with the Sales/
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Marketing/Market Research departments.

Consequently, to conclude, the majority of the top G'reek companies (76 out of
82, 92,7%), that do not use LRSP departments, use, malnly, their EC and the FD
for their LRSP process, whereas the three departments of Sales/Marketing/Market
Research are used mainly as auxiliary departments to the ECor FD for the LRSP
process. |

The “sector” and the “size” characteristics do not influence the above
mentioned results. It seems that small size companlpf use mostly their FD (8
companies out of 17), and medium and large firms use, mostly, their EC (16 out
of 31 companies and 10 out of 21 companies, respectively).

The answers to these questions seem quite reasonablé for the following reasons:

¢ Eventhe “large” companies in Greece, except the state owned or public wel-
fare monopolies, are relatively small in relation to “large companies or cor-
porations of Europe, USA, or Japan. Moreover, the large Greek companies
arc mainly domestic companies, not very much d1yers1f1ed and they are not
international or multinational companies. Most of them are still “family”
companies, which are not “public” companies, members of the Greek Stock
Exchange. This is the main reason for their 31mple, organizational structure.

® Traditionally, all Greek companies, irrespective of size, were giving much
attention to the best organization of their Financial!departments (FD), which
were responsible, among other duties, for the planﬁing and controlling func-
tions of their companies, especially in the short run (construction of short
run annual budgets). Probably, this is due to the fact that Business Adminis-
tration is relatively new science to the Greek educational system, whereas
accounting a very old one. : |

®  Finally, when professional managers started to tak:e managerial posts in the
Greek companies, then, most of these companie%, especially the “family”
type, created the so called “Committee of Functional managers” or “execu-
tives’ committee”: an advisory body, at the beginning, for the Board of Di-
rectors, which included the managers from all the njain functions of the com-
pany and the CEO as the chairman of this committee.

{
Concerning the responsibilities of these “official bodies” we notice the following:

® All companies that, mainly, use their EC in the tormal LRSP process, are
convinced that it is capable for completing, the strateglc decision making
process, from the setting of goals and objectives to the formation of alterna-
tive strategies (sig. x*=.001). The Board of Directors simply ratifies their
proposals and the FD takes the responsibility of evaluating those strategic
options and then prepare the long term budgets (mainly 3-5 years).

® All companies that, mainly, use their FD department in the formal LRSP
process, are using it only as an advisory body, with the responsibility of pre-
paring the strategic analysis (sig. ¥?=.001), assisting the Board of Directors
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on making process (sig. x*=.001), and, finally, evaluat-
natives, decided by the Board of Direc‘tors, and prepar-

Very few companies use their Marketing/Sales/Market Research departments

for their LRSP process, and those who use them are only for advice and

preparation of the st
Very few top Greek

l%tegic analysis.
ﬂ‘lompanies use independent Management Consulting

firms for assisting or advising them in their strategic decision making process

(6 out of 82 or 7,3207?.
Finally, from the 116

of Directors (BOD) d

‘jesponded companies, 65 (56%) replied that the Board
cides about the company’s future strategies, 55 (47,4%)

pointed that the Mana‘fging Director (CEO) is the one who d;ecides ,22(19%)
stated the Chairman gf the BOD, and only 6 (5%) said the ‘executives’ com-

mittee” were responsible for this sort of decision.

gerial Implications

lier lead us to the following conclusions :

There is a very strong relationship between strategic decision making proc-
ess and planning: Stﬁategy formation, officially, is the responsibility of the

Board of Directors (1? OD) and the CEO. They decide about the future strat-
egies of their companies. Nevertheless, there is almost always an official de-

partment. The LRSHI? the “executives’ committee”, and the “financial de-

partment” are the

»st often used departments, which u}ndertake the re-

sponsibility of advising and assisting the BOD and / or the CEO in three

areas: (a) They prepg‘re the strategic analysis and, thus, provide the neces-

sary input for the st{‘ategy formation process. (b) They pjrepare the long-

range strategic budge“s (plans) for the next three to five years (preparation

for the strategy implementation), and (c) They advice, sometimes, about the
goals and objectives %s well as about future alternative strategic options.
However, in reality, from the 112 companies that follow the formal LRSP
process, 21 compani‘e}is use their LRSP department and 4‘2 companies use
their “executives’ corﬂmittee” (a total of 63 companies or ‘56,25%), to com-
plete the whole LRSﬁ process, including the strategy formation. The BOD
simply ratifies their pﬁoposals. From these 63 companies 3}3 are “large”, 20
are “medium” and only 10 are “small” companies. However, for Greek com-
panies this is not COIlthidCer as a bad result since in the majority of them
BOD consists of mem‘bers that are not real managers, most of the times are
people with prestige or the ability to influence the government, or, simply,

members of the same Ufamily that owns the company. Furthermore, we could
say that this phenome‘non is an advantage of the Greek fi:rms. This is true,
because the “executive committee”, usually, consists of senior and, some-
|
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times, middle managers, all responsible for the impleinentation of the adopted
strategy. These managers are considered by RBV theory as “critical manag-
ers of competencies, and factor mobility, in an orgamzatron” (King and Zeith-
aml, 2001: 90). !

2. Only very few of the top Greek companies are very successful without the
use of a formal LRSP process. They do not use ahy department or official
body, which is responsible for the LRSP process. However the vast majority
of the top Greek companies are very successful and follow the formal LRSP
process. From this, we may come to conclusion that LRSP do pays back for
the top Greek companies that adopt this kind of process that is the formal
LRSP process. 1 !

3. It is surprising that within the context of market globahzatxon intensifying
competition, and rapid technology advances, very few top Greek firms resort
to experts and consultants. Under these circumstances the future of these
companies seem quite uncertain. Hamel and Prah'alad (1996: 84) wrote:

“We meet few senior management teams who seem to be fully conscious of their
responsibility to develop industry foresight: who understand that, unless they first
win today’s battle for intellectual leadership, they thl be unlikely to win tomor-
row’s battle for market leadership”. H

. i .
The implications that could come out of this research may be summarized as
follows:

1. LRSPisvery useful and necessary to all companies, irrespective of their size,
sector and industry they belong to, especially to cOhntries like Greece, where
the majority of the companies are relatively small, more or less in the form of
SBUs rather than big diversified corporations or| international companies
and, rather “naive” to the phenomenon of global, competltlon and the inter-
nationalization of all markets. 3

2. LRSP, in most companies, covers a period betweeh three to five years due to
the increased uncertainty of the external enviromﬁent

3. Strategy and Planning are two different but 1nterrelated processes. Compa-
nies need formal planning as a mean to the end, that is, to assist top manage-
ment in their strategic decision making process, through the strategic analy-
sis process, and their effort to implement the future strategies that have been
decided by them, through the construction of the long range budgets and the
allocation of the companies’ resources.

4. Strategic decision making process is a separate process, but it is proved to be
successful alone, without the use of the formal LRSP process, only to very
few top Greek companies. On the other hand, iI:l most of the companies,
where strategy and planning are interrelated, as described above, long term
success is given. That means that formal LRSP dpes pay to the companies
that adopt it. However, to establish this, it would‘be necessary to determine
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