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PERCEPTIONS ON STRATEGY IN GENERAL AND STRATEGIC
MANAGEMENT:

A SURVEY ON COMMON STRATEGIC PERCEPTION AMONG MEDN-
HIGH LEVEL MANAGERS IN TURKEY

Abstract

The usage of the notion of strategy, defined aswhgs to be followed for the
military units and the countries to reach speciftggzhls has a history that can be
traced back 2500 years. The theory of strategypsocess of development for the
last 170 years related to fields of wars, inteoral relations and state
administration. During this development phase, ititerrelation between politics
and strategy, both in theoretical and practical @iosy has been a subject of debate.

The strategic management of corporations has retreilimelight of academic and
managerial circles as an area of scientific manageror the last 50 years. Many
important works have been related to multinatiarad large-scale corporations both

in theoretical and practical areas.

However, it is observed that those works, carrietio the two different areas have
been quite feeble, in the context of comparisonth@m and searching for the

relationships between them.

The behaviour of human beings and societies arpeshander the influence of
various concrete and abstract factors. There oot that culture, conceptions and

perceptions have a special position among the meméoned abstract factors.

When the subject is approached from this aspecgntbe considered that the level
of strategic culture-strategic management relat@on the level of a common
strategic perception that the managers of diffecgganizations in a country have a

special place in the determination of nationalt@@t and organizational priorities



and the formation of policies to be applied. Thiesels can be defined as “strategic
culture and perception capacity” or “total stratethiinking quality”.

Therefore, the behaviour of medium-high level managf various organizations in
a country has a specific importance. These pefmpie the basis for the strategic
decisions of upper level managers with their id@ag propositions while they also
produce goods and services in their specific ardass natural that the cultures,
understanding and perceptions of medium-high levahagers of organizations of
various sectors can have differences both in sa&ctand organizational fields.
However, it should also be specified at what atkase differences are accumulated
and at what levels they are.

The purpose of this study is the determination iffexent and common areas of
strategic perceptions of medium-high level manadkas have contributions and

effects in the strategic decision making processifeérent sectors.

The factors that determine the differences in atjiatperception are specified by a
literature survey covering the areas “historicatkggound and development of
strategic thought”, “the dimensions of strategyniramilitary point of view and
principles of war”, “strategy and strategic managatin business world” and
“methodological strategic foresight”.

Although the targeted area of this subject covexsda area, the target population of
this study is confined to three representative gsotor the sake of brevity and
specification. These three groups are “civiliarreawcratic managers”, “military

bureaucratic managers” and “business sector masiager

In order to clarity the views and perceptions afsth groups, this study has used a
descriptive method and applied the “purposive sargptechnique. Interviews have
been carried out on the sampled groups under thdirigs of “strategic culture and
understanding in general”, “relations between sgwtin general and strategic
management” and “level of the awareness of thelenob on strategic perception”

and the results have been evaluated accordingly.



GENEL STRATEJ VE STRATEJK YONETIM ALGILAMALARI:

TURKIYE'DEKI ORTA-UST DUZEY YONETCILERIN ORTAK STRATEJ
ALGILAMALARI UZER INE BIR ARASTIRMA

Ozet

Strateji kavraminin, askeri birliklerin ve Ulkeleryonetimi ve hedeflerine ulaalari
kapsaminda kullaniimaya anmasi yaklgk 2500 yil 6éncesine gitmektedir. Teori
olarak ise strateji, savlar, dg iliskiler devlet yonetimi alanlarinda 170 vyildir
gelisimini surdurmektedir. Bu galim siresi igcinde politika ve strateji arasindaki
ili skiler teorik ve pratik alandaki tagtnalarin konusu olagelstir.

Isletmelerin Stratejik Yonetimi kavrami ise son 50dy1 yonetim alaninin bilimsel
bir konusu olarak dinya akademik veleime cevrelerinin gindeminisgal
etmektedir. Bu kapsamda, ¢ok uluslu ve buyuk olggldtmelerin yonetimine igkin
olarak teorik ve pratik alanda 6nemli gatalar yapilmgtir.

Ancak, devlet kurumlari ve 6zedlétmeler gibi iki farkh alanin amaclarina yonelik
olarak surdurulen bu camalarin birbiri ile kagilastirilmasi ve aralarindaki g

ortaya ¢ikarilmasi konusundaki gayretlerin oldukggf kaldgi gozlenmektedir.

Insanlarin ve toplumlarin davralar somut ve soyut sgli faktorlerin etkisi altinda
sekillenmektedir. Soyut faktorler arasinda kultin)agis ve algilamalarin 6zel bir

yer isgal ettgi kuskusuzdur.

Konuya bu acilardan yalkdédiginda, bir tlkenin farkl kurumlarindaki yoneticiler
sahip olduklar stratejik kdlttr - stratejik yomati iliskisi ve Ortak strateji
algilamasinin diizeyinin, ulusal, sektorel ve kurandmceliklerin belirlenmesinde ve
uygulanacak politikalarin ofturulmasinda 6énemli roli olgu disundlebilir. Bu
durum, bir ulkenin “stratejik kultir ve algilama pasitesi” veya “toplam stratejik
distince kalitesi” olarak da adlandirilabilir.



Dolayisiyla, tlkenin g¢gtli kurumlarindaki orta-Ust dizey yoneticilerin unu 6zel
bir bnem arz etmektedir. Bunlar bir taraftan kemdianlarinda mal ve hizmet
aretimlerini strddrtrken, der taraftan da gsalirdikleri fikir ve dnerilerle Ust dizey
yoneticilerin alacaklari stratejik kararlara altpyalusturmaktadir. Cgtli sektorlere
mensup Orta-Ust duzey yoneticilerin kiltir ve agélarinin da sektorel ve
kurumsal bazda bazi farkhliklarin olmasigdédir. Ancak, s6z konusu kiltur ve
algilama farkliliklarinin derecesi ve hangi alad&aryg@unlastiginin belirlenmesi

onem arz etmektedir.

Bu calsma, farkli sektorlerde stratejik kararlarin alinmag katkilari/etkileri olan
Orta-Ust duzey yoneticilerin strateji algilamalkarasindaki farkli ve Ortak yonlerinin

belirlenmesini amaclamaktadir.

Strateji algilamasini belirleyen faktorler; “Tardhisaltyap! ve stratejik diincenin
evrimi’, “askeri acidan stratejinin boyutlari vearp prensipleri’, “is dinyasi
acisindan strateji ve stratejik yonetim” ve “Yontghstratejik 6ngori” konularinda

yapilan literatlr cagmasindan c¢ikarilntir.

Arastirmanin hedef kitlesi cok genbir alani kapsamakla beraber, bu alani bir élctide
daraltmak ve belirginkgirebilmek icin hedef kitle ¢ grup altinda incemeigtir.
Bunlar; “sivil burokrat yoneticiler”, “asker buro&tr yoneticiler” ve $irket

yoneticileri” dir.

Bu gruplarin gor§l ve algilamalarini ortaya c¢ikarmak icin girama yodntemi
belirlenmi ve “amacl 6rnekleme” uygulangtir. Ornek kiitle Gizerinde; “Genel
strateji kulturi/anlay ve algilamasi”, “Genel stratejisletmelerin stratejik yonetimi
iliskisi” ve “Strateji algilamasi konusundaki soruntarfiarkindalik dizeyi” ana

basliklari altinda gorémeler yapilnmg ve sonuclar deerlendirilmistir.



Acknowledgements

There are many people who encouraged me and catattibo my studies during my
doctoral work. First of all, | thank Prof. Dr. TakBereli, my thesis supervisor for
his valuable support. Having the opportunity to kvarith him over the years was
intellectually rewarding and fulfilling. | also thk the members of my dissertation
committee, Prof. Dr. Hacer Ansal, Dog. Dr. Emramgle, Prof. Dr. Yaman Oztek,

Prof. Dr. M. Hakki Cain for their insightful suggestions and expertise.

War Colleges Command and Strategic Reseach Irspialvided me with excellent
opportunities for conducting the survey. Many treake due to both institutions and
their distinguished staff. | also thank Adnan Mgnitxecutive Vice President of
Garanti Bank, and M. Erbil Ozkaya, General Coorttinaf YA-SA Yalgin Sabanci
Shipping Industry as well as brilliant executivesl anedium-high-level staff of other
private sector institutions (Mannessman-Borusan,celk, Dogus, GSK
Glaxosmithkline Medicinds, ING).

Distinguished professors of Piri Reis Universitgdior Prof. Dr. Osman Kamil §a
and Dean of Maritime Faculty Prof. Dr. Sileyman &akak encouraged me during
this work. Prof. Dr. Deniz Unsalan discussed armbfirread some of the paragraphs.
Prof. Dr. Mahmut Celal Barla advised and directeel om the statistical research
issues. Captain lan Shea from TUDEV Training Centrade the final contribution

as a native proof- reader. | thank them all.

Vi



To Zehra, my inspiration.

Vil



Table of Contents

ADSITACT oo et e e e e e e e e e e e aaaaa s ii
(@ 2= TR iv
ACKNOWIEAGEMENTS.....ceeieeeiiieieiee e e ee e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeaeesasnnnnnssnnnnnns Vi
Table Of CONLENES .......ueeiiiii e e e e e eeeeeee Viii
LISt Of TADIES ...ttt e e e Xii
LISt OFf FIQUIES ... et Xiv
List Of ADDIEVIALIONS ......ovviiiiiiiiieiei e XVi
Chapter 1 INtrOUCTION..........ueiieee e e s 1
1.1 Significance of the Study ...........cooov i 3.
1.2 Objectives of the ReSearCh..........coo e 4 4.
1.3 Contribution of the ReSearch ... 4
1.4 Outline of the DISSertation ..............ceceeeeeeiiinnnne e 6.
Chapter 2 Evolution of Strategic Thought and Histofcal Background............... 8
P20 R [ 1 {0 To U Tod 1 To] o PSRRI 8
2.2 Origin of the Terminology and Early Applicat®n.............cc..cevvvvvennnnn. 9
2.3 Background of the Theory or Pre-Theory Period...............cccceeeeiennnn. 10
2.3.1Sun Tzu and “The Art of War” ..o 11
2.3.2 Thucydides and Peloponnesian War ........cceeeeeeiiiiviiiiiiiiiinnnnnnnn. 13
2.3.3 Chanakya and Arthashastra...........ccccceeeeeeeeiiirieieeeccee e 13
2.3.4 Leo VI the Wise and the Imperial Laws ..cccceeeeiieeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnes 13
2.3.5 Nizam al-Mulk and Siyasatnama .........ccccceeuviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee, 14
2.3.6 Ibn Khaldoun and Mugaddimah...........cceeeeiiiiiiii 15
2.3.7 Niccolo Machiavelli, the New “Art of War”, &1*Prince”, and the
DISCOUISES ... it e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeeasebnnn s 17
2.3.8 Miyamoto Musashi and The “Book of Five Rings..................... 19
2.3.9 Comte de Guibert; “Tactics in General” o@EgQY ..........cceeeeeeennee. 19
2.3.10 Napoleon Bonaparte, a Rich Resource foowells..................... 19
Chapter 3 Strategy from Military Point of View and Principles of War............ 22
G 700 R 11 (o T [FTox 1o ISP 22

viii



3.2 Master of Strategic Thought: Carl von Clausewit................cccceveennes 22

3.3 Military Followers of ClaUSEWILZ...........ceeeeeeneniiiiieaieeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiiiiinens 24
3.3.1 Baron de Jomini and “Summary of the Art ofr¥ARxinciples of
Y (= 10T ) VAP P T PP PRI 25
3.3.2 Mahan and “Influence of Sea Power upon Hystar..................... 25
3.3.3 Sir Basil Henry Liddell Hart and “Indirect Aach”..................... 26
3.4 Clausewitz in Contemporary BUSINESS.....cccoeeeeevvvvveveeiiiiiiiieeeee e 27
3.5 Principles of War and Dimensions of Strategy...........ccceuvvvvvveiiinnnnnn. 28
3.5.1 Principles of War as the Inspiration of Bbtititary Strategy and
Strategic Management for Business.. 24
3.5.2 Prescriptive Principles of War and Natlonah‘s(tlons ................... 30
3.5.3 British Principles of War.........ccciiiii e 30
3.5.4 United States Principles of War ..., 32
3.5.5 Principles of War in the Soviet Union and §tas..............c........... 35
3.5.6 Comparison for the Principles of War amonm&d.eading Nations
.......................................................................................................... 37
3.5.7 Further Debates on the Principles of Warl.......cccccvvvvcciiinnn... 39
3.6 Basic Elements and Dimensions of Strategy.............cceevvvvvvvenninnnnnn. 43
3.6.1 Hierarchical Dimensions of Strategy ... cerrrrrrnnnneneeeeeenenennn 43
3.6.2 Notions for Upper / Lower Levels of Strategy ............................ 45
3.6.3 Non- Hierarchical Dimensions of Strategy......ccccccceeeeeeeeeee... 50
3.6.4 The Role of Culture as a Dimension of Stryateg ......................... 53
3.6.5 The Role and Importance of “Corporate or @zgtional Culture’55
3.6.6 Other Discussions on the Dimension of Strat€glture................ 58
Chapter 4 Strategy from Business point of View antrategic Management... 61
4.1 Introduction: From “The Art of War” to “Sciefit Management”........ 61
4.1.1 Max Weber and Organizational ANalySiS ....cccc..ovvvviiviniiiinnnennn. 61
4.1.2 Frederick W. Taylor and Scientific Management....................... 63
4.2 From “Scientific Management “to Strategic Maa@agnt....................... 64
4.2.1 Historical Development of Strategic Managemmen..................... 65
4.2.2 Other Masters of Strategic Management............cccoeeeeevevvivnnnnnns 68
4.3 Main Elements of Strategic Management.. .o ....oooeeeeevvvvvvneneeennn. 11
4.3.1 Definitions of Strategy and Strategic Managem........................ 71
4.3.2 Strategic FOrmulation.............ooovvvieiiiiiiiiicee e 73
4.3.3 Strategy Implementation ...............coceoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiii 74
4.3.4 Strategy Evaluation ............coooiiiiieemmen 75
4.3.5 The Strategy Hierarchy in “Strategic Manageinier Business”.... 77
4.4 SWOT ANGIYSIS ..ot s e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeenann i as 30
4.5 Emergence of Methodological Strategic Foresight........................... 82
A.5.1 INtrOAUCTION ...t e e e 382
4.5.2 Relations between Strategic Management anate§ic Foresight.. 83
4.5.3 Foresight MethOdOIOQIES. ..........uuum e 84
4.5.4 Charles W. Taylor and “The Cone of Plaugigili......................... 84



4.5.5 Richard A. Slaughter and Australian Foresigstitute .................. 85
4.5.6 Joseph Voros, “From Future Cone” to “StratBgyelopment

PrOCESS ... 87
Chapter 5 Further Reflections on the Literature Suvey and Determinants for
the Field RESEAICN ........oooii e 92
5.1 BrEf REVIEW ...ttt e e e 92
5.2 Brief Reflections on the Inference and Commitynaf Some Key
Elements Of Strat@gy ........coiiiiii e e e e e e eennne ) 94
5.2.1 FULUIe PerspeCliVe .......coooiiiiiiiiiee e 59
5.2.2 Component of “Adversary” in Military Strategyg. Component of
“Competition” in BUSINESS Strategy...........cemmmeervmuniirieeeeeeeeaeeeeeeeeeeeeennns 95
5.2.3 Road-map, as a non-hierarchical elementrategjy ...................... 97
5.3 CONCISE EXIraCtioNS.........ccooiiiiiiiiiceeeem i 99
Chapter 6 Research Methodology .............uviimeieiiiiieieeeeee e 100
6.1 Problem Definition and the Background of thes&sech Question ...... 100
6.2 Purpose of the Research..........ccooovvveeceiiiii e, 310
6.3 Definition of Target Population ...........cccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin 103
6.4 Research Questions and Determining ResearclelMod................... 104
6.4.1 Main Topics of the Research QuUestion . .....cccceeveevvvrvrnnnnn... 104
6.4.2 Initial Research Model ... 106
6.5 Determining the Research Method.........ccceeeeiiiiiiiiis 107
6.5.1 Variables of the Research under the Headihtige Tentative
FACTOIS .. e 108
6.5.2 RAtiNG SCAIE .....cooei i eeeeem e 109
6.6 SAMPIING ..o e 109
6.6.1 Sample DeSCIIPLION ......uuueiiiiee e e e e e e e e eee 110
6.6.2 Descriptions of the Respondents and Demografariables....... 113
Chapter 7 Statistical Analysis of the Data ......cccccoovveeiiiiiiiiiiiii e 151
7.1 Data Analysis Method.............ccoovriieiiiec e 511
7.1.1 FACtOr ANAIYSIS....coii i 151
7.1.2 KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Balsldtest of
Sphericity and Reliability AnalySiS..........ooooe i 116
7.2 Results of the General Reliability and Factoplsis ......................... 117
7.2.1 Final Research Model ...........ooo oo, 123
7.2.2 Analysis of the Factors Acoording to FinakBarch Model ......... 124
7.3 Research Questions and HYpOthesSIS .....ccceeeeeeriiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee, 128
Chapter 8 Findings of the Research Based on the $gical Analysis............. 133
8.1 The Comparison of the Means ............ccccrvivevriiiiiciiicee e, 133
8.2 Testing Of HYPOthESES.......ovvviiiiii e e 33L
8.3 Analysis Of the Core CONCEPL: ........... s e eeeeeeeeeeeeereeeeiirinaee s 139



8.4 Considerations on the Open-Ended Questions..............ccccevvvvvnnnes 143

8.5 Summary of the Responses Given to Open EndedtQos ............... 143
Chapter 9 Conclusions and EvaluationS ..........ceeeeevivvivieeiiiiiiiiiiiiinseeeeeeeeeeeeeee 149
9.1 Discussion of FINAINGS.........cceuviiiiiiiieneeieeeeecceeeiiiiinnne e A9
9.2 Limitations of the ReSearch ...........oo e, 154
9.3 Conclusion and Suggestions for Further Studies...........ccccccooeeee. 155
=] (=] (= o > 157
APPENAIX A SUIVEY ...ttt eeee ettt a s s e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeseasssnnnnnsseees 162
Appendix B Responses Given to Open Ended Questians............ccceevevvvvnnnes 167
Curriculum Vitae of the Candidate...............oeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 206

Xi



List of Tables

Table 2.1 A Comparison between the Art of War dredArt of Marketing ............ 12

Table 3.1 A Comparison for the Principles of Wamoagnthe Some Leading Nations

.......................................................................................................................... 38
Table 3.2 “Strategic” Principles versus TraditioRainciples of War...................... 40
Table 3.3 The Principles of War for the Informati®ge.............cccooeeveiiiiiiiiiiiiinennnn. 42
Table 3.4 The Seventeen DIMensions Of Strat€gy mmmm . .ceeeeeeerieeeeerriiiiiiiineeeenn 53
Table 3.5 Culture — Change Trends ...........oummmceeeeiirieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeninne———— 60
Table 4.1 Major Types and Subtypes of Corporatat&gies ...............cccevvvieeeerennns 80

Table 4.2 SWOT Analysis-What to Look for in Siziag a Company’s Strengths,

Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats .....ccececeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeiiiiiinnee e 381
Table 6.1 Distribution of the Respondents Accordm@heir Sectors.................. 113
Table 6.2 Distribution of the Respondents accordingheir Education Level..... 114

Table 6.3 Distribution of the Respondents accordngheir Working Years....... 114

Table 7.1 General Reliability StatiStiCs.....ccccceiiiiiiiiiiii e, 117
Table 7.2 Item-Total Statistics (Reliability St#ts if tem Deleted).................... 118
Table 7.3 General Reliability Statistics (Repeat)........cceeeeveeerieeeeeriiiiierninnnns 119

Table 7.4 Item-Total Statistics (Reliability Stéts if Item Deleted-Repeat) ....... 120

Table 7.5 KMO and Bartlett's TeSt .. ..o eaees 121

Xii



Table 7.6 Structure of the Factor - Rotated CompbNRLriX .............evveiiiieenennnn. 122

Table 7.7 The Reliability of “Understanding of S&@gy and Perceptions on Strategy

in General and StrategiC Management” ... oevveeeeeiiiiiiiiiniee e eeeaeeeeen 124

Table 7.8 Results of the “if tem Deleted” Anali$is the Dimension of
“Understanding of Strategy and Perceptions on &jsain General and Strategic
MaANAGEMENT ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ne e eeaas 125

Table 7.9 The Reliability of “Awarenesses of theli*ems on the Common Strategic

= (o =T o] 1o 1 PSP 126

Table 7.10 Results of the “if tem Deleted” Anaisor the Dimension of
“Awarenesses of the Problems on the Common Staisgjiception”................... 127

Table 8.1 The Means of Lower Dimensions of the &oélStrategic Perception .. 133

Table 8.2 The Differentiation of the Two Dimensiaris'Strategic Perception”

Depending on Professional SECLOrS..........ccco i 134
Table 8.3 Changes in Strategic Perception Deperahrtge Level of Education . 135

Table 8.4 Differentiations in the Strategic Pera@pDepending on the Work

EXpPerienCe iN the SECION..........uuuii i e e e e e e e e e e e aaeeneneeeeenes 137

Table 8.5 The Effects of the Factor “Understandih§trategy and Perceptions on
Strategy in General and Strategic Management” erFtctor “Awarenesses of the

Problems on the Common StrategiC Perception”.............uvviiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeee, 138
Table 8.6 The Differentiation of the Core ConceppPBnding on the Sectors....... 141

Table 8.7 The Differentiation of the Core ConceppPnding On the Level of
Education of the PartiCIpants ...........oooo e 141

Table 8.8 The Differentiation of the Core ConceppBnding On the Work

Experience of Respondents in Their Sectors ........cccccccceeeiiiiiiieeeeeevvevveeeenn 421

Table 8.9 Brief Responses to Open-Ended QUestians............ccccceeeevvieeeeeeeeenne. 148

Xiii



List of Figures

Figure 3.1 U. S. War Principles Which Embraces Bpkctrum of Operation........ 35

Figure 3.2 Flexibility’s “Dual-Hatted” Role as aiReiple of War and as a

Synthesizer of the Other PriNCIPIES....... .o eeeeeeeiiiiiiiieeeee e 41
Figure 3.3 Interrelating Positions of Strategy #sd_ower Elements...................... 45
Figure 3.4 Hierarchy of Strategy as the Levels @fr\W..............ccovvviiiiiiiinnnnn. 47

Figure 3.5 Descending Ladder Model for the Uppet laower Elements of Strategy,

Decision Level vs. Employment Level.........cccceeveeieiiiiiieiieiceccieeee . 48
Figure 3.6 Interaction Based Relationship amondStinategy Family..................... 49
Figure 3.7 Target Oriented Model of the StrategmiBa.............ccooorriiiiiiiiiiiiennn. 50

Figure 3.8 The Cascading Influence of Basic Doeton Leader Development and

Organizational CUIUIE ............oooiiiii i eceee e 57
Figure 4.1 Strategy from Situation t0 ODJECHIVES. wu.cevvvvvveeeeiiiiiiiiiieee e, 4.
Figure 4.2 The Cone of Plausibility ..........coooeiiiiiiiiiiii s 85
Figure 4.3 The FULUIre CONE ........cooiiiiii e e e 88
Figure 4.4 A Generic Foresight Process FrameworkK............cccovvvvvvviviiciiieeeeenn. 88
Figure 4.5 Foresight Framework in Question FOrm.............ccovvvvvvviiiiiiciieeee e 89

Figure 4.6 Foresight Framework, with Some Repregmet Methodologies Indicated

Xiv



Figure 5.1 Non-hierarchical and hierarchical eleta@h strategy ............ccceeeeeeeeee. 98

Figure 5.2 Roadmaps Corresponding to Alternativ@n&Ios. ...........eceeviieeeeeeeeennn. 98
Figure 6.1 Initial Research Model.............ccooeiiiiiiii s 107
Figure 7.1 Final Research Model............o oo e 123

Figure 8.1 Histogram for the variable of “the statd common strategic perception
among the medium-high level managers in Turkey..........ccccvvriiiiiiiiiiiinnn e, 140

XV



List of Abbreviations

A.F.J.: Armed Forces Journal

ASAM: Avrasya Strategic Airmalar Merkezi
BDD: British Defence Doctrine

CIS: Commonwealth of Independed States
FM :Field Manual

JFQ: Joint Force Quarterly

NATO: North Atlantic Treaty Organization
NGOs: Non-Governmental Organizations
SAREN: Strategic Research Institute

SBU: Strategic Business Unit

SF: Strategic foresight

SSI: Strategic Studies Institute

SWOT: Strenght, Weakness, Opportunity and Threath
UNSC: United Nations Security Council
WEU: Western European Union

WFS: World Future Society

WMD: Weapons of Mass Destruction

XVi



Chapter 1

Introduction

The word “strategy”, held to have been derived framsient Greek, has a history of
about 2500 years. Its original meaning is “using army”. The first book ever
written on the subject of strategy, Sun Tzu’'s “Hreof War” is also approximately
that old. Although this terminology has not beesediin the following centuries,
armies have been strategically led and militarglées have contested their strategic

war skills.

State administration, international relations amel art of war, has been documented
in the European literature within this context/daling the Renaissance. The word
“strategy has found a place in the dictionariestisgfrom the second half of the't7
century. The real expansion in the strategic thotgok place in the f9century,
especially after the Napoleonic wars. This era lbeen recognized as the date of
birth of the strategic theory. The theory has b#&reloped in the following century,
in the fields of art of war, state administratiamanternational relations, as well as
management. Strategy has also been defined awéiyent in the same context

today.

The structure of economic units has been radiciibnged following the industrial
revolution and huge industrial facilities and eaomo units have emerged. Starting
from the first years of the J0century, the management of those larger unitbbas
based on scientific rules. During the last 50 yetire growth of economic units and
the level of competition have made it necessary ttiemilitary terminology that is
2500 years old is being taken over by corporateapers.

Present day concept of strategic management hasdmethe agenda of worldwide

academic and managerial circles as a paradigmroinggtrative science for at least



50 years. Also great progress has been madeddlatdhhe management of multi-
national and large-size corporations in theoreticahd practical fields.

Concomitantly, the command of larger military uratsd administration of states are
also subject to strategic management. This apprbas given rise to a concept
called “Grand Strategy” or “National Strategy”, th®& common strategic perception
and strategic culture — strategic management oslanvisaged by the intellectuals

and especially the ruling elite of the country.

According to the observations, it seems that whihe sector evaluates strategy
thoroughly in the military field, it may ignore impant progress that is particularly
made in business administration, under “strateganagement”. On the other hand,
the adaptation of military strategic thought tastgic business administration is the
subject of numerous works in the literature. Howeveis also observed that a
purely business environment tends to focus on tfaegic administration matters
and yet may neglect the security dimensions. Varg works were found in the
national literature. One of them is “Stratejik dDiicenin Sivil ve Askeri Hayatta
Kullaniimasi” published by Avrasya Strategic Awwemalar Merkezi (ASAM)
(Ozdas, 2000) in which two and a half pages are allocédecivilian use of strategic
thought. The second one is “Milli Sivil Stratejikosept” Sehsuvarglu, 2000).

Therefore, the lack of a common perception anduagg for the determination of
national and institutional priorities and goalsulesn the delay of the required
decisions to be taken in time. In societies whareommon base of strategic
communication has not been formed, proactive pdiatannot be adopted, nor
coordination can be achieved and correctly-phastédrs be taken. Such societies
either have to follow the lines of action decideg dther powers or irrational
reactions. When a problem is encountered, eitieepeople who take the decisions
are blamed for the unfavourable circumstancesaeléd external sources or are
shown as the source of the problem. This situasarot only peculiar at the macro
level of state administration, but also public oivate enterprises at smaller scale.
People are unwilling to accept that such circunt#arare caused by other reasons,

such as the lack of a common culture of strateglypanception.



The behaviour of human beings and societies isexhapder the effects of various
concrete and abstract factors. There is a consethsti cultures, perceptions and

images have a specific place among the abstractré§ac

Contemporary military thinker Colin S. Gray drawgeation in his work “Modern

Strategy” on this issue;

The subject of strategic culture matters deeplyabse it raises core questions
about the roots of, and influences upon, stratbégicavior. No one and no

institution can operate beyond culture. Not allipoimakers and warriors are

able to act out of their cultural preferencesrat®gy is universal. However,

culture and perception may be different dependmghe regions, nations and

even sectors (Gray, 1999, p. 129).

Another observation comes from mass-media whichskragg influence on public
opinion. The work in this sector has an academiord®tion on the subject in some
sense, due to the ignorance of the difference anfmmglimensions or hierarchy of
strategy, such as politics, strategy, operatioctjds etc, which are sometimes quite
thin. For example, lots of magazines and periodigalblished with the name of
“strategy” are seen to deal only with current fgreaffairs and domestic issues. This
observation may be evaluated as the result of itferehces on strategic culture and
perception in the society or as one of the reasbriiem or the both. On the other
hand, another handicap may come from a terminadbgicarcity in current Turkish
language. Beside the close relation between “sfyateaking” and “policy—making”,
there is also a qualitative and hierarchic diffeeenThe use of only the word
“politika” in Turkish for the words “policy” and “plitics” in English, -contrary to
the old uses of “siyaset” and “siyasa’- and the aisthe word “strategy” sometimes
in confusion with these words reflect the effecttbfs ignorance and blur the

perceptions.

1.1 Significance of the Study

It is inevitable that the same situation would adeb/ affect managerial people
when there is a lack of such a perception in thgipwpinion. The most important

of the managerial echelons belong to the mediurh-hegel since the solutions and



the proposals developed by this class form thererte to the upper echelons in
taking decisions in important strategic decisiortSxamples that the middle-level
officials have an effect in those cases are abunddayd and Woolridge draw
attention to the role of medium level managers tategic issues. “Contemporary
theory and descriptions suggest that middle masaggularly attempt to influence
strategy and often provide the impetus for newaniues.” (1992)

1.2 Objectives of the Research

The main objective of this study is to examine phexceptions on the general
strategical concepts and the levels of understgndinthe principles of strategic
management of medium-high level managers who avevkrio have an influence on
the strategic decisions and to determine the apdssources of strategy perception
differences. Therefore, conclusions will be relatedthe level of awareness of
medium-high level managers about those differemoeshow those differences can

be avoided.

1.3 Contribution of the Research

The theoretical developments in the field of sggt@ave a history of about 170
years. The first one hundred years is almost @ptidevoted to study of wars,
military security issues and international relaionTopics related to non-military
areas have been included during the last 50 yeatsstudies related to “strategic
management of economic units” have emerged at anieereasing rate. During
this period, both sectors have continued their kbgveent however; the

interrelations of those two sectors have not beaméned thoroughly.

On the other hand, stress has been placed on gfeetamce of “strategic culture and
perception” when strategic level decisions are dpemmade since the beginning of
these studies. Clausewitz, in his book “On Warbifwkriege), published initially in

1832 in German and accepted to be the basic milesibthe theory, has mentioned
about an inevitable difference of culture and petioe between the civilian and
military leadership and has proposed that educatay slightly alleviate the

problem (1976). Many of the following authors haaleo emphasized this point.



The most radical opinion has been expressed by @hayhas used the title “culture
clash” in the chapter where he has mentioned tferéinces in perception and

conceptions between civilian and military leadé:390).

Academic work on this field dates back only to thst decade of the 20th century.
At present, some graduate schools and certificaigrams offer studies in related
subjects. (For example, National Defense Univwgrdiaval Postgraduate School).
Colin Gray who is the civilian professor of Natibizefense University points out

this issue:

So limited is the empirical and theoretical schetigs currently available on
this issue, that we would probably be best advisedlook more for
complementarities of approach, than to try andtetee or another view the
methodological winner (Gray, 1999).

However, almost all published researches deal with relationship between the
strategic culture- national security/defence relahips. In those documents, the
examples of strategic culture are given as a whtlein a nationwide basis and a
preliminary assumption is made that every natios hahomogeneous structure
within itself, albeit admitting national differere Such an assumption seems to be
consistent when viewed from the point of view demational relations. However,
as it is not possible that all social layers ofation share the same strategic culture
and perception level, different professional grospsuld not be treated alike either.
It can be assumed that the national strategic ylits structure of perception and
level are the resultants of various social layeis professional groups. It is assumed
that the medium-high level managers are at a datargposition here as one of the
components of this resultant since they have tipakwbty of being influential in
decision making mechanisms. The specific properbé strategic culture and
perceptions of those classes can give an idea dbeuwttructural characteristics of
the national strategic culture and perception af thation, while differences can be
taken as a measure of the strength or weaknesatiohal perception. In order to
reach a conclusion, the differences and commontgam strategic culture and
perception should be investigated thoroughly. @dtgh very rare, some works that
can be classified as sociological analysis exighénliterature (Roland, 1968)



No published work in the open literature has besetoentered which investigates
this subject within the upper-middle level managdrmilitary, civilian bureaucratic
or business circles and concentrates on the comamdncontradictive aspects of
strategic culture and perceptions. The aim of tesearch is to investigate the
general strategic culture/perception and to exanitmeelationship with strategic
management principles among the civilian and mnijlitaureaucrats and business
managers and specify the problems and possibleéi@muby a “descriptive” field
research. It is expected that the conclusions nifa@m this research and proposed
remedies to be taken will form a bridge betweersé¢heectors and, thus, make a
modest contribution to common strategic culture peteption at the national level.

Another sensitive issue should be pointed out h@ilee subject is very sensitive and
carries the risk of “politicization” rather thanibg a scholarly field research. This
situation requires care in designing the questimanalt is very clear that such a
possibility will adversely affect the accuracy @&search. Therefore, extra efforts
have been spent while designing the questionnaigsgo stay in the academic field
as much as possible. This has resulted in thetiqnaaire being limited field wise

and an academic “dreariness”. On the other hamsl hioped that further research in
this area with the expectation of tolerance willmiloate and prejudices will be
reduced. Our hope is that the modest conclusiéribi® dissertation will form a

basis for future research in this area.

1.4 Outline of the Dissertation

This study is composed of ten chapters. In Chaplatroduction, the research topic,

the significance and objectives of the researchrareduced.

The second to forth chapters include literatureesgvRelated subjects are presented
under the headings of “Historical Background anal&twon of Strategic Thought”,
“Strategy from Military Point of View”, “Strategyrém Business Point of View and
Methodological Strategic Foresight”. In these chegptinterferences among those
subjects are also highlighted and brought into iclemation according to the close-

knit nature of the issues.



The fifth chapter includes “Further Reflections d¢ime Literature Survey and
Determinants for the Field Research”. The aim o thapter is to purify some
complex elements of the subject and drive the detemts of the factors to be

examined in this study.

The sixth to eighth chapter covers the field studlyich aims to investigate
“Perceptions on strategy in general and strateginagement and awareness of the
problems on common strategic perception among medigh level managers in

Turkey”.

The ninth chapter presents conclusions and evahsti



Chapter 2

Evolution of Strategic Thought and Historical Backgound

In this chapter, the intention is to make surf omstars of strategic thought
throughout of the history up to #&entury. There are numerous masters who were
either thinkers or practitioners or both. It isasi¢hat great majority of those masters
were from the military. However, the objective bist work is not to examine the
subject solely through the military point of viewut it aims to study the other
aspects of strategy. Hence it is intended thattasters of strategy who have tried to
constitute a bridge between politics, economicd, @specially business management
are to be examined. This principle draws the rebegirto make a distinct selection

among all the historical and even actual mastes senved this aim.

2.1 Introduction

Evolution of the social life of humanity revealednanagement requirement. Though
it wasn’'t understood by those who had been rulegl,question of “how would the
society be governed and what would be its futung&s the essential subject which
occupied the managers’ thoughts since the beginiingusands of years later, when
we look back to the past, it is understood thatfits¢ problem for each society in
history focused on the issues of “protection framaision” or “attack”, in other
words, “foreign affairs” within the context of thmarameters at the times. The main
reason for foreign relations was “to preserve litg” “to reach a better life”. In
addition, it is also possible to see “foreign afaiexperienced for prestige, fame,

and honour or only for satisfying the leaders’ ego.

Issues of strategic thought transacted of militpeyspective and spread into the
management science. Today, from the global intemmalt organizations to the

independent states; from the multi-national corpoma to the middle-sized



corporations; from the political parties to the ttwadl teams, almost every kind of
organization has been using this terminology todslkght on their own complex

problems and to obtain support for their futurggets (Mathey, 1995, pp. 5-6).

Thoughts and actions which compose a foundatiomofiay’s notion of strategy had
emerged almost simultaneously in two antigue @ations on two far ends of the
biggest continent “Eurasia” during the fifth centuB.C. There is no concrete
evidence that they were co-impressed or co-inspifédse two civilizations were

antigue Greece and China.

2.2 Origin of the Terminology and Early Applications

A terminology started in B.C."5Century with the title “strategos”, given to the
officer of the highest level who was empowered withlian and military authorities
(Larousse, 2009), has become one of the most usedgement expressions today,
at the end of an evolution process of more tharO2&Gars. This term, which was
used almost only for military and security purpof®esn its first days until recent
times, is now used for every aspect of social diseof the second half of the 20th

century.

Etymological root of the word of strategy comesniréstrate-agos” which meant
“army user” in ancient Greece. However, it had based as the meaning of “one
who establishes mutual relations between civiliat military resources” at the time
of Pericles of Athens (Mathey, 1995, p. 9). TheyaohAthens was administrated by
a council which consisted of ten elected “strata@asn ten clans. The authorization
of those stratagos was extended to cover foreiigirabf the city (e.g. Pericles time)

and from time to time restricted to only the miljt@ompetencies (Larousse, 1999).

Eastern expression of the terminology involvedgame meaning. An Arabic rooted
word of “Sevkulcey (Sevk-ul-cey) which was used in Ottoman era and early years
of the Republic of Turkey meant “management aneéation of army” (Larousse,
1999).



Although the root of the word goes so far back, &sdprinciples were applied
throughout ancient history, its appearance in teotigy was in the XVII century
A.D. which is surprisingly new. The first exampg$efound in Harrington’s dictionary
in England in 1656 and the second in Trevoux’ diwdiry in France in 1721
(Mathey, 1995, p. 9)

There is no doubt the principles of the militaryastgy were applied throughout
history by military leaders and chieftains from IHédral of Carthage to Roman
generals, from Mongol emperors to Islamic or Creskitgs, Attila the Hun and so
on. However, almost all of them are considered@diers and not thinkers. Some
of them established principles for management eir thibes, armies or states. Their
management principles were mentioned and publisieeg lately (e.g. Leadership
Secrets of Attila the Hun, by Wess Roberts, WaBwoks (1990) ) and not accepted
as contributors to the theory.

2.3 Background of the Theory or Pre-Theory Period

It is generally held that the essence of the th@brstrategy was established in the
first quarter of XIX century. However, according amost all the resources in the
literature the birth of strategic thought goes biacthe 6th century BC.

The first milestone is “Art of War”, the masterpgeof Chinese philosopher Sun Tzu,
who is considered to be the person to lay the fatiods of strategic thought, mainly
consisting of a military framework. Today, the “Ast War” is referenced not only

by military literature but also in strategic buseemanagement literature (Rue &
Byars, 2002, p. 103).

Starting from the time of Sun-Tzu, many of the KindEmperors and Generals,
numbering several hundred, have taken their placéistory as the appliers of
strategies. Unfortunately, very few of the idedstlmose people pertaining to
strategic thought appear in the literature todasarious sources present different
lists related to this subject. In the contexttuf tstudy, it is deemed sufficient that

only the authors of written sources whose workslkar@vn today and their ideas
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should be mentioned in chronological order. Howgwden the works of strategic
thinkers and their works are concerned, emphasil Isb put upon the relationships
in view of different disciplines such as militarytragegy, politics, business,

economics and sociology from the point of viewto$tdissertation.

2.3.1Sun Tzu and “The Art of War”

The Art of War is a Chinese military treatise thats written by Sun Tzu in the 6th
century BC, composed of 13 chapters, each of wiictievoted to one aspect of
warfare. It has long been praised as the definiwaek on military strategies and
tactics of its time, and one of the basic textshensubject.

The Art of War has had a huge influence on Easteiliitary thinking, business
tactics, and beyond. Sun Tzu recognized the impogtaf positioning in strategy
and that position is affected both by objectivedibans in the physical environment
and the subjective opinions of competitive actorshiat environment. According to
Michaelson, he thought that strategy was not plapnn the sense of working
through a to-do list, but rather that it requiragc§ and appropriate responses to
changing conditions. Planning works in a controlledvironment, but in a
competitive environment, competing plans collidegating unexpected situations
(Michaelson, 2001).

The book was first translated into the French lagguin 1772 by French Jesuit Jean
Joseph Marie Amiot, and into English by Britishioér Everard Ferguson Calthrop
in 1905. It very likely influenced Napoleon. Leaslaas diverse as Mao Zedong,
Baron Antoine-Henri Jomini, and General Douglas Md#gur have claimed to have

drawn inspiration from the work (Griffith, 1971).

The Art of War has also been applied to businedsnaanagerial strategies. There is
no doubt that Sun Tzu should not have known thaideas initially asserted for the
art of armed conflict shall inspire the principles marketing management some
2500 years later. There are numerous examplelism@pplication in the literature

(e.g. Leslie W. Rude and Lloyd L. Byars’ “"Managem@&kills and Applications”
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(2002). Among these Gerald A. Michaelson’s “The éfriwar for Managers” (2001)
attempts a new translation with commentary, 50sréde strategic thinking to shed a
light for business strategies. Another exampleTike' Art of War & The Art of
Marketing” by Gary Cagliardi (2002). Gagliardi siea comparison between Sun
Tzu's 13 Chapters and 13 principles of marketingtegies. This comparison is
structured and presented on table 2.1.

Table 2.1 A Comparison between the Art of War andhe Art of Marketing

Chapter The Art of War The Art of Marketing

1 Planning Market Analysis

2 Going to War Selecting a Market

3 Planning an Attack Planning a Campaign

4 Positioning Product Position

S Momentum Market Momentum

6 Weakness and Strength Need a Satisfaction

7 Armed Conflict Marketing Contact

8 Adaptability Adjusting to Market Conditions
9 Armed March The Marketing Campaign
10 Field Position Market Position

11 Types of Terrain Market Conditions

12 Attacking With Fire Targeting Market Desires
13 Using Spies Using Research

Source: (Gagliardi, 2002)

Thinkers after him have also brought forward idesiated to the art of war and state
administration. Most of the thinkers whose works Bnown today are statesman
and military strategists. In the context of thissértation, some examples both from
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western and eastern worlds, were selected fromlitemture and are briefly

presented with their treatise in the chronologader below.

2.3.2Thucydides and Peloponnesian War

Thucydides (c. 460 BC "C c. 395 BC), was an andgeek historian, and the author
of the “History of the Peloponnesian War”, whiclteants the 5th century BC war
between Sparta and Athens to the year 411 BC. Tidey is considered by many to
be a scientific historian because of his effortig History to describe the human
world in terms of cause and effect, his strict dads of gathering evidence, and his
neglect of the gods in explaining the events ofghst. (“Military Strategy Gurus
and Masters The Complete A to Z Guide,” n.d.)

2.3.3Chanakya and Arthashastra

Chanakya (350-283 BC) was a professor at TakslaakHilversity of ancient India
and lately an adviser and a prime minister to its¢ Maurya Emperor Chandragupta
and was the chief architect of his rise to powdratakya has been considered as the
pioneer of the field of economics and politicaleswie and has been called as "The
Indian Machiavelli" in the strategy literature.

His famous work, “The Arthashastra” is an anciemdian treatise on statecratft,
economic policy and military strategy. Arthashasisadivided into 15 books

(chapters) and deals in detail with the qualitied disciplines required for a Rajarshi
- a wise and virtuous king (“Arthashastra - Wikigedhe free encyclopedia,” n.d.)

2.3.4Leo VI the Wise and the Imperial Laws

Leo the Wise, or The Philosopher Byzantine co empieom 870 and emperor from
886 to 912, whose imperial laws, written in Grebkcame the legal code of the
Byzantine Empire. Educated by the patriarch Phptie® was more scholar than

soldier.
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In addition to completing the “canon of laws”, heote several decrees (novels) on a
wide range of ecclesiastical and secular probléesalso wrote a funeral panegyric
on his father, liturgical poems, sermons and onaticsecular poetry, and military
treatises. Leo's image is in a mosaic over theragkedbdor of Hagia Sophia (“Military
Strategy Gurus and Masters The Complete A to Z §urdd.)

2.3.5Nizam al-Mulk and Siyasatnama

Abu Ali al-Hasan al-Tusi Nizam al-Mulk (1018 — 1Q98orn in Tus in Persia (Iran)
was a celebrated Persian scholar and vizier oS#igiq Empire. He initially served
the Ghaznavid sultans. From 1063, he served thakSehs vizier and remained in
that position throughout the reigns of Alp ArslatD§3-1072) and Malik Shah |
(1072-1092). He left a great impact on organizatidnthe Seljuk governmental
bodies and hence the title Nizam al-Mulk which $lates as "the order of state".
(“Nizam al-Mulk - Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia,.d.)

Aside from his extraordinary influence as vizietttwiull authority, he is also well-
known for systematically founding a number of sdloof higher education in
several cities, the famous Nizamiyyah schools. éamynaspects, these schools turned
out to be the predecessors and models of univesshiat were established in Europe.

Nizam ul-Mulk is also widely known for his volunons treatise on kingship titled
Siyasatnama (The Book of Government). Written imsRR@ and composed in the
eleventh century, the Siyasatnama was createdaioiipthe request by Malik Shah
that his ministers produce books on government,imdtration and the troubles

facing the nation. However, the treatise compilgdabMulk was the only one to

receive approval and was consequently acceptedomsing "the law of the

constitution of the nation". In all it consists 60 chapters concerning religion,
politics, and various other issues of the day whhfinal 11 chapters. The treatise is
concerned with guiding the ruler with regard to thalities of government and how
it should be run. It covers "the proper role ofdsels, police, spies, and finance
officials" and provides ethical advice emphasigiing need for justice and religious

piety in the ruler.
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The earliest remaining copy is located in the NwaldLibrary of Tabriz, in Iran. It
was first translated into French in 1891 (“Siyasata - Wikipedia, the free
encyclopedia,” 2010).

2.3.61bn Khaldoun and Mugaddimah

Ibn Khaldoun (full name Aib Zayd ‘Abdu r-Rahman bin Muhammad bin Khaldoun
Al-Hadrami, (1332 - 1406) was a North African polthn - an astronomer,
economist, historian, Islamic scholar, Islamic tbg@n, hafiz, jurist, lawyer,
mathematician, military strategist, nutritionisthilpsopher, social scientist and
statesman - born in North Africa in present-day i$ian He is considered a
forerunner of several social scientific disciplinefemography, cultural history,
historiography, the philosophy of history, and stmjy. He is also considered one of
the forerunners of modern economics, alongside Itlakan scholar-philosopher
Chanakya (Atiyeh & Oweiss, 1988; L. Jha & K. Jh&98). Ibn Khaldun is
considered by many to be the father of a numbehede disciplines, and of social
sciences in general. He is best known for his Mdagadh (known as Prolegomenon
in the West and Mukaddime in Ottoman Turkish), fingt volume of his book on
universal history, Kitab al-lbar (“lbn Khaldun - Wipedia, the free encyclopedia,”
n.d.).

The work is based around Ibn Khaldun's central ephof 'asabiyyah, which has
been translated as "social cohesion”, "group salidaor "tribalism". This social
cohesion arises spontaneously in tribes and otmeil kinship groups; it can be
intensified and enlarged by a religious ideolodp Khaldun's analysis looks at how
this cohesion carries groups to power but contaiithin itself the seeds -
psychological, sociological, economic, politicalof the group's downfall, to be
replaced by a new group, dynasty or empire bound slyonger (or at least younger
and more vigorous) cohesion. Ibn Khaldun has béed as a racist, but his theories
on the rise and fall of empires had no racial congmd, and this reading of his work

has been claimed to be the result of mistranslatiblannoum, 2003).
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Perhaps the most frequently cited observation difaam Ibn Khaldin's work is the
notion that when a society becomes a great cititina(and, presumably, the
dominant culture in its region), its high pointfadlowed by a period of decay. This
means that the next cohesive group that conquerslithinished civilization is, by
comparison, a group of barbarians. Once the bassgolidify their control over the
conquered society, however, they become attractés tore refined aspects, such
as literacy and arts, and either assimilate intappropriate such cultural practices.
Brzezinski draws attention on this subject as “€ffect of Cultural Superiority” for
the short lifespan of Mongol Empire dominancy oRersia in his book “The Grand
Chessboard” (1997, pp. 16,17) Then, eventually, forener barbarians will be
conquered by a new set of barbarians, who will aep#he process. Some
contemporary readers of Khaldun have read thisnasaaly business cycle theory,
though set in the historical circumstances of thatume Islamic empire (“lbn
Khaldun - Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia,” n.d.).

Some readings posit an anticipation of Marx's labtheory of value in Ibn
Khaldun's work. Ibn Khaldun asserts that all vajpeofit) come s from labour, as
Marx was later to write. He outlines an early (polyseven the earliest) example of
political economy. He describes the economy asgoeomposed of value-adding
processes; that is, labour is added to technique<mafts and the product is sold at a
higher value. He also made the distinction betwgsofit" and "sustenance”, in
modern political economy terms, surplus and thguired for the reproduction of
classes respectively. He also calls for the creatfca science to explain society and

goes on to outline these ideas in his major woekMlugaddimah (Dawood, 2004).

The British philosopher-anthropologist Ernest Gallrconsidered Ibn Khaldun's
definition of government, "an institution which pents injustice other than such as
it commits itself", the best in the history of gaal theory. Egon Orowan, who
termed the concept of “socionomy”, developed theatings of Ibn Khaldun to
forecast an eventual failure of market demand (‘fivaldun - Wikipedia, the free

encyclopedia,” n.d.).
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2.3.7Niccolo Machiavelli, the New “Art of War”, the “Pri nce”, and the
“Discourses”

Evolution of Strategic though brings us to thetfirslestone of modern international
relations theory together with a very well-knownilpsopher and statesman. His
name has been used to referred to deception amdogg®rtunism for centuries. As
a matter of fact the terminology of “Stratagem” hbesen referred to “War
deceptions” since ancient Greek civilization. Thehar of the first “Art of War”,
Sun Tzu also stressed the importance of “War demegitin military strategy.

Niccolo di Bernardo dei Machiavelli (1469 — 1527psvan Italian philosopher,
writer, and is considered one of the main found&rsnodern political science.
(Paret, Craig, & Gilbert, 1986), He was a diplonpatlitical philosopher, musician,
and playwright, but, foremost, he was a civil setvaf the Florentine Republic. In
June of 1498, after the ousting and execution @bl&no Savonarola, the Great
Council elected Machiavelli as Secretary to theosdcChancery of the Republic of

Florence.

Like Leonardo da Vinci, Machiavelli is considered tgpical example of the
Renaissance man (Paret et al., 1986). He is mogius for a short political treatise,
The Prince; originally called De Principatibus (AibdPrincipalities) is a political
treatise. It was originally written in 1513, buttrmublished until 1532, five years
after Machiavelli's death. Although he privatelycalated The Prince among friends,
the only work he published in his life was The Aft War, about high-military
science. Since the sixteenth century, generatibmoldicians remain attracted and
repelled by the cynical approach to power positedlie Prince and his other works.
Whatever his personal intentions, which are sebated today, his surname yielded
the modern political word Machiavellianism—the usk cunning and deceitful
tactics in politics or in general. Many scholarsinped out this undeserved
jurisdiction. (e.g. Machiavelli, A Man Misundersthdoy Michael White (2005)).

Machiavelli’'s “Art of War” is divided into a prefac(proemio) and seven books
(chapters), which take the form of a series ofadjaks detailing how an army should

be raised, trained, organized, deployed and emgloye
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Machiavelli's Art of War echoes many themes, issitg=as and proposals from his
earlier, more widely read works, The Prince and Diszourses. While his theories
are based on a thorough study and analysis oficdéhsnd contemporary military
practices, some of his proposals may seem in fghti$d have been impractical for
the time. However, his basic notion of emulatingr@o practices was slowly and
pragmatically adapted by many later rulers and canders. They would lay the
foundations for the system of linear tactics whiebuld dominate the warfare of
Europe and the world until after the Napoleonic $arAs Voltaire has said:
"Machiavelli taught Europe the art of war; it haxhd) been practiced, without being

known."

While Machiavelli's influence as a military thedris often given a backseat to his
writings as a political philosopher, he consideadl'arte della guerra to be his most
important work, since it was concerned solely withr, which to him was the most
important aspect of statecratft.

The views expounded by Machiavelli in The Princeyre@em extreme even for the
time period in which they were written. It is theosh remembered, and the work
responsible for bringing "Machiavellian" into widesage as a pejorative term.
However, his whole life was spent in Florence dinae of continuous political

conflict. Accordingly, Machiavelli emphasizes theed for stability in a prince’s

principality; at stake is its preservation. The begas written primarily as a guide
for the prince to maintain his power and only selawity as a guide for maintaining

the principality.

Machiavelli stands strongly against the use of eracies. He believes them useless
to a ruler because they are undisciplined, cowahg without any loyalty, being
motivated only by money. Machiavelli attributes tkaian city states’ weakness to

their reliance on mercenary armies (Paret et 8861p. 11).
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2.3.8Miyamoto Musashi and The “Book of Five Rings”

Miyamoto Musashi (1584-1645), was a famous Japaseseirai, and is considered
by many to have been one of the most skilled swoedsin history. Musashi, as he
is often simply known, became legendary throughohistanding swordsmanship in
numerous duels, even from a very young age. Hé&asfounder of the style of
swordsmanship and the author of “The Book of FivegR’, a book on strategy,

tactics, and philosophy that is still studied tod@Mlilitary Strategy Gurus and

Masters The Complete A to Z Guide,” n.d.).

2.3.9Comte de Guibert; “Tactics in General” or Strategy

There was a shaded period in the theory of stratbgugh for a couple of centuries
up to time of Napoleonic Warfare. However, thereravéew examples for this
period. The most influencing one is Jacques-Antdligpolyte, Comte de Guibert
(1743 - 1790) who was a French general and milieniyer. In 1770 he published
his Essai général de tactique in London, and tlkiebcated work appeared in
numerous subsequent editions and in English, Geandreven Persian translations.
It is accepted that Frederick the Great and Nap@dgonapart were impressed with

his new ideas of warfare strategy (Mathey, 19926).

2.3.10Napoleon Bonaparte, a Rich Resource for Followers

Napoleon himself was not a theorist but no doustrategist, since he is one of the
most glorious strategy appliers. He lived betwe@91-1821 and was a military and
political leader of France whose actions shapedaan politics in the early 19th

century.

Born in Corsica and trained as an artillery officemainland France, Bonaparte rose
to prominence under the First French Republic addsliccessful campaigns against
the First and Second Coalitions arrayed againstderaln 1799, he staged a coup
d'état and installed himself as First Consul; fivears later the French Senate
proclaimed him Emperor of the French. In the fdstade of the nineteenth century,
the French Empire under Napoleon, engaged in asseficonflicts - the Napoleonic

19



Wars - involving every major European power. Aféestreak of victories, France
secured a dominant position in continental Europé Blapoleon maintained the
French sphere of influence through the formationerfensive alliances and the
appointment of friends and family members to rutkeo European countries as

French client states.

The French invasion of Russia in 1812 marked airigrrpoint in Napoleon's
fortunes. His Grande Armée was badly damaged inc#mepaign and never fully
recovered. In 1813, the Sixth Coalition defeatexiforces at Leipzig; the following
year the Coalition invaded France, forced Napokeosbdicate and exiled him to the
island of Elba. Less than a year later, he escifimaland returned to power, but was
defeated at the Battle of Waterloo in June 1815 d\son spent the last six years of
his life under British supervision on the island $&int Helena. An autopsy
concluded he died of stomach cancer, though SteshBfvud and other scientists

have since conjectured that he was poisoned wsénéa.

The conflict with the rest of Europe led to a pdraf total war across the continent
and his campaigns are studied at military acadernes world over. While
considered a tyrant by his opponents, he is als@mnebered for the establishment of
the Napoleonic code, which laid the administratine judicial foundations for much
of Western Europe (Mathey, 1995; “Military Strate@urus and Masters The
Complete A to Z Guide,” n.d.).

Napoleon left no written philosophy of warfare. Hoxer, he left many judgement
sentences and wise sayings, some of which inclaiee ssense of humour. A

selection of quotations, chosen by the author fddferent resources, are as follows;

- Strategy is the art of making use of time andtepa
- Politics of a nation lies under its geography.

- There are but two powers in the world the swaord he mind. In the long run the
sword is always beaten by the mind.

- Never interrupt your enemy when he is making stakie.
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- The secret of war lies in communications (“Napol€uotes. Napoleon Bonaparte
Quotes and Quotations,” 2002).

- Strategy is the highest level of warfare (MathkE395).

- Absurdity is not a handicap in politics. (Adm.ri&o Martinotti)

19" century military thinkers who were all military mmanders and fought togather
with or against Napoleon Bonaparte made their egfmrts by defining the rules, art
and the concepts of Napoleonic warfare and thd siatem he developed. This

subject is examined in detail and presented iméx chapter.
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Chapter 3

Strategy from Military Point of View and Principles of War

In this chapter, the fundamental contributions ditamy strategy theoreticians found
in the literature will be presented. In this contexinciples of war and dimensions
of strategy as well as the role of culture and @gtions regarding dimensions of
strategy will be examined. The reflections of thadements to contemporary

business will also be mentioned

3.1 Introduction

The fundamentals of the strategic theory were éstednl by military authors during
and following Napoleonic wars. Military thinkershay fought with and against him
created considerable literature by compiling tlegperiences, observations and ideas
(Gray, 1999). While strategy was defined as “dnvar” in the first quarter of the
XIX century, towards the mid-century, the idead tha wars and revolutions served
political aims began being emphasized. Followirgj #iage, strategy was defined as
“management of a nation’s general politics in timetand in the space” (Mathey,
1995, p. 11). That situation can be consideredragestone of which strategy comes
again as a terminology for the state level aftec@4dturies. It is quite interesting that
today’s widespread terminologies of “National stggt’ and “Grand strategy” have

an uninterrupted past of only 170 years.

3.2 Master of Strategic Thought: Carl von Clausewitz

Thought and applications in the science “economx&’r to the treatise “Wealth of
Nations” by Adam Smith (1773) are named as “A Bfiowhile the followings are
named “A Posteriory”. If this consideration is esfted in strategic thought, all works

prior to and after “On War” by Clausewitz may beneal by the same logic.
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The Prussian military thinker and intellectual CaHilipp Gottlieb von Clausewitz;
(1780 —1831) is widely acknowledged as the mostomanmt of the major strategic
theorists. He is most famous for his military treatVom Kriege, translated into
English as On War. Even though he's been deadvier @ century and a half, he
remains the most frequently cited, the most comtrsial, and in many respects the
most modern. He was very persuasive when he wiggerything in strategy is very
simple, but that does not mean that everythingeiy easy’ and “War is a mere

continuation of policy by other means” (Gray, 1999)

Although Carl von Clausewitz participated in manylitary campaigns, he was
primarily a military theorist interested in the exaation of war. He wrote a careful,
systematic, philosophical examination of war in il aspects, as he saw it and
taught it. The result was his principal work, Oni\he West's premier work on the
philosophy of war. His examination was so carefdfnsidered that it was only
partially completed by the time of his death. Otkeldiers before this time had
written treatises on various military subjects, bobne undertook a great

philosophical examination of war on the scale @uSkwitz's work.

“On War” is a long and intricate investigation@fausewitz's observations based on
his own experience in the Wars of the French Rewpiuand the Napoleonic Wars
and on considerable historical research into thveses and others. It is shaped not
only by purely military and political consideratorbut by Clausewitz's strong

interests in art, science, and education (Basskid3).

Some of the key ideas discussed in On War (19ti)de:

= the dialectical approach to military analysis

= the methods of "critical analysis”

= the nature of the balance-of-power mechanism

= the relationship between political objectives antitany objectives in war
= the asymmetrical relationship between attack arfeinde

= philosophical distinctions between "absolute” aleal war,"” and "real war"
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"war" belongs fundamentally to the social realm-heatthan to the realms

of art or science
= "strategy" belongs primarily to the realm of art
= "tactics" belongs primarily to the realm of science

= the importance of "moral forces" (more than simpthyorale”) as opposed
to quantifiable physical elements

= the "military virtues" of professional armies (whiado not necessarily

trump the rather different virtues of other kindgdighting forces)
= conversely, the very real effects of a superiantpumbers and "mass”
= the essential unpredictability of war

= strategic and operational "centres of gravity"

The term centre of gravity, used in a specificatiylitary context, derives from
Clausewitz's usage (which he took from Newtoniancihémics). In the simplified
and often confused form in which it appears incdli US military doctrine, "Centre
of Gravity" refers to the basis of an opponent'svgro(at either the operational,

strategic, or political level).

3.3 Military Followers of Clausewitz

As mentioned above, Clausewitz has been the mesgudntly cited thinker on
strategy for the last one and a half centuries.al4e has been a rich source of
inspiration for generals, military thinkers as wa#l business gurus in the context of
strategic management. His first generation folleverere XIXth century military
thinkers and commanders. A selection of them fdoriaf survey is made and
introduced according to chronological order beldWwe criterion for this selection is
that followers should be not only strategy applieus also strategic thinkers. Their
contribution to the strategic though with theiratises will also be mentioned.
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3.3.1Baron de Jomini and “Summary of the Art of War/ Principles of Strategy”

Antoine-Henri, Baron de Jomini (1779 - 1869) Fremygmeral, military critic, and

historian whose systematic attempt to define thecgres of warfare made him one
of the founders of modern military thought. (JomiKienri, baron de. (2009). In
Encyclopaedia Britanica online)

His greatest work was Précis de l'art de la gu@uenmary of the Art of War, 1838).
In 1854 he served as adviser to Tsar Nicholas dicsaduring the Crimean War and

in 1859 advised Emperor Napoleon 1l on the Itakxpedition.

As a critic of military policy, Jomini succeeded fiie first time in fixing divisions
between strategy, tactics, and logistics. Primantgrested in strategy, he found the
central problem in successful planning to be thaiaghof correct lines of operation
by which a general could dominate the zone of djmersin which he is engaged.
His other works include Principles de la straté{Bevol., 1818; “Principles of
Strategy”); Histoire critique et militaire des caagmes de la Révolution, de 1792 a
1801 (5 vol.; “Critical and Military History of th€ampaigns of the Revolution from
1792 to 1801"); and Vie politique et militaire deapbléon (4 vol., 1827; Life of
Napoleon, 1864).

3.3.2Mahan and “Influence of Sea Power upon History”

Alfred Thayer Mahan (1840-1914) is an American haiféicer and historian who
was a highly influential exponent of sea power e tate 19th and early 20th

centuries.

In 1890 Mahan published his college lectures as Ihfieence of Sea Power upon
History, 1660-1783. In this book he argued for pla@amount importance of sea
power in national historical supremacy. The bookjclv came at a time of great
technological improvement in warships, won immeglisgcognition abroad. In his
second book, The Influence of Sea Power upon teadhr Revolution and Empire,
1793-1812 (1892), Mahan stressed the interdepead@fcthe military and
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commercial control of the sea and asserted thatdnérol of seaborne commerce
can determine the outcome of wars. Both books waeidly read in Great Britain and
Germany, where they greatly influenced the buildeipmaval forces in the years

prior to World War |.

Mahan retired from the U.S. Navy in 1896 but walsssguently recalled to service.
In The Interest of America in Sea Power, Presedt lamure (1897), he sought to
arouse his fellow Americans to a realization ofrtiearitime responsibilities. Mahan

served as president of the American Historical Aggmn in 1902. His other major

books include The Life of Nelson (1897) and The dd&perations of the Navies in

the War of American Independence (1913). Beforedaath in December 1914,
Mahan correctly foretold the defeat of the Cenfralvers and of the German navy in
World War I. (“Mahan, Alfred Thayer - Encyclopaedidatannica”, 2009).

3.3.3Sir Basil Henry Liddell Hart and “Indirect Approach ”

Sir Basil Henry Liddell Hart (1895 - 1970), Britishilitary historian and strategist

known for his advocacy of mechanized warfare.

Liddell Hart became an early advocate of air poaad mechanized tank warfare.
Defining strategy as “the art of distributing mally means to fulfil the ends of
policy,” he favoured an “indirect approach” thataid at dislocating the enemy and
reducing his means of resistance. Drawing on higstinva experiences, he

emphasized the elements of mobility and surprise.

Liddell Hart's writings were more influential in @eany than in France or England.
His “expanding torrent” theory, along with the does of General J.F.C. Fuller on
employment of tanks, was adopted by German piongfessmoured warfare.. For
the duration of the war, Liddell Hart wrote for tBaily Mail. Dubious of nuclear

deterrence, he stressed conventional defense four@sg the post-war years and
also opposed the concept of total war. In 1966 as knighted by Queen Elizabeth
1.
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The indirect approach was a strategy developed dsil Biddell Hart after World
War I. His strategy called for armies to advanaaglthe line of least expectation
against the least resistance. His theory was tip®sie of the tactics used during
World War I. While he originally developed the ding for infantry, contact with J.
F.C. Fuller helped change his theory more towaadkd. The indirect approach also
emphasizes the effects of factors other than mylitmes such as sociological and
economical, on the results of war. (“Liddell Ha®jr Basil - Encyclopaedia
Britannica”, 2009)

Italian army general Giulio Douhet (1869 - 1930)sveme of his major followers and

named as “the father of strategic air power”.

3.4 Clausewitz in Contemporary Business

In addition to his military followers, Clausewitza$ been a long inspiration for
business gurus in the context of strategic managemenong many others two
distinctive examples are chosen and quoted beldw.fifst one is Jack Welch who

is one of the major theorist and practitioner gatsgic management in business:

Clausewitz summed up what it had all been abohisrclassic On War. Men
could not reduce strategy to a formula. Detaileahping necessarily failed,
due to the inevitable frictions encountered: chaegents, imperfections in
execution, and the independent will of the oppositiinstead, the human
elements were paramount: leadership, morale, andlthost instinctive savvy
of the best generals.

The Prussian general staff, under the elder vontkdplperfected these
concepts in practice. They did not expect a plamopérations to survive
beyond the first contact with the enemy. They sely ahe broadest of
objectives and emphasized seizing unforeseen apptels as they arose.
Strategy was not a lengthy action plan. It wasdhelution of a central idea
through continually changing circumstances.” (Wefci.).

Another example comes from Henry Mintzberg, onetld famous gurus on
contemporary management and the author of “the Risg@ Fall of Strategic
Planning”. In his work together with Ahlstrand ahdmpel, he makes intelligent

references to Clausewitz in six separate discusgidmtzberg, 1998).
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While many writers say quite bluntly that "businéssvar,” it is obvious that,
business is NOT war—not even metaphorically speplirs true that politics,
business, and war belong to the same broad clgsseoomena, and that there
are events within business that correspond in fsogmit ways to war. Indeed,
wars have actually been waged at times by commeroraorations (think of
the Hanseatic League or the East India Company®geentially commercial
objectives. For that matter, there have always beercenary armies, which
are essentially businesses that sell their milicayabilities. But these are very
specific instances of business and war occupyiegsdme space at the same
time. In general, just as war is a particular mestdtion or subset of politics,
business analogs to war are subsets of a largeoplfenon—thus, business as
a whole is properly compared to politics, not war.

On the other hand, we've known some business thlEnido reject the
business/war analogy altogether, claiming thatrimss is about the creation of
value, whereas war is pure destruction. This itea, is, in our view, in error.
War—at least, when it is pursued with sense ané-sid about the creation of
political value. Thus politics may involve "creaivdestruction” in much the
same manner as business obviously does. "We alditidepeople and strategy
formation is our elephant...” (Mintzberg, 1998)

There are many other examples of business theahiatging on Clausewitz, some

interesting and insightful, others nonsensical.

3.5 Principles of War and Dimensions of Strategy

Modern strategic thought has followed the pathCiédusewitz. However, some
strategic thinkers claim that the first milestorigtos path goes back to Machiavelli
(Paret et al., 1986). Some thinkers take it to $mn. A Business manager might
consider Igor Ansoff or Henri Mintzberg as the ffirilestone for strategy. This
differentiation is related to the understanding petception of “Strategy” and this is
the subject matter of this dissertation. If miljtar security strategies are in question,
fundamental contributors belong to nineteenth agnand first half of twentieth
century, as mentioned above. On the other hanandebkalf of twentieth century
security strategy thinkers might be considered asnfmentators and further
contributors” of their predecessor masters. Pauliriedy, Henry Kissinger, Zbigniev
Brzezinski, Samuel Huntington, Francis Fukuyamak Jattali and so on, are the
great authors of the contemporary security stratbgught. They also accept and
reiterate that they follow the path of historicahsters and especially Clausewitz’'s

school. Taking into account this considerations thrief survey on the historical
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evolution of strategic thought may be sufficienttive context of this dissertation.
However, “the War Principles” which are extractednfi historical experiences and
masters’ explanations will be examined. Beside#rat8gy Family” and “Elements
or Dimensions of Strategy” are also discussed deoto clarify and fix the variables

of this research.

3.5.1Principles of War as the Inspiration of Both Military Strategy and
Strategic Management for Business

The Principles of War were tenets originally pragab$y Carl von Clausewitz in his
essay Principles of War, and later enlarged irbbizk, On War. Since the mid-19th
century, due to the influence of the Prussian Arthgy have become a guide for
many military organizations to focus on the thirkiaf military commanders and
political leaders toward concepts and methods otessful execution of wars and
smaller military operations. Although originally merned with strategy, grand
tactics and tactics, due to the changing naturevafare and military technology,
since the interwar period, the principles are lgrg@plied to the strategic decision-
making, and in some cases, to operational molafifyprces.

Principles of war are the evolved concepts, lawksrand methods that guide the
conduct of combat-related activities during condlicThroughout history, soldiers,
military theorists, political leaders, philosopheasademic scholars, practitioners of
international law and human rights advocacy grobpse sought to determine
fundamental rules for the conduct of warfare. Rpies of warfare impact on the
health and security of civilian populations in anecof conflict, human and natural
environment, social networks and groups, rural arshn societies, national and
international economic relations, political struetsiand international diplomacy, and
the means and methods by which conflicts are briodghconclusion. These
approaches have been both prescriptive, stating abivities are forbidden in
warfare by law, ethical considerations, or religidaeliefs, and descriptive, analyzing

the best practices and means by which armed faareachieve victory.
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3.5.2Prescriptive Principles of War and National Variations

Principles of war (or warfare) are extracted frone tentire history of military
strategy. Since the first quarter of the twentmhtury, the rules of the art have been
expressed by a restricted number of “PrincipleSMair” (Mathey, 1995, p. 78). A
survey proves that most of them include a wide comatity. However, they
somewhat vary in accordance with national and egeographical experiences,
culture and perceptions. Major prescriptive exastem some leading nations are
summarized and listed below in order to shed & bghsome national perceptions on

strategy.

3.5.3British Principles of War

The British historian J.F.C. Fuller developed a skkight principles of warfare
between 1912 and 1924

The definition of each principle has been refinegrothe following decades and
adopted throughout the British armed forces. Tmeht@rinciple, added later, was
originally called “Administration”. The first prinple has always been stated as pre-
eminent and the second is usually considered muop®ritant than the remainder,

which are not listed in any order of importance.

The 2008 edition of British Defence Doctrine (BDB)ates and explains the
principles with the following preface: “Principled War guide commanders and
their staffs in the planning and conduct of warfaféey are enduring, but not
immutable, absolute or prescriptive, and provideappropriate foundation for all
military activity. The relative importance of eaamay vary according to context;
their application requires judgement, common sears# intelligent interpretation.
Commanders also need to take into account thentegy of their actions, based on
the legal, moral, political, diplomatic and ethigabpriety of the conduct of military

forces, once committed.”
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The ten principles as listed and defined in the8@@ition of BDD, with their brief

explanations are as follows:

Selection and Maintenance of the AimA single, unambiguous aim is the keystone
of successful military operations. Selection andntemance of the aim is regarded
as the master principle of war (This principle Hager reflected to strategic
management for business as “Management by objsdiMBO)".

Maintenance of Morale: Morale is a positive state of mind derived frompined
political and military leadership, a shared senkpuspose and values, well-being,

perceptions of worth and group cohesion.

Offensive Action: Offensive action is the practical way in which aroander seeks

to gain advantage, sustain momentum and seizaitieive.

Security: Security is the provision and maintenance of amaipey environment that
affords the necessary freedom of action, when aheérev required, to achieve
objectives.

Surprise: Surprise is the consequence of shock and confusiduced by the

deliberate or incidental introduction of the unectpd.

Concentration of Force: Concentration of force involves the decisive, syooized
application of superior fighting power (conceptualhysical, and moral) to realize

intended effects, when and where required.

Economy of Effort: Economy of effort is the judicious exploitation wianpower,

material and time in relation to the achievementlgéctives.

Flexibility: Flexibility — the ability to change readily to mastw circumstances —

comprises agility, responsiveness, resilience taeuid adaptability.
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Cooperation: Cooperation entails the incorporation of teamwankl @ sharing of
dangers, burdens, risks and opportunities in easpgct of warfare.

Sustainability: To sustain a force is to generate the means byhwitscfighting

power and freedom of action are maintained.

These principles of war are commonly used by tineedrforces of Commonwealth

countries such as Australia.

3.5.4United States Principles of War

The U.S. Army's Field Manual FM 100-5 (Operatiob4,June 1993, Chapter 2, p.2-
4) superseded by, US Army Field Manual FM 3-0, (@pens, June 2001, Chapter
4, p, 4-11) listed the following basic principles

Objective: Direct every military operation toward a clearlyfided, decisive and
attainable objective. The ultimate military purpasfewar is the destruction of the
enemy's ability to fight and will to fight.

Offensive: Seize, retain, and exploit the initiative. Offeresiaction is the most
effective and decisive way to attain a clearly edi common objective. Offensive
operations are the means by which a military f@egzes and holds the initiative
while maintaining freedom of action and achievingcidive results. This is

fundamentally true across all levels of war.

Mass: Mass the effects of overwhelming combat powerhat decisive place and
time. Synchronizing all the elements of combat powkere they will have decisive
effect on an enemy force in a short period of timedo achieve mass. Massing
effects, rather than concentrating forces, can lenabmerically inferior forces to

achieve decisive results, while limiting exposuwrehemy fire.

Economy of Force:Employ all combat power available in the most &ffee way
possible; allocate minimum essential combat powesecondary efforts. Economy
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of force is the judicious employment and distribatiof forces. No part of the force
should ever be left without purpose. The allocatodravailable combat power to
such tasks as limited attacks, defense, delayseptiea, or even retrograde
operations is measured in order to achieve massvieése at the decisive point and

time on the battlefield. ...

Manoeuvre: Place the enemy in a position of disadvantageutitrothe flexible
application of combat power. Manoeuvre is the moseinof forces in relation to the
enemy to gain positional advantage. Effective maxae keeps the enemy off
balance and protects the force. It is used to éxplmcesses, to preserve freedom of
action, and to reduce vulnerability. It continugigses new problems for the enemy

by rendering his actions ineffective, eventuallgding to defeat. ...

Unity of Command: For every objective, seek unity of command andyunii effort.

At all levels of war, employment of military forc&s a manner that masses combat
power toward a common objective requires unity @ihmand and unity of effort.
Unity of command means that all the forces are unde responsible commander. It
requires a single commander with the requisitea@itthto direct all forces in pursuit

of a unified purpose.

Security: Never permit the enemy to acquire unexpected ddgan Security

enhances freedom of action by reducing vulnergbibt hostile acts, influence, or
surprise. Security results from the measures tdlksem commander to protect his
forces. Knowledge and understanding of enemy sjyatctics, doctrine, and staff

planning improve the detailed planning of adequset®urity measures.

Surprise: Strike the enemy at a time or place or in a marfoerwhich he is
unprepared. Surprise can decisively shift the lwaaof combat power. By seeking
surprise, forces can achieve success well out @bgstion to the effort expended.
Surprise can be in tempo, size of force, direciorlocation of main effort, and
timing. Deception can aid the probability of achingysurprise.
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Simplicity: Prepare clear, uncomplicated plans and conciser®rdo ensure
thorough understanding. Everything in war is vamme, but the simple thing is
difficult. To the uninitiated, military operationgre not difficult. Simplicity
contributes to successful operations. Simple ptatsclear, concise orders minimize
misunderstanding and confusion. Other factors baiggal, parsimony is to be
preferred.

An lllustrative view for War principles which emimes full spectrum of operation,

which takes place in U.S. Army Field Manual FM: 3&hown in Figure 3.1

In addition, five “tenets of operation” are builh dhe principle of war. Such as;
initiative, agility, depth, synchronization, ver$iaf.
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Figure 3.1 U. S. War Principles Which Embraces FulBpectrum of Operation

Offense Stability

Principles
of War

Support

Operational
Framework

+ Initiative
= Agility
* Depth
+ Synchronization

« Versatility /

Source: (U.S. Army FM: 3-0; p.4-3)

3.5.5Principles of War in the Soviet Union and Russia

The Soviet principles of military science, as ipteted by the US Army in the Field
Manual 100-61, 1998 are as follows: Similar pritegpcontinue to be followed in
Commonwealth of Independent States CIS countrieainlgn by the Russian

federation after the disintegration of Soviet Union

Preparedness:The ability to fulfil missions under any condit®for starting or the

conduct of war.

35



Initiative: Utilizing surprise, decisiveness, and aggressisene continuously strive
to achieve and retain the initiative. Initiative, this sense describes efforts to fulfil
the plan in spite of difficulties. This is in coast to the western usage of the term
which means attacking (or threatening to attack)faxwe enemy reaction, thus

denying his ability to act.

Capability: Full use of the various means and capabilitiedaitle to achieve

victory.

Cooperation: Coordinated application of and close cooperatievben major units

of the armed forces.

Concentration: Decisive concentration of the essential forcehatrieeded moment

and in the most important direction to achieverttan mission.

Depth: Destruction of the enemy throughout the entirglideptheir deployment.

Morale: Use of political and psychological factors to dealiae opponents and

break their will to resist.

Obedience: Strict and uninterrupted obedience. Orders areetdobowed exactly
and without question. Commanders are expectedeottyi supervise subordinates in

a detailed manner in order to ensure compliance.

SteadfastnessSubordinate commanders are to carry out the smdtthe letter of

the plan.

Security: Security complements surprise. All aspects of sgcuirom deception and
secrecy, to severe discipline of subordinates whough action or inaction allow
information to fall into the hands of the enemy trée vigorously carried out.
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Logistics: Restoration of reserves and restoration of comizgiability is of
paramount concern of the modern, fast paced hattef

3.5.6Comparison for the Principles of War among Some Leding Nations

Some strategy thinkers propose comparisons amang kading nations’ principles
of war. Among them, Frost (1999) and Mathey (199%posed their comparisons in
a structured table. Mathey added French’s and Rddg¢d China’s principles of war
to their lists. Taking into account both thinkevgrk and British Defence Doctrine
(BDD) and U.S. Army Field Manual 3.0, a comparis@ble is structured and

presented drawing on the sources given below.
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Table 3.1 A Comparison for the Principles of War anong the Some Leading

Nations
Great United Former Soviet and | France People’s
Britain/ States Russia Republic of
Australia China
Selection & | Objective Selection &
Maintenance Maintenance
of the Aim of the Aim
Offensive Offensive Offensive
Action Action
Concentration| Mass Massing& Concentration| Concentration
of Force Correlation of of Effort of Force
Forces
Economy of | Economy of| Economy,
Effort Force Sufficiency of
Force
Flexibility Manoeuvre | Initiative, Mobility Initiative &
& Tempo Flexibility
Cooperation Unity of Interworking & Coordination
Command | Coordination
Security Security Security
Surprise Surprise Surprise Surprise Surprise
Simplicity
Sustainability, Simultaneous Liberty of Morale,
maintenance Attack on all Action Mobility,
of Morale Levels, Political
Preservation of Mobilization,
Combat Freedom of
Effectiveness Action

Source: (Mathey, 1995; Frost 1999; BDD; U.S. FM)3-0

It can be seen that in Military art, the Soviet aif@stern systems are similar, but
place their emphasis in wildly differing places. $t#&n systems allow more control

and decision-making at lower levels of command, &itd this empowerment comes
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a consistent emphasis. Offensive, mass, and mar@guwnciples for the western
commander all place a sense of personal respahs#nild authority to ensure these
principles are followed by appropriate action. bntrast the Soviet system stresses
preparedness, initiative, and obedience. This platere responsibility at the better
prepared and informed centres of command, and geaviore overall control of the
battle.

3.5.7Further Debates on the Principles of War

There is a debate within the American military bbslament to adopt flexibility as
the tenth principle of war. Many, however, holdtthlae principle of Simplicity
implicitly includes flexibility. One of the oldestictum states that the simple plan is

the flexible plan.

Robert S. Frost prepared a report on “The Growmnpgdrative to Adopt “Flexibility”
as an American Principle of War, (1999)” and subsdito Strategic Studies Institute
(SSI1) and endorsed by U.S. Army War College. Is tieport, Frost compared 1921
principles to 1993 principles (FM 100-5) and a nemmment on the names of the
nine principles. He proposed a new heading astégii@aprinciples” and changes the
names of six principles to nine while keeping the=é principles in their original

names. Frost’s proposal is shown in Table 3. 2.
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Table 3.2 “Strategic” Principles versus Traditional Principles of War

Traditional Principles “Strategic” Principles
Objective Objective

Offensive Initiative

Unity of Command Unity of Effort
Mass Focus

Economy of Force Economy of Effort
Manoeuvre Orchestration
Simplicity Clarity

Surprise Surprise

Security Security

Source: (Frost, 1999)

Frost also argues that the concept of flexibiliipwsld be integrated with America's
war fighting doctrine. Americans soundly report tthkexibility is a given that
pervades all aspects of each principle. Frost'smsent on “Flexibility’s “Dual-
Hatted” Role as a Principle of war and as a Syttke®of the other Principles” is

shown in Figure: 3.2.
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Figure 3.2 Flexibility’s “Dual-Hatted” Role as a Principle of War and as a
Synthesizer of the Other Principles

Y
Q)= Canema =G

@

Source: (Frost, 1999)

Although the aim of Frost is to stress the rold@fibility on the principles of war, a
point deserves attention that all the principlemipt “objective” which is the oldest
principle of war. This principle has emerged latéty the context of strategic
management for business as “Management by Objstt(i¢BO) (Drucker, 1954)

which will be examined in chapter 4. This is onetlod key argumentations of this

dissertation.

In July 2007, Armed Forces Journal published a ggapby van Avery, “12 New
Principles of War”. The article was subsequentlgfarded to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff by Air Force Chief of Staff and an effortdwerhaul current U.S. doctrine was
initiated using van Avery's framework. There idllséi debate on the thirteenth
principle as “Legitimacy” in accordance with thggaments on recent operations and
United Nations Security Council (UNSC) resolutions.

There are numerous contemporary studies on prascigi war in the literature taking
into account new threats and the new security enaient. As an example, Robert R

Leonhard in his work on “Principles of War for thidormation Age” (1998) argues;
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“Today we are in the information age. Many of thiengiples of the art of war that
were born of agrarian times and honed during tleugtrial age are hopelessly
outdated.” As a matter of fact his work is alscaaiaptation of classical principles to
the new technological environment. Some of fundaalesiassical principles, such
as “Economy of efforts”, “Objective”, “Unity of Comand”, “Security” can also be
seen in his work. An illustrative table of this \was seen on Table 3.3

Table 3.3 The Principles of War for the Information Age

LAWS OF WAR
The Law of Humanity

The Law of Economy The Law of Duality

PRINCIPLES OF INFORMATION AGE WARFARE
Principle of Knowledge and Ignorance
(Independent Principle)

Two Principles of Two Principles of Two Principles of
“Aggression”: “Interaction”: “Control”:
Dislocation Opportunity Option Acceleration
and and and

Confrontation Reaction Objective
Distribution Activity Command

and and and

Concentration Security Anarchy

Source: (Leonhard, 1998)

These principles can be applied to non-militarysuggich as business strategies)
when Unity of command is separated into coordimaimd reality, Economy of
Force is redefined as use of resources, Mass exraeg into renewable and non-

renewable resources, and relationships are seddrate unity of command.

Of the twelve non-military principles of efficiencgome have been formulated by
Henry Ford at the turn of the 20th century, and suggested to be: objective,
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coordination, action, reality, knowledge, locatiofspace and time), things,
obtaining, using, protecting, and losing. Nine,, tentwelve principles all provide a
framework for efficient development of any objeetivn 1913 Harrington Emerson
proposed 12 principles of efficiency, the firste@rof which could be related to
principles of war: Clearly defined ideals - Objgeti Common sense - Simplicity,

Competent counsel - Unity of Command.

3.6 Basic Elements and Dimensions of Strategy

Elements and dimensions of strategy have beengdiedusince 1832 with the work
of Clausewitz. The arguments on this subject haaenbdeveloped on two main
considerations, namely “hierarchical” and “non- rhrehical” approaches. Early
theorists who were all military thinkers produce@as on the hierarchical elements
or dimensions of strategy. Clausewitz himself aisdfbllowers also discussed other

dimensions of strategy.

3.6.1Hierarchical Dimensions of Strategy

Early military thinkers lead off the strategy fayiks hierarchical dimensions, from
strategy to tactics. As a matter of fact, there s@gly one terminology in the very
beginning as “Strategy” in ancient Greece. Howekierterm of “Tactics” is as old as
the previous one and was employed in similar mepnas “Tactica” (Larousse,

1999). Re-birth of tactics was in XVIith century iRrance where they were
expressed as the meaning of “War arrangements” h@§at1995, p. 10). The

emergence of the term of “Operative” was quite. |Reflections on the development
of two concepts (or notions), namely “Tactics” di@perative”, depending on the

literature are presented below.

3.6.1.1The Concepts of Strategy and Tactics

When the terminology related to military strateggezged in antiquity, the sizes of
the armies were very modest in terms of modern powéen measured in
thousands. The theory was formed during the 18titucy, long after the times
when the size of the armies grew to be expressduimdreds of thousands. The
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theatres of operation thus have grown much outhef hattlefields. The term
“strategy” is still used to express the highestedmhs of military actions. Itis also in
this era that Napoleon, not the great master adrthéut more of the practice of
warfare uses the concept “the highest echelon af wenen defining strategy
(Mathey, 1995). Therefore, a need for a new terfoo for lower echelons of
action and thinking has arisen. The term coinedtlics need is “tactics”, which
means “arrangement” in Greek (tactica). In antiquihis term was also used for
military purposes as arrangements of military me@viathey, 1995), without a
differentiation in size and extent. This word, disence the 17th century in France,
is still used to express military and sometimeslialv actions at levels lower than
that of strategy (Mathey, 1995). The main diffe@eibetween those two terms arises
when the size of the army or the corporation, tand extent, and the importance of
mission are considered. For example, the opematidriarge sized and important
military units are defined by the term “strategig’hile those of smaller units are
“tactical”.  This difference is also used in cigit areas as well: Even the
investments of a sports club, aimed for longergakriand amounting to high sums
are defined as “strategic”, while the manoeuvrd$iwia single match are expressed
by “tactic’. However, it is also observed thag triters commenting on a match
sometimes use the term “strategic” for a singlecmatThis can be taken as evidence

that the conception and perception of strategynoadeen formed yet in this realm.

3.6.1.2Emergence of the Concepts of Operative

It has been observed that the conceptual differbeteeen strategy and tactics has
widened after the 19th century theoreticians whotemplated on Napoleonic wars
and have asserted that war and strategy shoul@ sleevpolitical objectives of a
country. From that time onward, the gap betweenl¢lels expressed by those two
terms is denoted by the terms “operative” and “apenal”. However, it is often
observed that the levels merge together in daitgdage.  This merging is often
made by managers who over-emphasize the importahtieeir operational level
work as “strategic”. Military regulations used Bgrious nations include definitions
which aim to differentiate the borders between ¢hdbree levels. Similar
considerations also exist in operational strategfesivilian business corporations.

However, it is quite strange that the terms “operatl” and “tactical” are sometimes
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expressed by the single term “short range straggitning” (Rue and Byars use the
terminology of “Operational or tactical planningi the same meaning (2002, p.
97)).

As a matter of fact, although there is a hiera@hrelation among the notions of
strategy, operative and tactics, they are alsargitded to each other. In Figure 3.3,
a scheme, which showing the hierarchical and akagehterrelating positions of the

two lower level elements of strategy is proposed.

Figure 3.3 Interrelating Positions of Strategy andts Lower Elements

STRATEGIC LEVEL

TACTICAL LEVEL

OPERATIVE LEVEL

TACTICAL LEVEL

TACTICAL LEVEL

TACTICAL LEVEL

3.6.2Notions for Upper / Lower Levels of Strategy

Although the lower elements of the hierarchy ohtgtgy have been completed as
defined above, the development of terminology hatsceased. This time need for

the definitions for upper elements has been figlitial names for the upper echelons
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of strategy were “grand strategy”, “total strategyid “national strategy”. Although
those terms are still in use today, first the tépolicy” followed by the term

“vision” has taken their place in the upper levieswategic lexicon.

The hierarchical approach comprises a descendergrichy of realms of behaviour
and there is a strong argument for regarding themlens as being very substantially
interdependent.

As an example, U.S. Army FM 3-0 describes thisragpendency in the context of

Hierarchical approach. An illustrative figure iogin in figure 3.4
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Figure 3.4 Hierarchy of Strategy as the Levels of \&f
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Source: (U.S. Army FM 3-0)

The hierarchical view, with its inevitable implicat of a descent from matters of
greater to lesser importance, can conceal thedependencies that give integrity to
the whole (Gray, 1999, p. 21).

On the other hand, according to Mathey’s argumiéethierarchical approach from
the top to the bottom begins with “vision” and @mlls with “policy”, “grand
strategy”, “sectoral strategy” (such as militar{gperations” and “tactics” (1995).

An illustrative explanation for the “Hierarchicalpfroach of Strategy Family”
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according their decision versus employment leveleisigned and proposed in Figure
3.5.

Figure 3.5 Descending Ladder Model for the Upper ath Lower Elements of
Strategy, Decision Level vs. Employment Level
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EMPLOYMENT L-E\-'EI:

Relation between “Grand Strategy” and “Sectoraat8tyy” is one of the key issues
of this dissertation. Strategic perceptions of pesswho are responsible to plan and
execute sectoral strategies may or may not varprdoty to their sectoral or

corporate culture and educations.

Gray (1999) also argues that those elements otegiracan be described as
horizontally integrated dimensions. According tastexplanation, the relationship
among the elements depends on interaction hieraethgr than a vertical hierarchy.
Inspired by Gray's Argument and depending on othegumentations in the
literature, an explanatory figure for “interactibased relationship among the units in

strategy family” is developed and proposed in FegBu6.
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Figure 3.6 Interaction Based Relationship among th&trategy Family

STRATEGY OPERATIVE

§ ; TACTICS @

Gray develops his argumentations via challengiroty egher;

That the hierarchy depends on the importance ofetements can be quite
arguable. History is the witness of some dramaticuaences which proves
that the smallest element may affect strategy\wbhae. My argument is there
should be another explanation which takes into aacall of the relations

among the elements. This explanation should cdl/énearelationships among
the elements and explain their functions on path $trategic target. This kind
of explanation should also serve to change th&staaning of “elements” to

a dynamic meaning, such as “dimensions” (1999)

Depending on Gray's argument and other argumenttio the literature, a target

oriented model of the strategy family is developed proposed in figure 3.7.
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Figure 3.7 Target Oriented Model of the Strategy Fanily
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3.6.3Non- Hierarchical Dimensions of Strategy

There are numerous arguments on dimensions oéggral he hierarchical ones can
be concluded in a way. However, since strategiadghowill never conclude hence
its dimensions also will never be. Strategic thm&ellin S. Gray touches on this
matter in his article (Joint Force Quarterly (JEQ)Autumn/Winter 97/98);

There is no correct answer to the question: Howyntimensions are there to
strategy? The exact numbers or labels of the dimesslo not matter, but it is
important that everything of significance aboutattgy has been included
somewhere among them.

As a matter of fact, almost all the strategic tleirskunanimously agree on a number
of non-hierarchical dimensions, such as, geogragkgpons (or in broader meaning
“technology”), type of violence, economic, sociatlaso on. Reflections on this issue

are as follows.

3.6.3.1Geography

Among all the dimensions, geography is the mostregd and it cannot be denied
and will not outdate. In the time of Sun Tzu andiées “Land areas” occupied
primary importance. Subsequently, “Sea areas” ltavee on the scene and never
been left out. After 24 centuries “Air” has takds role. Just after half a century
“Space” appeared from the strategic horizon aneatiened the “Life of Earth”
during the Cold War. In the end a new space conteshwis also named as “non-

geographical” dimension of strategy, “cyberspace”.
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3.6.3.2Weapons or Technology

As for weapons, from technological consequencesectime following: from the
primitive catapults, elephants, powder and Byzantire, cannons, armoured forces,
fighter and strategic bomber aircraft, missiles anthrt weapons, nuclear weapons
and other WMD and in the end, computers.

3.6.3.3Levels or Types of Violence (or Threat)

Another classification on strategic dimensions rhigh focused on the levels or
types of violence from the military point of vie8uch as, general war, limited war,

irregular war, asymmetric war, terrorism and cydutack.

Above mentioned dimensions are certainly not hadmaal but might categorize as

“Timely or technologically consequential”.

3.6.3.4Clausewitz’s Elements of Strategy

As a matter of fact, those thoughts are not totadiyy. We can find the roots of some
gualitative dimensions of strategy in the immovtakk of Clausewitz, “On War”. In
the chapter titled “The Elements of Strategy” vas@elements were grouped under

five headings.

= Geographical element includes; terrain, riversatises, etc

= Mathematical element includes; angle of lines oéragions, convergent
and divergent, movements and geometry into théoutation.

= Physical element consists of size of forces, coitipas, armament and so
forth.

= Statistical element mentioned about support anchie@ance.

= |n the end, the fifth one or in the context of tetedy, assumed to be the

first one is “Moral” dimension. According to Clawgiéz definition, moral
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dimension is created by intellectual and psychalalgiqualities and

influences.

3.6.3.5Michael Howard’s Four Dimensions

Following Sir Basil Liddell Hart's work on the “lmekct Approach”, new non-
hierarchical dimensions have come in to strategmught. Sir Michael Howard
proposed four dimensions in “The Forgotten Dimensiof Strategy” (1979) i.e,
social, logistical, operational and technologickl. his argument he mentioned

historical and cultural interests within the sodathension.

3.6.3.6Colin S. Gray’s Seventeen Dimensions of Strategy

Strategic thinkers propose many other elementsnoersions of strategy. In order to
keep the main route of this study, it would be dretib conclude with Colin S. Gray's
“seventeen dimensions of strategy”. Gray developsddimensions through his
articles and finalized them in his book of Modertrtaggy. Those are the most
comprehensive ones in the entire literature. Theeteen Dimensions are clustered
into three categories. A simplified form of the seteen dimensions is structured and
presented in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4 The Seventeen Dimensions of Strategy

1%t CATEGORY:
PEOPLE AND POLITICS

People
Society
Culture
Politics
Ethics

2" CATEGORY:
PREPERATION FOR
WAR

Economics and logistics
Organization

Administration

Information and intelligence
Strategic theory and doctrine
Technology

39 CATEGORY:
WAR PROPER

Military operations
Geography
Friction

Command
Adversary

Time

The dimensions clustered in the first category thee subjects which fall into the
realm with which this study is interested. As aterabf fact, one of them, “culture”
Is the most important one which already embracesother four dimensions in the
category. Besides, almost all the dimensions anetgs of the strategy are affected

to some extent by “culture”.

3.6.4The Role of Culture as a Dimension of Strategy

Beginning from Clausewitz, along with classical caie elements, abstract
elements, concepts and dimensions of strategy beee examined by theorists and

strategic thinkers. The latest and comprehensiw& wbColin S. Gray gives utmost

importance to “culture” as a dimension of strategy.
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3.6.4.1Culture, Perception and Behaviour

The Oxford and Webster’s dictionaries both definkure as embracing ideas and
patterns of behaviour. Culture is a deeply contestancept. In an influential work
on culture in early modern Europe, social histoirater Burke defined culture as ‘a
system of shared meanings, attitudes and valued, tae symbolic forms

(performance, artefacts) in which they are expissembodied’ (1994, p. X)

The most persuasively plausible definition of crdtus that offered by sociologist
Raymond Williams. Williams claims that the defiotti of culture has three general
categories: the ‘ideal,’ the ‘documentary,” and thecial.” Respectively, Williams’

categories include values pertaining to some ‘@®&lorder,” “the artefacts” of
intellectual and imaginative work in which humarodlght and experience are
variously recorded,” and finally he advises thafture ‘is a description of a
particular way of life which finds expression irsiitutions and Ordinary behaviour

(2009, p. 56).

Gray stressed the importance of the strong relshiipnbetween strategic culture and

strategic behaviour;

The subject of strategic culture matters deeplyabse it raises core questions
about the roots of, and influences upon, stratégicavior. No one and no

institution can operate beyond culture. Not allipoimakers and warriors are

able to act out their cultural preferences’ (1929129)

Skypek (2006) stressed the interdisciplinary natoffe strategic culture and
contributions of other realms of social sciencebhe' field of strategic culture is
interdisciplinary with substantial contributions deafrom the fields of business,

psychology, sociology, anthropology, and internadiaelations”.

Gray also argues on the inconvenience for schataswish to study the distinctive

influence of culture.

‘If cultural phenomena cannot be readily identifeaad isolated, they may well
prove too elusive for rigorous examination by sbeentists. That caveat
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duly recorded, it is most useful to approach theaidf strategic culture in
terms of context, a term presented here in twoeser@n the one hand, culture
as context provides meaning for events. On therdtaed, the human hosts of
strategic culture are inalienably part of their ostrategic context’ (ibid).

3.6.4.2Categorization of Strategic Culture

Strategic Culture can be variously categorized.yGnaposes seven non-exclusive
categories, noticing that there is still much waokbe done in theoretical realm
(1999, p. 148). Those are;

= Nationality

= Geography

= Service, Branch, Weapons
= Functions

= Simplicity-complexity

= Generation

= Grand Strategy

There are numerous studies in the literature omé#te®nal category. As a matter of
fact, “Principles of War”, which was examined abpigeall at national level through
military or security perspective. Geography alsn ba considered as related to the
national category, since nations are located imréqular geography. “Generation”
can be assumed in the context of the evolutiorriatiples of war within the history
of each nation. However this dissertation focuses “Service”, “Branch” or
“Sectorial”, in other words, “Corporate” or “Orgaiaitional” base. Hence the survey

should continue on the path of corporate or orgdmnal bases.

3.6.5The Role and Importance of “Corporate or Organizational Culture”

Categorization of Strategic Culture is mentionedvab Organizational or corporate
culture is also the subject matter for strategisimess management beside the

security dimension. Rue and Byars (2002, p. 323)neéethe culture as; “Set of
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important understanding (often unstated) that mesbta community share”. They
also state the “Corporate culture” as follows; “@mate culture communicates how
people in an organization should behave by estabfisa value system conveyed

through rites, rituals, myths, legends and actions”

Gray (1999) also notices on the relationship betwedture and behaviour; “All
human beings are culturally educated and program®edall strategic behaviour is

cultural behaviour”.
Frost (1999) proposes a conceptual model on “hayaroeational culture embraces

and influences basic doctrines and leader develogimiérost’'s model is shown in

Figure 3.8.
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Figure 3.8 The Cascading Influence of Basic Doctranon Leader Development
and Organizational Culture
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3.6.60ther Discussions on the Dimension of Strategic Cwire

In the literature survey the overwhelming majoofythe studies on strategic culture
on national basis taking into account non-stateragctreligion and sociological,

psychological factors, qualitative values, peraamiand so on.

Thomas Skypek carried out a study for the U. Sebst Threat Reduction Agency,
Advanced Systems and Concepts Office, in order eterchine “Comparative
Strategic Cultures Curriculum” (2006). Skypek cocidthe search in a variety of
databases. They include: Journal Storage (JSTOR), Qpen Source Center
(formerly FBIS), LexisNexis, and Intelink, as wedls standard Internet search
engines. Over 114 sources were found in all. Mb#teliterature was in the form of
scholarly publications published by Western acadsnscholars and analysts. There
appeared to be a shortage of non-Western perspedivstrategic culture. However,
there were a few sources from British and Indiathens. Skypek’s list is examined
by the writer of this thesis who found that alltbém were related to only security
issues, especially focused on non-proliferationVéapons of Mass Destruction
(WMD). His conclusion is found meaningful from tpeint of view of the complex

nature of strategic culture;

There is no shortage of literature on the subjdcstmategic culture. One
challenge is distilling the information into a uskefpolicy-relevant framework.

This is difficult since strategic culture is notiversal. A parsimonious theory
of strategic culture does not exist. Each stat@raaton-state actor and
organization has its own operational code, ownohystown assumptions, and
own strategic culture.

In the same work, his consideration in the fieldsbhtegic culture is as follows;
“The field of strategic culture is interdiscipliryawith substantial contributions made
from the fields of business, psychology, sociologgthropology, and international

relations.”

Later, Jeannie L. Johnson and Jeffrey A. Larsepgresl a curriculum (2006) on
strategic culture for the above mentioned agenegach in the strategic studies

centres in the U.S. (e.g. Naval Postgraduate Sshdéntre for Contemporary
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Conflict). Johnson and Larsen proposed a definitfion strategic culture and
perception which is quite meaningful for this disggon which is as follows;

Strategic Culture is that set of shared beliefsumaptions, and modes of
behavior, derived from common experiences and aedeparratives (both oral
and written), that shape collective identity anthtienships to other groups,
and which determine appropriate ends and meansadbreving security

objectives (2006, p. 5).

On the other hand, one work on strategic cultutfegrathan the subject of security or
international relations is found relevant for thissertation, since it is related to
“Business Strategy”, prepared by Judith H. Katz &mederick A. Miller (2005)

Katz and Miller, in their work of “Road Map for thBath to Strategic Culture
Change” pointed out; “Many organizations’ findingse that the old policies, rules
and procedures no longer work, and they have togsh@o a new way of doing
business” and proposed a comparison between oldnand strategic culture for

business environment. Table 3.5 shows the changgngs.
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Table 3.5 Culture — Change Trends

From

To

Industrial Revolution Model

Information and Custanviodel

Slow/Resistant to change

Adaptable to ever acdalgrehange

Rigid hierarchy

Flexible Structures

Command and Control Leadership

Leader as Enabtlitesor and
everyone takes leadership

Top-down information flow on a need
to-know basis

-Two-way information flow

Individual efforts rewarded

Teamwork rewarded

Internal competition

Status Quo is the competition

Turf/silos

Collaboration across, down, up
organization

Peoples seen as replaceable cogs ar
primarily as a cost

\dPeople seen as critical asset and nor
renewal resources

Variety of viewpoints seen as
disruptive

Diversity of perspectives and
experience essential for success

Source: (Katz & Miller, 2005)
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Chapter 4
Strategy from Business point of View and Strategidanagement

4.1 Introduction: From “The Art of War” to “Scientific Management”

The evolution of the theory has progressed on la plavars, foreign affairs and state
administration. This progress continued on theespath when another “milestone”
“scientific management in business” emerged as hamoterminology in the
beginning of 20th century. Some resources in ditee initiate scientific
management with Frederick W. Taylor. However, thajority of them consider
Max Weber’s “Organizational analysis” as the be@gnof scientific management
(“Scientific Management in Encyclopaedia Britanrij@009). In order to follow the
same methodology of reviewing historical backgroohdtrategic thought, it would
be better to begin this chapter with German sogistoMax Weber, who is also a

contemporary of Taylor.

4.1.1Max Weber and Organizational Analysis

Contemporary organizational analysis and managesmahce owe much of their
early development to the German sociologist Max ®Yefl864-1920), who
originated the scientific study of organizations.work examining the relationship
between bureaucracy and modernization (eventualbyighed as “Theory of Social
and Economic Organization”; 1947), Weber attributesirise of organizations to the
expansion of markets, to developments in the lawd, @specially to changes in the

nature of authority.

The term authority applies to situations in whiate@erson willingly accepts the
direction of another. Until modern times, authonigs inherited, meaning that

princes begat princes and peasants begat peagéetier identified the institutional
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structure of a new “rational-legal” authority, obsag that rights of control
increasingly derived from expertise rather thaedige. He documented the ways in
which this development, which he called rationdl@a underlay the rise of the
modern state bureaucracy. According to Weber, azgdons were able to develop
unparalleled calculability and efficiency by comibig two structures: (1) a system of
explicit rules, upheld by clearly marked jurisdicis between offices and by
permanent files documenting the processing of ¢ases (2) a unique division of
labour. The latter structure gave rise to the modrreaucrat—a person who was
required to be an expert in the relevant rules who had to be shielded from
inappropriate influences to guarantee fairnessajectivity. This shift away from
tradition and inheritance permanently changed thire of organizations. Weber
thought that these two structures would cause agaons to follow, invariably and

automatically, the objectives set down by politigathorities.

One of Weber's contemporaries, the German-bonartalociologist Robert Michels,
vigorously disputed Weber's claim that organizatiowould pursue official

objectives in machine like fashion. According tockils's “iron law of oligarchy,”

the top leaders of organizations—even those thatnamber-controlled—tend to
develop a strong personal interest in maintainihgirt powers and privileges.
Michels held that self-interest prevents such leaft®@m doing anything that would
risk the survival of the organization—even if thimeans subverting the
organization's original goals and principles. Mishmade this claim in an attempt to
explain why the leaders of the officially interraatalist and antiwar German Social

Democratic Party strongly supported Germany's datitan of war in 1914.

The essential point of the Weber-Michels debate ma@sbeen settled; questions
persist over the degree to which the pursuit oficaff goals characterizes
organizational action. Does the creation of orgaimns (such as churches,
investment syndicates, or human rights groups) tf@ achievement of some
collective goal subtly shape the agendas that bell pursued? This question—
whether official or personal leadership is moreluaftial—has considerable
practical significance, because social movementach(s as pacifism and

environmentalism) almost always take shape as w@a@onal structures in
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contemporary societies. Organizational analysisntiies ways in which the
personal goals of these groups inform their respearganizational structures.

While German scholars were examining the rise ofleno organizations within a
broad sociological perspective, American enginesrd management consultants
were initiating the study of the management of workindustrial settings. Close
examination of work groups revealed that routinggoas of behaviour (“informal
organization”) often did not match the organizasibrcharts or other official
depictions of the organization (“formal organizatip These findings led
researchers to identify and describe patterns d&brnmal organization. Their
investigations, which have become part of the ddsrature of organizational
analysis, demonstrated unequivocally that parti@mpan organizations is influenced
strongly by social ties and by unofficial netwoddscommunication. (“Weber, Max.
- Encyclopaedia Britannica”, “Organizational Analysi Encyclopaedia Britannica”,
2009)

4.1.2Frederick W. Taylor and Scientific Management

Frederick Winslow Taylor (1856 — 1915), Americawventor and engineer who is
known as the father of scientific management. kisggesn of industrial management
has influenced the development of virtually eveoyrtry enjoying the benefits of

modern industry.

In 1881, at 25, he introduced time study at theudid plant. The profession of time
study was founded on the success of this projebichwalso formed the basis of
Taylor's subsequent theories of management sciéssentially, Taylor suggested
that production efficiency in a shop or factory lcbbe greatly enhanced by close
observation of the individual worker and eliminatiof waste time and motion in his
operation. Though the Taylor system provoked resent and opposition from

labour when carried to extremes, its value in ralzing production was

indisputable and its impact on the development a@fssrproduction techniques

immense.
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Studying at night, Taylor earned a degree in mechhengineering from Stevens
Institute of Technology in 1883. The following yelae became chief engineer at
Midvale and completed the design and constructfaam movel machine shop. Taylor
might have enjoyed a brilliant full-time careerasinventor—he had more than 40
patents to his credit—but his interest in what wasn called scientific management
led him to resign his post at Midvale and to becogemeral manager of the
Manufacturing Investment Company (1890-93), whithuirn led him to develop a
“new profession, that of consulting engineer in agament.” He served a long list
of prominent firms ending with the Bethlehem St&ebrporation; while at

Bethlehem, he developed high-speed steel producsiod performed notable

experiments in shovelling and pig-iron handling.

The American Society of Mechanical Engineers etkétien president in 1906, the
same year that he was awarded an honorary doct@ciehce degree by the
University of Pennsylvania. Many of his influent@lblications first appeared in the
Transactions of that society, namely, “Notes ontiBgl (1894); “A Piece-rate

System” (1895); “Shop Management” (1903); and “@a Art of Cutting Metals”

(1906). The Principles of Scientific Management vpablished commercially in

1911.

Taylor's fame increased after his testimony in 18ithe hearings before a special
committee of the House of Representatives to iny&st his own and other systems
of shop management. Considering himself a reforimergontinued expounding the
ideals and principles of his system of managemaetit his death. (*John F. Mee

Taylor, Frederick W. - Encyclopaedia Britannica” 020

4.2 From “Scientific Management “to Strategic Managemen

Beginning of the second half of 20th century, hugmonomic and industrial
corporations have become widespread; the termigolugs begun to cover the
civilian sector as “strategic management”. Thighe first occurrence of the two
sectors, namely “military” and “civilian” sectorsame together under one

terminological umbrella. After this stage, the 25@@r-old terminology has begun to
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spread over almost all the area of human life.rRdaliscussing the key elements of
strategic management, it would be useful to makeief survey on the subjects of
“Historical development of strategic managementt diMasters and Gurus of
Strategic Management”. Through the list of “MainrGa Index” (“Military Strategy
Gurus and Masters The Complete A to Z Guide,” n.d.)

4.2.1Historical Development of Strategic Management

Strategic management emerged as a discipline in966s and 60s. Although there
were numerous early contributors to the literattlre,most influential pioneers were
Alfred D. Chandler, Philip Selznick, Igor Ansoffn@ Peter Drucker (“Military
Strategy Gurus and Masters The Complete A to Z uidd.).

Alfred DuPont Chandler, Jr. (1918 —2007) was a gssbr of business history at
Harvard Business School, who wrote extensively abthe scale and the

management structures of modern corporations.

Alfred Chandler recognized the importance of cawating the various aspects of
management under one all-encompassing strateggr Rrithis time the various
functions of management were separate with littlerall coordination or strategy.
Interactions between functions or between depaisnesre typically handled by a
boundary position, that is, there were one or tvamagers that relayed information
back and forth between two departments. Chandger siressed the importance of
taking a long term perspective when looking to the#ure. In his 1962
groundbreaking work Strategy and Structure, Chandgl®wed that a long-term
coordinated strategy was necessary to give a coyrgtaurcture, direction, and focus.
He says it concisely, “structure follows strate@¥962). He received a Pulitzer Prize
for his work, The Visible Hand: The Managerial Rexmn in American Business
(1977).

In 1957, Philip Selznick introduced the idea of oh@tg the organization's internal
factors with external environmental circumstanc&85¢). This core idea was

developed into what we now call SWOT analysis bgrbed, Andrews, and others at
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the Harvard Business School General ManagementgG&itengths and weaknesses
of the firm are assessed in light of the opportasitand threats from the business

environment.

Igor Ansoff (1918-July 14, 2002) was the first mgement strategy guru to

recognize the need for strategic planning for firoperating in the increasingly

complex and turbulent environment. Igor Ansoff boih Chandler's work by adding

a range of strategic concepts and inventing a wheve vocabulary. He developed a
strategy grid that compared market penetrationtegii@s, product development
strategies, market development strategies anddriakand vertical integration and

diversification strategies. He felt that managemeotild use these strategies to
systematically prepare for future opportunities ahdllenges. In his 1965 classic
Corporate Strategy, he developed the gap analy$iased today in which we must

understand the gap between where we are curramtlyvhere we would like to be,

then develop what he called “gap reducing actigAsisoff, 1965).

Peter Ferdinand Drucker: (1909, Vienna - 2005, é&leimt, California) made famous
the term knowledge worker and is thought to havknowingly ushered in the
knowledge economy, which effectively challenges|Kdarx's world-view of the

political economy. Peter Drucker was named as ¢o@ding father of the study of

strategic management.

Peter Drucker was a prolific strategy theorist,hautof dozens of management
books, with a career spanning five decades. Histribotions to strategic
management were many but two are most importanstlfi he stressed the
importance of objectives. An organization witholgar objectives is like a ship
without a rudder. As early as 1954 he was devefppitheory of management based
on objectives (1954). This evolved into his theofymanagement by objectives
(MBO). According to Drucker, “the procedure of s&tobjectives and monitoring
your progress towards them should permeate thesasrganization, top to bottom”.
His other seminal contribution was in predicting timportance of what today we
would call intellectual capital. He predicted theser of what he called the

“knowledge worker” and explained the consequendethie for management. He
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said that knowledge work is non-hierarchical. Wartwld be carried out in teams
with the person most knowledgeable in the taskaatltbeing the temporary leader.

Some favourite quotations from Drucker are as Wwdlo Extracted from; “The
Practice of Management” (1954, p. 378), “The EffectExecutive” (1967, p. 70),
"The Five Most Important Questions You Will EverkA&bout Your Organization”
(2008, p. 54)

= The best way to predict the future is to create it.
= Management is doing things right; leadership i;ddhe right things.

= Company cultures are like country cultures. Newvertd change one. Try,

instead, to work with what you've got.
= Rank does not confer privilege or give power. Ipoges responsibility.
= To focus on contribution is to focus on effectivene

= Wherever you see a successful business, someoeamade a courageous

decision.

= Most of what we call management consists of makiuiifficult for people

to get their work done.

Ellen-Earle Chaffee summarized what she thoughtewde main elements of
strategic management theory by the 1970s (Chalfgs).

Strategic management involves adapting the orgaoizato its business

environment.

= Strategic management is fluid and complex. Changeates novel
combinations of circumstances requiring unstructureon-repetitive

responses.

= Strategic management affects the entire organizathy providing

direction.
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= Strategic management involves both strategy foonatishe called it
content) and also strategy implementation (shedatlprocess).

= Strategic management is partially planned andabrtinplanned.

= Strategic management is done at several levelsalb\erporate strategy,

and individual business strategies.

= Strategic management involves both conceptual awalytacal thought

processes.

4.2.20ther Masters of Strategic Management

Contributors of Strategic Management are not lichite the founding masters.
Resources depict the names of more than forty neanegt gurus who contribute to
the theory. Most of them are not only theorist prctitioners as well. They served
as top managers of world’s leading companies. Thiexe the opportunity to test
their ideas in the field and developed their thewith experiments extracted from
real-life implementations. A brief survey for sorokthe rest of the management
gurus is extracted from the following sources anesented below in alphabetical
order (“Management & Strategy Gurus and Masterse-Gomplete A to Z Guide,”

n.d.):

Chris Argyris and The Fifth Discipline:

Chris Argyris (1923 has influenced our thinking abthe relationship of people and
organizations, organizational learning and actiesearch. Other key concepts
developed by Argyris include Ladder of Inferenceuble-Loop Learning, Theory
of Action/Espoused Theory/Theory-in-use, High Advoy/High Inquiry dialogue,

Actionable Knowledge.

Warren Bennis and Leadership Studies:

Warren Gameliel Bennis (born 1925) is an Americamotar, organizational

consultant and author who is widely regarded ammaeer of the contemporary field
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of leadership studies. His work at MIT in the 19608 group behaviour
foreshadowed - and helped bring about - today'sdloeg plunge into less
hierarchical, more democratic and adaptive insting private and public,
management expert Tom Peters wrote in 1993 in ¢tmewbrd to Bennis’ An
Invented Life: Reflections on Leadership and Charidie reputation goes on the
famous motto of: “Managers do the things rightdexa do the right things”

Kaplan and Norton and Balanced Scorecard:

In the realm of business, the concept of Strategpdvwvas introduced by Robert S.
Kaplan and David P. Norton. The standard referesndbhe book Strategy Maps by
Robert S. Kaplan and David P. Norton. Kaplan andtdio are credited with
developing the balanced scorecard in 1992. Thieagol in a paper in the Harvard
Business Review. The focus of the Balanced Scadeisato provide organizations
with metrics against which to measure their succ€bs underlying principle was
that you couldn’t manage what you cannot measure.

lan Mitroff:

lan Mitroff is a well-known business policy professwriter, editor, lecturer, and
consultant on human-caused crises. In 1986, Miwstablished the USC Center for
Crisis Management at the University of Southernif@adia (Los Angeles) in the
Graduate School of Business. He was the directah@fUSC Center for ten years
whose purpose was to analyze human-caused cridesreate state-of-the-art tools
to better manage them. Mitroff has published o Bapers and articles and over

25 books in 15 different fields of strategic study.

Henry Mintzberg and The Rise and Fall of Strategid®lanning:

Professor Henry Mintzberg, (born 1939) is an irdéonally renowned academic
and author on business and strategic managemeniry Hdintzberg writes

prolifically on the topics of strategic managemant business strategy, with more
than 140 articles and 13 books to his name. Hidgrsdrbook, The Rise and Fall of
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Strategic Planning, criticizes some of the prastiggstrategic planning today and is
considered required reading for anyone who senowsints to consider taking on a

strategy-making role within their organization.

Kenichi Ohmae and The 3C's model:

Kenichi Ohmae (born 1943) is one of the world'sdieg business and corporate
strategists. He is known as Mr. Strategy and hasldped the 3C's Model. Having
written what many people regarded as the bible awparate strategy, Kenichi

Ohmae moved on to the changing shape of the wodsiness.

Michael Porter and Five Forces Analysis:

Michael Porter (born 1947) is an American acadewl® focused on strategic
management and economics. Porter's ideas on strateghe foundation for modern
strategy courses, and his work is taught at thevatdr Business School and at

virtually every business school in the world.

Tom Peters and Search of Excellence:

Tom Peters (born 1942) is an American writer angeeixon business, leadership and
strategic management practices, best-known for riting the classic book, In

Search of Excellence, with Robert H. Waterman, Jr.

Peter Senge and The Fifth Discipline:

Peter Michael Senge (born 1947) is an Americam$isieand director of the Center
for Organizational Learning at the MIT Sloan SchobManagement. He is known
as author of the book The Fifth Discipline: The and practice of the learning

organization from 1990.

70



Jack Welch:

Jack Welch, Jr. (born 1935) was Chairman and CE@Gaieral Electric between

1981 and 2001. Welch gained a solid reputationufaranny business acumen and
unique leadership strategies at GE. During his renGE increased its market
capitalization by over $400 billion. He remainsighty-regarded figure in business
circles due to his innovative management strategjeldeadership style.

4.3 Main Elements of Strategic Management

Elements of strategic management will be examinedhe context of various
definitions, strategic formulation, strategy impkemation, strategy evaluation and

strategy hierarchy found in the business strateginagement literature.

4.3.1Definitions of Strategy and Strategic Management

There are numerous definitions of strategy. Alma#t of the resources on
management refer to the ancient roots for the rigiterminology which already
was examined in the beginning of this survey. Rue Byars, (2002, p. 98) define;
“The word of strategy originated with the Greeks @400 B.C.; it pertained to the
art and science of directing military forces”. fg the management strategy, Rue
and Byars proposed a “Planning oriented” definitith strategy outlines basic steps
that management plans to take to reach an objectieeset of objectives. In other

words, a strategy outlines how management intemdshieve its objectives.”

Bryson, (1995, p.32) defines strategy from the oiggtional point of view;

“Strategy is the direction and scope of an orgdmmaover the long term:
which achieves advantage for the organization tmoiis configuration of
resources within a changing environment, to meetnéeds of markets and to
fulfill stakeholder expectations”

There are also many definitions for the Strategagmagement in the literature, which

focus on or orient different elements of strate§pme of them overlap with the
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notion of “Strategy” and “Strategic planning”. Ddv(2008), proposed a decision-
objectives oriented definition;

Strategic management is the conduct of draftingplementing and evaluating
cross-functional decisions that will enable an aigation to achieve its long-
term objectives. It is the process of specifyihg brganization's mission,
vision and objectives, developing policies and plasften in terms of projects
and programs, which are designed to achieve thégectives, and then
allocating resources to implement the policies grdns, projects and
programs. A balanced scorecard is often used tdua&ea the overall
performance of the business and its progress t@nabpctives.

Another definition focused on “goals” and “stratégyhich uses strategy with a very

close meaning to road map;

Strategic management is an ongoing process thdtiadga and controls the
business and the industries in which the companyvslved; assesses its
competitors and sets goals and strategies to mikeekiating and potential
competitors; and then reassesses each strategyalgniou quarterly [i.e.
regularly] to determine how it has been implementedl whether it has
succeeded or needs replacement by a new strategyneet changed
circumstances, new technology, new competitors, @wv neconomic
environment., or a new social, financial, or poltienvironment (Lamb, 1984,

p. iX).

Johnson and Scholes (2006) definition of strategianagement begins from
“position of the organization”. However, they pefo define strategy quite close to

“road map”;

"Strategic management is a means of understankéngttategic position of the
organization: formulating courses of action, evahg them and choosing
between them; as well as planning how the choicgtrategy can be put into
effect and managing the resultant changes."

Rue and Byars definition focused on “Strategic Blan

Strategic management; formulation, proper imple@wgot and continuous
evaluation of strategic plans; determines the Iawg directions and
performance of an organization. The essence otegita management is
developing strategic planning and keeping themeruirf2002, p. 100).
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Rue and Byars noticed that different organizatiomsy use somewhat different
approaches to the strategic management process;smasessful approaches share
several common components and similar sequencey praposed that strategic

management process is composed of three majorghase

= Formulation phase is concerned with developingritiel strategic plan.

= Implementation involves implementing the strateglan that has been

formulated.

= Evaluation phase stresses the importance of canisly evaluating and

updating the strategic plan after it has been implated.

Contrary to this valuable contribution, the notmin*Strategic management” should
cover a wider realm. Better definitions are metdemthe heading of “Strategic

Formulation”.

4.3.2 Strategic Formulation

Strategic formulation is a combination of at le#tstee main processes, namely
“Performing a situation analysis”, Setting objees¥ and “preparing the strategic

plan to take the organization to pre-set objectivdsch are as follows:

= Performing a situation analysis, self-evaluatiord aompetitor analysis:
both internal and external; both micro-environmkentnd macro-

environmental.

= Concurrent with this assessment, objectives areltese objectives should
be parallel to a timeline; some are in the shariatand others on the long-
term. This involves crafting vision statementsiderm view of a possible
future), mission statements (the role that the mimgdion gives itself in
society), overall corporate objectives (both finahand strategic), strategic
business unit (SBU), objectives (both financial amctegic), and tactical

objectives.
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= These objectives should, in the light of the sitwatanalysis, suggest a
strategic plan. The plan provides the details oivhio achieve these

objective(s).

An illustrative model is proposed and shown in Feguw.1l aiming to clarify

definition of strategy and strategic management:

Figure 4.1 Strategy from Situation to Objectives

SITUATION | PSTRATEGIC PLAN OBJECTIVES
ANALYSIS | | (1\PLEMENTATION)

4.3.3Strategy Implementation
= Allocation and management of sufficient resourdasafcial, personnel,

operational support, time, technology support)

= Establishing a chain of command or some alternasivecture (such as

cross functional teams)

= Assigning responsibility of specific tasks or preses to specific

individuals or groups

= |t also involves managing the process. This inetudhonitoring results,
comparing to benchmarks and best practices, evadugte efficacy and
efficiency of the process, controlling for variaecand making adjustments

to the process as necessary.

=  When implementing specific programs, this involaeguiring the requisite
resources, developing the process, training, psotesding, documentation,
and integration with (and/or conversion from) legpcocesses.

Thus, when the strategy implementation procesgespat into use there may be

many problems arising such as human relations atitéeemployee-communication.
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At this stage, the greatest implementation problesoally involves marketing
strategy, with emphasis on the appropriate timihgeov products. An organization,
with an effective management, should try to impletries plans without signalling

the fact to its competitors (Sweet, 1964).

In order for a policy to work, there must be a lesfeconsistency from every person
in an organization, including from the managemenhis is what needs to occur on

the tactical level of management as well as thaesgic.

A decision tree (or tree diagram) is a decisiorpsuptool that uses a tree-like graph
or model of decisions and their possible conseggnmcluding chance event
outcomes, resource costs, and utility. Decisiogedr are commonly used in
operations research, specifically in decision asiajyto help identify a strategy most
likely to reach a goal. Another use of decisicgetr is as a descriptive means for

calculating conditional probabilities.

4.3.4Strategy Evaluation

Measuring the effectiveness of the organizatiotralteqy, it is extremely important
to conduct a SWOT analysis to figure out the stifesigweaknesses, opportunities
and threats (both internal and external) of th&yemt question. This may require to

take certain precautionary measures or even togehthre entire strategy.

In corporate strategy, Johnson and Scholes (20@8gpt a model in which strategic

options are evaluated against three key succdssi@ri

= Suitability (would it work?)
» Feasibility (can it be made to work?)

= Acceptability (will they work it?)
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4.3.4.1Suitability

Suitability deals with the overall rationale of thieategy. The key point to consider
is whether the strategy would address the keyegfi@tissues underlined by the

organization’s strategic position.

= Does it make economic sense?

= Would the organization obtain economies of scatepnemies of scope or

experience economy?

=  Would it be suitable in terms of environment angatalities?

Tools that can be used to evaluate suitabilityudet

= Ranking strategic options
= Decision trees

=  What-if analysis

4.3.4.2Feasibility

Feasibility is concerned with the resources regui implement the strategy are
available, can be developed or obtained. Resoumcksle funding, people, time and

information.

Tools that can be used to evaluate feasibilityudet

= cash flow analysis and forecasting
= Dbreak-even analysis

= resource deployment analysis
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4.3.4.3Acceptability

Acceptability is concerned with the expectations tbé identified stakeholders
(mainly shareholders, employees and customers) thigh expected performance

outcomes, which can be return, risk and stakehot&hattions.

= Return deals with the benefits expected by theestalklers (financial and
non-financial). For example, shareholders woulgeex the increase of
their wealth, employees would expect improvementhieir careers and

customers would expect better value for money.

= Risk deals with the probability and consequencefaitdire of a strategy

(financial and non-financial).

= Stakeholder reactions deal with anticipating thkelyi reaction of
stakeholders. Shareholders could oppose the @sofnnew shares,
employees and unions could oppose outsourcing dar 6f losing their
jobs, customers could have concerns over a merijlerrggards to quality

and support.

Tools that can be used to evaluate acceptabiliyde:

= what-if analysis

= stakeholder mapping

4.3.5The Strategy Hierarchy in “Strategic Management forBusiness”

In the context of international relations or statkninistration, the strategy hierarchy
from top to the bottom has been explained in Chafte According to this

explanation, the hierarchy begins from policy amdng strategy level to sectoral
strategies and goes on to the operative and tacts for the business strategy,
according to literature, it begins from corporatedl. Literature survey shows that,
contrary to the diversification on strategic thimi there is a consensus on the

hierarchy of business strategy. In most (largeparations there are several levels
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of management. Strategic management is the highdsése levels in the sense that
it is the broadest - applying to all parts of tlenf- while also incorporating the
longest time horizon. It gives direction to corqer values, corporate culture,
corporate goals, and corporate missions. Underkioad corporate strategy there
are typically business-level competitive strate@ed functional unit strategies (Rue
& Byars, 2002, pp. 99-100).

Corporate strategy refers to the overarching gyaté the diversified firm. Such a

corporate strategy answers the questions of "irchvbusinesses should we be in?"
and "how does being in these businesses creategyyaed/or add to the competitive
advantage of the corporation as a whole?"

Business strategy refers to the aggregated stestegfi single business firm or a
strategic business unit (SBU) in a diversified cogbion. According to Michael
Porter, a firm must formulate a business stratdgyt incorporates either cost
leadership, differentiation or focus in order tchiave a sustainable competitive

advantage and long-term success in its chosensacenadustries.

Functional strategies include marketing strategiesy product development

strategies, human resource strategies, finanaiategiies, legal strategies, supply-
chain strategies, and information technology mamemye strategies. The emphasis
is on short and medium term plans and is limitetheodomain of each department’s
functional responsibility. Each functional depaegtmh attempts to do its part in

meeting overall corporate objectives, and henceotoe extent their strategies are
derived from broader corporate strategies.

Many companies feel that a functional organizatistraicture is not an efficient way
to organize activities so they have reengineeredrding to processes or SBUs. A
strategic business unit is a semi-autonomous bait is usually responsible for its
own budgeting, new product decisions, leasing d&tss and price setting. An SBU
is treated as an internal profit centre by corporagadquarters. A technology

strategy, for example, although it is focused aht®logy as a means of achieving
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an organization's overall objective(s), may inclulimensions that are beyond the
scope of a single business unit, engineering orgéion or IT department.

An additional level of strategy called operatiostilategy was proposed by Peter
Drucker in his theory of management by objectiveBQ). It is very narrow in

focus and deals with day-to-day operational adtigsisuch as scheduling criteria. It
must operate within a budget but is not at libedyadjust or create that budget.
Operational level strategies are determined bynmssi level strategies which, in

turn, are informed and determined by corporatel Istvategies.

Since the turn of the millennium, some firms haegerted to a simpler strategic
structure driven by advances in information techggl It is felt that knowledge
management systems should be used to share infomaatd create common goals.
Strategic divisions are thought to hamper this @ssc This notion of strategy has
been captured under the rubric of dynamic stratpgpularized by Carpenter and
Sanders's textbook (David, 2008). This work buddsthat of Brown and Eisenhart
as well as Christensen and portrays firm stratbgyh business and corporate, as
necessarily embracing ongoing strategic change, taadseamless integration of
strategy formulation and implementation. Such dgeamand implementation are
usually built into the strategy through the stagamgl pacing facets.

On the other hand, corporate strategy takes placéGaand strategy” in some
literature. Rue and Byars (2002, p. 98) definesitEhe highest level of Strategy and
divided into four types, such as;

= Stability strategy (or status quo strategy); which used when the

organization is satisfied with its present course.

= Defensive strategy (or retrenchment strategy); Wwhie€ used when a

company wants or needs to reduce its operations.

= Combination strategy; which is used when an orgditum simultaneously
employs different strategies for different part€ompany.

= Business strategies; which focus on how to comipedegiven business.
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The fourth types also divided into subtypes. Table shows those major types and
their subtypes.

Table 4.1 Major Types and Subtypes of Corporate Sategies

CORPORATE STRATEGIES SUBSTRATEGIES

Concentration
Growth Strategies Vertical Integration
Diversification

Stability Strategies

Turnaround
Defensive Strategies Divestiture
Liquidation
Combination
Source: (Rue & Byars, 2002)
4.4SWOT Analysis

SWOT is an acronym for an organization’s strengtfeaknesses, opportunities and
threats. A SWOT analysis is a technique for eualgaan organization’s internal
strengths and weaknesses and its external oppiesirand threats. A major
advantage of using a SWOT analysis is that it plevia general overview of an
organization’s strategic situation (Rue & ByarsQ20p. 107).

There are a few Turkish translations of the acrooyi8WOT: The most well-known
is FUTZ. FUTZ is also an acronym which consistsfair words in a similar
method: “Firsatlar, Ustiinliikler, Tehditler, Zaykfar’ (Ulgen & Mirze, 2004, p.
160).

Table 4.2 lists several factors that top level nganga should consider when assessing

an organization’s strengths and weaknesses anthitbats and opportunities posed
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by the internal and external environment. The mogiortant result of a SWOT
analysis is the ability to draw conclusions abobe tattractiveness of the

organization’s situation and the need for strategiwon.

Table 4.2 SWOT Analysis-What to Look for in Sizingup a Company’s
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats

POTENTIAL INTERNAL STRENGHT POTENTIAL INTERNAL

WEAKNESSES
Core competencies in key areas No clear strategic direction
Adequate financial resources Obsolete facilities
Well-thought-of by buyers Too narrow product line
An acknowledged market leader Weak market image
Access to economies of scale Weak distribution network
Proprietary technology Below-average marketing skills
Cost advantages Subpar profitability because ...
Product innovation skills Others?
Others?
POTENTIAL EXTERNAL POTENTIAL EXTERNAL
OPPORTUNITIES THREATS

Falling trade barriers in attractive foreign | Entry of lower-cost competitors

markets Rising sales of substitute products

Competency among rival firms Slower market grow

Emerging new technologies Costly regulatory requirements

Integrating forward and backward Vulnerability to recession and business

Ability to grow rapidly because of strong | cycle
increases in market demand

Others?

Adverse demographic changes
Others?

Source: (Rue & Byars, 2002)

Many sources in literature warn that SWOT analisses guide but not a prescription.
On the other hand, there are many examples wher®TSWhalysis is applied to
business firms, non-profit institutions and puldiector institutions as well. CPS

Human Resources Service presents some examplbee 8MWOT analyses prepared
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for “Starbucks Company”, “State of Minnesota Depaant of Employee Relations”,
“Social Work Education in Canada”, “Alaska ChildreExperiences Homelessness”
and so on (“SWOT Analysis,” 2009).

As for military strategy, very similar methods f&ituation analysis are derived from
the Principles of War. Those methods take intmantthe enemy’s strengths and
weaknesses and one’s own capacity and ability.

4.5 Emergence of Methodological Strategic Foresight

4.5.1Introduction

Human desire to know the future is not new. It gloask thousands of years, as one
of the management paradigms which occupied leadarsd with blurred questions;
“What will be the future of my tribe, country or nngign?” Ancient leaders attached
great importance to the soothsayers’ and oraclesdsy Some of them had great
fame and their reputations have extended to thgepteday, such as Nostradamus,
while some of them are well-known with their dedeps such as Rasputin.
However, the subject’s evolution from prophecy acekight is very new. The first
generation is “Futurists” who predict the futurepdeding on their intelligence,
knowledge and, of course, their imagination powEntying to see the future with the

benefits of some scientific methods goes back arigw decades.

Strategic foresight (SF) is the ability to createl anaintain a high-quality, coherent
and functional forward view and to use the insigirising in organisationally useful
ways; for example: to detect adverse conditionsgdegyolicy, shape strategy; to
explore new markets, products and services. lesgmts a fusion of futures methods

with those of strategic management.

Strategic Foresight is a fairly recent attempt iffecentiate "futurology” from
"futures studies”. Futurology or futures studiealled futurism in the United States)
is the study of the medium to long-term future, ytrapolating present

technological, economic or social trends, or berafiting to predict future trends.
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Futures studies or Futurism reflect on how todaghianges (or the lack thereof)

become tomorrow’s reality (Statemaster.com, 2009).

It arises from the premise that:

= the future is not predictable;
= the future is not predetermined; and

= Future outcomes can be influenced by our choicebke present (Amara,
1981).

Most organisations operate primarily on the bagiprorities and principles laid
down in the past, within a taken-for-granted womgv. They modify their
underlying past-orientation with inputs from theremt environment such as market
information, economic signals and government reguia. But few attempt to bring
these factors from the past and present into arenheelationship with the forward
view. Since the latter remains a collective blapmbt this subject concentrates on the

construction, maintenance and uses of the forwia (Slaughter, 2004).

4.5.2Relations between Strategic Management and StrategForesight

Masters of strategic management, some of whom asatiomed above, also
developed ideas on the foresight. One of the mlest @and sharpest words belongs
to Henry Minztberg on the relations between “sgateananagement” and “strategic

foresight”; ‘Planning is future thinking’ (Mintzbgr 1994, p. 7)

Strategic Foresight can also be practiced at tHiféerent levels through the lenses

of strategic business management:

= Pragmatic Foresight - "Carrying out tomorrows' hess better" (Hamel &
Prahalad, 1994);
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= Progressive Foresight - "Going beyond conventitimaking and practices
and reformulating processes, products, and servwisgsy quite different

assumptions”; and

= Civilisational Foresight - "Seeks to understand #spects of the next
civilisation - the one that lies beyond the currenpasse, the prevailing
hegemony of techno/industrial/capitalist interes{Slaughter, 2004, p.
217).

4.5.3Foresight Methodologies

Today there are many institutions and professors whrk on this subject. Among
them, three major thinkers who have contributeth&literature and their proposed

methodologies are presented in the following paxlgs.

4.5.4Charles W. Taylor and “The Cone of Plausibility”

Almost all the studies refer to Charles W. Tayldr@8 work. Taylor developed his
method to predict the future named as “The Con@lalisibility” in his book of
“Alternative World Scenarios for a New Order of Mats” (1993).

Taylor explained his methodology with a group ohes. A wider base cone comes
from the past —at least three decades- and a symngene goes to future. Both

cones include four narrower cones and each of tlepnesents a particular scenario.

Although Taylor did not explain in detall, it issasned that the examination of the
past should depend on concrete parameters in todelarify the “trend” which
comes from the past and goes on to the future.n&sod the earliest contributions,
Taylor's methodology assumed a smooth trend wharhes from thirty years ago
and goes to thirty years forward. A “trend brake” “paradigm shift” was not
foreseen in this period. Instead, “Wild-card scesdrtook place in his following
works in order to fill this gap. (@meci, 2005). Taylor’s illustrative sketch is seen
on Figure 4.2.
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Figure 4.2 The Cone of Plausibility
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4.5.5 Richard A. Slaughter and Australian Foresight Insttute

Professor Richard A. Slaughter is the director Afistralian Foresight Institute-
Swinburne University of Technology” which has a te&@s degree program on
strategic foresight (Integral World.com, 2009). gflater proposed a grouping of the
foresight methodologies under four headings in dniicle on ‘Developing and

Applying Strategic Foresight’ (2004).
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4.5.5.1Input Methods

Input methods are ways of gathering material relet@a organisational needs. One
of the simplest methods for constructing the ne&ure context is through the device
of posing a number of high quality questions, drehtintegrating the answers. This
method usefully sketches in aspects of the broadaaof the near-term future. It
will also highlight emerging issues that may needé¢ followed up in due course.
The strength of the method is that it enables /dyfaapid scan to take place. The
main drawback is that unless the work is carriedstilfully it can become merely

impressionistic. The selection of key questions résearch is an important

determinant of the outcome.

4.5.5.2Analytic Methods

Analytic methods tend to be not so much free-stadiethods in their own right so
much as stages in a larger piece of work. For el@neposs-impact analysis comes
into its own when a series of factors at work ineanironment have been identified
and the interrelationships among them must be egg@ldience cross-impact is used
in scenario building and in the futures can procEesecasting and trend analysis are
less popular than they once were. There are daw and qualitative approaches
to both. The former attempts to fit time-serietad@ one of a number of possible
curves and to use them to look at future possuslit The latter looks for theories
that account for the observed behaviour of thedirégsts assumptions and attempts
to understand the nature of the system. In this p@ssible future states can be
explored. Both approaches are obviously vulnerablenforeseen changes, and this

may help to explain why forecasting and trend asiallgas slipped from favour.

4.5.5.3Paradigmatic Methods

Paradigmatic methods are relative newcomers tduhges methodologies arena.
This is partly because they do not spring from ghik-dominant North American
context and partly because there are all-too-feaggd where they can be taught and
learned. Advanced practitioners in futures methumgee been aware of the role and

importance of paradigms per se for many years. tBigt awareness has not yet
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translated into a widely spread capability to erggd@aradigmatic methodologies or
an understanding of their centrality in futures kvgenerally. Hence, layered causal
analysis probably sounds esoteric to most praogt® In fact, it is quite

straightforward. Phenomena can be understoodriousaways. Conventionally, one
finds simple empirical descriptions that capturdae features of, say, population,

resources and environment issues.

4.5.5 4lterative and Exploratory Methods

Iterative and exploratory methods are those whetmjt a substantive definition or

exploration of future states, future options orufet strategies. The most well

known, and certainly the most successful of thes¢hé art and the practice of
scenario building. This alone, of all futures noeth can create convincing future
worlds at a variety of levels of aggregation. Tokengood scenarios a great deal of
preparation and analysis is needed (Slaughter,)2004

4.5.6Joseph Voros, “From Future Cone” to “Strategy Devebpment Process”

Professor Joseph Voros, who is also a Senior Lechurfutures studies and Strategic
Foresight at the Australian Foresight Institutejirbarne University of Technology
and World Future Society, proposed “A Future CodeVeloped and adopted from
previous works on the literature, in his article “@ generic Foresight Process
Framework”. The difference of his work from the Tais “the cone of plausibility”,
the future prediction is more than “plausible”. et is defined in four categories
with their interactions, such as “probable”, “prefigle”, “plausible” and “possible”

(Voros, 2003). Voros’ work is seen on Figure 4.3.
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Figure 4.3 The Future Cone
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Voros has also proposed a “Strategy developmertepssd. According to Voros’s
work, “Foresight work” occupies a “central positian strategy development. The

illustrative design of the process is seen in Fegun..

Figure 4.4 A Generic Foresight Process Framework
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Strategy Development
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Source: (Voros, 2005)
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Further, Voros detailed his model in four stag@iree of them are chosen in the
context of the dissertation. The next stage igxgrlanation or deductive approach.
He constructed a question form in order to findwaars in each stage of the process.

Foresight framework in question form is presenteigure 4.5.

Figure 4.5 Foresight Framework in Question Form

1
Inbuts look and see what's happening
p
g = SO
Analvsis 1 | “what seems to be happening?”
y
(@)
= ]
. D
Interpretatlon 23 “what's really happening?”
(@]
i =
\L Prospection -~ y, “what might happen?”
e |_ - _| __________________________________
Outputs “what might we need to do?”
S as:pfvzm@ """""""""""""""""""""""
“what will we do?”
Strategy “how will we do it?”

Source: (Voros, 2005)

Voros’ most detailed model of foresight frameworicludes detailed headings of
each stage. The headings cover the most appm@pnathodologies which can be
employed to accomplish the whole foresight proc¥ssos’s foresight framework,

with some representative methodologies indicatgulasented in Figure 4.6.
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Figure 4.6 Foresight Framework, with Some Represeative Methodologies
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Source: (Voros, 2005)

If some of the studies are disregarded within tiages of “foresight”, the strategy
work would be incomplete or insufficient. As anaexple; if interpretation (system
thinking) stage is disregarded, strategy work bexormarrow forward views” or
“suspect perceptions”. In Figure 4.7, “narrow fordiaviews” and “suspect

perceptions of strategic options” is shown.
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Figure 4.7 A Shallow/Narrow Foresight Process

1

In pUtS Events
P
Analysis L Trends

9

(D

L

«Q

= =7
Prospection e “Narrow” forward views

\ /

—— |_ _ _| _______________________________________
Suspect Perceptions
OUtletS of Strategic Options
Copyright © 2000 Joseph Voras. I "" | _______________________________________
Strategy Development
Strategy Strategic Planning

There are many institutions and academicians ciyremgaged in the study on
strategic foresight work. Recently, analyticalhieiques such as artificial neural
networks, generic algorithms, relevance treesfet¢he fore-seeing of future.

Literature has been rapidly developing by many roators. However, in order to
follow the path of this dissertation, the survey this subject is assumed to be
sufficient to prove that strategic foresight woskdeveloping on a scientific route
rather than subjective means. This identificatroay serve to fix one of the
variables of the research in the context of difiéetion on perception of strategy

within the target population.
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Chapter 5
Further Reflections on the Literature Survey and Déerminants for

the Field Research

This chapter includes a brief review to the literatsurvey and further reflections on
the matter in order to clarify indispensible eletsesnd dimensions of strategy. They
are expected to help to identify determinants afigtical research which will be
presented in the following chapter.

5.1 Brief Review

Strategy, both as a scientific term and as an egpield has emerged some 25
centuries ago. The origin of the terminology isnfr ancient Greece, and the first
book that is known to be related to strategic ttu§un Tzu’'s “Art of War”, was

written in China at about the same period. Thiskbdoy Sun Tzu, who was a general
in the Chinese Imperial Army entered into West@erdture in the 18th century as a
source of inspiration for many military people. igook, translated from ancient
Chinese many times, is still accepted to be tist Work written on military strategy.

It is also accepted as an inspiration source fainass strategies by many of

contemporary thinkers in the literature.

There have been many contributions to strategiaighb in the fields of state
administration and international relations, as veasllwars both in the Western and
Eastern Worlds. It is widely accepted that theatgst contribution to this area was
made by Machiavelli in the time period at the efidniddle Ages and the start of
Renaissance. The emergence of strategy to beatedlas a social science is dated
to 19th century, when the Napoleonic Wars were éndéhe book of Clausewitz,
Prussian general and writer, “On War” is regardedhe starting point of theory.

The following one hundred years has withessed éwveldpment of theory related to
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military strategy and national/international seturiThe theory has also been tested
by practical work and experience from the battldBeand state administration. The
theoretical work has shaped the lower and uppenetés of strategy and also
various dimensions of it. The upper and lower @ets of strategy are named

“hierarchic dimensions”.

Within this context, terms like:

= Policy
= Strategy (grand strategy, sectoral strategy),
= QOperative,

= Tactics

have been coined.

Non-hierarchical dimensions where a consensus é&s teached upon are:

= Status quo or current status or situation

= Power/availabilities (the dimensions of power ameirtimportance)
= Location (geography and distances)

= Time (future perspective)

= Culture and perceptions

= Target/objective

The concept of “principles of war” has entered litexature starting from early 20th
century. Those concepts, formed in accordance thighnations’ geographical and
cultural values, have also universal aspects forarethternational scale, exhibiting
universality between nations. This situation ha®mg rise to the thought that the
concept of strategy has both different and commemgptions. Despite this fact on

the international scale, the perception of stratégg been observed to have
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differences within a nation on the sectoral andanizational scales. As it was
mentioned in chapter 2; Clausewitz, & X¥@ntury thinker, pointed out differences in
perceptions of civilian and military managers anday; a modern thinker has

radically named those differences as “culture ¢lash

The concept of strategic management of organizatistarted its development
following the commercial organizations having reathgigantic sizes and global
economies having started to emerge, parallelingdéneelopment of the scientific
management concept. This development has becoeaglyclvisible in the post
World War 1l period and has been applied both motly and practical applications
towards the end of 20th century. This stage ie®Ithe inclusion of strategic
management into the civilian sector, after beintateel to military and state
administration areas for 2500 years, and it is mova stage of its “golden age”
during the last 150 years. Strategic managemennbasbecome an indispensible
element of management for the modern organizati@rslem, 2006). As a
consequence, military terminology such as policgerations, target (objective),

tactics, strength, threat are now being widely usezivil organizations as well.

Time, that unchangeable element of strategy, ndemathich sector it serves, and
the need for long term strategic planning haveltedun the birth of the concept of
“strategic foresight”. This task, performed by gw@mayers throughout the history,
has now turned into a scientific and methodologarah of study. However, it is still
observed that subjectivity has not yet been fullgredoned. The academicians who
study that subject draw attention to this point.

5.2 Brief Reflections on the Inference and Commonalityf Some Key Elements
of Strategy

Elements and dimensions of strategy are not toiradlgpendent from each other. On
the contrary, they represent some inference aneffecsts on many cases. Actual
uses of some elements may result in misleadinglegsions. Their implications will

be presented in the following paragraphs.
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5.2.1Future Perspective

The term “forming a strategy” has become a widalgduphrase recently. Forming a
strategy can be defined in its simplest form asutihts and plans to reach from the
status-quo to a desired status”. The fundameiftatehce between those two states
is in the “time” concept. “Status-quo” is defineds the present time; while the
“desired status” means a state where this statmsbeaachieved. In other words,
desired status shall be reached or achieved ifutbee. The difference in the two
statuses in terms of time can be defined as “rang&® desired status should also be
defined within the time dimension. “Range” is oot the most indispensible
elements of strategy. It can be defined as “shémedium” or “long” range or can
be expressed in units of years. The same consimesaapply to the business
strategies besides the military and public admiaiitn strategies. Rue and Byars
(2002, p. 97) point out that the “strategic plamgnhorizon consists of short range,
intermediate and long range; short range generlers one year, intermediate
range spans 3 to 5 years and long range spansthamr® years and up to 20 years”.
Therefore, it should be viewed with some reservatfovery short range thoughts
and actions, for example, ranges less than one geatermed as “strategic”.

5.2.2Component of “Adversary” in Military Strategy vs. C omponent of
“Competition” in Business Strategy

As mentioned above, the theory of strategy hasldpgd and matured mainly for
military applications. The main goal of a soldisrto win victory. The greatest
strategies are the ones that achieve that goabwitivar. As asserted by Sun Tzu
some 2500 years ago, ‘Win without fighting; subdbe enemy’'s army without
fighting, capture the enemy’s cities without assaglthem and overthrow his state

without protracted operations’ (Michaelson, 200124).

The interpretation of those words from the poinviefw of business strategy should
be “obtain a targeted level of profit with the nmmim investment and operational
costs”.
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The basic elements to be taken into account whachieg that goal are the power,
time and environment. Of course, the concept avgroshould be conceived in a
relative sense. If there is a great differencthenpowers of the two opponents, then
one should not even mention war. There are nurseesamples in history that a
very powerful army is instrumental in preventingwar and national goals are
achieved without war. However, the evaluation ofesiority between two

seemingly equal powers should be made with objedatiteria. History also has a
myriad of examples of the tragic ends of leaders @amies that overestimated their

own powers.

The existence of the enemy, no matter whether stujgerior or inferior in relative
terms, is one of the basic elements of militargtsigy. This fact has an importance
when determining the limits of the definition ofHawiour and actions of military
strategy. The use of the term “strategic” for no@tmilitary activities when there is
no enemy has the risk of undermining the real mmepaf this term. For example, in
peace time relocation of a military unit within tbeuntry should not be defined as a
strategic activity. Such relocation and transpmiaactivities without the threat of
the enemy are generally termed as “logistic at#isit However, as the size of the
military unit gets larger, the same activity canteemed as “strategic”. Although
this description is insufficient, it is not neceslyavrong. The problem is whether
this conception is an element of the common strategjture or perception. If the
difference in conceptions is meaningful, one caiddclude that the factor of culture

has not been formed in its full meaning.

The positions of competitors in business strategy @imilar to the position of
enemies in the military strategy. This simulatrefers to the words of Mintzberg
which were mentioned in Chapter 2:”It is obviousatthbusiness is not war..... It's
true that politics, business, and war belong todéwme broad class of phenomena,
and that there are events within business thaéspond in significant ways to war”

The “enemy” is replaced by the “competitors” witham “external environment”
although it is obvious that competitors are notneies. Corporations perform all of

their major operations within a competitive enviment to gain an advantageous
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position over their competitors and those actioeskmsed on a strategic planning.
There is almost no corporation in the modern glakdl economy not experiencing

competition. It is an actual fact that productisrrelocated in the areas where the
cost of labor is cheaper. There is no doubt thatnbain motive of those relocations

is the pressure created by sectoral competition.

All activities termed as “Strategic” due to theizesalso need a time dimension. The
purpose is either to gain superiority over the cetitgrs or to prevent the superiority
of the competitor. Activities such as "strategiefocations, corporate mergers and
acquisitions are common strategic activities inspr¢ day’s highly competitive

world.

5.2.3Road-map, as a non-hierarchical element of Strategy

A strategical study starts with a situation analysihere the environment, location,
power and capabilities are determined. There isdoubt that the objective criteria
should be taken into account while this determomais made. The second step is

the determination of the goal. The third stefhesdetermination of a “road map”.

Johnson and Scholes (2006) propose very simitaetstages to construct a strategy;

= Where are we now? (What are the Internal and eatefactors?)
= Where do we want to go? (What is the vision?)

= How do we get there? (What do we need to do?)

Road map can also be defined as the ways of balrasioways of application.
Therefore, a roadmap is one of the most importdements of the strategy.
However, it should be an insufficient approach e¢e strategy solely as a roadmap.
The two ends of the “road” in the roadmap are tiadus quo and the goal(s) to be
achieved. Roadmap can be drafted after the detatibn of those two basic
elements. However, there are other elements ffexttdhe drafting of a roadmap:

the possible threats and opportunities on the road.
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In Figure 5.1, it is shown both non-hierarchicameénts of strategy (such as current
status, objectives, road-map or conception as asltime-frame) and hierarchical

(such as operative and tactics) in a sole context.
Figure 5.1 Non-hierarchical and hierarchical elemets of strategy
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In order to reach the objective or goal startingnfrcurrent status (status-quo),
generally one road map is not sufficient and it lddae necessary to think about the
determinations in several roadmaps containing ntbes one alternative. This

explanation is shown in figure 5.2.

Figure 5.2 Roadmaps Corresponding to Alternative Senarios.

According to scenario “A”
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Accordlng to scenario “B”
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Those concepts are now prevalent in all areadaf IHowever, this expansion has
resulted in a distortion in concepts and perceptiand differences in perception
between different sectors. According to some ofeger who view this in a

pessimistic way, the concept of strategy has nosw lzelulterated and diverged from

the truth due to the numerous assumptions madeh@yal 995, p. 73).

5.3 Concise Extractions

Those results, excerpted from the literature cahsbed as follows in order to aid to
the determination of parameters for the followingld research which will be
presented in the next chapter;

= Historical path of strategy; “from warfare deceptitw all aspects of social

life”

= Basic elements of strategy: objective or aim, feitperspective, road map,
threat, adversary or competition

= Strategic family and hierarchy: Policy, strategyemtive and tactics

= The terminology borrowed by strategic managemenisifiiess strategy)
from military strategy: (interactions) aim, targebjectives, headquarter,
threat, policy, opportunity

= Commonality of elements or the dimension of stratbgtween military

strategy and business strategy

= Commonality of strategic management principles,both military and
business, such as SWOT analysis and managemebidntioes (MBO)

= Evolution of some elements of strategy and actbahpmena

= Need for methodological approaches on “strategresight” rather than

subjective ones
= The need for coordination on the formation of “oatl strategy”

= Position of strategy among the social sciences
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Chapter 6
Research Methodology

6.1 Problem Definition and the Background of the Reseaih Question

The concept of strategy has been used for centtoiesd armies and countries in
achieving their goals. The concept of strateginagement of corporations has also
been in the limelight of the world’s academic ananagement circles as a paradigm
of scientific management for the last 50 years.pdrtant steps both in theoretical
and practical dimensions have been taken towarelsrthnagement of large-scale

corporations.

The behaviour of human beings and societies iseshapder the influence of many
material and abstract factors. There is a consewsuthe belief that culture,

perceptions and conceptions have an important @laa®g those abstract factors.

When the subject is viewed from this stand poinbeicomes evident that in general,
the level of the strategic culture — strategic ng@maent relations and the level of
common strategic perception of the intelligentsid apecifically of the managerial
elite become a determining factor for the harmadiomaof national, sectoral and
corporate priorities and for the maintenance obregfto that effect. This fact can be
defined as “grand strategy” or “national strategyhich is used to define the total

strategic quality and capacity of a country.

Within this context, the lack of a common concept@md a communication language
results in the failure to take the necessary datssin time and in a coordinated way.
In such societies where a media for common strateginmunication has not been

formed, proactive policies cannot be determined¢amrdination can be formed and
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no synchronous actions can be taken. Such scibtige to follow the policies
either dictated by other powers or display irragéiloreactions. When problems are
encountered, it is the people in the manageriaitipas who are blamed, or it is
believed that the adverse effects are caused lsrmattpowers. Such negative
circumstances are not only typical of public adsti@tion, but also of private
corporations. However, the incorrect diagnositheftrouble can very likely be due

to the lack of a common strategic culture and perce.

According to the observations, it is understood,tlome sector evaluates strategy
thoroughly in the military field and yet ignores gmificent progress that is
particularly made in business administration, saglistrategic management”. On the
other hand, the use of strategic thought in stratbgsiness administration is the
subject of numerous works in the literature. Howeve is also observed that
business circles focus on the strategic businessingtration matters and may

neglect the security dimensions.

The author’'s awareness of the problem goes batR88. He participated in NATO
Defense College which is a graduate course fontedium- high level civilian and
military officials of NATO member countries in 198990. The course was
performed with the participation of the officialshav came from the 16 member
countries of the alliance. The methodology of #wcation depended on the
committee work in which military and civilian attgnces took place in a balanced
proportion. The committees studied subjects whietinly consisted of international
matters, security and strategic issues and eachmdtee tried to compose a
committee solution during a workshop period. Themposed views of the
committees were presented and discussed in thewiol session of the general
assembly of the course. During those works, nuosedifferent views and opinion
emerged naturally. Those differences mainly oated from the national positions
or geographical locations of the countries involvétbwever, it was understood that
some of the differences originated neither fromiomal context nor were related to
the interests of the alliance. A question mark rgee that there might be some
other reasons such as cultural differences an@areptions among the nations and
professions (It was the time of a turbulence penmthe international realm related
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to the ending of the Cold War and the academidesrevhich were interested in
international relations and security were in a daZée classical perceptions were

resisting some radical changes).

The author served in NATO and Western European WiWEU) International
Headquarters and Strategy Division between 1993-38uring that period he
participated in the works of “politico-military gups”, which consisted of both
civiian and military medium-high level bureaucrats Similar variables were
observed during those works. It was observed thate variables were not
homogenous and changed into sharp contradictionswak as surprising

commonalities from time to time.

The author has discussed this matter with staft@f§ and civilian professors in the
works of the Strategic Research Institute (SARENhe discussions were carried
out in the small groups and the problem areas dagd. In the end, it was decided
that the subject of “Perception of Strategy amomglionm-high level administrators”

was important and worth examining.

Following these steps, a literature review wasiedrout. It was realized that the
subject was quite new and had taken place in th&saaf foreign scholars since the
1990s. The work has relatively intensified in r@cgears as academic studies but, in
depth and significant examples were rare. Thosdiets concentrated on national
levels and aimed to clarify the national differemceln addition, they dealt with
cultural matters rather than perceptions. Althodlgd notions of “culture” and
“perception” are very associative and interrelatid aim of this research is not
restricted solely to culture matters. The previousre works based on an
assumption that national cultures are homogeneditgerature survey showed that
apart from national culture, sectoral and orgaiopai culture and perceptions are
also important factors in the context of strategy atrategic management. On the
other hand, a few domestic examples seemed to d¢peged in a political view to
some extent rather than being acade®ehguvarglu, 2000).
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6.2 Purpose of the Research

The purpose of this research is to determine thel lef differences in general
strategic culture/perception and the awarenesghiorelationship of those with the
principles of strategic management for the mediugh-Hor middle-upper) level
managers (civiian and military bureaucrats andivgbe corporate managers),
together with related problems and remedies, bydeaing a “descriptive” field

survey.

6.3 Definition of Target Population

Medium-high level managers of three sectors, nammeiltary, civilian bureaucrats
and business managers were determined as the faogetation. Definition of
medium-high level requires some specifications: ity bureaucrats should be
senior staff officers from the four services (Arrmgvy, air force and gendarmerie)
of armed forces. They should have graduated fromawademies as the professional
graduate school. Some of them may have a secoddarlicense from domestic or
foreign universities. Civilian bureaucrats shou&the ones working for the various
ministries and integrated corporations. Businessosenanagers should consist of
corporate managers from industry and banking. Alith@m should have higher

education. Some of them also may have one or nracugte degrees.

The definition of “medium-high level” also reflects the field with the ranking of
the managers. As for the military ones, it is defirwith the ranks from “major” as
the lowest and to “colonel” as the highest. As fioe civilian officials, “section
chief” is the lowest and “deputy under secretasythie highest. As for the business
managers, “branch manager” is the lowest and “depeneral manager” is the
highest. Lower rankings are excluded from the tapmpulation. There are three
rationales for this limitation. The first rationaig, in case the lower rankings are
included, a very large population would have beeguestion, and to reach a good
sampling would be very difficult. Second rationade after those levels of official
and executive ranks, they are subjected to thehenob training” for the high-levels
of administration. Besides, their age, service yaat professional experience come

close and these two factors provide a relativelprenhomogeneous population” to
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be examined. The third rationale is that, thoselleificials and executives, in fact,
have a voice in the state administration, naticsedurity matters and strategic
management in their corporations. The majorityhef target population are working
in the two biggest cities, such as Istanbul andakakIn the light of these factors,
their knowledge level and sensitivity on the stat@ninistration, national security
matters and corporate strategy are expected tatherrhigh. This makes it possible
to evaluate emerging variances in depth and mefdipngThe higher rankings are
also excluded since their positions and persoealiire quite special and their
attitudes and perceptions may be “sui generis”jdessreaching them is quite
difficult.

6.4 Research Questions and Determining Research Model

In the light of above mentioned considerations; nieein research question and its

main topics as the research factors are deternaigéallows:

“Is there any significant difference in the peréeps of Turkish medium-high level
managers on strategy in general and strategic reamagg and as well as their

awareness of the problems on common strategic peyo”

6.4.1Main Topics of the Research Question

In the light of literature review and actual obsgions within society, three topics
and one core concept which can serve to examinenttie research question, were
determined. The topics were determined by a cbéitogic. The track that is

followed is from the general case to the specdiduction).

The first of those is strategic culture and underding of strategy in general. There
is no doubt that strategy has a wide coverage. edew in the minimal scale, it

contains; “Information on the formation and develgmt of the strategic thought
and the indispensable (siné-qua-non) elementsrategty and thoughts on the daily

changes and phenomena”.
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Another factor is; “Being aware of the relationstiptween the general strategic
concepts and “strategic management”, which hasrguoitant place in the modern

corporation management”.

The third factor is; “The questioning of the awasss among the medium-high level

managers of the problems that are often observédrikey”.

The main aim of this study is centred in the thogic. However, it is deemed that
the evaluations related to the third topic witholarification of the first two topics
would not be accurate. In other words, the fins ttopics form the soft

infrastructure for the third topic.

The determinants related to those topics were eelilaby a literature survey and by
observations. The literature survey has a gresageificance for the first two topics.

The results gathered from observations have beeddterminants of the third topic.

The core concept of the study represents the syinidleas which is placed in the

research model and the questionnaire in an appitepgkpression.

Those three topics are:

= Strategic culture and understanding of strategyeimeral
= Relations between strategy in general and strategitagement

= Awareness of the problems on the common stratedjiagre and perception

Basic assumption of the research is that thetfirsttopics may affect each other. On

the other hand, each of the first two topics mdgacifthe third one respectively.
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Other topics of the research question are detedrasdollows:

= Relations between working sectors of the targetufan (such as

military, civilian and private sector) and their demstandings and
perceptions on the subject matters.

= Relations between their professional experienceskiwg years) and their
understandings and perceptions on the subject matte

» Relations between their higher education (undedwate-graduate) and

their understandings and perceptions on the subjatiers.

6.4.21Initial Research Model

According to above mentioned research topics, théali research model is
constructed as follows:
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Figure 6.1 Initial Research Model
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6.5 Determining the Research Method

In order to establish such a complex and to sonengxqualitative research topic, it
was decided to clarify its basic components suchafiges, perceptions, culture and
knowledge; a series of discussions were carriedtouhat effect in a restricted

academic circle. At the end of the discussiongj&gstions were structured with six-
option Likert method and a pre-test was conductedthe Strategic Research
Institute. The sample group was composed of myligard civilian academicians. The
recommendations of the sample group were also stegien order to find out

whether the questions were clear and distinct hacapplied method was proper for
the aim of the research. Taking into account tesults of that pre-test and

consulting some experts, the questionnaire wasruetared. It was also reminded
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that such a questionnaire would ideally consistt®25 questions (Yazicitu &
Erdaozan, 2007, p. 77). In the end, a five-option “Likertethod was composed with

20 questions representing the variables of theesurv

6.5.1Variables of the Research under the Headings of thEentative Factors

Twenty variables were grouped under three tentdietors in accordance with
anticipated correlation and regression analysisomder to test respondents’
perceptions on strategy. The variables were aldgested to a “factor analysis”
during statistical analysis of this survey. Accoglito the results of that factor
analysis, the variables could be grouped in adiffeway. Those variables under the

headings of tentative factors are presented below.

6.5.1.1Strategic Culture and Understanding of Strategy inGeneral:

Historical evolution of strategic thought

= Relations between strategy and future perspective
= Component of “adversary” in military strategy

= Component of “competition” in corporate strategy
= The concepts of strategy and tactics

= The concepts of strategy and operative

= Relations between strategy and road-map

= Evolution of the notion of “threat” in strategy

= Effect of globalization phenomenon on strategy

6.5.1.2Relations between Strategy in General and Strategidanagement:

Scope of strategic management

Commonality of strategic management principles

Level of understanding and acceptance of strategitagement

Reflection of the notion of “objective” on corpoeagtrategy
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= Negligence of strategic management on the stratggiementation

6.5.1.3Level of Awareness of the Problems on the Commonr&tegic Culture
and Perception:

Clutter of ideas on the publications on strategy

= Confusion on the concepts of “strategy” and “pdlicy

= Subjective approaches on “strategic foresight’e@athan methodological
= The need for coordination on the formation of “oatl strategy”

= The need of a new social science on strategy

= The status of common strategic perception amongrteeium-high level

managers in Turkey

6.5.2Rating Scale

As it is mentioned in the previous paragraph, ike-bption “Likert” method was
applied. Respondents were asked to indicate thefeqgnces as opinions using in
the scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) tadthier agree nor disagree) and to 5
(Strongly agree). The remaining six questions weretructured as open ended
questions at the end of the questionnaire in otddake the participants opinions
freely. Besides, those open-ended questions woetdesas an opportunity to
evaluate and comment separately by the author anthéck the perceptions in

guestion to some extent.

Evaluation of the open-ended questions will be stibchat the end of the statistical

work of the 20 variables.

6.6 Sampling

The method of this dissertation is “Descriptive dtu This method is chosen since
‘the goal of a descriptive study, is to offer te ttesearcher a profile or to describe
relevant aspects of the phenomena of interest fmomndividual, organizational,

industry oriented or other perspective’ (Sekard@3). As for the sampling method,
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“Purposive Sampling” (Also called “Purposeful samgf) is chosen. Purposive
sampling is a non-random method of sampling whdre tesearcher selects
“information-reach cases for study in depth (Pat2®02). Information-rich cases
are those from which one can learn a great dealtabsues of central importance for

the purpose of the research.

Purposive sampling is particularly relevant whea ithtial concern is exploring the
universe and understanding the audience (Pattd@®)2This means using common
sense and the best judgement in choosing the mahitations, and meeting the right
number of right people for the purpose of the stirlyrposive sampling is best used
with small numbers of individuals or groups whicraynwell be sufficient for
understanding human perceptions, problems, neetlsiviburs and contexts, which

are the main justification for a qualitative audiemesearch (Erimi 2009).

As a purposive sampling method, convenience sagpiuseful in getting general
ideas about the phenomena of interest. It saves timoney and effort. However, it

yields information-poor cases. (Patton, 2002).

Deciding on a sample size for qualitative inquirgncbe more difficult than
quantitative because there are no definite ruldsetéollowed (Patton, 2002). It will
depend on what the researcher wants to know, thgope of the inquiry, what is at
stake, what will be useful, what will have crediygiland what can be done with
available time and resources. With fixed resoureesich are usually the case,
researcher can choose to study one specific phermma depth with a smaller
sample size or a bigger sample size when seekeaytir.

6.6.1Sample Description

The sample for this study consists of middle-uppgel executives from the staff
officers of the armed forces, government officehsl business managers.

For the military executives, attendants of ArmedcEs College were preferred to be

the participants. The rationale of this prefereisce
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= They all are senior staff officers from the foursees (Army, navy, air
force and gendarmerie) of armed forces.

= They have graduated from war colleges that are prefessional graduate

schools.

= Some of them have a second graduate degree fragrgifioor domestic

universities.
= They have served in both headquarters and at nyilitaits in the field.

= Their ranks span from major to colonel. This mettuesr work experiences

are between ten to thirty years.

= They are expected to have sufficient strategiaicalland aware of strategic

matters and as well as management science.

= They are selected from various headquarters artd imboth institutional

guota and randomization (in their services andsjitiasis.

As for the civilian bureaucrats, attendants of i@l Security College were

preferred to be the participants. The rationalthisf preference;

= They all have an undergraduate degree.

= Some of them have one graduate degree (Few of teere a second
graduate degree or doctorate).

= They all work at the ministries or at associatexpoaations.
= Their duty posts span from section chief to deputgler-secretary.
= Their work experiences are expected to be betweend thirty-five years.

= They are expected to have sufficient strategicucelltand awareness of

strategic matters and as well as management science

= They are selected from various ministries and agsocorporations in both

institutional quota and randomization (in theirtingions) basis.

As for the business managers and executives, §pomeents were selected from the
leading companies of Turkey. Leading firms weresed from the list of ‘Capital
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500’ developed by Capital Monthly (Capital, Aug109) and ‘Bank Rankings’
developed by the TBB (Turkiye Bankalar Bg)i published in 2009. Firms are
chosen among those with top rankings in terms afiahturnover. Companies that

met the following criteria were selected for thigdy.

= They had to be in the list of Capital 500 Index,témms of annual net

turnover.

= They had to be the top 20 banks in the list of TBBterms of annual net

turnover.

The demographic profile of the respondents for mess sector is similar to those of

military and civilian bureaucrats;

They all have an under-graduate degree.

= Some of them have one graduate degree, a few of.thave second

graduate degree or doctorate.

= They all work in the headquarters or one stage dowsts of their

company.
= Their duty posts span from branch chief to depetysgal manager.
= Their work experiences are expected to be betweend thirty-five years.

= They are expected to have sufficient strategicucelltand awareness of

strategic matters and there is no doubt that ofrtheagement science.

= However, there is no chance to select them intutginal quota but instead
a reachable basis which can be considered as aokirghdomization. In
the context of this work, five industrial/lcommeltcianstitutions
(Mannessman-Borusan, Arcelik, B, YA-SA Yalcin Sabanci Shipping
Industry, GSK Glaxosmithkline medicine), and thiegnks (Garanti]s,
ING) were able to respond to the questionnaire \hiir medium- high

level managers.
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As it is mentioned above, the sample size is mqoiraary consideration in purposive
sampling. Some 75 respondents can be acceptetidgourposive sampling in the
context of a descriptive study (Erign2009). However, it is aimed to reach over 100

respondents totally since this study covers thepaste sectors.

During the survey work, it was reached to 47 cwilibureaucrats, 57 military
bureaucrats and 47 private sector managers whes#fisations were as described
above. As a matter of consistency, ten of the SSpardents of the military
bureaucrats’ survey papers were selected and eedtltahdomly. In the end, data
processing was implemented with the total numbed4f responses which was
equal to the sum of 47 responses from the eadiedhtee sectors.

6.6.2Descriptions of the Respondents and Demographic Viables

Distribution of the respondents according to thearking sectors is indicated in
Table 6.1. The number of respondents from eachoisestequal to 47 and the

percentage of each is 33%.

Table 6.1 Distribution of the Respondents Accordingo Their Sectors

frequency| %
Military bureaucrat 47 33,3
Civilian bureaucrat 47 33,3
Private sector manager 47 33,3
Total 141 100,0

Distribution of the respondents according to thediucation level is indicated in
Table 6.2.
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90 respondents graduated from various universitiés under graduate degree and
51 respondents have graduate degree; from dom@stigreign universities. The

percentages of these are % 63, 8 and % 36, 2

Table 6.2 Distribution of the Respondents accordingp Their Education Level

Frequency%

Undergraduate 90 63,8
Graduate 51 36,2
Total 141 100,0

Distribution of the respondents according to theofessional experience (working

years) is indicated in Table 6.3.

Table 6.3 Distribution of the Respondents accordingp Their Working Years

Frequency| %
Less than 10 year§ 9 6,4
Between 10-19 77 54,6
Between 20-29 38 27,0
30 years and more| 17 12,1
Total 141 100,0
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Chapter 7

Statistical Analysis of the Data

7.1 Data Analysis Method

The data obtained through the questionnaire wadyzsth using the Statistic
Programme for Social Sciences (SPSS) for Windowse ¥BPSS is a package
programme designed to be used in statistical cioms. It can generate
frequencies, descriptive statistics such as standaviation, correlation/regression
analysis, factor analysis, reliability analysise @#nalysis of variance (ANOVA) and
is convenient for drawing the tables and graph® dimalyses have been performed
at a 95% confidence level. The statistical methaixl in this research for analyzing

the data are:

Factor Analysis: For the grouping of different \adies meaningfully and

for the explanation of the variation among a sentdrrelated groups.

= Reliability Analysis: For measuring the internalnsstency of both the

different factors and the criteria that form thésetors.

= Regression Analysis: For measuring the significarafe relationship

between dependent and independent variables.

= Analysis of Variance (ANOVA): For detection of sificant mean

differences among the multiple groups.

7.1.1Factor Analysis

As mentioned above, factor analysis is used in rotdereduce the numbers of
variables in the model. This method analyzes thi@abkes according to their mutual

relations and explains them according to their comnadeterminants (Sekaran,
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2003). The reason for the reduction of the varsldenecessitated by the limitation
posed by regression analysis. Factor analysisiftkssthe variables to form in new

common meaningful groups as an input to the nexjest

Three headings were specified at the beginnindpisfresearch which contained the
parameters of “initial research model”. The outesnof this study will form the
“final research model” and the following analyse#l Wwe made according to this

model.

7.1.2KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Batrtlett's Tesof Sphericity
and Reliability Analysis

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (@Mand Bartlett's Test of
Sphericity tests are used to analyze the factotb&sindicate the adequacy of the
sampling. It was expected that the value of KM@Il@se to unity and the level of
meaningfulness of Bartlett's test is p<0.05. Aftars stage, factor analysis is
performed in order to specify the lower dimensibthe scale and reliability tests for
each of the emergent factors are made. In additioa variance explanation

percentage is also investigated.

The results were evaluated within a confidence riadle of 95% and the

meaningfulness in p<0.05 level two-tailed.

Reliability is the state of consistency and stapilbetween the independent
measurements of the same variable (Ergin, 2009r&ek2003). In other words,
reliability is the exclusion of the random errangtt may occur when a study is being
made. If a study is multiply repeated in differéimbies and the same responses are
being taken, it means that the study is reliablekégan, 2003). The methods
developed in order to evaluate the reliability bé tscale are termed as reliability
analysis. The analysis of the questions that octtinat analysis is termed as “item
analysis”. The most widely used method of relipiinalysis is the Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficient. The evaluation criteria usedtire evaluation of Cronbach’s

Alpha coefficient are as follows (Ozdamar, 2004):
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= 1f0,00<0<0,40 the scale is not reliable.
= [f0,40<0<0,60 the scale has a low reliability.
= 1f0,60<0<0,80 the scale is quite reliable.

= 1f0,80<a < 1,00 the scale is highly reliable.

The most common and preferable scale is; & @0

7.2 Results of the General Reliability and Factor Analgis

As a result of the analysis for general internalsistency of the scale made for this

purpose the reliability figure af = 0,774 is obtained, as shown in Table 7.1.

Table 7.1 General Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's| N of
Alpha Items

(74 20

The effects of the items of the scale to the rditgdevel are presented in Table 7.2.
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Table 7.2 Iltem-Total Statistics (Reliability Statigics if ltem Deleted)

Scale
Scale Mean| Variance if | Corrected Item} Cronbach's
if Item Item Total Alpha if Item
Deleted Deleted Correlation Deleted
1. Historical evolution of strategic
thought: 76,702 59,711 0,272 0,768
2. Relations between strategy and futune
perspective 76,858 59,794 0,235 0,771
3. Component of “adversary” in military
strategy 78,113 58,287 0,195 0,78
4. Component of “competition” in
corporate strategy : 77,418 55,974 0,353 0,764
5. The concepts of strategy and tactics 77,305| 5580 0,233 0,771
6. The concepts of strategy and operative 77,511 ,6857 0,362 0,763
7. Relations between strategy and road-
map 76,922 58,344 0,455 0,759
8. Evolution of the notion of “threat” in
strategy 76,993 58,664 0,447 0,76
9. Effect of globalization phenomenon gn
strategy 76,816 57,451 0,497 0,756
10. Scope of strategic management 77,305 57,242 3950, 0,76
11. Commonality of strategic
management principles 77,397 56,084 0,444 0,756
12. Level of understanding and
acceptance of strategic management 77,156 57,261 ,4270 0,758
13. Reflection of the notion of “objectivg”
on corporate strategy 77,468 58,922 0,311 0,766
14. Negligence of strategic managemennt
on the strategic argumentation 77,348 56,9 0,376 , 762
15. Clutter of ideas on the publications pn
strategy 77,092 58,113 0,378 0,762
16. Confusion on the concepts of
“strategy” and “policy” 77,56 59,791 0,173 0,777
17. Subjective approaches on “strategid
foresight” rather than methodological 77,291 6Q,55 |0,218 0,771
18. The need for coordination on the
formation of “national strategy” 76,702 60,539 3 0,766
19. The need of a new social science op
strategy 77,22 56,816 0,445 0,757
20. The status of common strategic
perception among the medium-high levgl
managers in Turkey (C.C.) 76,943 58,382 0,402 0,761
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When the “Cronbach’s Alpha if ltem Deleted” valiae analyzed, it was noted that
the deletion of the 3rd (0,78@pand the 16th( 0,77%% items shall increase the
reliability.

Therefore, 18 items of the scale thus formed weanedyzed and the result seen in
Table 7.3 is obtained.

Table 7.3 General Reliability Statistics (Repeat)

Cronbach's| N of
Alpha ltems

, 782 18

The result ofa = 0,782 obtained by this deletion has indicateat tihe general

“Strategic Perception” level of the questionnaiieéhwt8 questions is more reliable.

When this process is repeated once more, the resuliable 7.4 indicating the
effects of items on the reliability level is obtath

119



Table 7.4 Iltem-Total Statistics (Reliability Statigics if tem Deleted-Repeat)

Scale Mean
if ltem 5.°a'e .
Deleted Variance if Corrected Cronbach’s
ltem Item-Total Alpha if Item
Deleted Correlation Deleted
1. Historical evolution of strategic
thought: 69,837 50,037 0,263 0,778
2. Relations between strategy and future
perspective 69,993 50,164 0,221 0,782
4. Component of “competition” in
corporate strategy : 70,553 46,835 0,329 0,777
5. The concepts of strategy and tactic 70,44 808, 0,231 0,781
6. The concepts of strategy and
operative 70,645 48,002 0,367 0,771
7. Relations between strategy and rogd-
map 70,057 48,797 0,445 0,767
8. Evolution of the notion of “threat” in
strategy 70,128 48,898 0,458 0,767
9. Effect of globalization phenomenon
on strategy 69,95 47,805 0,505 0,763
10. Scope of strategic management 70,44 47.6y7 950,3 0,769
11. Commonality of strategic
management principles 70,532 46,534 0,449 0,765
12. Level of understanding and
acceptance of strategic management 70,291 47,922 4410 0,766
13. Reflection of the notion of
“objective” on corporate strategy 70,603 48,998 320, 0,774
14. Negligence of strategic managemgnt
on the strategic argumentation 70,481 47,08 0,395 0,769
15. Clutter of ideas on the publication
on strategy 70,227 48,634 0,364 0,771
17. Subjective approaches on “stratedic
foresight” rather than methodological 70,424 56,87 0,202 0,782
18. The need for coordination on the
formation of “national strategy” 69,837 50,637 341 0,774
19. The need of a new social sciencejon
strategy 70,355 47,316 0,443 0,766
20. The status of common strategic
perception among the medium-high
level managers in Turkey (C.C.)
70,078 48,787 0,396 0,77
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When Table 7.4 is analyzed again, it is concludhed turther deletion of items shall
not further increase the reliability as indicatgd@ronbach’s Alpha values and thus

it is decided to keep the 18 item questionnairi ias

Based on this conclusion, KMO and Bartlett testsntticate the adequacy of the

sampling made is performed. The result obtainesgés in Table 7.5.

Table 7.5 KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
. , 735
Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlet_t'_s Test of | Approx. Chi- 511,895
Sphericity Square
df 153
Sig. ,000

The fact that the KMO value is close to unity ahd tevel of meaningfulness of the
Bartlett’s test is p<0.05 provides the possibility perform the analysis of factors.
Therefore, a factor analysis is made to deterntieeldwer dimensions of the scale

and the reliability tests of each of the factorsaoted were made.

The result of the general reliability analysishe factorial structure shown in Table
7.6.
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Table 7.6 Structure of the Factor - Rotated Compon& Matrix

1 2
14. Negligence of strategic management on theegfiat
argumentation 0,686
15. Clutter of ideas on the publications on strateg 0,661
12. Level of understanding and acceptance of gfiate
management 0,603
7. Relations between strategy and road-map 0,586
18. The need for coordination on the formationradtional
strategy” 0,511
19. The need of a new social science on strategy ,46800,334
17. Subjective approaches on “strategic foresigdttier
than methodological 0,464
20. The status of common strategic perception antoamg
medium-high level managers in Turkey (C.C.) 0,40309
10. Scope of strategic management 0/625
5. The concepts of strategy and tactics 0,594
13. Reflection of the notion of “objective” on comate
strategy 0,547
8. Evolution of the notion of “threat” in strategy 0,531
11. Commonality of strategic management principles 0,496
4. Component of “competition” in corporate strategy 0,484
9. Effect of globalization phenomenon on strategy ,418/ 0,465
1. Historical evolution of strategic thought: ;A
6. The concepts of strategy and operative 0,385
2. Relations between strategy and future perspectiv 0,362

Based on this result, the variables are collectetbutwo meaningful factor groups.
The first group of questions 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8,@, 11, 13 were concluded to contain

the first two factors of the “initial research méde In other words, the factor
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analysis made joins the two factors. Therefore ndn@e of the factor was altered as
“Understanding of strategy and perceptions on exsatin general and strategic

management”.

On the other hand, the factor named as “Awarenetged’roblems on the Common
Strategic Perception” forms a meaningful entity andtains the questions 7, 12, 14,
15,17, 18, 19, 20.

7.2.1Final Research Model

Based on those results, the initial research mededvised and re-structured as can
be seen below and it is decided that the follovanglyses of the research should be

made on this model.

Figure 7.1 Final Research Model
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After the final research model is so structuredhetctor was tested for internal
consistency.

7.2.2Analysis of the Factors Acoording to Final Researciodel

In accordance with this result, the reliabilitytteSthe first factor, “Understanding of
strategy and perceptions on strategy in generakfategic management” is seen in
Table 7.7.

Table 7.7 The Reliability of “Understanding of Straegy and Perceptions on
Strategy in General and Strategic Management”

Cronbach's| N of
Alpha ltems

,693 10

A result of reliability ofa = 0,693 from the internal consistency analysitheffactor
“Understanding of strategy and perceptions on eggsatin general and strategic
management” is obtained. According to this resulg decided that the Alpha value
is reliable.

The effects of the items that form the dimensiomderstanding of strategy and
perceptions on strategy in general and strategioagement” to the level of

reliability is presented in Table 7.8.
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Table 7.8 Results of the “if tem Deleted” Analisidor the Dimension of
“Understanding of Strategy and Perceptions on Stragy in General and
Strategic Management”

Scale Mear Sca_le .. | Corrected Cro”b?‘c“ S
; Variance if Alpha if
if Item Item-Total
Deleted ftem Correlation item
Deleted Deleted
10. Scope of strategic 36,957 | 18,255 | 0,423 0,656
management ’ ; ; ’
5. The concepts of strategy ar %6 957 18.984 0331 0674
tactics ’ ' ; '
13. Reflection of the notion of
“objective” on corporate 37,121 19,207 0,345 0,671
strategy
8. Evolution of the notion of
“threat” in strategy 36,645 19,559 0,422 0,663
11. Commonality of strategic
management principles 37,050 17,933 0,424 0,656
4. Component of “competition 37071 17 509 0357 0673
in corporate strategy : ' ’ ; ’
9. Effect of globalization 36.468 19 065 0438 0658
phenomenon on strategy ' ’ ; ;
1. Historical evolution of
strategic thought: 36,355 19,788 0,292 0,680
2. Relations between strategy 36.511 19 909 0237 0689
and future perspective ’ ' ' '
6. Strategic and Operative 37 163 19 109 0.309 0678
Concepts ' ' ' '

When the table is examined, it is seen that whenesn is deleted, the Cronbach
Alpha values indicate that the reliability is notther improved. Therefore, the 10
item “Understanding of strategy and perceptionstoategy in general and strategic

management” questionnaire is kept as it is.
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The reliability test of the second factor, “Awares®f the Problems on the Common
Strategic Perception” is shown in Table 7.9.

Table 7.9 The Reliability of “Awarenesses of the Riblems on the Common
Strategic Perception”

Cronbach's| N of
Alpha ltems

(17 8

The internal consistency analysis of the dimensfnareness of the Problems on
the Common Strategic Perception” yields a religpitalue ofa = 0,717. This Alpha

value is deemed as reliable.

The effect of the items forming the dimension “Aeaess of the Problems on the
Common Strategic Perception” on the reliabilitydess presented in Table 7.10.
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Table 7.10 Results of the “if ltem Deleted” Analiss for the Dimension of
“Awarenesses of the Problems on the Common StrategPerception”

Scale Correcte Cronbach’s
. |Scale dltem- | A\ oha if

Mean if Variance if |Total IteF;n

ltem ltem Deleted| Correlati

Deleted on Deleted

14. Negligence of strategic
management on the strategic | 29,560 10,605 0,479 0,673
argumentation

15. Clutter of ideas on the

- 29,305 11,542 0,446 0,680
publications on strategy
12. Level of understanding and
acceptance of strategic 29,369 11,263 0,473 0,674
management
7. Relations between strategy anéi9 135 12 160 0.447 0683
road-map ' ’ ’ '
18. The need for coordination on
the formation of “national 28,915 13,064 0,362 0,700
strategy”
19. The need of a new social 29.433 11,561 0.399 0691
science on strategy ' ’ ’ '
20. The status of common
strategic perception among the 29 156 12 247 0.370 0696

medium-high level managers in
Turkey (C.C.)

17. Subjective approaches on
“strategic foresight” rather than | 29,504 12,566 0,308 0,708
methodological

When the table is examined, it is seen that wheitean is deleted, the Cronbach
Alpha values indicate that the reliability is notther improved. Therefore, the 8
item “Awareness of the Problems on the Common &jrat Perception”

questionnaire is kept as it is.
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7.3 Research Questions and Hypothesis

Within the context of the factor of “Understandinf strategy and perceptions on
strategy in general and strategic management” antle light of above mentioned

determinants, the first research question of theeadtation is fixed as follows:

Research Question 1: Does Turkish medium-high Imetagers’ Understanding of
strategy and perceptions on strategy in general sirategic management vary

significantly according to their sectors, educatewel and work experience?

Depending on this research question, the first,sémond and the third hypotheses

were generated as follows:

= Hypothesis | (H1): There is significant differeniceTurkish medium-high
level managers’ Understanding of strategy and jpéi@es on strategy in

general and strategic management according thekimgpsectors.

= Null Hypothesis | (Hol): There is no significantffdrence in Turkish
medium-high level managers’ Understanding of stpa#nd perceptions on

strategy in general and strategic management aogpttteir sectors.

= Hypothesis Il (H2): Turkish medium-high level maeeg) Understanding
of strategy and perceptions on strategy in geragrdlstrategic management

vary significantly according their education level.

= Null Hypothesis 1l (Ho2): Turkish medium-high leveimanagers’
Understanding of strategy and perceptions on sgjlyaiea general and
strategic management do not vary significantly atiog their education

level.

= Hypothesis Il (H3): Turkish medium-high level maeas’ Understanding
of strategy and perceptions on strategy in geraerdlstrategic management

vary significantly according to their work experaen

= Null Hypothesis Il (Ho3): Turkish medium-high ldvemanagers’

Understanding of strategy and perceptions on gfyaiea general and
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strategic management do not vary significantly asiog their work

experience.

Research Question 2: Is there significant diffeeedarkish medium-high level
managers’ “Awareness of the Problems on the Com8taaiegic Perception vary

significantly according to their sectors, educatevel and work experience?

Depending on this research question, the fourth,fifth and the sixth hypotheses

were generated as follows:

= Hypothesis IV (H4): There is a significant diffecen among the three
sectors of Turkish medium-high level managers’ Aemass of the

Problems on the Common Strategic Perception.

= Null Hypothesis IV (Ho4): There is no significaniffdrence among the
three sectors of Turkish medium-high level mandgAvsareness of the

Problems on the Common Strategic Perception.

= Hypothesis V (H5): The Turkish medium-high levelmagers’ Awareness
of the Problems on the Common Strategic Perceptiamg significantly

according their education level.

= Null Hypothesis V (Ho5): The Turkish medium-highvéd managers’
Awareness of the Problems on the Common Strategjiceptions does not

vary significantly according their education level.

= Hypothesis VI (H6): The Turkish medium-high levehnagers’ Awareness
of the Problems on the Common Strategic Perceptaoies significantly

according their work experience.

= Null Hypothesis VI (Ho6): The Turkish medium-higlevel managers’
Awareness of the Problems on the Common Strategiception does not

vary significantly according their work experience.

According to above described research model, assumed that there may be a
relation between the factors, namely “Understandihgtrategy and perceptions on

strategy in general and strategic management” &wehfeness of the Problems on
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the Common Strategic Perception”. This assumptieth do following research

guestion:

Research Question 3: Is there any substantiaioelaetween Turkish medium-high
level managers’ “Understanding of strategy and gggtions on strategy in general
and strategic management” and “Awareness of theébl&rs on the Common
Strategic Perception”.

In accordance with this research question, thevoilg hypotheses come out:

= Hypothesis VII (HVII): There is a substantial retet between Turkish
medium-high level managers’ “Understanding of siggtand perceptions
on strategy in general and strategic managememt™Awareness of the

Problems on the Common Strategic Perception”.

= Null Hypothesis VII (HoVIl): There is no substantieelation between
Turkish medium-high level managers’ “Understandiofy strategy and
perceptions on strategy in general and strategimagement” and

“Awareness of the Problems on the Common Strategiception”.

Considerations on the Core Concept:

The last variable of the survey is structured as€aoncept (C.C.)". The aim of the
core concept is questioning “the status of commoategyic perception among the
medium-high level managers in Turkey” which is diegl to the respondents as the

last question. The last research question is asergted from the core concept.

Research Question 4: Has a common strategic peneginong the medium-high
level managers in Turkey realized yet in a sattsfgdevel?
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Depending on this research question, the folloviipgotheses were generated:

Hypothesis VIII (HVIII): According to their opiniona common strategic
perception among the medium-high level managerBurkey has already

been realized in a satisfactory level.

Null Hypothesis VIII (HoVIll): According to their pinion, a common
strategic perception among the medium-high levatagars in Turkey has

not been realized yet in a satisfactory level.

Hypothesis IX (HIX): The opinion of the medium-higevel managers in
Turkey on “a common strategic perception amongntieelium-high level
managers in Turkey has already been realized atistactory level” varies

significantly according to their working sectors.

Null Hypothesis IX (HolX): The opinion of the mednhigh level
managers in Turkey on, “a common strategic peroap@mong the
medium-high level managers in Turkey has alreadgnbeealized in a
satisfactory level” does not vary significantly aoding to their working

sector.

Hypothesis X (HX): The opinion of the medium-higévél managers in
Turkey on “a common strategic perception amongntieelium-high level
managers in Turkey has already been realized atistactory level” varies

significantly according to their education level.

Null Hypothesis X (HoX): The opinion of the mediumgh level managers
in Turkey on “a common strategic perception amdmgrhedium-high level
managers in Turkey has already been realized atisfactory level” does

not vary significantly according to their educatiemel.

Hypothesis XI (HXI): The opinion of the medium-hidggvel managers in
Turkey on “a common strategic perception amongntieelium-high level
managers in Turkey has already been realized atistactory level” varies

significantly according to their work experience.

Null Hypothesis XI (HoXl): The opinion of the mednhigh level

managers in Turkey on “a common strategic percep@onong the
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medium-high level managers in Turkey has alreadgnbeealized in a
satisfactory level” does not vary significantly aoting to their work

experience.
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Chapter 8

Findings of the Research Based on the Statisticalhalysis

8.1 The Comparison of the Means

The comparison of the means of the two factorsaderand presented in Table 8.1.

Table 8.1 The Means of Lower Dimensions of the Seabf Strategic Perception

N Min. Max. Mean S.d.

Understanding of strategy and
perceptions on strategy in
general and strategic

management 141 2,800 5,000 4,092 0,475
Awareness of the Problems on

the Common Strategic

Perception 141 2,375 5,000 4,185 0,488

As can be seen in the Table, the mean of the diorefi8wareness of the Problems
on the Common Strategic Perception” is higher th@ mean of the dimension
“Understanding of strategy and perceptions on eggsatin general and strategic

management”.

8.2 Testing of Hypotheses

Hypothesis | (H 1) and Hypothesis IV (H IV) are @&t to indicate if there is a
difference in the perceptions of the two factorpetaling on the professional sectors.

The results of the statistical analysis made for plarpose is presented in Table 8.2.
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Table 8.2 The Differentiation of the Two Dimension®f “Strategic Perception”
Depending on Professional Sectors

Group N | Mean | Ss S.ErrJr F p
Understandingl';/““tary ¢ 47 13,883 | 0,455 | 0,066
of strategy ureaucra
and Civilian
perceptions on 47 14,321 | 0,450 | 0,066
strategy in bureaucrat 11,566 | 0,000
general and Private
strategic I sector 47 | 4,072 | 0,425 | 0,062
management manager
Military 142 | 4040 | 0,471 | 0,069
bureaucrat
Awareness of| Civilian
the Problems |pureaucrat |47 | 4394 | 0465 | 0,068 7,558 | 0,001
on the
Common Private
Strategic sector 47 | 4,122 | 0,449 | 0,065
Perception | manager

As can be seen in the first part of the table aptwe variance analysis (ANOVA)

performed to indicate whether if there is a meahiindifference in the professional

sectors for understanding of strategy and perceptan strategy in general and
strategic management dimension hadicated a statistically meaningful difference

(F = 11.566; p<0.05).

According to this resulthypothesis | (HI) (There is a significant difference
between Turkish medium-high level managers’ undedihg of strategy and
perceptions on strategy in general and strategitagement according their working

sectors)s acceptedand the relevant nulhypothesis | (Hol) is rejected

As can be seen in the second part of the Tablegadonensional variance analysis
(ANOVA) was made to indicate if the “Awareness lo¢ tProblems on the Common

Strategic Perception” dimension changes relativhéovariable of professions has
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denoteda statistically meaningful differencein the averages of the professional
groups (F=7,558; p<0.05).

According to this resulthypothesis IV (H.IV) (Thereis a significant difference
among the three sectors of Turkish medium-highlleve@nagers’ awareness of the

problems on the common strategic perceptisrgcceptedand the null hypothesis
IV (HolV) is rejected.

Hypothesis Il (HII) and hypothesis V (H.V) are ain® indicate whether there is
any difference in the perceptions or not dependimghe two factors relating to the
level of education. The results of the statistiahlysis made for this purpose is
shown in Table 8.3.

Table 8.3 Changes in Strategic Perception Dependiran the Level of Education

Group N | Mean| S.d. t P
Understanding of strategy and |licence | 90| 4,058 0,480
perceptions on strategy in genergl 1 143 0,255
and strategic management graduate| 51 4,153 0,466 '
Awareness of the Problems on thg&cence | 90| 4,129 0,434
Common Strategic Perception 0,066

graduate| 51 4,284 0,548 1,850

As can be seen in the first part of Table 7.16,0eing to the result of the
independent Group t Test which aimed to indicatetivr there is a meaningful
difference of the participants’ “understanding tvhtegy and perceptions on strategy

in general and strategic management” dimensionletied of education has denoted

no meaningful differencén the arithmetic averages of the two groups (1#43;
p>0.05).

According to this resulthypothesis 1l (H.11) is rejected and nulhypothesis Il (Ho.II)

(Turkish medium-high level managers’ understandihgtrategy and perceptions on
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strategy in general and strategic management dovayt significantly according
their education leveily accepted.

As can be seen in the second part of Table 7.1&rding to the result of the

independent Group t Test which aimed to indicateetiver there is a meaningful
difference of the participants’ “awareness of thebems on the common strategic
perception” dimension, the level of education hasaled no meaningful difference
in the arithmetic averages of the two groups (85Q; p>0.05).

According to this resulthypothesis V (H.V) is rejected and null hypothesid/
(Ho.V) (Turkish medium-high level managers’ Awarenesghaf Problems on the
Common Strategic Perceptions do not vary signiflgaaccording their education

level)is accepted.

Hypothesis 11l (HIII) and hypothesis VI (HVI) wei@med to indicate whether there
is any difference in the perceptions, depending tb@ years of professional
experience. The results of the statistical angalgsade for this purpose is shown in
Table 8.4.
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Table 8.4 Differentiations in the Strategic Percepbn Depending on the Work

Experience in the Sector

Group N Mean | S.d. F p
Understanding-€ss than 10
of strategy | Y€a'S 9 3,900 | 0.377
and
perceptions on 019 I 4051 | 0450 1,572 | 0,199
strategy in |55 oq 38 4,147 | 0,515
general and
strategic 30 years and
management | .o 17 4,259 | 0,516
Less than 10
Awareness of| Y&ars 9 4.194 | 0520
Lhnetﬁéomems 10-19 77 4,205 | 0,483
Common 0,548 ooot
. 20-29 38 4,207 | 0,501
Strategic
Perception |4, years and
more 17 4,044 0,437

As can be seen in the first part of Table 7.17,adhe-dimensional variance analysis
(ANOVA) which aimed to indicate whether there isna@aningful difference of the

participants’ “understanding of strategy and petiogg on strategy in general and
strategic management” dimension, depending on uh&tidn of work experience has

denoted no meaningful difference statistically (;F¥2; p>0.05).

According to this resulthypothesis III (HIlI) is rejected and null hypothesis Il
(Holll) (Turkish medium-high level managers’ understandofg strategy and
perceptions on strategy in general and strategiagement do not vary significantly

according their work experiencis)accepted.

As can be observed from the second part of Talilg The one-dimensional variance
analysis (ANOVA) which aimed to indicate whetheerd is a meaningful difference
of the participants’ “awareness’s of the problems the common strategic
perception” dimension, depending on the duratiomvofk experience has denoted

no meaningful difference statistically (F=0,5480d05).
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According to this resulthypothesis VI (H.VI) is rejected and null hypothess VI
(Ho.VI) “Turkish medium-high level managers’ awarenesshef problems on the
common strategic perception does not vary sigmfigaaccording their work

experience’ls accepted.

Hypothesis VII (HVII) was aimed to test whether first factor (Understanding of
strategy and perceptions on strategy in generalstnategic management) had any
effect on the second factor (Awareness of the Broblon the Common Strategic

Perception) or not, according to the respondentsiap

The results of the relevant regression analysip@gented in Table 8.5.

Table 8.5 The Effects of the Factor “Understandingf Strategy and Perceptions
on Strategy in General and Strategic Management” otthe Factor “Awarenesses
of the Problems on the Common Strategic Perception”

Coefficient
Dependent Independent Std. Model
Variable |Variable B Error |t p F (p) R2
Awareness
of the
Problems | Fix 2,345 | 0,318 | 7,374| 0,000
on the
Common
Strategic
Perception| Understanding 33,928 0,000 | 0,190
of strategy
and
perceptions oh, 454 | 0,077 | 5,825| 0,000
strategy in
general and
strategic
management

It can be seen that the respondents’ “understandiirgjrategy and perceptions on
strategy in general and strategic management” hagostive effect on the
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respondents’ “awareness of the problems on the @msirategic perception”
(t=5,825; p<0.05)

According to this resulthypothesis VII (H. VII) (There is a substantial relation
between Turkish medium-high level managers’ “Untderding of strategy and

perceptions on the relations between strategy merged and strategic management”
and “Awareness of the Problems on the Common $iaierception”)s accepted

and null hypothesis VII (Ho. VII) is rejected.

It can be observed that when “understanding ofexjsaand perceptions on strategy
in general and strategic management” is increagednie unit, “awareness of the

problems on the common strategic perception” irsgsdy 0.45 units (B=0,450).

8.3 Analysis of the Core Concept:

In the core concept, appearing as the question au2® of the questionnaire, the
participants are asked their opinion on “whethecommon strategic perception
among the civilian bureaucrats, military bureawgrgirivate sector managers and
academicians has been realized in Turkey at afaztsy level or not”. The four
hypotheses created to get answers for the releysstions, one of which general in
nature and the remaining three depending on dermpbgrgarameters, (Hypotheses
VIII, IX, X, and XI) were presented in paragrapfi.7.

In order to measure the general opinion (Hypoth&8l§ a skewness test was

performed and the results are shown in Figure 8.1.
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Figure 8.1 Histogram for the variable of “the statls of common strategic
perception among the medium-high level managers ifurkey”

Hi st ogram

80

~
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Frequency
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|

20

Mean =4, 33
Std. Dev. =0, 788

—— N =141

Histogram has a substantial negative skewenessrefbine, Hypothesis VIii
(HVIII) is rejected and null hypothesis VIII (HoVIl 1) (According to their opinion,
a common strategic perception among the medium-l@gél managers in Turkey

has not realized yet in a satisfactory I¢ves accepted.

Hypothesis IX (HIX) was aimed to indicate whethée trelevant opinion had a
meaningful difference depending on the sector dr nihe results of the statistical

analysis made for this purpose is shown in Tal8e 8.
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Table 8.6 The Differentiation of the Core Concept Bpending on the Sectors

Group N Mean Std. Deviation F Sig.
Military bureaucrat 47 4,064 1,030

Civilian bureaucrat 47 4,660 0,479 7,663 0,001
Private sector manager 47 4,255 0,642

As can be observed from Table 8.6, the one-dimeakiovariance analysis

(ANOVA) to indicate whether the status of commanatggic perception between the
medium-upper level managers and the intelligerghmved a difference depending
on the professional variable has denoted a statisti meaningful difference

between the professional groups (F=7,663; p<0.05)

According to this resultHypothesis IX (HIX) (The opinion of the medium-high
level managers in Turkey on, “a common strategicgm@ion among the medium-
high level managers in Turkey has already realired satisfactory level”, varies
significantly according to their working sectors)accepted and null hypothesis IX

(HolX) is rejected.

Hypothesis X (HX) was aimed to indicate whethes tbhpinion changed with the
level of education of the participants or not. Teeults of the statistical analysis

made for this purpose is shown in Table 8.7.

Table 8.7 The Differentiation of the Core Concept Bpending On the Level of
Education of the Participants

Group N | MeanSd |t P
The status of common strategi@ndergraduatel 90 4,289,782
perception among the mediun ) 4
high level managers in Turkey 0,746 1 0,45
(C.C.) Graduate 51| 4,39p0,802
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As can be observed from Table 8.7, an independentifGt test made to indicate
whether the common strategic perception dimensibthe medium-upper level
managers and intelligentsia of Turkey showed a megéu difference depending on
the level of education has revealed no statisyicakaningful difference between the

arithmetic averages of the groups (t=0,746; p>0.05)

According to this resultHypothesis X (HX) is rejected and null hypothesis X
(HoX) (The opinion of the medium-high level managergimkey on, “a common
strategic perception among the medium-high levehagars in Turkey has already
realized in a satisfactory level” does not varyngigantly according to their
education leveljs accepted

Hypothesis XI (HXI) is aimed to indicate whetheet is a meaningful difference in
this creed of the respondents depending on theik wwgperience in their sectors.

The results of the relevant statistical analysessimown in Table 8.8..

Table 8.8 The Differentiation of the Core Concept Bpending On the Work
Experience of Respondents in Their Sectors

Group N Mean Std. Deviation F Sig.
Less than 10 year® 3,889 1,054
10-19 77 4,260 0,865

2,214 0,089
20-29 38 4,553 0,602
More than30 yearnsl7 4,353 0,493

As can be observed from Table 8.8, one-dimensigaahnce analysis (ANOVA)
made to indicate whether the common strategic p&oedimension of the medium-
upper level managers and intelligentsia of Turkiegveed a meaningful difference
depending on the work experience variable or na tevealed no statistically
meaningful difference between the arithmetic avesagf the groups (F= 2,214;
p>0.05).
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According to this resultdypothesis Xl (HXI) is rejected and null hypothesisXI
(HoXI) (The opinion of the medium-high level manager Turkey on, “a
common strategic perception among the medium-heghlimanagers in Turkey has
already realized in a satisfactory level” does vanly significantly according to their

work experience)is accepted.

8.4 Considerations on the Open-Ended Questions

Apart from the 20 questions with five choices ashaith Likert's method of which
the statistical analyses were presented abovepsir-ended questions were asked to
the participants. The purpose of this sectiom iprovide the participants to express
their views on the questions in a more detailed faeel format and also to propose
solutions to the relevant problems. It was thoutat this should provide extra-
reliability to the results and also to form a basisideas for the subsequent
researches.

Before the survey, the participants were told thay could answer whichever they
wished of the six open-ended questions. The madsbf®point is that the managers
of private sector are more inclined to answer thoggen-ended questions and feel
free to express their views in long and detailesspges.

8.5 Summary of the Responses Given to Open Ended Queasts

Those questions, rate of the answers given byesgondents and the summarized
evaluation are presented below. The document contpiall the responses is

presented in Annex 2.
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(Q. Nr. 21) Your opinion on “the differences betweer “policy” and “strategy”
on both national and corporate level, including whih one should have the

priority.

a) RATE OF THE ANSWERS:

= Military bureaucrats: 34/47
= Civilian bureaucrats: 23/47

= Private sector managers: 28/47

b) SUMMARY OF THE ANSWERS:

The difference between “policy” and “strategy” antlich one has the priority is a
topic of discussion and conception dating backhw dra of Clausewitz which was
detailed in the literature survey. The answersiobd reveal that this debate is still
continuing. Another noteworthy point is that theseno difference between the
civilian and military bureaucrats related to thpiofessional field. However, it is

observed that the managers of private corporatasasmore concentrated on the

importance of strategy concept.

(Q. Nr. 21) Your opinion related to the context ofbuilding “national strategy”;
the effects of “assessing national objectives” arallocation of national resources
“together with attaining national interests”.

a) RATE OF THE ANSWERS:

= Military bureaucrats: 21/47
= Civilian bureaucrats: 15/47

= Private sector managers: 23/47
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b) SUMMARY OF THE ANSWERS:

Both military and civilian bureaucrats have asskttet the responsibility should be
taken at the highest level possible related to shisject. This evaluation is also
close to the classical interpretations existinghia literature. The managers of the
private sector have stated that a clarificatiomien the intelligentsia and managers
Is required also related to this subject.

(Q. Nr. 23) Your opinion about the “strategic coopeation” and “strategic

partnership” concepts both at the national and corprate level.

a) RATE OF THE ANSWERS:

= Military bureaucrats: 27/47
= Civilian bureaucrats: 12/47

= Private sector managers: 25/47

SUMMARY OF THE ANSWERS:

A general agreement on the both definitions (“styatt cooperation” and “strategic
partnership”) has been observed related to this.topHowever, civilian bureaucrats
are observed to tend to reactionary answers, plpladiected by the daily politics.

Private sector managers are observed to have a oheme vision, with rational

prospects involving strategic cooperation and @astmp between companies.
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(Q. Nr. 24) Your general and/or other opinion on tle strategy.

a) RATE OF THE ANSWERS:

= Military bureaucrats: 19/47
= Civilian bureaucrats: 5/47

= Private sector managers: 25/47

b) SUMMARY OF THE ANSWERS:

An ambiguity about “whole strategy” versus “elensentf strategy (future
perspective, roadmap, etc)”, which is also existentthe literature has been

observed, when the definition of strategy is bemragle.

(Q. Nr. 25) Your opinions about the existence and ays of elimination of the
gaps or the “gray areas” between the strategic peeptions of Civilian manager,

Military bureaucrat and Private Sector Managers

a) RATE OF THE ANSWERS:

= Military bureaucrats: 21/47
= Civilian bureaucrats: 4/47

= Private sector managers: 20/47

b) SUMMARY OF THE ANSWERS:

It has been observed that the responses to thistigueinclude very positive
proposals. The frankness of the proposals isated to the uneasiness felt due to
differences in perceptions of strategy in the dgcielt has been observed that
military bureaucrats and private sector managdrghate more importance to this
matter compared to civilian bureaucrats. The psafsorelated to the elimination of
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differences and voids in conception concentrateenmr dialogues, trainings and

seminars and symposia at academic platforms.

(Q. Nr. 26) Your opinion on the effects of globaliation on developing strategy

on both national and corporate level.

a) RATE OF THE ANSWERS:

= Military bureaucrats: 23/47
= Civilian bureaucrats: 4/47

= Private sector managers: 25/47

b) SUMMARY OF THE ANSWERS:

The responses given to this question also inditeepattern that the military and
private sector managers attribute more importanthd matter compared to civilian
bureaucrats. It is noteworthy that of the fourpmses given by the civilian
bureaucrats, two agree that globalization is anonmamt factor, as the actual
phenomena on developing strategies while the dvherstate that globalization is a

lie and an illusion.

Above mentioned considerations are tabulated inacaensummarized form and

presented as Table 8.9.
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Table 8.9 Brief Responses to Open-Ended Questions

Differences| Building of Strategic Your Existence and| Effects of
between “national cooperation | general ways of globalization on
policy and | strategy”; the| and and/or elimination developing
strategy on | effects of strategic other the gaps and | strategy on both
both “assessing partnership | opinion on | grey areas in | national and
national national both the strategy| the perception| corporate level
and objectives” national and of strategy
corporate | and corporate among the
level allocation of | level civilian
including national bureaucrats,
priority resources Military
ranking “together bureaucrats
aspect with and private
attaining sector
national managers
interests”
R:34/47 R:21/47 R:27/47 R:19/47 R:21/47 R:23 /47
Priority: Highest Cooperation| Level, Need common| Globalization is a
Policy: level's is limited Long education, phenomena,
Milit 15 responsibility| by time or | Range, discussions, | should be taken
b ntary ! Synergyis | Subject. Wavs t conferences in| into account on
ureaucral strategy: | peeded Partnership | / aysi 0 academic developing
17 has strong arge circles strategies
Equal:2 ties.
No need
R:23/47 R:15/47 R:12/47 R:5/47 R:4/47 R:4 /147
Priority: A central Partnership | Future Coordination. | 2/4: Globalization
Civilian Policy:8 coordination | is one step | perspective, Ng need for a | 1S effective. 2/4: 1t
b { Strateqv: is important | forward. serious, common isa
ureaucra Strategy-: The both solidarity understanding lie/submissivenes
10 are Civilian
Equal:5 trickeries authority’s
responsibility
R:28/47 R:23/47 R:25/47 R:25/47 R:20/47 R:25/47
Priority: Clarification | Partnership | Need for Gap is evident| Globalization is
Private Policy: of national is stronger | success, and crucial. unavoidable,
sector 10 |nt¢re§ts and| and . Road map, Educa_ltlon, proposes
objectives extensive. | Effective opportunities and
manager | Strategy: are important| Cooperation Pclmg . dialog threats
14 is limited. anning
Equal:4
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Chapter 9

Conclusions and Evaluations

9.1 Discussion of Findings

The behaviours of human beings and societies ageshunder the effects of various
concrete and abstract factors. There is a consethst cultures, perceptions and

images have a specific place among the abstractré§ac

The main objective of this study is to examine phexceptions on the general
strategical concepts and the levels of understgndinthe principles of strategic
management of medium-high level managers who avevkrio have an influence on
the strategic decisions, and as well as to detertfia areas and sources of strategy
perception differences. Therefore, conclusions Wl related to the level of
awareness of medium-high level managers about tdidrences and how those

differences can be avoided.

The existing studies in the literature mainly certe the differences in perception,
conception and cultural matters of the strategytatrnational and at national level.
This approach is mainly based on an assumptiorthieatountries have homogeneity
in this area. However, it is inevitable that tharigus professional groups and
various sectors that form a nation have differarteptions and conceptions. From
the first years of the theory of strategy, the atghhave noted the differences in the
strategic perception and conceptions of upper levietary and civilian people, in
other words, between politicians and military comoers. However, it is also
natural that the same differences in strategicqpion and conceptions exist among
the medium-upper level managers. Such manageesthawotential of influencing
the upper level managers and guiding them in gfi@tdecisions. The main topic of
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this research is to investigate if there are appaad meaningful differences in the
strategic culture, perception and conceptions a agein the awareness of the

problems on this area of those managers dependitigear working sectors.

The target population of this study is confinedhree representative groups which
are “civilian bureaucratic managers”, “military laucratic managers” and “private

sector managers”.

The literature survey made to clarify the parangetérthis study has focused on the
definitions of components and sine-non-qua elemehtsrategy from the point of
view of general strategy and corporate strategyraligding the historical
development of strategic thought. Current obsexathave been taken into account

when identification of some parameters is beingenad

In the end, 20 parameters have been identifiedriteroto obtain a measure of
differences in strategic perceptions between tlgpsaps. As the result of reliability
analysis made, two of those parameters have bédetede The parameters were then
grouped as two meaningful groups including a Caradgépt and the questions were
formulated according to those factors. The headingsthose factors are;
“Understanding of strategy and perceptions on #lations between strategy in
general and strategic management” and “AwarenegedProblems on the Common
Strategic Perception”. According to those facttis, hypotheses were generated and

tested. The discussions of the findings are presdntlow.

It has been found that significant meaningful defeces exist in the perceptions of
military bureaucrats, civilian bureaucrats and bess sector managers related to
both dimensions of “understanding of strategy amdcgptions on the relations
between strategy in general and strategic managénaew “awareness of the
problems in the common strategic perception”. Thenmeo doubt that these middle-
upper level managers of the three sectors haveredif€es in their education,
business environments and responsibilities. Thus, natural that those differences
are also reflected in their understandings andgpdi@ns in many areas. However, in

accordance with the objectives of this research,etkistence of the differences on
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their understandings and perceptions of strategse vggiestioned and significant
differences were detected. It is considered thatekistence of those meaningful
differences among the managers of the three sesturshave significant influences
on the strategic decisions needs special attedtiento the consequences they might

have.

It is considered noteworthy that those “three geougd managers’™ strategic
perceptions and awareness of the problems relatepetceptions do not have
meaningful differences depending on their leveledtication or their professional
experience. It can be asserted that some of dugte-level educations do not have
sufficient contribution to this area and that thettér qualities of education of
younger managers have compensated partially far stertage of professional

experience.

When the two factors “understanding of strategy petdceptions on the relations
between strategy in general and strategic managénaema “awareness of the
problems on the common strategic perception” wearalyaed together through
regression analysis, it has been found that tis¢ fiactor has a meaningful positive
influence on the latter. This finding is regardeda rational result. When the factor
“understanding of strategy and perceptions on #lations between strategy in
general and strategic management” is increased nay umit, the second factor
“awareness of the problems on the common strajagiception increases by 0.45
units. It is estimated that the remaining 0.55sunriginate from other factors such
as personal qualifications, the environment, origiic. However, the percentage of
0.45 is regarded as a non-ignorable rate. Ased bxipression, it can be evolved that
as the culture, understanding, perception and kedyed on strategy increases, the
level of awareness of the related problems alsce@ses. It is thought that this
finding will illuminate the path of the plannerswwrk on eliminating the problems

encountered in this area.

In the analysis of the variable identified as til&ofe concept”, or, the question
“whether or not a common strategic perception amtrg civilian bureaucrats,

military bureaucrats, private sector managers aadl@micians has been realized in
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Turkey at a satisfactory level”, the skewness tes$ resulted in a significant
rightward skewness (mean: 0.433, Standard deviafior88), implying that the

respondents believe that “a common strategic pgore@mong the middle-upper
class managers has not been realized in Turkeysatisfactory level yet”. Despite

this consensus, meaningful differences in the Yalg analyses of the core concept
have been detected depending on the sectors gjatttieipants. However, it has
once more been observed that the differences icatidn and training do not create

a meaningful difference.

The section at the last part of the survey inclgdime six open-ended questions is
arranged to get more free and detailed answer®ddla the relevant questions of the
questionnaire, and also to generate views aboattecejproblems and remedies. It is
considered that the answers will provide an opputgifor a “double-check” for the

results of the survey and also shed some lightherpath for further studies. The
responses, rich and detailed in content, involvanumousity in some areas while
also exhibiting contradictory views in some. Thagestions have both helped to
illuminate some topics and also have created nesgtopns. Therefore, it is regarded
that this section has served the aim which was a@ggdein the beginning. On the
discussion context of this chapter, the topics thqtire special attention are briefly

touched on below.

The difference between “policy” and “strategy” antlich one has the priority is a
topic of discussion and conception dating backh#&leginning of the theory in XIX
century. It is no surprise that same discussidh estists among the middle-upper
level managers in Turkey, based on their workingt®s. However, it can be
considered as an interesting finding that thisetdéhce of perception exists among
the members of each sector. This finding can bepdable for the respondents of
private sector managers who have come from diffesemnirces and educational
disciplines. However, it may not be as reasonalsleh@ previous one, for the
respondents of other two sectors, namely civiliad anilitary bureaucrats, have
more homogeneous education and working environméotever there may be a
reasonable justification on this contradiction tbaimes from the Turkish language.
The word of “politika” is used for two different rarings in English such as “policy”
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and “politics”. Taking account of this fact, thisueption was asked with an
explanation on this subject shown in a brackethsag “politika (policy). Against
this elaboration the responses taken were almdistuha-half different. (It should be
noted here that two different terminology were usedold Turkish diplomacy
language such as “siyaset” and “siyasa” in orderlaoify this difference). Another
noteworthy point is that there is no significantfelience between the civilian and
military bureaucrats related to their professidield. However, it is observed that
the managers of private corporations are more ctrated on the importance of the

strategy concept.

A general agreement on the definition has beenrebderelated to the topic of
“Strategic cooperation and strategic partnershipath the national and corporate
level” for both between the groups and within theups. However, civilian
bureaucrats tend to reactionary answers, probatiéetad by the daily politics.
Private sector managers are observed to have reiclesion, with rational prospects

involving strategic cooperation and partnershipveein companies.

An ambiguity about “whole strategy” versus “elensentf strategy (future
perspective, roadmap, etc)”, which also exist ia literature has been observed,
when the definition of strategy is made.

The responses given to the question of “effectsgglobalization on developing
strategy on both national and corporate level” adlsticate the pattern that the
military and private sector managers attribute momportance to this matter
compared to civilian bureaucrats. It is notewottgt of the four responses given by
the civilian bureaucrats, two agree that globalaats an important factor while the

other two state that globalization is a lie andllasion.

It has been observed that the responses to thdiauesd “Your opinion on the

elimination of the gaps and grey areas in the pti@e of strategy among the
civilian bureaucrats, military bureaucrats andvate sector managers” include very
positive proposals. The frankness of the propdsastributed to the uneasiness felt

due to differences in perceptions of strategy endbciety. It has been observed that
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military bureaucrats and private sector managdrgbate more importance to this
matter compared to civilian bureaucrats. The psafsorelated to the elimination of
differences and voids in conception concentrateenwr dialogues, trainings and
seminars and symposia at academic platforms. Aateenof fact that Clausewitz, in
his book “On War”, published initially in 1832 in eé@Bnan (wom kriege) and
accepted to be the basic milestone of the theoag, mentioned an inevitable
difference of culture and perception between thédian and military leadership and
has proposed that education may slightly allevitie problem. Many of his
followers have also emphasized this point. Howewer finding is observed as a
radical opinion which has been alleged by Gray 9)98uch as “culture clash”,
neither opinion is observed that this differenceiirsevitable”. Contrarily, the

responses emphasize that those differences maghanidd be alleviated.

Another noteworthy observation is about the reastiof the respondents to the
survey. Implementation of the survey is planned thia face to face interview
method. Majority of the responses were taken vis ittrethod by the benefits of in
advance verbal explanation by the candidate. Oflse$ponses were taken via the e-
mail and the rest were face to face. In this cdnteaching private sector managers
was quite hard owing to their time constraint. Thaestionnaire could be
implemented only after a tiring appointment progediHowever, it was gladly
observed that private sector managers were vesreagl enthusiastic to respond to
the questionnaire compared to the other sectom’esentatives (once they were
reached). They did not refrain to write their lcangd detailed arguments for the open
ended questions. Besides, they said sincerely ttheyt found the subject very

interesting.

9.2 Limitations of the Research

The first noteworthy limitation of this study isetlsensitivity of the subject. This
sensitivity had the risk of “politization” rathelndn being a scholarly field research.
As it was mentioned in chapter I, this risk wasi@pated at the beginning of the
work. It is very clear that such a possibility woukdversely affect the research.
Therefore, extra efforts were made in designingagirestionnaire in order to remain

in the academic field as much as possible. Twotgsts were implemented within
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the restricted groups and afterwards the questicmneas restructured. The risky

questions were sorted out and asked to the resptsds open ended questions in
the last part of the questionnaire. Very politizeponses were taken to these
questions. It was hoped that this way statisticellysis could be safeguarded, to

some extend thus finding an opportunity to evaltiaerisky questions separately.

Another limitation is generalizability of the resela findings. Researchers mostly
prefer to implement probabilistic or random samgplinethods over non-probabilistic
ones, and consider them to be more accurate aarbug. Non-probability samples
such as purposeful and quota samples cannot deppad the rationality of
probability theory. However, in applied social rasd there may be circumstances
where it is not feasible, practical or theoretigadensible to do random sampling
(Patton, 2002). Since this dissertation had thecipepurpose of analyzing the
perception of middle-upper managers of the thregose in Turkey about the
strategic matters, non-probabilistic sampling mdthweas implemented. Although
some 141 respondents were reached which is a siZahlre and appropriate
statistical methods could be applied, this aspketit@survey would be considered as

a limitation.

9.3 Conclusion and Suggestions for Further Studies

Present day concept of strategic management hasdmethe agenda of worldwide
academic and managerial circles as a paradigmroinggtrative science for at least
50 years. Great progress has been made relatkd management of multi-national
and large-size corporations in theoretical and tmalcfields. Concomitantly, the
command of larger military units and administratminstates are also included as a
topic of strategic management. This angle of vias given rise to a concept called
“Grand Strategy” or “National Strategy”, as the c¢obon strategic perception—
strategic management relationship envisaged byntielectuals and especially by

the ruling elite of the country.

“Grand Strategy” or “National Strategy” depends the national powers. The

reflection of national power on the business seistmational competitiveness which
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is also a dimension of the national power. In addito numerous thinkers, both
military and civilian, as a management guru MichBelPorter has examined this
situation in his work “Competitive Strategy (1998)e concepts of national power
and national competitiveness cover not only coecmetsources but also some
abstract dimensions such as sociological and psygital factors and as well as
understandings and perceptions of the communitgsé&lare called as “Components
of Ideational Resources” (Measuring National Powerthe Post-industrial Age,
Tellis et all, RAND Corporation (2001))

Therefore, the lack of a common perception anduagg for the determination of
national and institutional priorities result in tbelay of the required decisions to be
taken in time. In societies where a common bassrafegic communication has not
been formed, proactive policies cannot be adoptedrdination cannot be achieved

and correctly-phased actions cannot be taken.

When the subject is approached from this angle, I¢vel of strategic culture-
strategic management relationship and the leved obmmon strategic perception
among the managers of different organizationsdoumntry can be considered one of
the elements of national power and national cortipetiess. In this context, at the
end of this study two new definitions have beereaéed and proposed for further
studies; “strategic culture and perception capaciyd “total strategic thinking

quality”.

Further research could be made to measure notedigigap shot” survey like the one
in this dissertation but also to find out variagomnd developments on the
understandings and perceptions in future timewater Our hope is that the findings
of this dissertation will form a basis for futueesearch in this area. There is no doubt
that diminishing prejudices and increasing toleeandthin the society will be very

helpful in making these kinds of studies

156



References

Amara, R. (1981). The futures field. Which direatimow?The Futurist, June
Ansoff, H. (1965) Corporate Strategylst ed.). McGraw-Hill Inc.,US.

Arthashastra - Wikipedia, the free encyclopedial.jn. Retrieved May 28, 2010,
from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arthashastra

Atiyeh, G. N., & Oweiss, I. M. (1988Arab Civilization: Challenges and Responses
: Studies in Honor of Constantine K Zuragtate University of New York
Press.

Bassford, C. (2008). Clausewitz and His WoiKse Clausewitz Homepage
Retrieved May 30, 2010, from
http://www.clausewitz.com/readings/Bassford/Cwoerks.htm

Brzezinski, Z. (1997)The Grand Chessboard - American Primacy and Its
Geostrategic Imperatives *SIGNED AND NUMBERED LEARBOUND
FIRST EDITION*(First American Edition.). The Easton Press.

Burke, P. (1994)Popular Culture in Early Modern Europ®evised.). Ashgate
Publishing.

Chaffee, E. E. (1985). Three Models of Stratéigye Academy of Management
Review 10(1), 89-98.

Chandler, J. A. D. (1962ptrategy and Structure: Chapters in the Historyhef
American Industrial EnterpriséBeard Books.

Clausewitz, C. V. (19760On War(1st ed.). Peter Smith Pub Inc.

Cesmeci, N. (2005). Stratejik Ongori Gahasinin Tanimi, Onemi ve Yontemleri
Uzerine Diiinceler Harp Akademileri Dergisi

David, F. R. (2008)Strategic Management: Concepts and CaBeentice Hall.

Dawood, N. (2004)The Mugaddimah: An Introduction to History (BollemgSeries
(Abridged.). Princeton University Press.

157



Drucker, P. F. (1967 he Effective Executiv&ale.

Drucker, P. F. (2008 he Five Most Important Questions You Will Ever As&ut
Your OrganizationJossey-Bass.

Drucker, P. F. (1954 he Practice of Managemefiinknown.). Harper.

Erdem, A. (2006)Stratejik Yonetim ve Kamu Orglitlerine Uygulanabigir (Master
Thesis). Mersin University, Institude of Social 8utes.

Ergun, M. (2009)Temel KavramlarPowerPoint Presentation, . Retrieved from
http://www.egitim.aku.edu.tr/temelkavramlar.ppt

Erimis, S. (2009)Strategic Human Resources Management Applicatimheading
Turkish Firms(Ph. D. Thesis).slk University.

Floyd, S. W., & Wooldridge, B. (1992). Middle Maraygent Involvement in
Strategy and Its Association with Strategic TypeRésearch Note&trategic
Management Journal3, 153-167.

Frost, R. S. (1999 he Growing Imperative to Adopt "Flexibility" as &merican
Principle of War Storming Media.

Frost, R. S., & Institute, A. W. C. (. S. S. (199Bhe Growing Imperative To Adopt
"Flexibility" as an American Principle of WaGtrategic Studies Institute.

Gagliardi, G. (2002)The Art of War and the Art of Marketing: A Transgbat for
Marketing Warfare Clearbridge Publishing.

Gray, C. S. (1999Modern StrategyOxford University Press, USA.
Griffith, S. B. (1971). Introduction. Iithe Art of WarOxford University Press.

Hamel, G., & Prahalad, C. K. (19949 ompeting for the Futurélst ed.). Harvard
Business Press.

Hannoum, A. (2003). Translation and the Coloniah@gmary: Ibn Khaldin
Orientalist.History and Theory42(1), 61-81.

Howard, M. (1979). The Forgotten Dimensions of ®gg. Foreign Affairs 57(5),
975-986.

Ibn Khaldun - Wikipedia, the free encyclopediad(h.. Retrieved May 24, 2010,
from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/lon_Khaldun

158



Jha, L., & Jha, K. (1998). Chanakya: the pioneenemist of the world.
International Journal of Social Economj&5(2/3/4), 267 - 282.
doi:10.1108/03068299810193443

Johnson, J. L., & Larsen, J. A. (2006). Strategitt@e: Refining the Theoretical
Construct.

Johnson, P. G., Scholes, P. K., & Whittington, P(ZR06).Exploring Corporate
Strategy: Enhanced Media Edition Text Qrifjnancial Times/ Prentice Hall.

Jr, A. D. C. (1977)The Visible Hand: The Managerial Revolution in Aican
BusinesgFirst Edition.). Belknap Press.

Jomini, Henri, baron de. (2009). In EncyclopaedigaBnica. Retrieved October 9,
2009, from Encyclopeedia Britannica Online:

Katz, J. H., & Miller, F. A. (2005, March). Road ll#or the Path to Strategic
Culture.ODN Seasonings Magazine

Lamb, R. B. (1984)Competitive Strategic ManagemeRtentice Hall.

Leonhard, R. R. (1998T.he Principles of War for the Information Ad&residio
Press.

Liddell Hart, Sir Basil. (2009). In EncyclopaediatBnnica. Retrieved October 29,
2009, from Encyclopaedia Britannica Online:
http://www.search.eb.com/eb/article-9050098

Machiavelli, N. (n.d.). Machiavelli: The Prince: @bter XVII. constitution.org
Retrieved May 29, 2010, from http://constitutiogyonac/princel7.htm

Mahan, Alfred Thayer In Encyclopaedia BritannicatriReed October 29, 2009,
from Encyclopaedia Britannica Online: http://www.sd#aeb.com/eb/article-
9050098

Management & Strategy Gurus and Masters - the Catmpl to Z Guide. (n.d.). .
Retrieved May 30, 2010, from http://www.easy-stggteom/strategy-
gurus.html

Mathey, J. M. (1995 omprendre la stratégideeconomica.

Michaelson, G. A. (20015un Tzu: The Art of War for Managers; 50 Strategic
Rules Adams Media.

159



Military Strategy Gurus and Masters The Complet® X Guide. (n.d.)Easy
Strategy Retrieved May 23, 2010, from http://www.easy-
strategy.com/military-strategy-gurus.html

Mintzberg, H. (1994)The Rise and Fall of Strategic Planning: Reconcgj\Roles
for Planning, Plans, Planner@llustrated edition.). The Free Press.

Mintzberg, H. (1998)Strategy Safari: A Guided Tour Through the WildSwategic
Managemen(Instructor.). Simon & Schuster.

Napoleon Quotes. Napoleon Bonaparte Quotes ancaQuad. (2002). . Retrieved
May 30, 2010, from http://www.military-quotes.conapbleon.htm

Nizam al-Mulk - Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia.d.). . Retrieved May 24, 2010,
from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nizam_al_mulk

Ozdas, M. (2000).Stratejik Digiincenin Sivil ve Askeri Hayatta Kullaniimasi
Ankara: ASAM.

Ozdamar, K. (2004Paket Programlarle Istatistiksel Veri AnaliziEskiehir: Kaan
Kitabevi.

Paret, P., Craig, G. A., & Gilbert, F. (19868)akers of Modern Strategy from
Machiavelli to the Nuclear Agérinceton University Press.

Patton, M. Q. (2002Qualitative Research & Evaluation Metho@hird Edition.).
Sage Publications, Inc.

Roberts, W. (1990).eadership Secrets of Attila the HiBusiness Plus.

Roland, R. (1968). Strategic Relations betweendati Societies: A Sociological
Analysis.The Journal of Conflict Resolutiph2(1), 16-33.

Rue, L. W., & Byars, L. L. (2002Management: Skills and ApplicatighOth ed.).
Irwin/McGraw-Hill.

Sekaran, U. (2003Research Methods for Business: A Skill Buildingraaph (4th
ed.). John Wiley & Sons.

Selznick, P. (1957).eadership in administration: A sociological integbation
Harper & Row.

Siyasatnama - Wikipedia, the free encyclopedial@20. Retrieved June 8, 2010,
from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Siyasatnama

Slaughter, R. A. (2004). Developing and Applyinga&tgic Foresight

160



Slaughter, R. A. (2004)-utures Beyond Dystopia: Creating Social Foresight
Routledge.

Sweet, F. H. (1964 Btrategic Planning: A Conceptual StudBureau of Business
Research, University of Texas.

SWOT Analysis. (2009Marketing TeacherRetrieved June 6, 2010, from
http://www.marketingteacher.com/Lessons/lesson_.$iot

Sehsuvarglu, L. (2000).Milli Sivil Stratejik KonseptAnkara: Sen Yayinlari.

Taylor, C. W. (1993)Alternative World Scenarios For a New Order of a8
Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College.

Tellis, A. J. (2001)Measuring National Power in the Post-Industrial AGAND
Corporation.

The Prince - Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia. .jn.dRetrieved May 29, 2010, from
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Prince

The US Army in the Field Manual 100-61, 1998

Ulgen, H., & Mirze, K. (2004)Isletmelerde Stratejik Yonetithiteratiir Yayincilik.).
Istanbul.

Voros, J. (2003). A generic foresight process fraoré. foresight 5(3), 10-21.
doi:10.1108/14636680310698379

Welch, J. (n.d.). Clausewitz in the Business CaniExe Clausewitz Homepage
Retrieved May 30, 2010, from
http://www.clausewitz.com/business/index.htm

White, M. (2005). Machiavelli: A Man Misunderstoobacus.

Williams, R. (2009). The Analysis of Culture. In@wal Theory and Popular
Culture: A Reader (4th ed.). Longman.

Yazici@glu, Y., & Erdogan, S. (2007). SPSS Uygulamali Bilimsel #inrana
Yontemleri. Detay Yayincilik.

161



Appendix A

Survey

ORTAK STRATEJ I ALGILAMASINA YONEL iK ARASTIRMA

Degerli Katilimcil,

Bu argtirma, orta Ust diizey ybnetici pozisyonunda bulukigiter arasinda;

Strateji ile ilgili genel kavramlarin arfdma dizeyi,

- Stratejik kultdr - stratejik yonetim gkisi

- Ortak strateji algilamasi ihtiyacinin farkindalbzebyi

- Muhtemel farklilik ve bgluklarin hangi alanlarda goinlastigl ve

- Bu baluklarin giderilmesi ile ilgili gérUsleri ortaya cikarmayi
amaclamaktadir.

20 sorudan okan ilk bolimde akliniza en ¢ok yatan se@meizerindeki kutucga
isaret koyunuz. Soldan &a; 1 nolu kutucuk “Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 3 nolu
kutucuk “Kararsizim” ve 5 nolu kutucuk “Kesinliklatiliyorum” seklindedir.

6 sorudan olgan ikinci bolimde gorlerinizi serbestce ifade ediniz.

Kisisel bir dlcim s6z konusu giddir. Kisiler taninmg olsa bile kgisel bilgiler
kullaniimayacaktir.

Degerli zamaninizi ayirip anketteki sorulari cevapladginiz igin stikranlarimizi
sunariz.
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BIRINCI BOLUM

1. Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

2. Katilmiyorum

3. Kararsizim 1
4. Katiliyorum

5. Kesinlikle Katiliyorum

1. “Strateji” tarih boyunca daha ¢ok askeri alanda kullanilbir kavram D
olmasina rgmen ginimuizdeki kullanim alani surekli géarinektedir.

2. Strateji konusundaki her gince daima bir “gelecek perspektifi” D
icermelidir.

3. Ulke iginde ve bagizamaninda bir askeri bigin 300 Km. uzakliktaki D
yeni konglanma yerine intikali stratejik bir harekettir.

4. Fransa'da korglu 100.000 ara¢ kapasiteli bir ticari ara¢ fabrikas D
Turkiye'ye nakli stratejik bir harekettir.

5.“Strateji” ve “taktik” kavramlari arasindaki farklar; “bigiin veya
isletmenin blyuklgd”, “baz alinan zaman birimi”, “mekan faktorleriev D
“gorevin niteligi” konularinda ortaya c¢ikar.

6. Tarih boyunca ordularin vgétmelerin ¢ok biyuk 6lceklere ykaalari
sonucu “Stratejik” ve “Taktik” seviyeler arasinddéik giderek acilngtir. D
Bu durumda ortada kalan yogun “Operatif (Operasyonel)” olarak
adlandiriimasi uygun bir yaldemdir.

7. Guncel kullanimlarda “Strateji” ve “Yol Haritdsin birbirlerinin
yerine kullanildgina tanik olunmaktadir. Gergekte ise strateji dgevas D
bir alani kapsayan bir terimdir.

8. Giincel bir konu olan “asimetrik tehdit”, dnenmilgrek artan ve strateji D
olusturmada ihmal edilmmesi gereken bir konudur.

9. Kuresellgme, kaginilmaz bir tarihi sure¢ olup, devletlerbig/iik
isletmeler varliklarini siirdirmek ve ggdbilmek icin “Kiiresel Stratejiler” D
gelistirmek zorundadirlar.

[]
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1. Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

2. Katilmiyorum

3. Kararsizim 1
4. Katiliyorum

5. Kesinlikle Katiliyorum

10. “Stratejik Yonetim” denince, devlet yonetimi, askeri birliklerin
ybnetimi, kamu ve 6zel sektGileétmelerinin yonetimi dahilbelirli bir D
buyukligun tzerindeki her tirld kurum igin s6z konusu olabilen bir
ybénetim tarzi akla gelmelidir.

11.“Isletmelerde Stratejik yonetinde “Durum Belirleme” analizi olan
“SWOT” Analizi mantalite agisindan silahli kuvveile ydnetiminde de D
gecerli olabilecek elemanlar icerir.

12.Pek cok kurum stratejik yonetim ilkelerine uygun deikilde D
yoénetiimemektedir.

13. “Amaglara Gore Yonetim” (Management By ObjeetivMBO), D
isletme ydnetiminde bir “Stratejik Yénetim” yaklanidir

14. Yerli medyada tanik olgunuz ve icinde “strateji” terimi gecen
tartsmalar daha cok; gipolitika ve guvenlik gilikli konular olup, D
“i sletmelerin stratejik yonetimi” konusu diinyadakirhgi ile orantili bir

yer isgal ememektedir.

15. Ozellikle medyada olmak lizertstrateji” basli g1 altinda yapilan
yayinlara bakildiinda, kapsami anddabilen bir bilimsel caymadan ¢ok, D
genellikle giincel i¢ ve disiyasi konularin yer algh dasinik gor ve
dislincelere rastlanmaktadir...

16. Giincel gbzlemlerinize gore, bir derginin ad@iivenlik Politikalari
veyaGuvenlik Stratejileri olmasi derginin iceginde belirgin bir fark D
ortaya ¢ikamamaktadir.

17. Bilimsel yontemlere dayanarak yapilmasi geré&tratejik Ongorii”
calismalarinin ¢gunlukla, kiilerin deneyimlerine ve 6znel yeteneklerine D
gore yapilan tahminlegeklinde cereyan effine tanik olunmaktadir.

18. Ulusal strateji ogturma konusunda, toplumun ilgili kesimleri arasmdaD
etkin bir ggtidiim kurulmasi gereklidir.
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1. Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

2. Katilmiyorum

3. Kararsizim 1 2 3 4 5
4. Katiliyorum

5. Kesinlikle Katiliyorum

19.“Strateji” nin bir “sosyal bilim disiplini” olmasi konusunun akademik
ortamda tarfilmasi gereklidir. D D D D D

20. Turkiye'de, Sivil Birokrat, Askeri Yoneticirket/Kurum yéneticiler
ve Akademisyenler arasinda ortak bir strateji algasinin tatminedici -~ [ | [ | [ | [ ] []
diizeyde heniiz gergcekimemis oldugu deserlendiriimektedir.

IKINCI BOLUM ACIK UCLU SORULAR

21. Ulusal diizeyde vglétme diizeyindépolitika (policy)” ve“strateji” arasindaki farklar ve hangisinin
oncelikli olmasi gerekgi hakkindaki goréleriniz.

- Ulusal Duzeyde
- Isletme Diizeyinde
22. "Milli Strateji’nin belirlenmesinde, “milli heefflerin saptanmasi” ve “tahsis edilecek milli giigurlarinin

koordinasyonu” ile bu koordinasyonun “milli menfiegin s&lanmasi” konusundaki etkileri hakkindaki
gorisleriniz. (Gorilerinizi 6rnek Gzerinde aciklayabilirsiniz.)

23.“Stratejik Isbirli gi” ve“Stratejik Ortaklik” kavramlari hakkindaki gésteriniz. (Ulusal strateji ve
isletme stratejisi diizeylerinde gkxlendiriniz)

24 “Strateji” kavrami hakkindaki genelfggr gorileriniz.

25. Sivil ydnetici, askeri yonetici ve 6zel sekydmeticileri arasindaki “strateji algilamalari” kasunda var
oldugu tahmin edilen “bguklarin” ve “gri alanlarin”’mevcudiyetiile giderilme yollari hakkindaki
gorisleriniz.

26.Kiresellesme olgusununulusal veisletmeler diizeylerinde strateji ofturma konusu Uzerindeki etkileri
hakkindaki goréleriniz.
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UCUNCU BOLUM: DEMOGRAHK BILGILER

saka  smaly "M iger
27. Mensup oldgunuz ] ] ]
Kurumun alani: ~~ —  — = wmmemsmaax
Gn. Md. Daire Bsk. / Sube Sef Uzman

Yrd. Birim Md. Md.

28. Pozisyon/Makaminiz: [] [] [ L] i

Lisans Y. Lisans 2 Y. Lisans veya Doktora
29. Bgitim durumunuz: D D D
10
Yidan 1019y 2929 30vilve
Yil Ustl
Az
30. Toplam g tecriibeniz D D D D

(Yil):
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Appendix B

Responses Given to Open Ended Questions

KOD NO

SEKTOR

is TECRUBESI

-

EGITIM DURUMU

21. Ulusal dizeyde
ve isletme diizeyinde
"politika (policy) ile
"strateji"

arasindaki farklar

ve hangisinin
oncelikli olmasi
gerektigi hakkinda

gorusleriniz

22. Milli stratejinin
belirlenmesinde "milli
hedeflerin
saptanmasi” ve
"tahsis edilecek milli
glc kaynaklarinin
koordinasyonu" ile
bu koordinasyonun,
"milli menfaatlerin
sgglanmasl”
konusundaki etkileri
hakkindaki

gOrusleriniz

23. "Stratejik i s
birli gi ve stratejik
ortaklik
kavramlari
hakkindaki

gOrisleriniz.

24. Strateji
hakkindaki genel

gorusleriniz

25. Sivil ydnetici,
askeri yonetici, 6zel
sektdr yoneticileri
ve akademisyenler
arasindaki strateji
algilamalari
konusunda var
oldugu ileri surtlen
bosluklarin ve gri
alanlarin
mevcudiyeti ile
giderilme yollari
hakkindaki

goOrusleriniz.

26. Kiresellgme
olgusunun ulusal ve
isletmeler
dizeyinde strateji
olusturma konusu
Uzerindeki etkileri
hakkindaki

gOrisleriniz.
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Al Once politika olmali. | Hedef: Kendi Ortaklik is Hedefe ulgtiran en | Farkh algilaniyor Firmalar gletmeler
Strateji politikanin bir| bilgisayarimizi tretmek birli ginin daha etkili yol yontem. ama herkes bunun bif stratejilerini
vasitasidir. (6rn: Silah sistemleri | gelismisidir. yol yéntem oldgunu | belirlerken artik

icin). Milli gtic biliyor. Ancak yalnizca i¢ pazari
unsurlari Universite stratejinin nasil veya i¢ firmalari
sanayii ve TSK belirlenecgi degil dis dinyay! da
koordinatér msb. (metodoloijisi) dahil etmek

Strateji her kurumu bu konusunda bilgi- zorundadiriletisim
konuda ne yapagai tecriibe eksik. anahtar kelimedir.
gosterir.

A2 Politikanin 6ncelikli | ...... .| L Strateji; giclin | ..ooccees | s

olmasi gerekgini
distindyorum.

olusturulmasi,
kullanilmasi ve
gelistiriimesidir.
Seviyenin stratejik
mi, operatif mi
oldugu cevabi
burada aranmalidir.
Dz.K.K.lig1, giicl
olusturdugu icin
stratejik seviyededir
Donanma
Komutanlgl ise
guct kullanir ve
gelistirir. Bu
kapsamda operativ
seviyedir. Seviyeye
ili skin drneklerin
yukarida belirtilen
merkezde verilmesi
uygun mitalaa
edilmektedir.
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A3 Strateji oncelikli | ........... Stratejiksbirligi; | .o, Ust diizey toplantilar ..............
olmalidir. Politika, iki veya daha ¢ok ile ¢cozilebilir.
stratejiye gore Ulke kirket arasinda
yapilmahdir. ayni konudaki,

stratejik ortaklik ise
tim konulardaki
birlikteliktir.

A4 ikisiarasinda | ceeeeieennee, "Stratejik ortak” | ....ooccciees | Kiresaltae, blyik
uygulama acisindan teriminde ¢ok fazla sirketlerin, gucli
seviye farki ortak payda Ulkelerin emperyal
mevcuttur, ayni mevcuttur. Stratejik distincelerini
Oncelige sahiptir. isbirligi ise daha legallestirmek icin

gewek iligkiyi ifade Uretilmis
eder. kavramlardir.

A5 Strateji, yapilan plan| Kesinlikle 6nce Isbirligi kisa sureli | Strateji, gelecg Cok siki bir gbirli gi GunUmizde ulusal-
politika ve ona amagclar belirlenmeli ve olabilir, ortaklik ise | gorerek gelecg ve koordinasyon ile | isletme stratejisi
ulasmak icin yapilan | ¢cok uzun bir sireyi uzun sdreli ve ortak| kendi istedgimiz bu baluklar olusturmak icin
uygulamadir. Strateji| tahmine (bilimsel amagclar (surekli) in| gibi ydénlendirme doldurulabilir. oncelikle tim
onceliklidir. incelemeler ile) elde edilmesiicin | sanatidir. dinyay! irdelemek

dayanmalidir. kullanilabilir. gerekmektedir.

A6 Strateji 6ncelikli Milli hedefler 6nceden | Stratejik gbirli gi Strateji 6ncelikle Strateji her bir konu | Kirersellame

olmalidir.

belirlenmeli ve mevcut

milli gic unsurlari bu
hedeflere belirlenen

ihtiyac ve dnceliklerine
gore tahsis edilmelidir.

belli konularda ve
gecici bir donem
icin yapilabilir,
daha sinirh bir
cerceveyi
kapsadgini
distindyorum.
Stratejik ortaklik
daha geni
kapsamli, daha

uzun sdrelidir.

seviye belirleyen bir
kavramdir.

alanina gore farkli
algilanabildgi icin bu
farklar ortaya
¢ikabilir. Misterek
calisma arttikca
farkhliklarin
azalacgini
distintiyorum.

etkilesimi artirdig|
icin strateji
olusturma konusuna
etkisi vardir.
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A7 Once strateji tespiti, | ............. Stratejikksbirli gi: Ulkelerin milli Strateji ile siyaset Kiiresellgme,
miteakiben politika Ulke menfaatleri hedeflerine ulgmak | aynisekilde strateji olyturma
gelistirilmelidir. gerektginde maksadiyla kullanilabilir. Uzerinde etkenlerden
Strateji uzun vadeli ishirligine gidilir. izledikleri uzun bir tanesidir.
tum milli gtic Stratejik Ortaklik: | vadeli yoldur.
unsurlarin koordinesi Her tarlu faaliyette
ile tespit edilmelidir. ortak hareket edilir.

A8 Politika oncelikli Koordinasyonsuzlgun | Ulusal stratejide | ............ Akademik cevrelerde Kireselleamenin en

olmal. Isletmenin
kimli gi, vizyonu,
amaci, anlaylari,
politikasini
olusturmali.
Muteakiben, zamanla
da deisebilecek
stratejiler ile hedefe
ilerlenmeli.

ve kurum kultlrinu he
seyin dstinde (milli
menfaatlerin dahi)
gormek gibi cok zararh
neticelerini gbzlemek
mumkun oluyor.

"ortaklik"
olmayacgini
degerlendiriyorum.
Bunu bir istisnasi
T.C. ile KK.T.C.
olabilir. "Ortakhk"
¢ok daha gugli bir
bag ve menfaatlerin
kayngmasi

stratejinin tarihsel
gelisimi ve tanimi ile
¢cok magul
olunmaktadir.
Ornekleme veya
uygulama mevcut
olmadgindan
kavramin
yerlesmedggini

onemli etkisinin ve
getirdigi gerekliligin,
1-Stratejiyi dinamik
olarak tutmak
maksadiyla gizli
sorgulamak, 2-
Geleneksel hale
gelmis dislince ve
fikirlerin disina

durumunda olabilir. distiniiyorum. Oysa | cikabilmek,
her insan vesletme | oldugunu
bunu bilingsiz ya da | distindyorum.
bilincli yapiyor.
Bazen keyfi de
olabiliyor.
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A9

Stratejik amaglara
ulasmada izlenecek
yontemler ve takip
edilecek yalin politikal
oldugunu
distindlyorum. Bu
kapsamda strateji
hiyeragik olarak
politikanin
Uzerindedir.

Ko aciklik

getirecek terimlerin
ve aciklamalarinin
Turk Dil Kurumu
Sozlune ithal
edilmesi.

Bu konuda ¢ok kisa
bir 6rnek vermek
gerekirse,
yoneticilerden
birisini tanidgim bir
otoyol irsaat firmasi
Turkiye'de
otoyollarin yeni
yapildigi bir
dénemde kurulmg
blylimis ancak
Turkiye'deki §
hacmi kicgalince
yurt dsina agiimak
zorunda kalny, bu
gun airhikh olarak
Kuzey Afrika olmak
Uzere 6-7 Ulkede
faaliyet
gOstermektedir. Bu
firma kireselleme
olgusunu ¢ok iyi
Ozumseyipg
yapabilecgi tlke
sayisini, varfini
surdirmek ve
gelismek icin
artirmak
durumundadir.
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A10 Strateji, politikaya | ... Ortaklik kavraminif................... Farkli diiincelerin Kiresellgmeyi
gore belirlenmelidir. isbirligine gore olmasini normal ve | dikkate almayan
daha bglayici, hatta gerekli uluslar ve sletmeler
daha siki bir igki oldugunu hedefe gotirecek,
oldugunu distindiyorum. 2+2 salikli ve uzun
distndyorum. nin 4 olup olmadii vadeli stratejiler
bile tartgildigina olusturamaz.
gore sosyal bir
konuda farkli bak
ve algilamalarin
olmasi kac¢inilmazdir
Al1 Strateji hedefi, policy Milli glic unsurlarinin | Bu konularda hicbir| Strateji bir bilim Karsilikli gtiven, Olusumda etkisi

bu hedefe giden
ayrintilar belirler.

mUsterekliginin
sglanmasi.

ulke ile ortakhk
olmayacgini ancak
menfaatler
dogrultusunda
isbirli gi
yapilabilecgini
degerlendiriyorum.

olarak milletlerin
kendi geleceklerini
guven altina alma
calismalaridir.

memleket sevgisinin
tek elde olmadd,
darbe sendromu ve
dominant gu¢
psikolojisinden
kurtulma.

olmaz, faktorlerden
biridir.
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Al12 Politika st duzeyi | Milli hedefler milli Stratejik gbirli gi Politika, strateji, "Birbirimizi Kiresellgme
ifade etmesi cikarlara dayanmali. | verimli alanlar icin | taktik hiyerasik bir | anlamak” en blayik | tarihsel ve
nedeniyle Ancak her iki hususun | gecerli iken, zincir zaafimiz. O nedenle | kacinilmaz bir
onceliklidir. Ancak, | tespitinde bilimsel stratejik ortaklik her| olusturmaktadir. ortak calsma olgudur.ideolojik
strateji yaklagimlara yer alanda gecerlidir. | Ancak gelsim yapilmali. Ayrik gozlikten
gelistirilmeden verilmeli. Isbirligi kisa sureli | strecinde kaulkli calisma alanlari arindirilarak
belirlenen politika "Sebekelgeme" cikar birligini, etkilesim cok "ortak akil" irdelenmelidir.
gldik kalmaya (networking) ulusal ortaklik ise, hedef | 6nemlidir. Bu l¢ ylratilmesini Kiresellgme tim
mahkdmdur. cikar ve hedeflerin birli gini gerekli alani birbirinde zorlasstirmaktadir. bilimsel
belirlenmesinde yeni | kilmaktadir. ayrik dzinmemeli. | Yeni bilimsel yaklagimlarin tekrar
bir kiresellgme "Pozitivist Otesi yaklagim sorgulanmasina yol
perspektifi dikkate Yorumlamaci "holografik" acmgtir. Mekani
alinmal. Paradigma" birlikteli gi gerekli referans alan klasik
kapsaminda kilmaktadir. "jeopolitik" kavrami
karsilikl dahi, kirresellgme
"nedensellik" nedeniyle yeniden
icerisinde kavramsallatirilarak
gelistiriimelidir. "elestirel jeopolitik”
adini almgtir.
Al13 Politikanin stratejiden Yunanistan'in Megola-| Stratejik gbirli gi Gecmite ¢cekilmi TUm kesimlerin milli | Kireselleme
oncelikli olmasi Idea'sini 6rnek bazi konularda resimlerden politika cercevesinde| ekonomiyi

gerektgini
distiniyorum.

verebiliriz. Tam cy
Tuarkiye'ye kasgl

temelini bu fikir alt

politikasini almasa da
politika ve stratejisinin

yapisindan almaktadir.

menfaat birlgini
icerirler. Stratejik
ortaklik her konuda
menfaatleri icerir.

gelecekte olabilecek
yeni resmi tahmin
etme diye
tanimlayabiliriz, bu
yeni resmin
olusmasi veya bizim
isledigimiz resmin
olusmasi i¢gin
aradaki resimleri
bizler

olusturabiliriz.

sekillendirilmesi
(sadece guvenlik
degil) yapilan her gin
milli gli¢ unsurlarini
etkilemesi
cercevesinde
distintlmesi halinde
bosluklar ve gri
alanlar
giderilebilecektir.

¢agristiran bir
kelime. Ulusal
strateji ve §letmeler
konuya bu gorgi
acisli ile
bakiyorlar.(Bu konu
bir tez konusu kadar
genis bir konu)
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Al4 Strateji mevcut Milli hedefler Stratejik gbirli gi, Strateji belirli bir Ortak ezitim. Tanimi
imkéanlari nasil kamuoyunun esgudim ve hedefe ulamak yapilmadgindan,
kullanilacaini ifade | benimsedii ve aslinda | dangmayi dngorir. | Uzer, mevcut kaynak algilama ve
eder. Politika da devlet stratejisidir. Ortaklikta ise imkanlarlasartlari ¢ikarsama farklifii
(policy) anlaminda Bunun icin milli giic islemlerdeki kayip | ortistirebilme vardir.
ayniseyi ifade eder. | unsurlarinin ve kazanclari da sanatidir.

Ancak policy devlet | koordinasyonlu yani sonugclari
dizeyinde ve gerekli | (Hikimet veya MGK- | paylasma vardir.
seviyede iken strateji| icra erki) tarafindan Ulkelerin ortaklg
kaynak yonetimidir. | 6nem arz etmektedir.. | s6z konusu olamaz
Bu nedenle policy Bu koordinasyon milli | Cikarlar ortak
Onceliklidir. menfaatlerini sglamasi| degildir.

acisindan en énemli

gereksinimdir.

Al15 Politika belirlenmeli | GUnimuz Isbirligi her zaman | Strateji her alanda | Karsilikli goriismeler, | Kesinlikle etkisi
ona uygun strateji ve | harekatlarinda kisith | mevcuttur. Ortaklik | gic¢li olmanin temel konferans, seminer vemevcuttur. Strateji
veya stratejiler kaynaklarin en uygun | ortak paydanin ogesidir. Ongoruye | sempozyumlar Harp | olmadan ayakta
belirlenmelidir. sekilde kullaniimasi sgglandg tavizler | dayali stratejiler oyunlarinda Etki durulamayacg

zorunlulygu géz verilmesini muadiller arasi fark | Odakl Harekat bilinmelidir.
ondnde gerektiren bir yaratir. kapsaminda harekat
bulundurulmalidir. Etki| kavramdir. plani yapilmasi ve
Odakli Harekéat bunun icras| @amasinda
guncel 6rngidir. ilgili sivil organlarin
Olmazsa sistemin icine d&hil
olmazlardandir. edilmesi
gerekmektedir.
Al6 Strateji 6nde olmali | Tamamen dgru Stratejik Ortaklik | ............... Ortak terminoloji Kiresellgme

ve ona yonelik
politikalar
gelistirilmelidir.

orantilidir.

menfaatler
uyustugu slrece
vardir. Given
olunmaz.

belirlenmeli ve
mufredatlara ilave
edilmelidir.

kacinilmaz bir
gercektir. Strateji
olusturulurken
mutlaka dikkate
alinmalidir.
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Al7 Politkanin daha kisa Onemli bir konudur. | ....cc.cco... | e Akademik ortamlard& ok etkili olmutur.
sureli, stratejinin ise | En Ust seviyede tartigilarak, ortak bir | Artik teknolojinin de
uzun vadeyi belirlenmelidir. anlays sggladigl imkanlar
icerdigini Birimler, kurulular olusturulmalidir. ile kurumlarin
distindyorum. kendi balarina strateji strateji olgtururken
Oncelik belirlememelidirler. tim dinyada olan
belirlenmemeli, gelismeleri takip
birbirini tamamlayici etmek zorunda
nitelikte olmalidirlar. kalmaktadirlar.

Al18 Oncelikle politika Milli glctn batin | ... Bence bltiin kamu| .......ccccceeee.. | s
belirlenmeli bu unsurlari etkin bir kurumlarindaki
istikamette stratejiler | sekilde kullaniimasi temel eksiklik
olusturulmalidir. sinerji yaratabilir. uygun stratejilerin

(uzun vadeli)
olusturulmamasidir.
A19 Politika dnce tespit | Buna etki odakli Stratejik Ortaklik: | Herkes tarafindan | Strateji ile ilgili Kiresellgme ile

edilir, bu politikaya
ulagilacak stratejiler
uygulanir.

harekéat deniliyorSu
anda ABD.'nin ortaya
cikardpl ve diger
devletlere empoze
ettigi bir kelime oyunu.
Sakarya Meydan
Muh.ve Buyuk Taarruz
bu egudim igin
ornektir.

politika ve stratejide
kesin birlikteliktir.
Stratejik gbirli gi:
menfaatlere gore
seviyesi belirlenir.

bilingsizce
kullanilan bir deyim
halini aldi. Artik
simit satanin bile
stratejisinden
bahsediliyor. Oysa
bir devletin, bir
kurumun veya bir
isletmenin ayakta
kalabilmesi veya
gelismesi icin
almasi gereken
tedbirler butinuddar.

algilama butunlgi
sgilayacak bir
seminer veya
sempozyum
diizenlenmesi.

birlikte riskler ve
tehditler artrytir.
Ayakta durabilmek
ancak akilli ve
bilimsel stratejilerle
mumkin
olabilecektir.
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A20 2 1 Strateji 6ncelikli Kibris'in kesinlikle eldg Isbirligi karsilikh Neyi, ne i¢in ne Milli Glvenlik Su anda g6z 6niinde
olmali, strateji genel | bulundurulmasi milli calisabilirliliktir. zaman ve ngekilde | Akademisi'nde tutulmasisart olan
bir cercevedir. hedefimizdir. Buradaki| Goris ayriliklari yapilacginin egitim, seminerler, bir gercektir.
Politika ise bunun milli menfaatlerimizi, | olabilir fakat ortak | belirten yénetim, Universitelerde
uygulanmasi ile ilgili | givenlik, milli bglar noktada bulgmak | askeri ve sivil stratejik gitimler
alt birimlerdir. vs.dir. Bu konudaki amagtir. Ortaklik faaliyetler temel verilmesi vs.

milli hedeflerimiz, iki | ise ayni goriive alinacak yoldur.
kesimlilik, topraklarin | cikarlari olan ayri
korunmasi vs. dir. glclerin

olusturulabilecei

durumdur.

A21 2 1 Strateji belirlenir Tarkiye'nin Milli Isbirligimenfaate | .....ccccoc... | i | e
ondan sonra politika | stratejisi belirlenirken | dayali her zaman
yapilir. Milli gii¢ unsurlarindan| kaygan zemindedir.

Askeri gug, politika, Stratejik ortaklik ise
guc(ds olus) bir araya | daimi ve

gelmeli gelmez ise degiskendir.

milli strateji

belirleyeyim

distinceleri olmaz

eksik kalr.

A22 2 1 Stratejiye uygun | ...l Stratejik ortaldin - | ..o | . Kiresgthe
yapilir. daha kapsaml stratejinin

oldugunu olusturulmasini
distniyorum. glclestirmektedir.

A23 2 R P HE T T T PO P KT TP O o R T T T PP e PP AT TT P T PP P R TTPTTTTPOPPI

A24 2 2 Strateji Oncelikli | i | e ] s e ]

olmali, politika
stratejinin 6ngordgi
hedefe ulgmak icin
yapilmali.
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A25

Strateji 6ncelikli
olmali ve politikay!
yonlendirilmelidir.

Stratejiksbirli gi
kisa bir donem ve
bir olaya yonelik
olabilir. Digeri ise
daha uzun dénem
ve farkli olaylari
kapsar.

Oyunun kuralin
belirleyen ulkelesu
anda kiresellgneyi
on planda tutmakta,
sayet gicumiiz
rekabet edecek
dizeyde dglse
stratejide
kiresellgmeyi goz
ondne almalisiniz.

A26

Turkiye'de askeri
konular da danhil
olmak Uzere gercek
anlamiyla strateji
kelimesinin
kullaniminin uygun
sekilde
gerceklemedii
inancindayim.
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A27 2 1 Once stratejinin Once milli menfaatler | Stratejik ortaklik Strateji; tespit ediler] Aslinda bu bgluk ve | Kiresellame; sistem
belirlenmesi ve buna | tespit edilir. Buna birbirine denk amaclara ulgmak gri alanlarin olmasi | anlaysinin
uygun politikalar uygun olarak milli imkéan ve icin olusturulan normaldir. Cunki her| boyutunun GLOBAL
gelistirilmesi gerekir. | hedefler tespit edilir. | kabiliyetlere sahip | KONSEPT yani birim olaya kendi seviyeye ¢cikmasi ile
Strateji politika Bu hedefler ulgmak denk gulcler distincedir. acisindan gindeme gelngtir.
icin milli stratejiler arasinda bakmaktadir. Kendi | Eskiden ilkesel ve
olusturulur. Bu gerceklgir. Ancak alanini gdz énine bdlgesel olan
stratejilere gore milli | isbirligi icin alarak fikir cikarlar, menfaatler
glc unsurlari taraflarin ortak Uretmektedir. Ancak | ve politikalar tim
yonlendirilir. amaclarinin olmasi milli glvenlik ve dinyay! kapsayacak
yeterlidir. milli strateji denilince| sekilde genglemistir.
ortak bir dilde Bu sebeple global
anlgmak gerekir. disinmeden ve
Bunun icin de ortak | politika gelstirmek
calismalar 6ncesi bu | mimkun dgildir.
fikir birli gini Gunkd yapt@imiz
sgzlayici agiklamalar | herseyin global bir
yapilmahdir. etkisi, dsarida
yapilan hegeyin de
kendi Uzerinde bir
etkisi vardir.
A28 3 1| e T T TP o KT TP o I TTTPrrTvovevn
A29 3 1 Ortakhk dalst | ......coceeee. | e e
bir kavramdir.
Yapilan faaliyetler
ortaklga yapilr.
Isbirligi belirli
konularda olur.
A30 2 1| e s e ] i i i,
A3l 2 1| e s i i i i,
A32 2 N Amaca gidenyolda ............cecee.. |

izlenen yol.
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A33 I T T Isbirligi stratejiyi | ccocoveveeeece | e | e
paylsgsimda
baglayici olmayip
taraflara esneklik
sglar. Ortaklik ise
stratejiyi
paylssimda
baglayicidir. Daha
¢ok sorumluluklarin
paylgimini
gerektirir.
A34 2 Politikanin oncelikli | ................. | e | s e i
A35 2 Strateji uzak gele@e | .......ccooeee.. | e | e L s
donik éngorulen
hedefler butlind
politika ise bu
hedeflere ulgmak
icin uygulanan
yontemlerdir.
A36 2 12 |
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A37 2 1 Strateji belirlendikten ................ Ortak hedeficin | ..cccccccceeeee | i
sonra (policies) uzun sire yuratilen
politikalarin kargihkli i sbirli gi
belirlenmesi ornezin ABD, UK,
gereklidir. Israil Stratejik
Ortaklik icin
ornektir.
Zaman/mekan
acisinda sinirli
hedefler icin
surdurilen ilgkiler
ise stratejik
isbirligine 6rnek
olabilir. Afganistan
icin Turkiye, ABD
gibi.
A38 2 2 Politika Uretilmeli, Birlik, Unite Isbirligi: Ortak | oo | e | e
muteakiben bu mUsterekliginden menfaatler
politikanin kurumlar arasi dogrultusunda
hedeflerine ulgacak | mistereklige uzanan hareketi gerektirir.
strateji bir mistereklik kalttrt | Ortakhk: Hedef
belirlenmelidir. olusturulmalidir. (TSK | dahil migterek
Taslak Migtereklik secim gerektirir.
Konsepti iyi bir
dokimandir.)
A39 2 R PP O EE TP T K TP P e oo R T rT TP PP o T PP e oo RTTTTTPPPORRn
A40 2 2 Stratejidaha | o | e s
Onemlidir.
A4l 3 2 | s e i s e i
A42 2 1 Politika dncelikli Milli menfaatlerin | ..ceciies | s e
olmalidir. sgzlanmasinda
oncelikle Milli hedefler
belirlenmelidir.
A43 2 S T NP KT T PP KT TP I TTTTTTTPRTI
Ad4 2 2 | e e i i i s
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A45

Politika izlenecek yo
demektir. Strateji
daha genianlamlidir.
Politikay da icerir.
Strateji bilimsel
ongdrudur. Fikirsel

Stratejik fikir birligi
sgzlanmasindan (ulusa
dizeyde tim
kurumlarin konu ile
ilgili degerlendirmeleri
alinmadan) Milli bir

Stratejikisbirli gi;
belirli bir konuda
Ulkelerin veya
sirketleri yaptgi
belirli sreler icin
olusturdugu

Belirlenen hedeften
geriye
bulundgumuz yere
dogru tiim alternatif
yollari sececek
sekilde bakstir.

Ilkokuldan itibaren
tim okullarda
(Universite dahil)
konu ile ilgili
dgrencinin yaina
uygun derslerin

Strateji olyturmada
kireselllesmenin
etkisini g6z ardi
edemeyiz. Giderek
artmaktadir. Cunku
dinya geken

birlikteliktir. strateji olgturulamaz. | birliktelik. Stratejik | Ancak bu balg mifredata konmasi. | teknolojik imkanlarla
Eksik kalir. Ortaklik; belirli bir | bilimsel verilere bir kdy haline
konu sure vb. tahditf dayanmali, lizerinde gelmektedir. Yani
olmadan fikir birli gi dunyanin herhangi
olusturulan olusturulmalidir. bir yerindeki bir
birliktelik. olumlu veya
(Surekliligi var) olumsuz olay
dunyanin dier
yerlerini de aninda
etkilemektedir.
A46 Politika genel TUMAS dokiimani Ulusal stratejide Strateji ayrintilari Terim birligi Kireselleme her
hedefleri belirler. gibi bir calsmanin baska Ulkelerle olmayan genel bir | sglanmaldir. seyi desistirdigine
Strateji politikanin hilkimet tarafindan da| Stratejikisbirligi ve | programdir. gore strateji
belirledigi hedeflere | yapilmasi gerekir. Stratejik Ortaklik Komutan harekat olusturma
nasil ulgilacgina olmaz menfaatlerin | tasarisi stratejiyi calisanlarini da
dair bir calgmadir. Ortismesidir. aciklayan bir etkilemelidir.
belgedir.
A47 Stratejiler Milli GUg unsurlarinin | Ulusal menfaatler | Stratejiler ulusal Algilamalar ortadan | Kiresellgme
belirlenmeli (ulusal). | koordinasyonu bir (tek) boyutunda tespit olarak belirlenmeli | kaldiriimah buna olgusunda stratejiler
Politikaya gore elden tespit edilmeli vl edilmeli. gore calgmalar unutulmamali ve iyi
desismemeli. Gelen | uygulanmalidir. yapilmahdir. yonlendirilmelidir.
her politikaci bunlari
tartismasiz
uygulamalidir.
S48 Politika Milli gic unsurlariyla | Stratejik ortakhk, | cocccoeeeee. | s e,
belirlendikten sonra | desteklenmesi stratejik gbirliginin
strateji de gerektgini bir adim daha
belirlenmelidir. distindiyorum. onundedir.
S49 | |4 |1 | e e e ] i,
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S50 2 1| e i ieeeee e i e
S51 3 1 Politika dncelikli Koordinasyon yoksa | ....ccccceeeeee. | s | s
belirlenmesi gerekir. | hedefte strateji yoktur.
S52 3 1 Strateji Saptama oncelikli. Stratejilakhk Yapilmasi Belirlenen hedeflerle | Kiresellgame
oncelikli olmal. gerekenler. ilgili sivil otorite yalandir.
dinlenmelidir.
S53 3 1 ikisinin de Tum kurumlarin Birinde ortak | cciiiiiies | e
birbirinden birlikte hareket etmesi | menfaatler gozetilir,
ayrilmamasi gerekir. | sglanarak. birinde menfaatler
icin.
S54 3 R T HE T K KT KT T NPT
S55 2 1 Strateji politikadan | ............... | e | e v e,
once gelmeli,
olusturulan stratejiye
gore politikalar
belirlenmeli.
S56 3 1| e e i ] il i | i,
S57 2 2 Ulusal duzeydeki Milli gl¢ unsurlarinin | ...cccovccccees | s | s | e,
politika ve stratejiler | koordinasyonu ile ilgili
oncelikli olmalidir. karsilikh bir kurumsal
koordinasyon
alinmalidir.
S58 3 1 Politika dgrudan | ..ccccocvvceeeees | e | el e e
uygulama ile ilgili
olup strateji ise daha
uzun bir 6ngoriye
dayanmaldir.
S59 3 T T H T K TP TP o N TTTPPP PP
S60 2 2 Once strateji =~ | covvveceeeee | e e,

belirlenmeli, bu
stratejiyi
gerceklgtirmek icin
politikalar
belirlenmeli ve
izlenmelidir.
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S61 1 Once strateji Ekonomideki Kimle hangi konuda .................. | s | e,
belirlenip bu yonetimde milli bir ortak olacginin
dogrultuda politikalar | strateji olmadi! igin belirlenmesi
olusturulmalidir. her gelene gore gerekir.
degismemesi gerekir.
Egitimde ayni durum
var, dg politikada dost
ve digman ullke
algilamasi her
dénemde
degismektedir. Son
derece yanitir.
S62 1 Birlikte ve Milli menfaatlerin Oncelikli milli -~ | oo | i | e,
stratejilerin bir arada | sgslanmasinda énce | menfaatlerin
degerlendirilmesi hedeflerin saptanmasi| sgslanmasinda
gerektgini ile buna uygun olarak | stratejik gbirligine
distndyorum. milli stratejiler gidilmesi amaclanip
belirlenmesi gerekir. | ortak olmasi halinde
stratejik ortaklga
gidilmesi gerekir.
S63 2 iki kavram arasinda | ............... Stratejiksbirligi = | v | e | e
bir 6ncelik durumu Stratejik Ortaklga
s6z konusu gore daha gercek bir
degildir. ikisi de etkilesim bicimidir.
asamadir. Ancak
politikanin, stratejinin
hayata
gecirilmesindeki
uygulama gamasindal
ortaya cikan bir
kavram oldgu
distnulmektedir.
S64 2 | e i e s | e | e
S65 2 | e i
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S66

Strateji uzun soluklu
olup oncelik
tasimaktadir.

S67

Strateji oncelikli
olmasi gerekir.

S68

Politikanin
belirlenmesi

Siyasi iradenin milli
glc unsurlariyla
desteklenmelidir.

S69

Ingilizce dilindeki
policy ve politics
ayrimini
yapmadgimiz igin bu
sorunuza yanit
veremiyorum.

Kuzey Irak ve Irak
politikasizlgi/strateji
yoksunlgu tipik
ornektir.

Strateji kalitesi bilg
(guincel ve tarihi
bilgi) birikimine
gore nitelik kazanir.
Devlet ve devlet
aygitlarinin davragi
analizleri ayri.

S70

Politika, varilmasi
gereken hedef,
strateji, bu hedefe
ulasmak icin
uygulanan yol,
yontem.

Stratejiksbirli i,
belirlenen hedefe
gitme. Stratejik
Ortaklik, s6zleme
yapmak i
bagkalarina
yaptirabilinir.

S71

Ulusal politika ve
strateji 6ncelikli
olmali. Béyle bir
ankette bu sorular
olmamalidir.

Koordinasyonun (st ve
orta seviyede surekKli
olmasisart.

Stratejikisbirli gi ve
ortaklik hem ulusal
hem kurumsal
dizeyde olmali.

S72

N

=

S73

Strateji 6ncelikli
olmali, politika onun
Uzerine
uygulanmalidir.

Gelecekgpaktifi.

Koordinasyon ve
isbirli gi.

Etkilemekte ve
yonlendirmektedir.
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S74 2 1 Ulusal diizeyde Ornezin sivil toplum Stratejikisbirligi ve | ..ococoeeeiee. | e | e
politika ve stratejinin | 6rgitlerinin Stratejik Ortaklik
oncelikli olmasi bir kullaniimasi. farklihk arz
ulusun gelecs etmektedir.Stratejik
acisindan zorunludur ortaklikta c@rafik

sartlar gindeme
gelmektedir.

S75 3 2 Isletme diizeyinde hef Devletinin tim Kurallari bgkasinin | Az da, kiiciik de olsa Konuya bakg Genellikle
dogru, ulusal diizeyde guclerini ve yapilarini | (h&kim ortgin) sikilmis yumruk gibi | acilarinin ayni olmas| teslimiyetcilik...
dogru olmayabilir. halk benimsemeli ve | belirledigi yerde olmayan milletler gerekmez, ama kim
Amaglar her dizeyde| guvenmelidir. higbiri para etmez; | icin hicbir Gnemi kimin ne agidan nigin
farkli celisebilir. kandirmadir. yoktur! baktgini bilmeli,

anlayabilmelidir.

S76 2 R I PP H T PO AT O T oo H T T T PP oo O R TP oo RN TPTTRPPPRron

S77 2 1| e | s i | s | s i,

S78 3 2 Politika 6nce Cok dnemlidir. Bdyle birgbirli gi Ciddi bir hareket Bagbakanlik Etkisi buyuktar.
olmalidir. ve ortaklik Turkiye | tarzidir. tarafindan Ciddi sekilde ele

icin s6z konusu giderilmelidir. alinmalidir.
degildir.

S79 3 1 Politika daha Ust | ......cccvveeeee. Stratejik ortaklik | e | e | e
dizeydedir. Stratejilef ishirliginden daha
politikalara uyumlu kapsamlidir.
olmalidir. Politika
onceliklidir.

S80 3 T EE T S KT TP KT P K T TP N TTTrP v oo

S81 2 S T T KT P KT TP TP N TTTTPP PP

S82 2 1 Strateji Uzun SOIUKIU| ....covvveeeeiiiiies | i | e | v | eeeereeeeen,
olup 6ncelik
tasimaktadir.

S83 2 2 Stratejiyi = | s | s e s e
gerceklgtirmek icin
politikalar
belirlenmeli ve
izlenmelidir.
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S84

Politika dncelikli
belirlenmesi gerekir.

Koordinasyon yoksa
hedefte strateji yoktur.

S85

Politikanin
belirlenmesi

Siyasi irade milli gu¢
unsurlariyla
desteklenmelidir.

S86

N

S87

N

=

Strateji 6ncelikli
olmasi gerekir.

S88

S89

S90

S91

S92

S93

S94

095

Nwlwwww N w

NIERINNNINN(F-

Strateji, daha uzun
vadeli ve oncelikli.
Strateji onemli.

Stratejik ortaklik
daha kuvvetli.

Son dereddli
oldugunu
distindyorum.
Kiresel trendlerin ve|
ihtiyaclarin ne yonde
gelisecesini
Ongdrmek etkin bir
strateji olyturmak
icin onemli.
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096

Politikalarin, net ve
toplumsal uzla ve
katilimlar
belirlenmesi gerekir.
Ulusal stratejilerin ise
belirlenen ulusal
politikalara uygun
hedeflere ulg@lmasi
icin devlet kurumlari
arasindaki uzka ile
belirlenmesi gerekir.
Sirket hedeflerinin
esas alinmasi
belirlenen
politikalarin
uygulanmasinda
sirket stratejilerinin
belirlenmesi ¢ok
kritik Gneme sahiptir.
Bunlarin dagletme
departmanlarinin
konsensiust ile
sagzlanmasi gerekir.

Oncelikli olarak milli
menfaatlerin kisa, orta
ve uzun vadeli olarak
tanimlanmasi gerekir.
Bundan sonrasinda, by
hedeflerin
onemlendirilmesi ve
kaynak ve kuvvet
tahsisatinin
onceliklendirilerek
belirlenmesi gerekir.
Tdm organizasyonun
temel unsurlarinin
mutabik kaldgl
stratejilerle,
olusturulacak faaliyet
planlari, kapsamh bir
koordinasyonla
yarattlmelidir.

Kisa sureli ¢cikarlar
icin kalici olma
kaygisiI taimayan
isbirliklerini

I stratejik sbirli gi,
kalici ve uzun
vadeli ortakliklari
ise stratejik ortaklik
olarak
tanimlayabiliriz.

Bu konuda akadem
calismalarin
arttirillmasi ve somut
vakalar Gizerinde
farklarin ortaya
konmasi gerekir.

kUlusal ya da
kurumsal ¢ikarlarin,
yoresel diizeyden
cikarilarak uluslar
aras! alana tanmasi
her yere egimin
disinda
kalinmamasini, hem
de cikarlarin daha (s
seviyede
gerceklgmesini
sglar.
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097

Genel kullanilan
anlaminda politika ve
stratejililerin uzun
vadeli hedeflere
ulasmay! sglayacak
sekilde olgturulmasi
gerekir, dolayisiyla,
birbiri ile ilgili
olmakla beraber
Oncelik s6z konusu
degildir. Politika
isletmenin nesekilde
faaliyet gostereggni
belirlemekle birlikte,
strateji hedefe nasil
ulasilacasi konusu ile
ilgilendiginden farkh
kavramlardir. Oncelik|

s6z konusu dgldir.

Milli strateji tek organ
tarafinda birletirici bir
sekilde belirlenmg
milli hedeflerin
gerceklgtiriimesine
yonelik olmahdir. Bu
hedefler belirlenirken
milli menfaatlerin
sagilanmasi konusu
zaten garanti edilrgi
olmalidir.
Koordinasyon
fonksiyonu menfaat
konusu ile kafasini
yormak zorunda
olmamali hedeflere
odaklanmg olmalidir.

Hem ulusal hem de
isletme stratejisi
boyutlarinda
stratejik gbirligi ve
ortaklik bireysel
cikarlarin
sgzlanabilmesi igin
daha hizl ve agik
bir seklide
pazarlgin
yapilabilecgi bir
aligveris ve iletisim
ortaminin kurulmsl
oldugu bir iligkiyi
ifade eder.
Dolayisiyla kagi
tarafin cikarlarinin
gozetilecgi manasi
icermemektedir.

Strateji kavraminin
¢ok farkli anlamlar
ile algilandgini,
kullanilan
anlamlarin
bazilarinin taban
tabana zit oldgunu,
anlamazliklarin bir
kisminin bu nedenle
olustugunu
distindiyorum.

Sivil hayatta strateji
kavraminin algisinda
en ¢ok hatanin
yapildgini
gozlemliyoruz.
Dolayisiyla sivil
yoneticilerin bu
konudaki
eksikliklerinin bir an
once giderilmesi
onemlidir. Bu
mumkin olmuyorsa
birokrat kadrolarin
destgi saglanmalidir.

Klreselleme ds
ortamda kagi
koyulamaz
degisiklikler
meydana
getirmektedir. Ulus
ve isletmeler hedef
belirlerken bu
degisimden
maksimum fayda
alacaksekilde
mevcut hedeflerin
revize etmelidir.
Dolayisiyla
stratejiler de
globallsme
olgusuna gore
yeniden
sekillenecektir.
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098

Politika, milli
hedeflerin
belirlenmesi, strateji
ise bu hedeflere
(siyaset anlami
disinda) nasil
ulagilacasinin
planlanmasi olarak
distinilyorum. Cok
benzer olmakla
birlikte sirketlerdeki
temel fark = kar
(uzun vadeli)
oldugunu
distinilyorum. Bu
hedefe ularken
izlenecek politikalarin
icinde cevreye dnem,
topluma katki, uzun
vadeli bakim acisi,
etik degerler vs. gibi
farkli unsurlar da

olmal.

Her ¢ balik da ¢ok
onemli. Ana hedef
milli menfaatlerin
sagglanmasi olmali, bu
kapsamda belirlenecek
milli hedeflere nasil
ulagilacazini
planlandgi bir milli
strateji belgesi olmazsa
olmazlardan diye
distindlyorum.

Stratejik ortaklik
her dizeyde de ¢ok
daha kapsamli bir
ishirligi olarak
distindyorum.

Uzun vadeli, buyuk
resmin tamamini

iceren,
esnek/dgisikli ge
aclk, iletsimi (ilgili

partilerle) cok net
yapilms.

Mevcudiyetinden
sUphe yok.
Giderilmesinde en
kritik konunun
iletisim ve
koordinasyonunun
artmasi, kjisel
cabalardan ziyade
sistematik olarak bu
konunun cakilmasi ,
gerekli strecler
mekanizmalarin
kurulmasinin dgru
olacgini
distindiyorum.

Kapsami,
parametreleri,
desiskenleri cok
arttirdgl kesin.
Strateji olyturmayi
zorlastiran ama
6nemini de bir o
kadar arttiran bir
olgu.
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099 Politika 6ncelikli | ................ Genel politikaya | Oncelikle | ... Kireseligne, tim
olmali buna uygun hizmet ¢ok ¢ok politikanin kurumlari rekabete
strateji geltiriimeli. stratejilerin bir belirlenmesi acik hale getirmstir.
Ayni hiyerasi icinde parcasi olarak bu | gereklidir. Or. Turk Bu nedenle strateji
gecerli olmalidir. kavramlar giindemg dis politikasi ve buna uygun taktik

girebilir. Burada ornegginden gidersek plan gelstirme
cikarlar, ortak yakin komularla iyi rekabet icin 6n kgl
hareket noktalarinin ili skiler seklinde bir zorunlu hale
net olarak konumlanma varsa gelmistir.
belirlenmesi ve buna uygun
belirli zamanlarda | stratejiler gerekir.
Olculerek durumun | Stratejiler esnasinda
dogrulanmasi taktikler olwturulur.
gerekir. Or. ikili ticaret

anlgmalari, yeni

gimruklerin

aciimasi gibi.

0100 Belirlenen politikalar, Modern demokratik Stratejik gbirli gi Bir girisimin temel | Hiyeraik Kiresellgme

belirlenen amaca
uygun stratejiler
gelistirilmekte,
Onceligi politika
belirlemekte Isletme
dizeyinde ise daha
kiicuk olcekte, somut
ve zaman kesiti
olarak sureli sureglerg
yonelik daha fazla
strateji @irlikh
modeller Uretilir.

gelismis Ulkelerin
basarisi, tim toplum
katmanlarin ve sivil
toplum érgutlerinin
katilmi ve paylaimi
ile olusturulan bu
surecler sonrasi
belirlenen Milli

> Stratejilerin
uygulanmasidir.

sinirl ve sureli
amaclara yonelik
yapilmaktadir.
Stratejik ortaklik ise
daha genitabanli
ve slreg icerisinde
gelisime acik amag
birli gidir.

uzun vadeli amag ve
hedeflere
ulasabilmek icin
gerekli kaynaklarin
tahsisi ve hareket
tarzinin
gelistirilmesi
planlamasidir.
Basarili olmasinin
temel unsuru
sayilabilir.

goOrev tanimi ve
beklentileri
cercevesindeki
farkliliklar strateji
algilamalari
konusunda
farkliliklar
olusturmak etkendir.
Giderme yollari acik
saalikli ve sirekli
karsilikl ileti simin
surdurdlmesi ile

gelistirilebilir.

organizasyonel yapl,

olgusu, strateji
olusturmada ulusal
ve isletme diizeyinde
belirleyicilerin daha
fazla gbirli gini
gelistirmesini ve
birlikte karar
alinmasini gerekli
hale getirmgtir.
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0101 Ulusal dizeyde En kritik konu Milli Stratejik gbirli gi Gittiginiz yol yanls | Her isletmenin Kiresellgme hem
kesinlikle strateji Stratejiyi kimin, hangi | ekonomik ise d@ru uygulama | stratejisi amaci ile uluslar hem de
oncelikli olmahdir. kurumun nasil isbirli gidir. ve caba daha da belirlenir. Amaclar isletmeler icgin bir
Ancak politika da belirleyecgidir. Bu bir | Glinimizde kot sonuclara yakinlair ise s6z firsat oldgu kadar
onemli ve stratejinin | tarihsel stire¢c midir stratejik ortaklik sebep olur. Ancak | konusu beluklar ayni zamanda
destekleyicisi yoksa guniin kavrami ve strateji d@ru ise s6z| ortadan kalkar. tehdittir. Aradaki
olmalidir. kosullarina gére mi iddiasinin artik konusu beluklar farki strateji belirler.

belirlenir? Kaynak gecerli olmadgini ortadan kalkar.
tahsisi ikincil ve bunun yerini
onceliktedir. tamamen ekonomik

isbirliklerinin

aldigini

disinmekteyim.

0102 Politika dncelikli Milli stratejiyi Stratejik gbirli gi MevcudiyetsizIgi Egitim ortak bilincin | Ulusal ve g§letmeler
olmali, strateji olustururken 6ncelikle | ayni stratejiye sahig hedefe ulamayi olusmasi igin dizeyinde stratejiler
politikalar ¢cevresinde| verilmek istenen olmayi gerektirmez,| zorlastirir. gereklidir. olusturmak

yol plani olgturmayi
da kapsar, politika
stratejiye yon verir.
Yukaridaki ifadem
aynen gecerli.

hedefler milli
menfaatler
cercevesinde belirlenir
tahsis edilebilecek gu¢
unsurlari stratejiyi
olustururken dikkate
alinmak zorundadir.

stratejilerin
Ortustigl
noktalarda beraber
hareket etmeyi
gerektirir. Stratejik
ortaklik ise ortak bir
stratejiyi yuratirken
sorumluluklari
paylsarak ayin
hedef icin yan yana
calismayi ifade
eder.

kacinilmazdir ve bu
stratejilerin gbirli gi
icinde harmoni
icinde calsmasi
gereklidir.
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0103 Bence her ikisinde deMilli hedeflerin Stratejik gbirligi ve | Bu kavramin, alti Akademik seviyede | Oyun alan

strateji ve politika saptanmasi ve ilgi stratejik ortaklik bos her ciimlede ve | bir destge ihtiyaclari | degisikli gi strateji
ayni farkhliga sahip, | koordinasyonun milli | farkli iki kavram yetkinligi olmayan | oldugunu icin kritik bir girdi.
Strateji daha uzun menfaatleri kapsayacak bana gore. Ortaklik| herkes tarafindan | distiniiyorum Lokal seviyedeki
vadeli, belirsizlikleri | sekilde organik bir bg kullanilmasinin insanlarin. Bitimi hedeflerimiz ile
de iceren, ulgimak | yapilandiriimasi gerektirirken, engellenmesi verilen her disiplinde | kiresel etkilerin
istenen hedefi gerektgini ishirliginde bu gerektgini bu konudaki icetiin | kurum tzerinde
tanimlarken politika, | distiniyorum. organik bain sOylemek isterim. | aynilstiriimasi yaratacgl baskiyi
bu hedefte umada | Menfaatleri icermeyen| olmadgini ve daha gerekiyor. ybnetemezsiniz.
izlenecek ilkeler hedefler ve strateji tlke az gucli bir Dolayisiyla strateji
batanadur. Her iki yararina sonuglar yapilanma ve olustururken,
kurum icinde strateji | dogurmayacg! gibi yontem oldgunu kireselleme
Oncesinde belirlemek| tlkeyi bélme ve kaos | distiniyorum. olgusunu iceren
ve bu strateji yaratmada da etkili Ulusal boyutta, risk senaryolariniz olmal
dogrultusunda olabilir. unsurlarinin ve bunun Uzerinden
politikalar yiksekligi calismalisiniz.
olusturulmalidir. Aksi sebebiyle
kurumlarin isbirliklerinin daha
surdarulebilirligi icin fazla olmasi,
tehlikelidir. isletme seviyesinde

ise taraflarin

baglayiciligini

artirmak icgin

ortakliklarin daha

etkili oldugunu

soyleyebilirim.

I I T T e e e
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0105

Politika, stratejiye
nazaran dénemsel,
degsisken, ayrintilidir.
Hatta strateji ile
celisme potansiyeline
sahip ve bu bakimdal
da tehlikeli ve
sakincal bir yonetsel
zeminde glg¢
odaklarinin etkisi
altindadir. Tim
unsurlarin uyum
icerisinde yonetilmes
anlamini talyan
strateji diizen ve
tasari anlaminda
distinsel zeminde
isler. Taktik ise
stratejinin
olusturdusunu diizen
icerisinde
uygulamanin
ayrintilarini tasarlar,
alternatiflerini
olusturur ve tatbik
eder.

Milli menfaat
kavramini telaffuz
ederken kastedilen
derinlik, cok
unsurluluk , tarihsel

narka plan vb.

elemanlarin
olusturdugu butinluk,
hedef saptamasi,
koordinasyon ve
uygulama alanindaki
konjonkturel
catgmalarin etkisiyle
sekteye grayabilir.
Ornek olarak 18. yy.
Osmanl déneminden
ginumdize dgn
surdardlen ve
cumhuriyetin ilk
yillarinda "yurtta sulh,
cihanda sulh" riteliyle
kitlelerin de
icsellestirdigi denge
politikasi ve statiikocu
yaklagim dis

politikanin omurgasini
olustururken, 80'li
yillarda konjonkturel
durum ve dénem
iktidarinin gérece 6zne
irade ile petrol
kaynaklarinin zengin
oldugu Musul ve
Kerkik'e operasyon
dizenlenmesi icin
ABD nezdinde
yuratulen lobi
faaliyetleri, Osmanlinin
kicilmeye bgladig
tarihten bu yana toprak
kazanamayan bir

Ulkenin bu saved

Ulusal dizeyde
stratejik gbirligi,
eylem 6ncesi
istisare gerektiren
bir yapidir.Isletme
dizeyinde ise
rekabet avantajl,
Uretim faktorlerinin
optimizasyonu,
kuresel mgteri
profilinin olusmasi
vb. etkenlerin
ortaya cikardil bir
egilimdir. Stratejik
ortaklik ise ulusal
diizeyde politika
olustururken,
isletme dizeyinde
ise planlama ve
yatirim sireclerinde
ortak hareket
etmeyi gerektirir.
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Strateji en geni
manada, mevzu
bahis eleman
nezdinde, tim
unsurlarin tutarl
birlikteli gini belirli
bir ama y6nlendirme
isidir.

Askeri yonetici
zUmresinde daha az
olmakla birlikte, var
olan bgluklarin,
bircok konuda oldgu
gibi kavram
karggasindan
kaynaklandg
asikardir.
Kavramlarin kitlelere
sunulmasekil ve
zamani, algiyl
tumayle
bicimlendirdiginden,
en etkili yol,
icsellestirmeyi
sagilayacak gitim
surecleridir.

Iletisim kanallarinin
neredeyse herkese
esit bir sekilde
ulasmasinin yaratg
kitle ortak profili,
her alandasbirli gi
ve aktorler arasi
bagimlilig bu
anlamda 6n plana
¢ikartmgtir. Bu da
ister ulusal ister
isletme dluzeyinde
olsun ve hatta
bireysel olarak bile
tek duzlemde ve tek
basina sletilen
surecleri
basarisizlga
surlkleyecektir.




0106 Oncelikli olmasi Avrupa Birligi Menfaatlerin ortak | Kisa, orta ve uzun | Yeni bir anayasal Olumlu oldyu kadar
gerekir. Ulusal muzakerelerinde ve paydasi olarak vadeli 6ngoru, tizel| dizenek ile olumsuz yonleri de
dizeydeki politika ve | daha mikro anlamda | algiliyorum. ya dasahsi. bogluk/gri alan var.
stratejilere paralellik | MGK toplantilarinda giderilebilecektir.
arz etmesi 6nemli. muhalefetinde yer

almasi (aklimgu an
gelen ilk drnekler)
olumlu etki yapacaktir.

0107 Strateji uzun vadeli | Milli staretji St.Ishirligi bu Varilmak istenen Ozel sektor Kiiresellamenin,
sonugctur. Politika belirlenirken saptanan | vadeli veya dar sonuglarin uzun sire yoneticilerinin rekabeti ylkseltmesi
uzun vadeli sonuclara milli hedefler ve kapsamli, ortaklik | 6ncesinden starejinin 6Gnemini her nedeniyle gerek
ulasmak icin bugiin | menfaatlerin yeterince | uzun vadeli ama¢ | planlanarak alinacak gecen gin daha iyi | ulusal gerek
belirlenen esaslar aclk olmadgin ve bu ve hareket birfiini | aksiyonlarin anladgini ve isletmeler dizeyinde
bitiniudur. Once stratejiye katki tanimlar.isbirli i belirlenmesidir. onemsediin strateji olyturma
strateji gelir. saslayacak milli guic bir proje icin ya da distindyorum. En iyi | gerekliligini ve
Dinamikler sik unsurlari tarafindan isin bir boyutu ornek olabilecek baskisini artirggini
degistigi icin yeterince icindir. olaylar 6zetlenecek | distiniyorum.
stratejiler icsellestiriimedigini algi artinlabilir.
degiskendir. distindiyorum.

0108 Strateji 6ncelikle Milli strateji icin Kurumlarin farkli Daha ok askeri bir | Oncelikle stratejinin | Kiresellamenin
belirlenip bura uygun| éncelikli hedef konulardaki ortak | terim olarak salt askeri bir kavranm kacinilmaz etkileri
politikalar belirlenmelidir. Ancak | cikar gdzetimine benimsennyi olsa da| olmayip bilimsel bir | strateji belirlemensi
aretilmelidir. belirlenen hedefin, yararh cabalar her kurumun nihai | metot oldgu algisi sirketleri olumsuz
Oncelikle strateji milli menfaatlerin stratejik gbirligi, olarak 6nceden yerlestiriimelidir. yonde daha ¢ok
belirlenmelidir. sazlanmasi 6ncelikle | ayni konuda yapilan belirlenmg bir etkilediginden bu

dogru koordinasyon anlgmalar stratejik | strateji etkilerden olumlu

kurullarinin ortaklik algisi dogrultusunda yonde faydalanmak

olusturulmasi ve yaratmaktadir. planlama yapip icin strateji

diizglin §lemesine onceliklerini gelistirmek

baglidir. belirlemesi gerekir. kacinilmaz olacaktir.
I I e e T e
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0110

Yurutmekte
oldugunuz politika
icin dogru ve sglkli
stratejik planlar
gerekmektedir.
Aslinda mikro agidan
da cok farkli dgil.
Ne da@rultuda
hareket edeggéniz ,
yani neyi , nasll, ne
sekilde yapacginiz
sizi sonuca géturen
yegéane unsurdur.
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0111 2 Stratejinin 6ncelikli | Millet menfaatleri her | Stratejik gbirli gi Belirlediginiz amaca| Askeri yonetici, Ulke | Kiresellgen
olmasi. Strateji vatanda i¢in ortak uygulamasinin ulasmak icgin guvenlii ve dinyada,
belirlendikten sonra | olabilecei gibi bazi baslica nedeni kullandginiz yol ve | olusabilecek stratejilerde
buna gore bir politika| gruplar bu ortak misteri ihtiyaclarini | araclar. tehditleri 6nceden birbirleriyle
olusturulmasi gerekir.| menfaatler dunda ve tercihlerinin tahmin ederek bunlar benzgecektir, cikar
Strateji 6ncelikli isteklere de sahip benzgmesi, kiresel onleme amach ili skileri ve rekabet
olarak, politika ve olabilir. Bu nedenle Uretimde 6lcek stratejiler olgturmasi | ortamindagletmeler
stratejinin @ zamanl | kaliteli ve bilgili ekonomisinden gerekir, bu stratejiyi | ve uluslar ortak
olusturulup piyasaya | yoneticilerin milletin yararlanmak, olustururken ilerde stratejiler etrafinda
hizli adaptasyonu fikirlerini yadsimadan, | uluslar arasi ticaret olusabilecek sorunlar| yogunlasacaktir.
gerekir. milletimizin imajini engellerinin da dngormeliler.

sarsmadan azaltilmasi,
kullanilabilecek tim ortaklarin birbirine
araclari kullanarak bilgi ve teknoloji
milli menfaatleri aktarimlari ile
sagilamasi gerekir. destek vermesi
oldugu fikrindeyim.
Stratejik
ortakliklarin ise,
siyasi , ekonomik
ve askeri anlamda
¢ok siki ¢ikar
ili skileri bulunan
Ulkelerin
olusturdusu
ortakliklar oldgu
fikrindeyim.
0112 1| e e e | i | i ] i,
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0114 Politikalarin | s IBenen Her Ug¢ alandaki Kiresellgme ile
belirlenmesi politikalarin sonuca | yoneticilerin bu birlikte uluslar arasi
Onceliklidir. ulastirlmasi ve konudaki akademik | firmalarin yayilmasi,
Politikalarin gerceklgtiriimesi gelisim ve gitim alt | hem ulusal hem de
ylrutebilmesi igin surecinde izlenen | yapilari bulunduklari | isletmeler diizeyinde
ilgili stratejilerin yol ve yéntemler isletmeye olumlu strateji olyturma
olusturulmasi 2. bltuna. /olumsuz birebir etki | olgusunun
Sirada yer etmektedir. Askeri standardizasyonu ve
alinmalidir. yoneticilerin bu bu anlamda ayni

anlamda daha dilin olusturulmasi
standart bir gitim acisindan ¢ok
aldiklari Onemlidir.
gorisundeyim.

0115 Strateji politikanin | Yukarida belirtilen Ayni kavram Uzun vadelisirketin | ................. Kireseliene,
onldnde olmal. unsurlarin tdm milli oldugunu hedefleri ve bu bilgiye cok kolay
Politika bir stratejiye | guc unsurlari distindyorum. hedeflere ulgmasini ulagilan bir donem.
dayanmali. Strateji 6n boyutunda g¢gudimli belirten planlar. Bu nedenle
planda olmall. olanak da alinmali ve isletmeler Gzerinde

planlanmaldir. cok 6zenli katkisi
olacak.

0116 Stratejinin, Herhangi bir fikrim Benzer kavramlar. | Belli kesimlerde Fikrim yok. Hem ulusal, hem de
politikadan 6nce yoktur. Ancak, stratejik biylik 6nem isletmeler diizeyinde
gelmesi ortaklik daha verilmesine rgmen, stratejilerine iyi
kanaatindeyim. Her baglayici unsurlar | Glkemizde gereken ayarlayamayanlar
ikisinin birlikte icerir onem ekonomik krizleri
kullanilmasi, distincesindeyim. | veriimemektedir. daha y@un
gerektginde herhangi yasamaktadirlar.
birine ggirlik
verilmesi

distincesindeyim.
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0117 Ulusal duzeyde iyi bjrX zaman sonraki Arada bir hedef Esasinda stratejik | Strateji geltirme ve | Kiresellgmenin
strateji 6rngi su anda| olusacak ihtiyaclar, olmasi gerekir. sadece devlet ve amaci ile ilgili bir kisitlama ihtimali
paylsiimiyor, ama rakiplerin durumunu dg Bundan sonra isletmeler icin dgil, | kolaylastiric degerlendirilmelidir.
yinede kanun ve bilmek gerekir. ulagilacak noktada | bireyin hatta materyal sanirim iyi | Her isletmenin
yonetmelikten Ornezin enerji intiyact, | ne durumda kariyerini planlarken| bir yayginlama Kiresellemeden
getiriliyor. Strateji ile | su ihtiyaci, § imkani, olunmasi de dgiinmesi sgilar, su aralar etkilenecgi alanlar
bir siire sonra olmak | niifus artgi vb. gibi gerektgine karar gereken bir gecmekte olan belirlenmeli ve
istedigin yere nasil parametrele bakildiktan verdikten sonra, yaklasim bicimidir. | degerler, vizyon ve | pozitif olmayanlari
varacgini tanimlariz, | sonra ne olunmasi strateji olyturulur. misyon kavramlarina| icin strateji
politikalar ise hedeflenmeli ve buna da dginmek gerekir. | gelistiriimelidir.
tatbikattaki yap ve uygun stratejiler
yapmalardir. olusturulmalidir.

I I T e e e e ———

0119 Politika en ust Bu koordinasyon Daha uzun vadeli | Strateji, politika, Bosluk ve gri alanlar | ................

dizeyde amaclar ve
bun yénelimseklini
belirler. Strateji bu
amaclara ulgma
yontem ve hedeflerin
aciklar.

vazgecilmez bir
unsurdur. Ulusal
dizeyde bu
koordinasyon politik
karar alma sirecinde
bir parcasidir. Burada
hiyeragik bir
yapilanma modelinden
¢ok Matris orgutlenme
politika-strateji-
koordinasyon vs.
distnulmelidir.

daha geni
alanlardaki ortak
yonelimler igin s6z
konusu edilebilir.
Ancak temel olarak
politik hedefler ve
yoénelimler
birbirlerin destekler
mahiyette ise s6z
konusu olur. Politik
hedefleri farkli
birimlerin stratejik
ortakligi olmaz.
Belki isbirli gi olur
ama oda daha ¢ok
taktik diizeyde
gorlebilir.

strateji, operasyon,
taktik hiyeragik
modelinin icinde yer
alir. Ama hayat
(ulusun veya
sirketin) hiyeragik
bir strecler butlina
sunmaz. Klasik
strateji kavrami
degisip daha hayatin
icindelestirilmelidir.

politika, strateji,taktik
gibi kavramlarin
uygarlik icinde
tanimlanmasindan
kaynaklanmaktadir.
Yani uygarlgin
insanglunun bir
movemen-ivmeli
hareketi vardir. Bu
dikkate alinarak
yeniden
tanimlanmalidir.
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0120 Strateji. Politika. Kibris turd federe NATO Ulkeleri ile Kurumlarin veya Askeri, sivil ve 6zel | Ulusal hedefler ve
devletinin kurulup, tim| stratejik gbirligi ve | Ulkelerin hedeflering sektdr yoneticilerinin | isletme stratejilerinin
dinya ulkelerinde stratejik ortaklik ulasmalari milli menfaatleri belirlenmesinde,
taninmasi. icinde oldgumuz Oncesinde koruma ve milli ama | uluslar arasi olma ve

bir gercektir. Ancak| uyguladiklari bir ulasma konusunda, | globallsme
kalitesi diguktir. dizi islem sonrasi hedef belirleme ve | kriterlerinin gercek
amaca ulgmaktir. stratejik planlama yasamda varlgini
icin Ulke cikarlarina | yadsimak olasi
birinci dncelik degildir. Ancak
vermeleri grileri yok | ulusal ve §letmeler
edecektir. dizeyinde stratejileri
ulusal cikarlari
kuresellgmenin
getirdigi ortamin st
platformuna
cikarmaksarttir.
I I T e e e e
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0122 2 Politika ve strateji | Stratejiye sahip Stratejik birbirligi | Isletme yonetiminde| ................... Kireselene
amaca bgihklan olmayan bir devlet tum devletler ve strateji, gletmenin isadamlari icin artan
yonunden birbirlerine| amaclarini agikca ve | isletmeler icin cazip| ¢esitli fonksiyonlari kar ve guc stratejisi
¢cok benzerler. Ancak| kesin birsekilde olmaktadir. Clnkii | arasinda meydana ve hikiimetler icinde
strateji amacla daha | saptayamaz. Amac 1.Yeni bir se gelen kawikliklar devlet guclinde asti
yakindan ilgilidir. saptamak icin gerekli | baglamanin yiksek | acikligi kavusturan demektir.

Strateji bir gletmenin | hesaplari yapamaz ve | riskini azaltir. 2. ve genel amaglari Kiresellgme tek
amagclarinin ve politik| yeni girisimlere éncti | Kiclk firmalara belirleyen 6zellikleri merkezli veya tek
yonelmelerinin olacak bilgilerden dev sletmelerle diizenleten boyutlu bir stire¢
toplamini olgturur. yoksun kalir. Kurumlar| rekabet etme ve ekonomik bir degildir. Ekonomik
Politika ise saptanmi | arasi koordine onlar arasinda ortamda, §letmenin oldugu kadar siyasi,
amaclara ulgma eksikliginde kaynaklar | yasama imkani optimuma ge¢cmesi teknolojik ve
yollaridir. Strateji etkin ve verimli sglar. 3. Yeni ile ilgili segmeli bir kilturel boyutlu bir
politikayl da iceren | kullanilamazlar. teknolojileri kararlar batunudur, surectir. Devletlerin
daha genel bir kolayca elde etme | diye disuniyorum birbirine olan
kavramdir. imkani sglar. bagimliliklari

Ayrica maliyet artmaktadir. Hicbir

distrme, atil Ulke tek baina

kapasiteyi azaltma, yeterli desildir.

gelismekte olan

Ulkelerin endustri

gelisimine katkida

bulunur.
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0124 1 Politika. Strateji Bu ideal bir dguince, Ayni yapiya sahip | Bir amaca en emin | Yukaridaki birimlerin| Su zaman dilimi
oncelikli olmahdir milli stratejinin zaman | kurumlar arasindaki ve kisa zamanda asgari mitereklerde | icersinde, zamana
fikrindeyim. zaman masaya Yyatirihp isbirligi ve ulasmanin temin birleserek, anlgarak | ayak uyduramayan

bu koordinasyonun ortakliklar ulusal ve| i¢in distiniilen ortak paydada fikir | (strateji

verimli olup isletme yontem. birli gine varip olusturamayan) ulus
olmadginin menfaatlerini stratejilerini tayin ve isletmelerin
irdelenmesi varsa yeni| koruma altina etmeleri gerekfiine | varliklarini
yontemlerin hayata almakta daha inaniyorum. koruyabilmesinin
gecirilmesinin iyi gecerli olacal ¢cok giic olacag
olaca fikrindeyim. kanisindayim. kanisindayim.
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0127 3 1 Strateji 6ncelikli Milli stratejinin Rekabet glicuni Ulusal menfaatleri | S6z konusu Kiresellgme
olmali, uluslar arasi | belirlenmesi ve artiracak, istihdama| g6z ardi etmeksizin,| yoneticiler arasindaki olgusu, ulusal
rekabete ayak hedeflerin saptanmasi| yonelik, ulusal kiresel literatur strateji algilama sermayeyle bir yagl
uydurabilecek ve tahsis edilecek gui¢c | menfaatlerimizde | takip eden, yegimis | konusunda muhakkak icin olma
seviyeye gelinmeli. | unsurlari gb6zeten, ulusal ve | tecribeli kurumlarindaki zaruretinden dolayi,
Ulusal Pazar ve koordinasyonun yine | isletme diizeyinde | yoneticilerin bilgi yapilanmadan verimli, kaliteli,
ihtiyaclari cok iyi akademisyenler, 6zel | her turli stratejik birikiminden, kaynaklanan yiksek teknolojiye
tespit edilmeli. Policy| sektor, askeri ishirligi ve stratejik | tavsiyelerinden bosluklar ve gri dayali Uretim ve
oncelikli olmali ve yoneticiler, kurum ortakliga acik faydalanarak, ara | alanlarin mevcut Uretim
isletmelerin yoneticileriyle olunmasi gereklifii | Grin ithalatina olmamasi mumkin | maliyetlerinde
yoneticilerinin (konusunun ehli distincesini dayali ihracat olmakla beraber, bu | rekabete uygun hale
tecribeli kisilerle) bu gruplar paylsgan biriyim. modeli yerine, bogluklarin giderilme | getirilmesi gerekgi
yoneticilerden arasinda gemibir istihdama yonelik | yolu sadece gorisiindeyim.
faydalanacak konsensus ve diyalog yatirimlari 6ne inovasyon ve etkin
yenilemeyi, yiksek | yaratilarak cikararak ve kiuresel diyalogdan gecgi
teknolojiden sgilanabilecgini pazar ve pazarin kanisindayim.
faydalanmayi 6n distinenlerdenim. ihtiyaclarinin
planda tutmali. oncelikli
kalemlerinin dg@ru
tespit etmek.
0128 2 1
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0134

Her iki dizeyde de
fark gb6zetmeksizin,
strateji,politika,taktik,
operasyon gibi alt
kirimlarin ana
belirleyicisidir.

Cssitli alternatifler
g6zden gecirilerek
ulasilmak istenen
amacin ve temel
prensiplerin
belirlenmesi
surecidir. Politikalar,
stratejinin
yonlendirdgi sekilde
amaca ularken
uygulanmasi en etkin
alternatif ve
aksiyonlarin
belirlenmesidir.

Aslinda sorunun yaniti
18. Sorunun kendisi.
Demokratik sireclerle
ilgili tiin taraflarin
katihhmi sglanacak
temel bir strateji
belirlenmesi esas
alinmalidir. Ayni
dizlemde harekete
baslayan tum taraflar
kendi alanlarinda
bununla paralel politikg
ve taktikler geltirerek
uyum igerisinde
hareket edebilmelidir.

Ortak hedeflere
ortak yaklgimla
erismek isteyen
parkl partilerin
birlikteli gidir. En
onemli farki,
sinerjik sonuglar,
basarilar
sgzlanmasina firsat
ve olanak
sunmasidir.

Strateji kavraminin
liderlik kavramiyla
paralellik
gosterdgini
distindlyorum. Her
ikisi de temelde
dogru olanin
yapilmasi kararinin
verilmesine
dayaniyor. Bu ayni
zamanda uygun ya
da d@ru olmayan
bir secengin
reddedilebilmesi
anlamina geliyor.
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0135

Ozel sektor yonindg
strateji 6n siradadir.
Uretilen driinin yeni
Ulkelerde gerek kalite
gerekse fiyat
yoniinden dier
rakiplerin éniine
gecmesi 6nemlidir.
Bu konuda ulkelere
gore strateji tayin
edilir. Politika 6n
plandadir. Uretilen
ardn icin kalite
politikasi ve sat
politikasI hazirlanir
ve bunlar bir Uretim
sirketi icin olmazsa
olmazlardandir.

nMilli strateji devletin

onculigiinde yapilir
fakat bunu destekleme
icin sivil toplum
orgutlerinin,
sendikalarin,
komitelerin fikir
Ureterek, devleti
yonlendirmesi gerekir.
Orn.lilagisverenler
Sendikasi, tulkemizin
ilac Uretimi, ihracati ve
diger Ulkelerle ilgili
rekabetler konusunda
hazirladg! stratejik
raporlari Sglik
Bakanlg! ile yaptgi
ortak calsmalarla
belirler.

Isletme stratejisi
dizeyinde cevap
kverebilirim.
Isletmeler 6ncelikle
maliyet acisindan
birbirleri ile ba
kapasitelerini
verimli kullanmak,
iscilik maliyetini
disturmek, seri
Uretim yapmak icin
kendi aralarinda
isbirligine ve
ortakliga gidebilir.

Globallesen
dinyamizda, ulkeler
rekabet ortami
icindedir. Kaliteli,
ucuz ve ulailabilir
Urdn Uretilmesi
gerekir. Bunun icin
gerek yurt icinde
gerekse yurt ginda
devamli fikirler
Uretilmeli, aratirma
yapilmal ve yeni
stratejiler
olusturulmalidir.

Sivil ve askerin
stratejileri farkl
olabilir. Fakat her
ikisinin de ortak
amaglari Glkemizin
gelecegini ve
devamini
hazirlamalidir. Bu
konuda sivil ve asker
yoneticilerin daha
neler yapilabilir
konusunda daha i¢
ice olmasi gerekir.
Asker yonetici
calisma hayati
boyunca c¢ok d&sik
konularda gérev
aldigindan
uzmanlgamiyor. Bu
konuda devamli sivil
yoneticilerden
faydalanabilir. Orn.
Ankara'da ordunun
ilac fabrikasi vardir.
Burada gorev yapan
ecz., dr., biyolog,
kimyager subaylar
tayin ile gelmekle ve
belirli bir siire gérev
yapmaktadir. Uzman
olmalari ve bilgileri
ile verim vermeleri
beklenemez. Burada
sivil yoneticilerden
faydalanabilir.

Kiresellgmeyle,
stratejinin 6nemi
artmstir. Bu konuda
calismayan, hazirlik
yapmayan
isletmelerin ayakta
kalmasi imkansizdir.
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0136 Stratejilerin Milli stratejilerin Ornek vermek Strateji, tarihte Strateji kavraminin | Kiresellgme
olusumunda yillar belirlenmesinde, milli | gerekirse, Stratejik | askeri bir sivil hayata olgusunun ulusal ve
boyunca uygulanan | hedeflerin saptanmasi| isbirligi ulusal terminoloji olarak tasinmasiyla kavram | isletmeler diizeyinde
politikalar ve milli glic seviyede Tirkiye- | karsimiza ¢ikar. Bu | genglemistir. strateji olgturmayla
belirleyicidir. unsurlarinin ABD ili skilerine ulusun gletmenin Onceleri askeri ilgili olarak
Hukimetlerin koordinasyonu kritik | benzetebiliriz. Ote | benimsenen anlamda taktiksel bir| paradigma
degismesiyle bazi onem tair. Buradaki yandaningiltere - politikalari yaniltmasgasirtma degisikli gine sebep
politikalar desisebilir. | zafiyet milli strateji ABD 06rnegi sonucunda veya bu| lizerine dayali olan | oldugunu
Ancak Ulke stratejisi | olgusunu zayiflatir. stratejik ortaklik politikalarin strateji bugiin soyleyebiliriz. Var
bu politikalarin (Dogru) saptanmayan | kavrami dahilinde | olusturulmasinda isletmeler/uluslar olan ve gelitirilen
degsismesine aninda | milli menfaatler dgru | degerlendirilebilir. | stratejiden s6z seviyesinde vizyonu | tum stratejilerin
cevap sekilde sglanamaz. Ortaklik daha koklu| edebiliriz. Stratejiler| gerceklgtirmek icin | kiresellsmeden
vermez.Politikanin ve uzun vadeli bugtinden yarina kullanilan/gelgtirilen | bagimsiz
daha dncelikli (politikalara gore degismez. politikalarin uzun distindlmesi bu
oldugunu desismeyen) Belirlenen hedefe | vadeli sonucudur. stratejilerin bga
distindlyorum. Bu ishirligi glincel hizmet ettgi stirece cikmasiyla
politikalarin uzun politikalar uygulanir. sonuclanacani
vadede sonucunda okan séylememiz pek de
uygulanmasinigirket kavramlardir. yanlis olmaz.
stratejilerini
belirledigi
gOrisiindeyim.

I A e e e e e e

204




0138 Hukumetler gesse Gelecekteki hedeflerin| ................. Gelege yonelik | ..o Ozellikle kiigiik ve
bile bazi konularda | net olarak belirlenmesi riskleri, olasi orta boy §letmeleri
devlet politikasi ve hedefe yonelik durumlari ve tehdit eden bir olgu
belirlenmeli ve olarak tim unsurlarin hedefleri oldugunu
olusturulacak calstiriimasi belirleyerek yontem, distindyorum.
stratejilerde temel sgilanmadan sonug plan ve yol haritasi Biyuk-kiresel tek
anlamda bu elde edilmez. belirlemek 6nem tip Grln- sletmeler
politikalar g6z kazanmaktadir. piyasay! ele gecirip
onlnde yerelligi 6ldurtyor.
bulundurulmalidir. Bu konuda son
Strateji dénemde bankalarin
olusturulmasinda KOBI kredileri
belli unsurlar g6z onemli bir destek.
onlinde
bulundurulmakla
birlikte politika
degisikli gi ve strateji
olusturulmasinda
daha esnek ve
dinamik davranabilir.
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