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Abstract 

The thesis seeks to add to the existing body of knowledge on the strategy formation process. 

It is tested if there is a relation between the involvement of operational employees in the 

strategic process and the strategic commitment of operational employees. The general idea 

of the thesis proposes that participative actions have a positive influence on the employee’s 

perception of involvement and their strategic commitment. Two hypotheses are tested and 

data is collected from eleven interviews with operational employees from five large, 

multinational organizations. The findings indicate that participation is a controversial concept 

and very complex in practice. Direct involvement of operational employees is not practical 

and will not increase the employee’s strategic commitment. Specific participative practices 

such as strategic communicational practices will positively influence the strategic 

commitment of employees. 
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1. Introduction 

 

 

“People make the place” 

Benjamin Schneider 

 

 

An organizational strategy that ensures and stimulates (international) competitiveness is a 

must for any company in the current economy. Multiple forces in current organizations 

environments drive companies to keep changing, developing and battling to survive. Firstly, 

the effects of globalization have quickly increased the level of competitiveness in the 

organizations environment (Yi, 1989; Govindarajan and Gupta, 2000; Porter, 1990). The 

developing institutional environment forces organizations to keep changing in order to 

conform to the institutional pressures (Meyer and Rowan, 1977 and DiMaggio and Powell, 

1983). Finally the rapidly developing technological environment increases the need for 

companies to develop absorptive capacity, increase innovation and increase their level of 

flexibility (Lall, 1992; Dahlman et al., 1987). This implicates the organizations managers: ‘As 

competitive environments become more complex and dynamic, leaders are less appt to fully 

articulate comprehensive strategy’ (Wooldridge and Floyd, 1990: 232). This is due to the 

complexity of the strategic process. Former studies regard this process solely as the 

formulation of strategy, where managers can analyze the environment and the organization 

in order to formulate a competitive strategy. However, a strategy also develops during the 

implementation, when employees first start to apply the strategy (Mintzberg, 1994; Mintzberg 

and Waters, 1985). In order to control for this emerging strategy and survive in the current 

challenging circumstances, managers need to reconsider their strategic formation process. 

De Wit and Meyer (2010) have established three conceptual distinguishes for 

developing ‘strategy’: the strategic process, content and context. According to de Wit and 

Meyer, this distinction is not observed in practise as such, but it is useful for theoretical 

understanding of strategy. The focus of this research is the process of strategy. The strategic 

process concerns ‘the manner in which strategies come about’ (De Wit and Meyer, 2010: 5), 

which is generally separated in strategic thinking (analyzing strategic opportunity), strategy 

formulation (strategy making) and strategy implementation (influencing organizational 

behaviour and change with strategy). Within strategic planning literature, the basic 

assumption has been that this process is a linear one. However, in ‘The rise and fall of 

strategic planning’ Mintzberg (1994) describes that this assumption is the reason why 

strategic planning fails to deliver a true approach to strategic formation. Strategic planning 
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does not account for organizational learning and employee reaction to strategy, because 

they detach strategic formulation from strategic implementation. Mintzberg (1994; Mintzberg 

and Waters, 1985) argues that strategies develop not only from the deliberate work of the 

strategists (strategic planning), but also in an emergent pattern found in the organization and 

during the implementation stage. A strategy evolves, changes and develops as soon as 

people start working with it. 

This is the specific focus of this thesis: the people working with organizational 

strategies. In this research it is assumed that the most important aspect to understand about 

strategic formation is the way in which a strategy is developed in practice. A strategy can be 

or should be used by employees in practice and strategist should understand how much of 

the strategy is used, how the usage of employees can change a strategy and in what manner 

the strategy has an impact on employees. A study by Wright et al. (1995) found that the 

choice of strategy affects the relationship between human resources and organizational 

performance. This means that: ‘Finally the results … indicate the need to match human 

resources and strategies to maximize organizational performance’ (Wright et al., 1995: 

1067). In order to achieve this, some other studies proposed the involvement of middle 

manager in the strategic formation process (Wright et al., 1995; Nijhof et al., 1998; 

Kohtamäki et al., 2012; Oswald et al., 1994; Wooldridge and Floyd, 1990; Wright et al., 

1994). According to Oswald et al.: ‘Successful strategy formulation and implementation 

requires the commitment and involvement of managers of all levels’ (1994: 477). Several 

studies go even further and were able to prove the positive effect of middle-managers 

strategic involvement on organizational performance (Wright et al., 1995; Wooldridge and 

Floyd, 1990). These studies provide sufficient reason to believe the traditional strategic 

process as formal strategic planning is not successful anymore. Furthermore: ‘This view 

challenges the traditional division of work in strategy and suggests new roles in the strategic 

process’ (Wooldridge and Floyd, 1990: 240). With these critiques a new fashion in strategic 

management rises and is called participative strategic formation (Kohtamäki et al., 2012). 

Participative strategic formation proposes the involvement of different management levels 

and employees in the strategic formation process. 

Participation is a concept that seems straightforward in its meaning, but is not 

straightforward in practice. Participation generally means taking part in something. However, 

‘participation’ is not a monolithic entity; it is not ‘one thing’. Participation occurs in many 

gradations, it can be sometimes intense, sometimes it fades away, and sometimes it is about 

an organization and sometimes about one person. Participation is understood differently by 

different people or in different contexts. Participative strategic formation is therefore a 

complex, theoretical topic and belongs to the objective of this thesis to find out more about 

participation in practice. The premise of participative strategic formation has been accepted 
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by some scholars and discussed in theory, however there is not much empirical proof. 

Mostly, the effects of involvement of employees in strategic formation have been tested only 

with the higher and middle managers and not with all the employee levels. Wright et al. 

(1995) argue: ‘The total human capital pool is an important determinant of the success of 

those strategies. The best laid-out plans of top decision makers may be for naught if the 

people of an organization are either unwilling or unable to carry them out’ (Wright et. al., 

1994; Wright and McMahan, 1992 in Wright et al., 1995). Therefore, the problem at hand is 

that strategists forget that lower employees are the ones actually working with the strategies 

in the strategic formation process. 

This problem is framed by literature on strategic planning and by literature on the 

integration of strategy with human resource management (SHRM). Firstly, Mintzberg (1994) 

provides the body of literature explaining the development of strategic planning and how and 

why this approach fails to give an accurate description of the strategic formation process. 

According to Mintzberg, the grand fallacy of strategic planning is that ‘analysis is not 

synthesis, strategic planning is not strategic formation’ (1994: 321). He argues that the 

strategic formation process cannot be solely done by strategists analyzing an organizations 

strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats. Acting on this assumption, strategic 

planning detached strategic formulation from implementation. This detachment creates the 

base for many wrong assumptions of strategic planning, creating strategies that are never 

correctly implemented. Mintzberg (1994) argues that strategic formation (instead of strategic 

planning) should integrate strategic formulation with strategic implementation. This 

integration is also the essence behind the theory of SHRM. The second body of literature 

that frames this thesis is the work of Legge (2005), who explains how HRM evolved from the 

former personnel management. She shows that HRM developed in order to increase the 

credibility that the personnel managers were missing. HRM tries to prove itself as an 

important player in organizational strategy and performance, by ensuring employee consent 

and commitment. However, as Legge describes, HRM uses ‘soft’ rhetorics to ensure 

employee consent and cooperation, whilst the realities of HRM are ‘hard’ practices and 

measures like downsizing and performance assessments. The ‘soft’ consideration for the 

humans in the organization disappears in the rhetorics of HRM, just to be used as a mask for 

the hard actions they employ to ensure HRM’s legitimacy to the top management.  

The reasons why the theories of Mintzberg and Legge are practised, is not just 

because of their strong arguments, but mainly because both of the authors have constructed 

noteworthy critiques of the core literature in their respective fields of study. Mintzberg is 

considered a true guru in the field of strategic management, because he has reviewed 

strategic literature in history and criticized out-dated theories like strategic planning. He starts 

from a historical point of view and he is able to learn from the mistakes made in history to 
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provide new theories. Besides, he is a scholar that writes for and relates to practitioners, 

considering the environment of organizations which makes him popular and more relevant 

for management practice. The work of Legge is important for similar reasons. She also 

provides criticism to her field, human resource management, and does this by giving an 

overview of the history of the subject to discover the mistakes made in her field nowadays.  

Based on the critiques of Mintzberg (1994) on strategic planning and of Legge (2005) 

on HRM we can conclude that it is possible to develop a perspective on strategic formation 

that takes the lower level employee reaction to strategy into account. This insight has 

established the object of this thesis, which is to generate insights that can improve the 

strategic formation process, in order to develop strategies that are compliant for all 

employees. In order to reach this objective, this thesis will answer the following research 

question: 

How can the strategy formation process be improved, in order to develop a 

strategy that has a positive impact on the strategic commitment of all employees? 

This research question assumes that it is possible to have strategies that have a positive 

impact on all employees. This is an optimistic assumption. Large organizations usually 

consist of multiple different departments, employees on different hierarchical levels of the 

organization and employees with different educational backgrounds. Therefore, it is 

optimistic to think that a strategy can have an impact on all these various kinds of 

employees, working in different places. However, this research assumes that a strategy is a 

plan, a pattern, a position and a perspective (see Chapter 2.1). The strategy represents the 

direction of the organization, the goals, how the goals can be achieved, the focus of the 

company within markets of customer groups and even the general philosophy of the 

organization. Therefore, a strategy will always have some impact on all employees within an 

organization.  

 The theoretical framework on which this thesis is supported is not only composed out 

of the work of Mintzberg and Legge. Their ideas are also supported by articles of scholars 

who have written about participative strategic management, HRM, strategic involvement, 

organizational commitment or strategic commitment. Remarkably, most of these articles stem 

from the years between 1980 and 1995. After this time period, socialism showed a decrease 

in popularity and in consequence, the topic of participation was no longer a prominent 

research subject. Therefore literature from this time period, which can be considered old, is 

still very relevant for this thesis. Our current age is marked by several economical crises, 

climate change, population growth and other situations that indicate we have entered a new 

area. This thesis assumes that, in order to develop into this new area, managers should 

reconsider the concept of participation, together with the ideas of socialism and humanism. 
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Therefore, the research question of this thesis is based on a positivistic assumption and 

some of the literature used for this study stems from a few decades ago.  

The structure of this thesis is as follows: this thesis will firstly develop the theoretical 

framework that is necessary to understand the relevant concepts of this thesis. The 

theoretical framework will explain the critiques of Mintzberg (1994; 1987 and 1985) against 

strategic planning, the critique of Legge (2005) against the ‘hard’ model of HRM and a small 

body of literature is used to discuss relations between employee’s strategic involvement and 

employee’s strategic commitment. The theoretical framework is concluded with two 

developed hypotheses that are used to test the important concepts of this study in practice. 

Secondly, the methodology that is used to study the hypothesis is explained (in Chapter 3). 

This chapter will discuss some methodological requirements and the process of collecting 

and analyzing data in the empirical part of the study. Thirdly, the results of the empirical 

study are showed (in Chapter 4). This chapter will also discuss what the results mean for the 

two hypotheses and what the general conclusions of the practical part of the study are. 

Finally, the conclusion and discussion (in Chapter 5 and 6) sum up what this thesis studied, 

how the results are related to the theoretical framework, what managerial implications the 

results have and what limitations and recommendations for further research this study 

provides.  
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2. Theoretical background 

 

This chapter will discuss the theoretical background on which the ideas of this thesis are 

based. In order to answer the research question, the theory that is examined will focus on 

strategic planning, strategic human resource management and participative strategic 

planning. Two hypotheses will be formulated to empirically test the idea that is proposed to 

improve the strategic formation process. This theoretical background starts with a definition 

of the concept ‘strategy’. ‘Strategy’ is a broad concept with a long history and for any thesis 

touching this topic it is important to state what is meant when this research mentions 

‘strategy’. Secondly, the work of Mintzberg (1994) is discussed and this shows the first 

arguments supporting a participative approach of strategic planning. Thirdly, the specific 

‘human’ focus of this research is discussed, for this the work of Legge (2005) is used. The 

arguments of Mintzberg and Legge will be combined and form the first hypothesis, that 

participative strategic formation will have a positive effect on the strategic commitment of 

employees. The second hypothesis provides an organizational level of analysis by looking at 

the participative practices of the organization. The actions an organization undertakes to 

involve employees and ensure commitment could have an effect on the relationship between 

employee’s strategic involvement and their strategic commitment. This chapter ends with the 

representation of the hypothesis in a conceptual model and the development of indicators in 

order to measure the concepts in practice. 

2.1 What is strategy? 

Any research about strategy should begin with a clear definition of what strategy is. However, 

as De Wit and Meyer state: ‘... the disagreements run so deep that even a common definition 

of the term ‘strategy’ is illusive’ (De Wit and Meyer, 2010: 3). This does not mean that the 

concept of ‘strategy’ is not useful. It just means that a universally accepted definition of 

‘strategy’ is not found yet, and this makes it necessary to clarify what is meant with strategy 

in this research. Beginning with a short overview of the literature on strategy.  

Cummings (1993) leads the way back to ancient Greek. Strategy, or strategos, meant 

the armies strategy which had the goal to win in battle with ‘limited risk while holding fast to 

essential points and principles’ (Cummings, 1993). Much of this view on strategy is still true 

today in the modern company. Porter (1991) discusses that the strategists of four decades 

ago focused on the function of strategy as creating organizational success. ‘Strategy is seen 

as a way of integrating the activities of the diverse functional departments within a firm’ 

(Porter, 1991). Thus Porter shows that the early literature on management theory related to 
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strategy as the plan or path to reach organizational success, binding all the departments 

together and limiting or steering their action. 

Besides finding one definition or sentence that describes strategy, strategy can also 

be defined by categorizing its actions. De Wit and Meyer (2010), for example, show that 

many literatures on strategy make the division between strategic analysis, strategic formation 

and strategic implementation. Traditionally, these actions are seen as a linear process were 

the steps follow each other in sequence. However, De Wit and Meyer (2010) view this 

process as an iterative (or circular) process that can be theoretically categorized in three 

topics: strategic thinking, strategy formation and strategic change. They stress that these 

topics are ‘different aspects of the strategy process, which are strongly linked and partially 

overlapping’ (De Wit & Meyer, 2010: 7). Therefore, the different strategic actions, or phases, 

in the strategic process are not to be separated (this is an important point to remember). 

Another way of finding a definition of strategy is by looking at intuitive definitions of 

strategy. According to Mintzberg (1994) the first intuitive answer to what strategy is, is that 

strategy is a plan. A plan is something like ‘a direction, a guide or course of action into the 

future, a path to get from here to there etc’ (Mintzberg, 1994: 23). Something being a plan 

relates to steering action in order to reach a certain objectives in the future. For example, the 

plan of company X is to offer high quality products for a lower price. This is the plan part of 

the strategy. This intuitive definition however is missing three important parts of strategy, 

according to Mintzberg (1987). He describes strategy as a process of four p’s, where the first 

p stands for plan. The second p stands for pattern. Strategy can emerge from reoccurring 

organizational action in the past, securing the consistency of behavior. For example, 

company X always offered high quality products and gained a strong customer loyalty 

because of this, thus they would like to keep offering high quality products in the future. The 

third p stands for position. The strategy of a company should clarify the company's products 

or services which mark their place in the market. For example, company X offers food 

products for restaurants. Therefore its products should be focused on this area and they 

should focus on competitors in this area. Finally, the last p stands for perspective, which is 

important to keep separate from position. The perspective is maybe the most difficult part of 

strategy to understand. According to Mintzberg it is ‘an organizations way of doing things … 

As perspective, in contrast [to position], strategy looks in -inside the organization …- but it 

also looks up -to the grand vision of the enterprise’ (Mintzberg 1994: 27-28). For example, 

the perspective of company X is to offer high quality food products, taking nutritional values 

into account. Thus the culture of the company and the mindset of the strategists should be 

focused on high quality, in (the position of) restaurant food products, with the pattern of 

delivering high quality and the plan of now offering these products at a lower price.  
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Concluding, looking at the different paths literature has taken in order to develop a 

definition of ‘strategy’, they all relate to an intuitive definition of strategy as a plan. Mintzberg 

(1987, 1994) might be one of the first to tackle this assumption and to relate some very 

important problems with assuming that strategy is a plan. Strategy definitely sounds like a 

plan and in part it is a plan, but it is also a pattern, a position and a perspective. This 

definition is probably not perfect, but it is how this research will use the term ‘strategy’ from 

this point on and this will prove important for the line of reasoning proposed by this thesis. 

2.2 Integrating thinking and acting 

The biggest problem with strategic planning, defining strategy only as a plan, is that is seems 

so natural and logic and it still fails to work (Mintzberg, 1994). The previous discussion 

mentioned already that strategy cannot only be a plan, but it did not answer the pressing 

follow-up question: why not? This paragraph answers this question by following the 

argumentation of Mintzberg’s ‘The rise and fall of strategic planning’ (1994). Strategic 

planning is an approach on strategic formation which sees strategy making as a more 

detached and systematic process of formal planning. In order to understand why strategic 

planning has failed this research will first look at the different forms of strategy. 

Acknowledging emergent strategies brings many implications for the assumptions strategic 

planning makes. These faulty assumptions, therefore, are the fallacies of strategic planning 

and the reasons why strategic planning fails to deliver a correct understanding of strategic 

formation (Mintzberg, 1994). This paragraph will end with a conclusion on the possible 

improvement of strategic formation, learning from the mistakes strategic planning made. 

 Mintzberg describes 5 different ‘forms’ of strategy that result from the distinction he 

makes between strategy as a plan and strategy as a pattern. In his work ‘Five Ps of strategy’ 

(Mintzberg, 1987) he states: ‘If we label the first definition [strategy as a plan] intended 

strategy and the second [strategy as a pattern] realized strategy … then we can distinguish 

deliberate strategy, where intentions that existed previously were realized, from emergent 

strategy, where patterns developed in absence of intentions, or despite them (which went 

unrealized)’ (Mintzberg, 1987: 13). This famous model is shown in Figure 1. Acknowledging 

the existence and importance of the emergent strategy has several implications for the 

assumptions of strategic planning. ‘Emergent strategy itself implies learning what works - 

taking one action at a time in search for that viable pattern or consistency. It is important to 
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Figure 1 Mintzberg, 1987: 14 

remember that emergent strategy means, not chaos, but, in essence, unintended order’ 

(Mintzberg and Waters, 1985: 271). Due to the emergent strategies the deliberate strategy is 

able to change or evolve in the final realized strategy (see Figure 1). Any company or 

sensible manager would recognize that their strategy over the past years was never fully the 

deliberate strategy, as it is also never a fully emergent strategy. In order to learn and have 

control, companies need to be able to employ both strategies and recognize the importance 

of the emergent strategy (Mintzberg, 1994). The first problem with strategic planning at this 

point is that they still believe in fully deliberate strategies. Within strategic planning, strategy 

formulation is solely a process of developing a deliberate strategy through the appraisal of 

external threats and opportunities and internal strengths and weaknesses. However, this is, 

according to the different types of strategy Mintzberg describes, only a description of how the 

intended strategy is developed and not a description of how to develop a strategy as a 

whole. The recognition of the emergent strategy implies that strategic planning does not 

describe the entire strategic process. 

Another important implication of the recognition of emergent strategy is that there is 

need for another perception of ‘strategy formulation’. Formulation of a strategy happens 

through two different processes. Through planning, the formulation of a deliberate strategy 

and through a pattern, the recognition of the emergent strategy during the implementation. 

This whole process results in the formation of the realized strategy and therefore, is a 
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process of both formulation and implementation (Mintzberg, 1994). Mintzberg concludes: 

‘Deliberate strategy [used in strategic planning] relies on this artificial separation [of 

formulation and implementation], while emergent strategy does not. Indeed, in the case of 

emergent strategy, the term formulation has to be replaced by formation because here 

strategies can form without being formulated’ (Mintzberg, 1994: 26). Recognizing the 

importance of emergent strategy means that strategic formation is formulating strategy as 

well as implementing strategy in a continuous or circular process. 

That strategic planning makes this separation between strategic formulation and 

strategic implementation is, according to Mintzberg (1994), one of the fallacies of strategic 

planning. He calls this fallacy the ‘fallacy of detachment’. Besides, he recognizes two more 

fallacies: the ‘fallacy of predetermination’ and the ‘fallacy of formalization’. This research will 

focus on the fallacy of detachment, but it is important to understand the other two as well in 

order understand Mintzberg's reasoning. According to him, the three fallacies together form 

the grand fallacy of strategic planning and explain why the strategic planning theory is not an 

appt theory to explain strategic formation. 

The fallacy of predetermination is based on the strategic planning assumption that the 

world is predictable (Mintzberg, 1994). They believe that the strategy making process and 

strategy itself can be predetermined because the environment is stable. However, in reality 

environments are never stable and therefore the strategy making process is fundamentally a 

dynamic one, not a static, analytic one as strategic planning assumes. Strategic planning 

fails to recognize that the environment is always dynamic, uncertainties are never certain, 

cannot be predicted and the world is not under control of their organization and its plan. ‘As 

Allaire and Firsirotu noted, “Uncertainty is the Achilles’ heel of strategic planning”’ (Mintzberg, 

1994: 228).  

The fallacy of formalization is based on the strategic planning assumption that the 

strategy making process can be programmed by the use of systems (Mintzberg, 1994). 

However, Mintzberg states: ‘Thus we have no evidence that any of the strategic planning 

systems - no matter how elaborate, or how famous - succeeded in capturing (let alone 

improving on) the messy informal processes by which strategies really do get develop’ 

(Mintzberg, 1994: 296-297). Formalization makes strategists reductionists and analyzers of 

hard data. Hard data is often failing to show the whole picture, making it limited in scope. 

Information based on hard data is often to compressed, too much information aggregated 

together. Besides, a big amount of hard data is empirically proven to be unreliable 

(Mintzberg, 1994: 259-266). This makes the formalization of the strategic process a 

problematic approach and enables the strategists to internalize, comprehend and synthesize 

the information needed to create a strategy in dynamic contexts. ‘Formal analysis simply 

does not suffice for many aspects of managing an organization’ (Mintzberg, 1994: 315). The 
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real strategy making process compels managers to use their intuition next to their analyzing 

skills. Managerial work should not be linear, orderly, sequential like analysis, but should be 

disorderly and connected like synthesis. 

Finally, returning to the fallacy of detachment that was discusses before, this fallacy is 

based on the strategic planning assumption that strategy formulation is separated from 

strategy implementation. According to Mintzberg the strategic process should not be a formal 

system where strategist or top manager, detached from the rest of the organization, analyze 

the organization and the environment and dictate the strategy. Instead it should work like 

this: ‘And so we conclude that, given 1) that strategy making requires soft information as well 

as hard, and 2) that while both planners and managers have access to hard information, it is 

generally only the managers who have effective access to soft information, it follows that a) 

managers must take active charge of the strategy making process; b) in doing so, they must 

be able to make use of their tacit knowledge; c) which means that their intuitive processes 

must be allowed liberal rein; and d) for that to happen, they must have intimate contact with, 

rather than detachment from, their organizations operations and its external context’ 

(Mintzberg, 1994: 268-269). Concluding from this, firstly note, that in order to have the right 

strategy formation process, soft data is needed and those who have access to soft data. 

Secondly, the last point (point d) relates to the most important point of Mintzberg's 

argumentation against strategic planning: thinking should not be separated from acting. 

However, strategic planning fails again by prescribing that ‘organizations should complete 

their thinking before they act’ (Mintzberg, 1994: 282). This relates all the way back to our first 

problem with defining strategy: it is intuitive to think before you act, to plan, but it is still 

wrong. Formulating a strategy based on analysis, on hard data, done by strategists, creates 

a strategy that fails to grasp all the important information, does not work in a dynamic 

environment, does not account for the emergent strategy and, therefore, will probably not be 

realized or be successful. The strategists on top create this problem, by only thinking of 

strategy and not relating to acting, and when a strategy fails they point the finger to the 

implementers down below: ‘“If only you dumbbells had appreciated our brilliant strategies, all 

would be well.” But the clever dumbbells might as well respond: “If you are so smart, why 

didn’t you formulate strategies that we dumbbells could implement?” … In other words, every 

failure of implementation is, by definition, also a failure of formulation’ (Mintzberg, 1994: 284-

285). This final point relates to all the fallacies of strategic planning and thus combines 

everything into one grand fallacy of strategic planning: ‘analysis is not synthesis, strategic 

planning is not strategy formation’ (Mintzberg, 1994: 321). 

Concluding, Mintzberg contributes to the first part of the research question: ‘How can 

the strategy formation process be improved?’ by showing that a strategy that is only made 

through analysis of strategist on the top of the organization, cannot account for the total 
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process of strategic formation. Strategic formation concerns both the deliberate strategy 

formed through the work of the ‘thinkers’ and the emergent strategy formed through the work 

of the ‘actors’. This integration of thinking and acting would mean in any organization an 

integration of top management with all levels of employees. Therefore, one way to improve 

the strategic formation process is by including all levels of employees in strategic formation. 

The essence of this idea, integrating strategy with human resources, is found in strategic 

human resource management (SHRM). However, as we will see in the next paragraph, the 

actual success of this integration might be disputable.  

2.3 Human resources 

Next, why is it important to integrate thinking with acting in strategic formation? This question 

is already answered by the second part of the research question stated in the introduction: ‘... 

in order to develop a strategy that has a positive impact on all personnel’. And why it is 

important that a strategy has a positive influence of all personnel is found in the classical 

resource-based view (RBV). According to this theory, scholars and business managers must 

agree that the internal resources of a firm are the determinants for sustained competitive 

advantage (Barney, 1991). These resources need to be aligned and focused by the firm’s 

strategy. However, many scholars at the beginning of the 90’s argued that organizations 

were not capitalizing on their human resources. ‘Currently [beginning 1980], many 

companies recognize the growing importance of their human resources, but few are 

conceptualizing them in strategic terms—in ways to gain a competitive advantage’ (Schuler 

and MacMillan, 1984: 241).  After this many scholars recognized and studied the importance 

of humans as resource to gain sustained competitive advantage (Wright et al., 1994; Wright 

and McMahan, 1992). This started the trend of changing personnel management into human 

resource management (Legge, 2005). In Legge’s book ‘Human resource management: 

rhetorics and realities’ (2005) she describes how HRM originated from personnel 

management, how it differs from personnel management, what the HRM rhetoric’s are and 

what this means for the realities of HRM. Legge states in the introduction: ‘It will be argued in 

this book that the importance of HRM, and its apparent overshadowing of personnel 

management, lies just as much and (possibly more so) in its function as a rhetoric about how 

employees should be managed to achieve competitive advantage than as a coherent new 

practice’ (Legge, 2005: xv). Following Legge, this research shows the importance for 

strategist of viewing human resources as humans. This in turn will be proven to be the 

important cornerstone for the integration of thinking and acting. The following text will explain 

the theory of Legge and will show how this contributes to answering the research question of 

this thesis. 
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Personnel management is a management activity or specialized department 

concerning the management of employees. Personnel management as a practice developed 

very high aspirations, but empirical research showed they failed to deliver on this which 

resulted in questioning the personnel managers’ credibility (Legge, 2005). According to 

Legge, personnel managers faced this credibility gap due to the ambiguities and 

contradictions they had to manage. The first contradiction is that of capitalism. The personnel 

manager is pushed in the role of mediator between the needs of capitalism to achieve both 

control and consent of employees (Legge, 2005). However ‘any mediating role … runs the 

risk of giving an impression of two-facedness, with attendant loss of credibility’ (Legge, 2005: 

60). This mediation of the personnel manager results in ambiguity of actions: personnel 

managers have to choose between ‘personnel’ and ‘management’. The second contradiction 

that results in the loss of credibility of the personnel manager is patriarchy. Patriarchies are 

societies in which men dominate women through a system of social structures and practices 

(Legge, 2005). The ambiguity here is that the personnel function is originally more a ‘female’ 

and ‘soft’ function due to the focus on employee welfare. Because we live in a patriarchal 

society, a female function is not that important and certainly does not have a function in top 

management. Would personnel management want to increase its power, they need to leave 

out this welfare function. However, according to Legge: ‘Denying welfare denies to a role in 

which personnel specialists may be both visible and seen in a positive light by employees, 

whose required cooperation justifies their existence’ (Legge, 2005: 64). Concluding, this 

credibility gap is the result of the contradictions driving ambiguity in a personnel managers 

actions and makes their function either less important or is believed to be less important by 

the rest of management. The next question is, is HRM (as the evolution of personnel 

management) more credible than personnel management? 

Legge (2005) presents the emergence of HRM as a logical evolution of personnel 

management due to the attack on personnel managers and due to the changing environment 

of western organizations starting from the 80’s. Firstly, the intensification of international 

competition and the fast development of technology forced companies to review their 

competitiveness and view employees as valuable resources to gain competitive advantage. 

Secondly, a new strategy emerged from Japan called, ‘cultural management’ showed the 

importance of managing the organizational culture to secure employee commitment. And 

finally the rise of the enterprise culture extended the domain of the free market and 

influenced the rise of trade unions and a focus on employee welfare. These changes in the 

contexts of organizations initiated the ‘hype’ of HRM. The normative model of HRM defines 

HRM as: the integration of HR policies with strategy that is used to reinforce the 

organizations culture, to tap the human resources as valuable sources of competitive 

advantage and to ensure commitment and flexibility of employees (Legge, 2005). This 
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closely relates to Boselie’s definition of HRM: ‘HRM involves management decisions related 

to policies and practices that together shape the employment relationship and are aimed at 

achieving individual, organizational and societal goals’ (2014: 5). 

In this normative model of HRM, Legge makes a differentiation between the ‘hard’ 

model and the ‘soft’ model of HRM (Legge, 2005). The hard model focuses on the integration 

of HRM with the strategic objectives of the organization, also called ‘utilitarian 

instrumentalism model’. The hard model implies that HR practices and policies are 

contributing to the achievement of the strategic objectives of an organization. In this case, 

HRM can be seen as the management of just another resource like capital or land. Because 

of this, the hard model looks at quantitative measures and economical gains or losses 

(Legge, 2005). The soft model, also called the ‘developmental humanism’ model, focuses on 

treating employees as valuable assets through their commitment, adaptability and high 

quality of work (Legge, 2005: 105).  It also considers integration of HRM and strategy, but 

employees are not seen as passive ‘parts’ of the organizational model only employed for 

organizational gain. Employees are first and foremost humans instead of resources (Legge, 

2005). 

These two models, can be integrated and do not have to be mutually exclusive: 

‘Indeed most of the normative statements [about HRM] contain elements of the ‘hard’ and 

‘soft’ models’ (Legge, 2005: 106). However there is not much empirical evidence of this. The 

difficulty integrating the two model stems from the patriarchy and capitalism contradictions 

personnel management was faced with. The soft model is more related to a ‘female’ image of 

soft, care-taking activities ensuring employee commitment and the hard model is more 

related to a ‘male’ image of doing hard business ensuring organizational control. HRM, just 

as much as personnel management, is victim of the contradictions of capitalism and 

patriarchy. It still needs to manage humans as resources, ensuring control for the 

management and commitment of the employees at the same time, which inherently creates 

ambiguity of actions. Thus, HRM has not cut loose from the problems of personnel 

management. However, the fact that HRM has become a huge hype, must then be explained 

by some other difference between HRM and personnel management. 

This difference is shown in Legge’s review of the critical-evaluative model of HRM: 

‘The importance of HRM lies not in the objective reality of its normative models and their 

implementation, but in the phenomenological reality of its rhetoric’s. It should be understood 

as a cultural construction comprising a series of metaphors redefining the meaning of work 

and the way individual employees relate to their employer’ (Legge, 2005: 123). The rhetoric’s 

of HRM are differentiated from the realities, because the rhetoric’s of HRM ‘obscure the less 

than pleasant reality’ (Guest 1990 in Legge 2005: 125). HRM practices provide employee 

identities and belief systems with the soft model of HRM, which ensures commitment and 
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helps employees to cope with the actions that have to be taken by the hard model of HRM, in 

order to stay consistent with the business strategy and ensure control for the managers. For 

example, a company has a strategy which requires the company to ‘do more with less’ 

(reality) and to ensure employee commitment, HRM presents this as ‘total quality 

management’ (rhetoric) (Legge, 2005: 342). It is important to understand that rhetoric is not 

less real or separate from the real world. Rhetoric is a way in which we perceive the real 

world. Thus the change of personnel management into HRM was firstly needed to mediate 

the crisis of organizations due to the increased competitive circumstances. Secondly, HRM 

was needed to become the agent of change, to persuade employees to interpret ‘hard’ 

organizational changes in the appropriate ‘soft’ light (Legge, 2005). ‘Ironically, it is the 

contradictions embedded in HRM that have facilitated the development of this rhetoric even if 

they simultaneously render strategic action problematic’ (Legge, 1989 in Legge, 2005: 129). 

Legge’s critique on this development of HRM relates to two points. Firstly, the hype 

that is HRM seems too existed more due to HRM’s discourse, language and academia, than 

due to contributions in reality. There is not that much evidence of implementation of 

normative models of HRM. Secondly, in order for HRM to gain credibility and be recognized 

by top management, the caretaker function of personnel management became rhetoric’s to 

influence employee commitment by using metaphors, masks and smokescreens to cover the 

practical ‘hard’ functions of its true policies and practices. Legge quotes Keenoy and Antony 

(1992 in Legge, 2005: 341): ‘It [HRM] is concerned with the management of beliefs, with the 

manufacture of acquiescence in corporate values, with the production of images. If this is the 

case, if the symbolic rather than the social construction of ‘reality’ is the central concern of 

strategic HRM, then the separation of powers between personnel and human resource 

management is necessary: shamans cannot be expected to do the chores.’ 

This separation of employee welfare and strategic integration is emphasized in the 

language that represents HRM, it is full with oxymoron’s (Legge, 2005). An oxymoron is an 

expression that combines two contradictory terms. For example: ‘tough love’, that describes 

HRMs actions or the name itself ‘human resource’ management. Love is not meant as tough 

and humans are not meant to be resources. HRM only enhanced, in language, the 

importance of humans as valuable actors and assets of the organization that need to be 

treated as such, in order to reach competitive advantage and organizational performance, 

which made HRM less ‘female’ or soft in the eyes of the top management and ensured more 

integration of strategy with HRM. In other words: ‘the language of the ‘soft’ model of HRM [is] 

being used to mask the contradictions of capitalism implicit in the ‘hard’ model’ (Legge, 2005: 

343). 

Concluding, the increasing challenging circumstances organization are in require a 

resource-based view that integrates all resources of the organizations with the strategy, in 
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order to gain sustained competitive advantage. HRM proposes practices and policies that 

integrated human resources and strategy, in order to enhance flexibility and commitment. 

However, HRM contributes only by developing a facade of ‘soft’ words to cover-up ‘hard’ 

actions in reality. With this HRM tries to ensure their importance for top management, but it 

fails to deliver in practice. HRM was forced to forget the human side of ‘human resources’. 

However, it is not only HRM that should change, it is strategic management that should 

change towards a more participative strategic formation process. Strategic management 

should recognize the value of the welfare function of HRM and it should not mistake the 

‘female’ characteristics as being weak and unimportant. Strategic management should start 

to understand that the organization is built on humans. As Nishii and Wright conclude: ‘This 

reminds us that failing to pay explicit attention to the role of people and their varying personal 

characteristics in influencing the qualities of organizations and their performance is a critical 

oversight because we cannot fully understand organizations without first understanding the 

people who comprise them’ (2007: 8)  

2.4 Participative strategic formation 

Hypothesis 1 

The ideas proposed in the previous paragraphs, following Mintzberg and Legge, are 

combined to answer the research question: How can the strategic formation process be 

improved, in order to develop a strategy that has a positive impact on the strategic 

commitment of all employees? First of all, when a strategy is planned through analysis by top 

managers only, implementation will certainly be problematic and the strategy will not be 

realized or realized only in small parts. The strategic formation process should start to 

improve by integrating the thinkers with actors (Mintzberg, 1994). This integration should 

ensure that the ideas, concerns or patterns formed through the actions of all employees in 

the organization contribute (as the emergent strategy) to strategic formation. While planning 

strategy, strategists or top managers need to be aware of how the strategy develops while 

it’s being implemented. Second of all, the focus of literature and strategists must return to 

human resources as humans (Legge, 2005). In order for a strategy to guide human 

resources towards sustained competitive advantage, the strategic formation process needs 

to consider how a strategy relates to humans. This is not a weak or non-managerial 

approach of business. This is the most effective approach to realize strategy and integrate 

the deliberate strategy with the emergent strategy. Combining these two theoretical 

arguments, we can conclude that when strategic formation becomes a participative strategic 

formation process, the employees will have a higher commitment to strategic goals and 

higher flexibility towards strategic changes. In other words, when employees feel that they 
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participate and are involved in strategic formation, they will have a stronger commitment 

towards this strategy. 

 In order to test this idea in practices, the following hypothesis is formulated: 

Hypothesis 1: Employee perception of strategic involvement will have a positive impact on 

employee commitment to strategy. 

The relationship hypothesized here is a positive relationship. This means that this thesis will 

study whether participation has a positive influence on employee’s strategic commitment. 

This means that when the ‘perceived strategic involvement’ of an employee is high, his or her 

‘strategic commitment’ should also be high. Additionally, the problem this thesis focuses on 

states that many organizations forget to involve their employees in strategic formation and 

that this has a negative impact on employee’s strategic commitment and even on 

organizational performance. Therefore, the hypothesis also shows when ‘perceived strategic 

involvement’ is low, ‘strategic commitment’ should be low.  

The relationship stated in this hypothesis is in parts or in different forms also found in 

other research. Kohtamäki et al. (2012) directly studied the relationship between participative 

strategic planning and company performance. They derived from previous literature that 

participative strategic planning should increase personnel commitment to strategy 

implementation, because it improves personnel comprehension of strategy. ‘A better 

understanding of company strategy should also engender a feeling of belonging and 

increase employee willingness to work towards shared business goals’ (Kohtamäki et al., 

2012: 163). Studying the Finnish information technology industry, they provide proof for their 

idea that ‘participative strategic planning helps company management to commit personnel 

to strategy implementation that in turn positively affects company performance’ (Kohtamäki 

et al., 2012: 171). They, firstly, proved the mediating role of the personnel’s commitment to 

strategy implementation  and company performance and they, secondly, provided evidence 

for the importance of this relations ship in a dynamic industry. The relation between 

participative strategic planning and personnel’s commitment to strategy implementation is the 

same relation proposed by the hypothesis of this research. Kohtamäki et al. provide empirical 

proof for the idea that is formulated here with the arguments of Mintzberg and Legge: ‘The 

empirical results suggest that the company managers should pay close attention to the 

nature of their strategic planning. If firms are to achieve higher levels of performance, 

participative strategic planning should increase the  personnel’s understanding of the 

company strategy and commit personnel to strategy implementation’ (2012: 172). 

The important concepts in the hypothesis and in Kohtamäki et al. (2012), are 

‘strategic involvement’ and ‘strategic commitment’. Strategic involvement is as concept 

developed concerning the relation of middle management involvement and organizational 

performance. Wooldridge and Floyd (1990), for instance, discovered that middle managers 
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involvement in strategic formation is related to improved organizational performance. They 

provided evidence that performance increases in two ways. First, the middle management 

strategic involvement improves the quality of decision making and, second, the involvement 

improves the level of consensus about strategy among middle managers. In discussing the 

limitations of this research, Wooldridge and Floyd conclude: ‘Finally, this study concentrated 

on the involvement of middle managers, but many of the findings may also apply to non-

managers’ (1990: 239). Therefore, this research measures the strategic involvement of lower 

level employees, meaning all employees that are not considered to be part of the 

management layers of the firm. This study does not distinguish between different functions of 

lower employees. It is not relevant if they work on the line, in staffing or in administration. The 

only important characteristic is that they do not have a management function in any for (top, 

middle or lower management). 

Adding to this, Oswald et al. (1994) studied the relationship between manager’s 

strategic involvement and their feelings of organizational commitment, job satisfaction and 

job involvement. They especially focus on the manager’s perception of their involvement in 

the strategic process. This shows, that there is an obvious difference in researching strategic 

involvement from a managerial perspective or employee’s perspective. These are two 

different approaches, when you either ask management how much they involve employees 

or when you ask employees how they perceive their involvement. This thesis focuses, like 

Oswald et al. (1994), on the latter. Concluding, this research measures the concept of 

strategic involvement, as the perceived strategic involvement of operational personnel in 

organizations. This concept is seen as an important part of the participative strategic 

formation process. 

The second concept that is important to discuss with the use of relevant theory, is 

strategic commitment. Strategic commitment as such has not been used often in former 

research. Interestingly, this confirms in part the idea of this thesis, that there is in practice 

and in theory a lack of focus on the influence a strategy has on people. However, there is still 

useful literature close to the topic of strategic commitment. For instance, discussing 

organizational commitment Rapert, Lynch and Suter state: ‘While the specific notion of 

strategic commitment has only recently been recognized, the extensive studies undertaken in 

the area of organizational commitment exhibit interesting parallels to strategic commitment’ 

(1996; 196). Organizational commitment refers for instance to an employee’s attachment to 

the organization, employees satisfaction with the organization and his or her job, agreement 

with the direction of organizational objectives, the willingness to give energy and loyalty to 

the organization, the investment of time, et cetera (Porter et al., 1974; Mowday et al., 1979). 

Many early studies on commitment focused on the effect of commitment on employee-

turnover, however, starting from the 1990’s the idea developed that it was more important to 
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study what employees do in their job, than whether they remain (Nijhof et al. 1998). The 

problem with this view on commitment is that the direct link between employee commitment 

and organizational performance is difficult to prove in practice. Carney (2007) describes that 

organizational commitment implies ‘commitment to key organizational strategies’ (2007: 

651). She defines organizational commitment as follows: ‘Commitment is portrayed as the 

internalization of the values of the organization, i.e. a willingness to concentrate efforts 

towards helping the organization to achieve its goals and a desire to remain as a member of 

the organization’ (2007: 651). This definition shows a close link to what this research sees as 

strategic commitment. This is found in Rapert et al.: ‘strategic commitment evaluates the 

depth of the willingness to expend effort and resources in pursuit of the strategy. … 

Organizational commitment, one of the most global forms of involvement, is a collection of 

multiple commitments to the various constituencies that comprise the organization. Hence, 

an individual may be committed to a job, a department or a particular superior. In accordance 

with this concept of multiple commitments is the acknowledgement that individuals may also 

feel a particularly strong attachment to a strategy, resulting in the notion of strategic 

commitment’ (Rapert et al., 1996: 195-196). Therefore, this thesis describes strategic 

commitment as a more focused part of organizational commitment that does not look at 

employee satisfaction with the organization and his or her job, but looks at the employee’s 

willingness to put effort into the achievement of the organizations strategy.  

Hypothesis 2 

Because the concepts of hypothesis 1 are now fully explained, it shows that this hypothesis 

only measures on individual level of analysis. Both perception of strategic involvement and 

strategic commitment are about individual employee experience and actions. To measure an 

idea only on individual level of analysis is a too narrow point of view, because it yields no 

manner of comparing company’s. Therefore, it is necessary to discover what organizational 

influences are in play. This idea, of studying a relation on multiple levels, is found in the 

‘bathtub’ model of Coleman (1990), see Figure 2. According to this model, there is a causal 

relationship between the macro level (system of action) and the micro level (actors and 

resources). 
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Figure 2 The mathematics of social action 

In this study, the macro level is the organization and the micro level is the individual 

employee.  

Following this idea, a second hypothesis is developed in order to measure differences 

on an organizational level of analysis: 

Hypothesis 2: The implementation of participative organizational practices has a positive 

influence on the relation between employee perception of strategic involvement and 

employee commitment to strategy. 

 The relationship hypothesized here is a moderating relationship. The hypothesis 

proposes that the actions of the organization to involve employees (participative 

organizational practices), positively influences the relation between employees strategic 

involvement and their strategic commitment. Placing this hypothesis in Coleman’s (1990) 

model gives the following visual representation of the hypothesis (see Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3 

 This model shows that the participative practices of the organization in the macro 

level, for example HRM practices or systems of communication, have an influence on the 

perceived strategic involvement of the employees in the micro level. This perceived 
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involvement of the employees is a mindset and has influence on the strategic commitment of 

employees, which are actions of employees. These actions in the micro level have, in their 

turn, influence on the organizational performances in the macro level. This final step of the 

model however is not the topic of study in this research. The scope of this research is to 

develop a theory on enhancing employee’s strategic commitment. Strategic commitment 

could also positively influence organizational performance (following the bathtub idea of 

Coleman), however, it is outside the scope of this thesis to measure the effects on 

organizational performance. Organizational performance is a very difficult variable to 

measure consequently between different companies. The opinions within business 

administration theory do not agree on the definition of organizational performance and how it 

is measured. For these reasons, this research disregards that part of the model. However, 

using this model of Coleman (1990) shows the importance of this research for the 

organizational level. (Furthermore, the study of the effect on organizational performance is 

one of the recommendations for further research, see Chapter 6). Therefore the relation 

under study in hypothesis 2 is between organizational participative practices (macro level) 

and the individual employees (micro level).  

 The participative practices under consideration are those that influence the perceived 

strategic involvement and strategic commitment of employees. Participative practices, like 

HRM practices, are at the lowest analytic level and ‘represent specific organization actions 

that intend to achieve specific outcomes’ (Poutsma et al., 2013: 80). HRM practices together 

form a HRM policy, which in turn form a HRM system, at the highest level of analysis. In a 

study about participative policies, Poutsma et al. (2013) focus on the HRM policies that aim 

to create motivation and opportunities for employees to participate. These are called: 

collaborative HRM policies. They distinguish between communication-focused policies and 

ownership-focused policies, which are able to achieve collaboration although both through 

different mechanisms (Poutsma et al., 2013: 89). Communication-focused collaborative HRM 

policies ‘enhance mutuality and consensus through communication’ (Poutsma et al., 2013: 

90). The organizations communications about strategies and performance can influence the 

employee’s motivation, according to Poutsma et al. (2013), and their commitment towards 

these goals and strategies. Through communication employees will become better informed 

about the goals and strategies and hence will increase their knowledge and ability to 

contribute. Furthermore, communication will also stimulate the participation of employees. 

Poutsma et al (2013) propose that employees who are actively involved in a collaborative 

fashion will engage in bottom-up communication and participation (Poutsma et al., 2013: 90). 

‘The communicative process as well as the information exchange between employees and 

the firm is likely to stimulate alignment between organizational and individual goals’ (from 

Poutsma et al., 2013: 90: Meyer and Allen, 1997).  
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The second collaborative policy, ownership-focused policies, leads to collaboration in 

a different way. Ownership-focused policies ‘aim to develop a culture of partnership between 

employer and employees through co-ownership’ (Poutsma et al., 2013: 91). Two practices 

belonging to ownership-focused policies are profit sharing and employee shared ownership. 

 Organizations are known to enhance the collaboration of employees and increase a sense 

of co-ownership by sharing profit or giving the employee the opportunity to own shares of the 

company. The idea behind this stems from the social idea that ownership makes people 

more interested or active. Employees need a ‘piece of action’ (Rousseau and Spherling in 

Poutsma et al., 2013: 89).  

 Concluding, this research measures the concept of ‘participative practices’ in two 

dimensions: communicational practices, and ownership focused practices. Both dimensions 

are aimed at creating partnership between management and the employees. These 

participative practices are believed to have an influence on the relationship between the 

employee’s perceived strategic involvement and their strategic commitment (see hypothesis 

2).  

Control variables 

To finish this theoretical approach to the relationship between strategic involvement and 

strategic commitment, it is important to look at some additional influences that can have an 

effect on this relationship. First of all, it is rational to think that the number of years an 

employee is employed by one organization can have an influence on the effect of strategic 

involvement. Longer employment could imply higher organizational commitment and possibly 

higher strategic commitment. Second of all, the knowledge and skills employees possess 

can have an influence on how committed they feel towards the strategy. For instance, when 

the strategy is aimed at specific organizational goals for which the employee does not have 

the required skills, it can be reasonable to believe that the employee is less committed to the 

strategy (Wright et al., 1995). Finally, considering the highly competitive environment 

organizations are in, the situation of the organization can also have an effect on the 

relationship between strategic involvement and strategic commitment. For instance, when 

the organization finds itself in a crisis or just coming out of a crisis, it can be expected that 

employee’s strategic commitment is lower due to the change of priorities in the challenging 

circumstances. 

Concluding, this thesis will measure the relationship between an employee’s 

perceived strategic involvement and his or her commitment to organizational strategy. The 

focus of this research will be specifically on operational employees, meaning all employees 

that do not belong to any management levels. Furthermore, this research will study the 

participative practices an organization is involved in and how these practices can influence 
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the mindset and action of the employees towards implementing and acting on the strategy. 

Developing this empirical study will contribute to developing insight in the effects of a 

participative strategic formation process. 

2.5 The conceptual model 

The conceptual model (see Figure 4) is the representation of the relations proposed by 

hypothesis 1: Employee perception of strategic involvement will have a positive impact on 

employee commitment to strategy, and hypothesis 2: The implementation of participative 

organizational practices have a positive influence on the relation between employee 

perception of strategic involvement and employee commitment to strategy.  

 

Figure 4 

To measure all concepts in this model, every concept was further developed into empirically 

measurable indicators. These indicators are extracted from previous research.  

In order to measure employee perception of strategic involvement, this research 

developed a set of indicators following former research. Most research has been done (as 

was said before) on the strategic involvement of middle and top level managers. The model 

proposed here, however, aims to represent the perceived strategic involvement of 

operational personnel as well. As discussed in the former paragraph, the research done by 

Wooldridge and Floyd (1990) measures the effect of middle management's strategic 

involvement on organizational performance. They let middle managers rate their involvement 

on 5 different aspects of involvement: identifying problems and proposing objectives; 

generating options; evaluation options; developing details about options and taking the 

necessary actions to put changes in place. Other studies focused on the effects of strategic 

involvement of upper level managers on their job satisfaction, organizational commitment 

and job involvement. Oswald et al. (1994), for example, measured strategic involvement 

using indicators based on managers’ perception of strategic involvement and their 

involvement in long-term thinking. The questions proposed by Oswald et al. are used for this 

study, because  they focus on individual perceptions of involvement. Furthermore, in a study 
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on individual involvement in strategic processes, Hart and Banbury (1994) developed a 

questionnaire to measure how the strategic processes of companies look like. They first 

divided the range of possibilities into 5 ‘modes’, and then measured the strategic process by 

letting CEO’s and top managers indicate on a Likert scale how much they agree with the 

three or four items per mode. Combining these three studies this research developed four 

indicators to measure the employee’s perception of strategic involvement (see Figure 5).  

 

Figure 5 

 

In order to measure strategic commitment, this research developed a series of 

indicators. Kohtamäki et al. (2012) discuss strategic commitment as the personnel 

commitment to the implementation of the strategy. ‘We define personnel commitment to 

strategy implementation as the steering effect of the defined strategy, the commitment of 

personnel to the implementation of strategic decisions and the alignment of strategy 

implementation and strategic decision’, (Kohtamäki et al., 2012: 162). The definition of 

strategic commitment provided by Rapert et al. emphasizes the more behavioral aspects: 

‘Strategic commitment evaluates the depth of the willingness to expend effort and resources 

in pursuit of the strategy’ (1996: 195-196). In order to measure strategic commitment a list of 

indicators and corresponding statements were developed following Kohtamäki et al. (2012), 

Wooldridge and Floyd (1990), Porter et al. (1974), Rapert et al. (1996) and Dooley et al. 

(2000). All the indicators they used were reviewed and combined (some items were 

discarded) to form the indicators set used for this research (see Figure 6).  
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Figure 6 

In order to measure the participative practices this research used the article of 

Poutsma et al. (2013). Poutsma et al. discuss participative policies and within these policies 

distinguish between communication-focused policies and ownership-focused policies. These 

policies are translated into practices for this research, because the interest of this research is 

not to discover the effect of HRM policies and systems, but to control the first relation by 

measuring the effect organizations actions. The organizational actions of interest here are 

those that enhance employee’s participation. The communication-focused policy ‘is 

characterized by practices like explicit employee communication policies, formally informing 

employees about the firm’s performance strategy and mission, and enabling and facilitating 

employees to communicate their views to management’ (Poutsma et al., 2013: 90). Based on 

this, the indicators to measure communicational practices were developed (see Figure 7). 

The ownership-focused policy ‘is typified by employee share ownership and profit sharing 

practices’ (Poutsma et al., 2013: 91). By sharing profit and giving employees to opportunity to 

own shares organizations can enhance a feeling of co-ownership. Both are the two indicators 

to measure this dimension of the concept ‘participative practices’ (see Figure 7).    
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Figure 7 

 

Concluding, this chapter discussed the relevant literature needed to develop the idea that 

participative strategic formation can enhance employee’s strategic involvement which in turn 

can enhance employee’s strategic commitment. This relationship is influenced by the actions 

undertaken by the organization to create participation. Based on this idea two hypothesis 

were formed in order to test this idea in practice. The next chapter develops the methodology 

for this study.  
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3. Methodology 

 

To answer the research question: ‘How can the strategy formation process be improved, in 

order to develop a strategy that has a positive impact on the work and commitment of all 

personnel?’, two hypothesis were developed in order to test if participation could be an 

improvement of the strategy formation process: Employee perception of strategic 

involvement will have a positive impact on employee commitment to strategy and the 

implementation of participative organizational practices has a positive influence on the 

relation between employee perception of strategic involvement and employee commitment to 

strategy.  

This chapter describes the research design and the measurement method that is 

used, which is not a traditional method for research in the field of strategic management. 

Therefore, this choice will be extensively explained. Furthermore, the sample choices are 

explained. Next, this chapter will discuss the manner in which the data was collected. Finally, 

and most importantly, the manner of analyzing the data is explained and justified.  

3.1 Measurement method 

The objective of this research is to generate insights to improve the strategic formation 

process. Therefore this research is theory-oriented, aimed at providing a contribution to 

theory on this topic, by testing two hypotheses in practice. The measurement method is 

deductive qualitative research. This is not the most usual or traditional measurement method 

within strategic management research for two reasons. First, most research in this field use 

quantitative measurement methods. Second, qualitative research is more often inductive 

(starting with empirical research in order to formulate theories) instead of deductive (starting 

with theory to formulate hypothesis to test in practice). However, there are several reasons 

why a qualitative deductive approach is more appropriate for this particular study. The 

objective of this research, to generate insights that can improve the strategic formation 

process, in order to develop strategies that are compliant for all the employees, provides two 

arguments for the choice of measurement method . The first part of the objective explains 

that this study is theory-oriented and has a stronger chance of generating insights, when 

studying hypotheses formed with the use of prior research. This explains the deductive 

character of the study. A measurement method is deductive when the development of theory 

and hypotheses is prior to the empirical study (Bleijenbergh, 2013: 19). The analysis of the 

empirical data is guided by theoretically formed ideas and hypotheses. This theoretical 

guidance is especially useful considering the difficulties surrounding participation. The 

second part of the objective (in order to develop strategies that are compliant for all 
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employees) shows why this research should be qualitative. Qualitative research is more 

focused on the subjective experience of an individual (Boeije, 2005: 18). A qualitative 

approach gives the study an open character, the ability to gain more rich and in-depth data 

and it leaves more room for interpretation of the researcher. Using a deductive, qualitative 

research method makes this study both confirmatory and exploratory at the same time. 

Confirmatory in the sense that there are hypotheses to be proven false or right, contributing 

to existing theory. Exploratory in the sense that the rich quality of the data might contain 

more information than initially could have been found by testing the hypotheses only, 

exploring the field for further research. 

 There are two different kinds of qualitative research (Boeije, 2005: 19). The first kind 

is focused on identifying characteristics of language and communication processes, this is 

called structural qualitative research. The second kind is focused on understanding the 

meaning of language or behaviour, this is called interpretive qualitative research. This study 

utilizes a interpretative qualitative method, because the meaning of the employees words 

have to be interpreted into data that says something about the impact a strategy has and the 

effect of participation. The interpretive method is used to gain insight into the meaning 

employees give to organizational phenomena (Boeije, 2005: 20). The method developed the 

idea that there is no ‘external’ reality, because everything in the environment is perceived 

differently by people. People give meaning to phenomena and discuss their meanings with 

each other in order to construct a ‘joint’ reality (Boeije, 2005: 20). This study is, in the same 

way, interested in the ‘joint reality’ of the operational employees. 

3.2 Sample 

In order to get the desired data, this research selected a data sample that meets some 

requirements. First of all, it is necessary that the firm or organization that is participating is 

large enough. This study looks at operational employees in lower layers of the organization 

and therefore, it is necessary that participating organizations are hierarchical and have 

multiple layers of employees. The organizations that agreed to participate had an average of 

25.000 employees worldwide and have a hierarchical structure. Second, the required amount 

of valid respondents was set around 10-15 respondents. This amount is low, because 

collecting data through interviews is a time consuming process and it is therefore not 

possible to interview a large amount of respondents. However, the data that is collected is in-

depth data and rich of information. Because of this, it is possible to draw conclusions with a 

limited amount of respondents. This study received 11 respondents and the duration of the 

interviews was on average 45 minutes. The respondents work for 5 different organizations. 

Three organizations are located in the finance sector and two organizations are 
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manufacturers of consumer good (one in food and one in electronics). These types of 

organizations are positively influencing the validity of this research, because the theoretical 

framework suggests that the human resources of a company strongly influence performance 

through strategic commitment. Therefore the sample must be from organizations in which the 

human resources are determinants of performance, industries with higher labour-intensive 

services, like banking, IT, services companies, healthcare (Terpstra and Rozell, 1993). The 

respondents participating in this study all come from such industries and they all have 

different functions. As was mentioned before, it is not important what type of function the 

respondent has, as long as it is not a management function. The respondents also cover a 

range of departments: customer service, sales, facility management and human resource 

management. The distribution of respondents over the different organizations and 

departments is not even. This would have been more ideal, however, due to the limited 

opportunities to collect respondents and the time limit of this study,  this was not possible. 

Another option would have been to only collect respondents from one organization. However, 

there was no organization willing to commit fully to this study, providing the opportunity to 

collect respondents from all departments. The respondents were found through personal 

connections and were contacted through e-mail. In this e-mail the study was introduced and 

the requirements of the respondents were made clear. It was also made clear that 

cooperation would be completely anonymous.  

3.3 Data collection method 

There are several methods of collecting qualitative data: participative observations; 

qualitative interviews; collecting visual material; and collecting sound material. (Evers, 2013: 

p 13-14). This study used a multiple data collection method in order to conduct an in-depth 

interpretive study. The main method of data collection is semi-structured interviewing and the 

second method is document analysis. By using multiple data collection the credibility of the 

data is ensured, through reducing the possibility that conclusion are gained on limited data or 

knowledge (Maxwell, 2008).  

 The document analysis (see Appendix 6 – Document analysis) focused only on 

strategy statements of the participating organizations. The documents that were used are 

website pages about the strategy, annual reports or investor relations websites. The purpose 

of this analysis was firstly to prepare for the interviews. For each interview it was important to 

know beforehand what the strategy of that organization is. And secondly, the document 

analysis provided the information needed to check if the respondents knew their 

organizations strategy and to interpret their answers.  
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The most important data for this study was collected through interviews. The interview 

was semi-structure, which means that the questions were made beforehand and the order of 

questions was also determined. Every interview question corresponds to an indicator of the 

three concepts ‘perceived strategic involvement’, ‘strategic commitment’ and ‘participative 

practices’ (See Appendix 1 – Interview). However, the structure of the interview was not 

always followed. During some interviews questions were left out, sometimes new questions 

or topics came up during the interviews or some indicators seemed less important with 

certain respondents. The interview questions were open, in order to let the respondents 

make up their own answers (Bleijenbergh, 2013: 62). The open questions provided the 

possibility to collect data about unexpected topics and it provided rich and varied data. The 

interviews were held in Dutch, because this is the native language of all the respondents.  

 Some precautions were taken in order to meet the requirements of research ethics.. 

At the start of every interview, the respondent was asked permission to record the interview. 

Every respondent agreed with this. The environment where the interviews were held was 

always a neutral environment, familiar to the respondent. Ten interviews took place at the 

offices of the respondents and one interview took place at the home of a respondent. During 

the introduction of the study and the interview, the respondents were ensured of their 

anonymity and the ways in which they are protected. After this, the topics of the research and 

the structure of the interview were explained. Every sub-part of the interview was introduced 

during the interview. Some respondent were concerned about the content of their answers 

and about their level of knowledge about strategic formation. Therefore, they were also 

ensured that the topic of interest is their personal experience and perception, meaning there 

could be no wrong answers. This also relates to the anonymity of the respondents and the 

research ethics.  

3.4 Data analysis procedure 

The data analysis procedure consists of two parts: the document analysis and the interview 

analysis. During the document analysis the strategy’s of the participating companies were 

analyzed. This is done by analyzing multiple online sources that convey the strategy of the 

company. This analysis started before conducting the interviews, to enhance the knowledge 

of the interviewer on the company and the strategy. The data analysis also returned to the 

document analysis after the interviews were held, in order to check the respondent’s 

knowledge of the strategy. The document analysis did not follow the ‘traditional’ rules of 

qualitative analysis. The documents were not analyzed through a process of coding. They 

were summarized, the important parts that describe the organizations strategy were 
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selected. This summary served as source of information during the interviews and during the 

analysis of the interviews.  

The interview analysis started after the transcripts were finished. The transcripts were 

typed versions of the interview and not literally every word of the respondents was 

transcribed. This study analyses content and not hermeneutics, therefore it was not needed 

to transcribe every silence and ‘euhm’. The transcripts were also send to the respondents 

who asked for this and some adjustments were made directed by the respondents. Most of 

these adjustments were made to extra ensure the anonymity of the respondents and some 

adjustments were content related, to improve or correct the information. 

The next step in the analysis was to code the transcripts. Coding is a process used to 

filter the data into relevant bits and to divide these bits over the indicators that make up the 

dimensions of the concepts. This way you reduce the amount of data and this makes it 

easier to analyze (Boeije, 2005: 84). The coding process for this study was done in two 

phases. Firstly, each indicator of the concepts (see Figure 5, Figure 6 and Figure 7) got their 

own code and every bit of text in the transcripts was assigned one or more of these codes. In 

this phase, the data was reviewed and structured for the first time. During this, memo’s were 

made in order to filter the most important or remarkable sentences (see Appendix 2 – 

Memo’s). Secondly, each indicator was provided with two dimensions, for example high-low, 

yes-no or good-bad. Each dimension got its own code and again, the text in the transcripts 

was assigned one or more of these smaller codes. This focused the data even more and 

made it possible to see positive or negative relations within the data. The entire coding 

scheme is found in Appendix 3 – Codes. 

Finally, the data was summarized with the use of these codes (see Appendix 4 – 

Summary of codes). All the scores of the respondents on one code were clustered in one 

table and this was done for every code. Structuring the data in this way made it possible to 

conduct the analysis for each concept separately. Differences between respondent became 

clearer and general tendencies stood out. This summary of the data was used to write a 

summary of the results, this is placed in the next chapter.  

 

Concluding, this study uses a qualitative deductive method in order to study employee 

perception of participation and strategic commitment. This measurement method is not by 

coincidence the most appropriate method for this thesis, it is actually linked to the two 

important scholars discussed in chapter 2. The choice for a deductive approach can be 

linked to the importance of the integration of thinking and acting (Mintzberg, 1994). Deducing 

knowledge from data and guiding the data collection by existing theory, is an example of 

integrating thinking (studying literature) with acting (collecting data). The choice for using 

qualitative data is linked to the importance of treating human resources as humans (Legge, 



34 
 

2005). The objective of the data collection was to compare individual experiences in order to 

gain some general insights. This is done more effectively by talking to people, than by 

assessing scores from questionnaires. The choice of methodology is justified by the literature 

used for this study. As they say: ‘Practice what you preach’. It is not strange that the guiding 

literature for the methodology was the book of Boeije (2005), which has the appropriate title: 

‘Analyseren in kwalitatief onderzoek: Denken en doen’ (translation: analyzing in qualitative 

research: thinking and acting). 
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4. Results 

The previous chapter discussed how the data was collected and how it was analyzed. This 

chapter will summarize and discuss the results from that data analysis (Bleijenbergh, 2013: 

104). The document analysis will not be discussed, to protect the anonymity of the 

organizations and the respondents. The document analysis only served as preparation 

before conducting the interviews and the knowledge of the document analysis is used to 

draw conclusion from the data from the interviews. Therefore, the results discussed here are 

the results of the interviews (see Appendix 5 – Transcripts of interviews) and the chapter is 

structured according to the concepts from the conceptual model (see Figure 4). First, each 

concept will be discussed by itself. It is described how the respondents experience the 

concepts in general and some specific cases or examples are brought forward. The objective 

of this is mainly descriptive; the chapter will state the facts following the data. To finish the 

chapter, the relationships between the concepts are discussed and the objective of this is to 

discover whether the hypotheses of this study are true or false. 

4.1 Perception of strategic involvement 

The first concept that is discussed is the employee’s perception of strategic involvement. 

This is the first concept of the relationship under consideration (see Figure 4). This concept 

measures the perception of operational personnel of their involvement in the strategy making 

process. During the interviews the respondents were asked to explain how the strategy in 

their organization is developed and if they feel involved in this process. It was also asked 

how concrete plans for the future, following the strategy, are made and whether they feel 

involved in this process. Three important results came forward from the data. 

 Firstly, eight out of eleven respondents are not aware who or exactly how the strategy 

of their organization is developed. Many respondents know that this is a top management 

process. They believe the CEO is involved and probably the board or they believe there is a 

strategic department. However, they have no concrete knowledge about the strategic 

development within their company. The other three respondents have a bit more knowledge 

about the development of the strategy, for instance, one respondent knew that his company 

makes use of an external consultation company and another respondent knew that they have 

a department for strategic development. This however, shows knowledge on ‘who’ makes the 

strategy, but still not on ‘how’ the strategy is made. None of the respondents talked about the 

latter. 

 Secondly, the data shows that all respondents score low on individual strategic 

involvement (See Appendix 4 – Summary of codes, code 1.1.2). This means that they do not 
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feel involved in the strategic formation process. Besides, they also do not recognize any 

involvement of their (operational) colleague's (code 1.2.2). Every respondent experiences 

strategic formation as a task of top management and as a top-down process. The data on 

this is conclusive and very straight forward. Interestingly is that some respondents mention 

that they do not need or want involvement, for instance1: 

 

 

 

Another interesting remark of one respondent is that he feels that the strategy is not always a 

free choice, not even for the managers. In some cases, the company has to comply with 

environmental and societal pressures, for example companies nowadays should have a part 

of their strategy aimed at sustainability. Therefore, and for other reasons, this respondent 

does not perceive involvement or the need to be involved. Finally, another respondent feels 

there could be involvement of operational personnel, but only when the same idea or 

strategic topic is brought forward by many employees at the same time: 

 

 

Thirdly, the respondents were also asked about their involvement in making concrete 

future plans for their department (See Appendix 3 – Codes and Appendix 4 – Summary of 

codes: codes 1.3 and 1.4). Creating concrete future plans to implement the strategy is, 

according to all of the respondents, a job for line or department managers. However, on this 

topic there is some differentiation in the data, which seems to correlate with two differences. 

Firstly, the data differs for respondents working in different departments, like sales 

departments, HR departments or business departments. One respondent, who works in a 

HR department, mentions that he does not experience any involvement of their department 

in making concrete future plans. However, he believes that departments in the business side 

                                                
1
 All quotes had to be translated from Dutch to English. Some quotes also had to be adjusted in order 

to protect the anonymity of the respondents. However, the content of the respondents words is never 
changed. 

Interviewer: “Are you satisfied about that involvement? Involvement on 

operational level, but no involvement on strategic level?” 

Respondent: “Yes, that is fine by me. I don’t think that I would want to be 

involved on strategic level. We are involved in different parts of the 

process through the information they communicate. So there is no direct 

influence, but we are informed about what is going on and about the 

direction the company is going to.” 

Quote 1 Respondent 2, pp 3 

“This is the case, when enough people in the lower levels communicate to 

the higher levels that something should be looked at and this happens in 

200 out of  500 or 600 areas where we are active, in this case you’ll 

definitely see that top management will act on this. It will not be ignored.” 

Quote 2 Respondent 8, pp 2 
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of the company, working with the actual product and customers, are more involved in this 

(respondent 5: 2). Another respondent, working in sales, mentioned that he believes they 

have more influence because they are a sales department and they have direct contact with 

the customer (respondent 8: 3) Secondly, respondent who have a closer relation to or more 

communication with their direct manager, feel more involved in making concrete plans for 

their department, than respondents who do not have this relation.  

Concluding, the respondents do not perceive involvement in the strategy making 

process. They believe this is a top-down process, strategy is formed by top management and 

most respondents do not feel the need to be involved. One respondent even replied that the 

involvement of operational employees in her organization would never be practical: 

 

 

This shows that respondents have all sorts of misgivings about participation. 

4.2 Strategic commitment 

The second concept in the relation under study (see Figure 4) is strategic commitment. This 

concept looks at the employee’s willingness to put effort into achieving the organizations 

strategy. During the interviews, respondent were asked if they feel committed towards the 

strategic goals, if their actions are aligned with the strategy and how much they work on the 

implementation of the strategy. The data collected concerning this concept is less 

straightforward than the data about the previous concept. 

Firstly, every respondent of this study agrees with the organizational goals of his or 

her organization (see Appendix 4 – Summary of codes, code 2.1.1), however some 

respondents cannot recall every strategic goal as the way they are written in the strategy 

statement (see Appendix 6 – Document analysis). Even without this precise knowledge of 

the strategic goals, they perceive the goals as important: ‘the goals are the reason we don’t 

end up on the street’ (respondent 6: 5) and ‘they are the reason we exist and why I can do 

my job’ (respondent 2: 3). One respondent even remarks that when you do not find the 

strategic goals of your organization important, you are not working for the right organization 

(respondent 4: 3). According to her, this is something you should perceive for yourself and it 

is something that should be noticed by your manager. Another respondent talked about the 

necessity of having organization goals and strategic guidance, because it creates unity, 

collectivity and shows employees that they all work together towards one goal (respondent 5: 

“No, we do not have influence. I don’t think that that is necessary … They 

already have 8.000 employees in the Netherlands and a Global Strategy 

Route. So, to let everyone have a say about this would never be practical.” 

Quote 3 Respondent 4, pp 3 
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3). This respondent, also, could not sum up the entire strategy of his organization, but still he 

believes the sense of collectivity the strategy brings to be very important.  

Secondly, the data shows that the respondents do not experience direct guidance 

from the strategy, however, they are clearly indirectly guided by the strategy (see Appendix 4 

– Summary of codes, code 2.2 and 2.4). When asked directly if the strategy provides 

guidance in their daily work , they all tend to answer that they do not experience any form of 

guidance. However, during the entire interview they give multiple examples of forms of 

guidance. For instance, most respondents work for departments that are directly linked to the 

implementation of the strategy; departments focused on sustainability or improving efficiency. 

This makes the jobs of the respondents inherently guided by the strategy. Another example 

is that some of the organizations (three out of five in this case) work with a clear code of 

conduct. This code prescribes how employees are expected to behave and work and all of 

these codes are directly linked to specific strategic goals, like to have ‘highly engaged, 

capable people who work effectively together’ or ‘ to create a differentiating customer 

experience’ (see Appendix 6 – Document analysis). It is however, not clear for the 

respondents that the code of conduct is in this way a part of the strategy. They recognize that 

their behaviour is guided by the code of conduct, therefore their behaviour is guided by the 

strategy, however they do not recognizes this themselves.  

 

Text 

The phrase of Code X from this quotation (which is classified), is the actual strategy 

statement of the organization. This shows how much this code of conduct is guiding the 

employees behaviour as part of the strategy, however, this direct link is not clear for the 

respondent in this case. There are more examples of respondents who experience the same 

strategic guidance without recognizing this. 

 Thirdly, even though the respondents do not recognize their commitment, the data 

shows a lot of strategic commitment. Respondents know about, and work according codes of 

conduct (respondents 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10 and 11). Respondents work in departments that are 

directly focused on achieving one of the strategic goals, for instance departments working on 

continuous improvement, sustainability, digitization, globalization of HR systems or improving 

efficiency (respondents 2, 3, 9, 10 and 11). Even the work environments of some of the 

respondents are organized to enable the achievement of specific strategic goals, for example 

“We have Code X, which tells us what is expected from us ... I do not know 

the whole Code X phrase by heart, but this is what Code X is based on. And 

we have annual result meetings, where you discuss your goals for the 

coming year, what your expectations are and what you want to achieve. 

And one of these things has to be something from Code X.” 

Quote 4 Respondent 9, pp 1 
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respondents working in self-managing teams to ensure efficiency or respondents working 

with strict safety regulations which is an important part of their organizations strategy 

(respondents 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6). However, respondents themselves, when asked directly, do 

not perceive guidance of the organizations strategy in their daily behaviour or work. One 

strong example of this is respondent 2. This respondent has a new function that is a direct 

substitute of the organizations strategy, therefore all her entire job description is guided by 

the strategy. However, in her daily tasks she does not perceive this as direct strategic 

guidance. 

 

 

 

Concluding, there is data that shows that the respondents are committed to the 

strategy in multiple ways, however, they do not recognize this directly themselves. It is be 

possible that the direct link between an employee’s job and the organizations strategy is not 

made clear enough towards the employees.  

4.3 Participative practices 

The final concept, participative practices, is the moderator variable of which it is 

hypothesized that it has an influence on the relationship between strategic involvement and 

strategic commitment of employees. Participative practices are actions organizations can 

undertake to include employees in the strategy making process or to inform them about the 

strategy and the organizations performance. There are two categories of participative 

practices: communicational actions and employee ownership actions. There are no results 

on employee ownership actions, because none of the participating organizations use these 

practices (see Appendix 4 – Summary of codes). Employees do not receive any share 

options and the organizations profit is not shared to enhance a sense of ownership with 

employees. Therefore this category is of no further relevance for this study. There are 

Interviewer: “How much are your daily decisions and activities guided 

by the strategy of your organization?” 

Respondent: “Yes, my goals and my function are in a way derived from 

the strategy. I don’t feel that in this way, but my job is derived from the 

strategy.” 

Interviewer: “Can you explain why you do not feel this?” 

Respondent: “Yes, because your job is made concrete into tasks that are 

important on a daily basis, it doesn’t feel like I am working on the 

strategy statement of my company. I am just doing my job, however if 

you backtrack this, I am directly guided by the strategy.” 

Quote 5 Respondent 2, pp 3-4 



40 
 

interesting results within the dimension of communicational actions, mostly on strategic 

communication, communication of performance and the direction of communication. 

 Firstly, strategic communication relates to all the communication that is about the 

organizations strategy, for example formal presentations, e-learning’s or meetings. The 

results show that only two out of eleven respondents have explicit knowledge about their 

organizations strategy. One of them follows a traineeship program and  the other works in 

sales. Both respondents mention that their explicit knowledge of the strategy is due to their 

training or function. The lack of precise knowledge about the strategy of most respondents is 

concerning, because every company's website has a clear overview of the important 

strategic pillars (see Appendix 6 – Document analysis). Information that is as easily found as 

this should be more present in the minds of the employees. 

 Nevertheless, most respondents perceive the communication about the strategy 

within their organization as good and sufficient. 

 

 

When the respondents were asked directly what they felt about the strategic communication, 

they all answered that the communication within their organization is good and sufficient. 

However, interpreting the rest of their answers and comparing respondents from different 

organizations, shows that nine out of eleven respondents do not know their organizations 

strategy and some do not recognized strategic communication as such. For example, one 

respondent was asked if they had e-learning’s as part of the strategic communication. This 

respondent replied that they had e-learning’s, but these were not directly linked to the 

strategy. However, the topics of the e-learning’s were all linked to the strategy or a specific 

part of the strategy (see Appendix 6 – Document analysis. This means two things. Firstly, the 

respondent is not aware enough of the strategy to recognize the topics. Secondly, the 

communication around the e-learning’s is not clear enough, not informing the employees 

about the meaning of the e-learning or the relevance related to the strategy. This one 

respondent provides a strong example, but it is also true for half of the other respondents. 

Therefore, the results about strategic communication are two sided. One the one hand, the 

respondents feel that the strategic communication is sufficient, probably because they do not 

need more information about the strategy to do their jobs. One the other hand, the results 

show that they have no precise knowledge about the organizations strategy, which should be 

concerning.  

 Secondly, the data shows a remarking difference between the strategic 

communication of two organizations. The respondents of the first organization are satisfied 

“You can find the strategy in all of our presentations and expressions. So 

after a while, the strategy is clear in your mind.” 

Quote 6 Respondent 8, pp 5 
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about the strategic communication. They are able to mention many different forms in which 

the strategy is communicated towards them. Some of these are formal forms of 

communication. Others are more creative, for example the ‘strategy walk’ in which the 

strategic process is explained and presented with visual presentations. Especially this form 

of communication is perceived by the respondents of that organization as useful and clear. 

One respondent mentions: 

 

The respondents of the other organization are not that aware of strategic communication 

methods and the actual strategy of their organization. They mention a lot less 

communicational methods and they sometimes do not recognize when the strategy is being 

communicated. This shows that the amount of communication and the manner in which the 

strategy is communicated is important. 

Thirdly, within the data there is one remark that all respondents had in common, 

namely that the strength of strategic communication lies with repetition. Some 

communication can be difficult to understand, for which repetition can help. Also, some 

strategic topics can be abstract, which makes it harder for respondents to remember or 

develop an interest for. In both cases respondents feel that repeating strategy statements 

helps. 

 

 

Finally, the respondents were asked whether they perceived the possibility to 

communicate bottom-up about the strategy; communicate towards top managers. Eight 

respondents clearly recognized the possibility to communicate to the higher management 

layers. Some of them recognized that this was due to their functions; working close to the top 

layers of management. Some mentioned that this was because they had close contact with 

their own manager. Finally, two respondents, of one organization, clearly stated that their 

organizations culture is open and therefore stimulated informal contact between all 

employees.  

“I think that it is very good and useful to have a strategy walk. Because 

during your daily work, you have not enough time to consider the strategy. 

But during the strategy walk, when you are present, you are actively 

involved and thinking about the strategy. I think this is most educational.” 

Quote 7 Respondent 5, pp 5 

“I believe the strength of communication lies with repetition. When you 

hear something for the first time, you often only think: ‘Oké’. But after 

hearing something a second or a third time, you develop more insights and 

understanding. Things have to be told at least two or three times before it 

really sticks with you.” 

Quote 8 Respondent 2, pp 5 
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The data revealed that almost all respondents valued the relation to their own floor or 

department manager. This manager is seen by the respondents as the bridge between the 

employees of the department and the top managers of the company. This manager is also 

the one to keep an eye on the strategy, according to most of the respondents. The manager 

needs to know which parts of the strategy are important for the department and whether they 

are still on track with the implementation. Therefore, the relation of the employee to their 

direct manager is an important contributor to the successfulness of the communicational 

practices of the organization.  

 Concluding, there are many communicational practices organizations can employ in 

order to enhance the employee’s sense of participation. Communication can be formal or 

informal, more or less creative and the communication can have different levels of repetition. 

Each different form of communication has a different impact on employees. Most 

respondents in this study are not that precisely aware of the exact strategy of their company, 

however they are satisfied about the strategic communication. Also, much of the 

effectiveness of communication depends on repetition, personal interest of the employee and 

the relation between the employee and his or her direct manager. 

4.4 Impact of participation on strategic commitment 

Having summarized the data of the three concepts, it is now time to discuss the relationship 

between the concepts. This paragraph will look back to the initial ideas this thesis started 

with and the first and second hypothesis. Hypothesis 1: Employee perception of strategic 

involvement will have a positive impact on employee commitment to strategy. Hypothesis 2: 

The implementation of participative organizational practices has a positive influence on the 

relation between employee perception of strategic involvement and employee commitment to 

strategy. 

Hypothesis 1  

The first hypothesis was developed in order to study the positive effects of participative 

strategic formation. The hypothesis proposes that employees who perceive involvement in 

the strategic formation process, will also show more strategic commitment. This hypothesis is 

based on the ideas of Mintzberg (1994) and Legge (2005). Following their ideas, this thesis 

Interviewer: “Do you experience possibilities to communicate bottom-up?” 

Respondent: “Yes, our managers are always open for ideas or remarks. We 

do not have managers who say what you should do and what you shouldn’t 

do. Especially not the latter.” 

Quote 9 Respondent 7, pp 6 
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states that firstly, in order to develop a strategy that relates more to operational employees, 

there should be more integration of thinking and acting, in order to integrate both the 

deliberate strategy with the emergent strategy (see Chapter 2). Top managers, strategist or 

planners need to be aware of the development of the strategy in practice in order to keep 

developing or changing the strategy for the better. Secondly, operational personnel need to 

be treated as humans instead of resources. Strategist should integrated the ‘soft’ knowledge 

HRM has on personnel behaviour with their ‘hard’ knowledge on business. This in turn could 

increase their understanding of the emergent strategy and their knowledge of the impact the 

strategy has on the employees. Strategist need to know what impact a strategy has on 

employees and if the employees are able to work with the strategy. Therefore, participation 

was hypothesized (in Chapter 2) as the key to ensure both ideas into one theory. When 

employees feel that they participate in strategic formation, they are more able to work with 

the strategy. In other words, when they feel involved they will be more committed to the 

strategy. 

 The results from the interviews showed that the respondents do not perceive any 

strategic involvement. In this study, ‘involvement’ was conceptualized as direct involvement 

of employees in the strategic formation process. None of the respondents felt involved in this 

way. That this part of the empirical study did not reveal any positive results is due to the 

misunderstandings about participation. Theoretically participation means involvement, but in 

practice the concept is much more complicated. It should not be forgotten that organizations 

are not democracies, in which the employees or citizens participation in the decision making 

process. There are three reasons why organizations are not democracies and these reasons 

were not mentioned by the scholars discussed in the theoretical framework of this thesis (see 

Chapter 2). First of all, participation requires time. In order to ensure participation for all 

employees in an organization, a lot of to and fro communications has to be held. This will 

slow down the decision making process. Second of all, participation in practice is usually 

sham participation. Employees are led to believe they are involved, however this involvement 

is truly near to nothing and they are only asked to give opinions about unimportant or small 

matters. This sham participation is more demotivating and will decrease commitment a lot 

when employees discover the true reach of their involvement. Third of all, participation is 

often used when a manager or ‘leader’ falls short. Only when management fails, they start 

asking employees to get involved, which is therefore a strong sign of weak leadership and no 

‘pro’ for participation. This criticism on participation shows why it is not strange that the 

respondents in this study do not perceive any direct involvement and do not have any direct 

involvement. Direct involvement of employees in the strategy making process is unpractical 

and will not serve the intended goal of participation.  
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Does this mean that the first hypothesis, and the basic idea of this entire thesis, 

should be jettisoned? No, it means that participation is in practice much more complex than it 

seems in theory. Looking back at Mintzberg (1994), his integration of thinking and acting 

(thinkers and actors) seemed to mean ‘involvement’ and participation. This, however, does 

not mean that all thinkers and all actors in one organization should literally sit at one table. 

Participation in practice means for employees being able to put forwards ideas, being 

informed at all times and being able to dictate for yourself how much the strategy means for 

your job. Mintzberg himself also discusses the integration of thinking and acting as an 

integration of the ideas of middle managers, who stand closer to the employees, with the 

ideas of strategists. Participation and involvement are not monolithic entities with one 

meaning and practical appliance. Looking at involvement from a broader perspective shows 

that there is a possible impact of involvement on strategic commitment. Some examples of 

this impact of participation are found in the interviews with the respondents. 

 

 

This respondent recognizes that everyone should choose for themselves which parts of the 

strategy are important for them, which is a form of involvement. Another respondent reveals 

that he experiences involvement, because the higher managers in his organization take 

enough time to explain why certain aspects of the strategy are developed. 

 

 

 

This respondent perceives participation due to the thorough communication of his managers 

and this is not literally involvement, but it is still a practical form of participation. Expecting to 

find participation as direct involvement was an error. However, thanks to the interviews and 

the rich, qualitative data that was gathered, it is still possible to generate insights in the 

relationship between employees involvement and strategic commitment. 

 Looking at the data on ‘strategic commitment’, the data revealed that most 

respondents did not experience direct strategic commitment themselves, however, there are 

“I think that everyone should take from the strategy what is important for 

them, and you do not have to use the entire strategy.” 

Quote 10 Respondent 4, pp 3 

“They explain things like this: ‘Our top managers have decided that a 

product should be further developed in this direction, and the reasons 

behind that decision are…’ For example, we are trying to develop a 

product as green as possible. This is something the top managers came 

up with, but they explain to us that this is decided because sustainability 

is very important nowadays and it is something that makes our product 

unique. So in this way, the strategy is translated to the lower layers of 

the organization.” 

Quote 11 Respondent 8, pp 2 
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many examples of ways in which they are committed to the strategy. This means that the 

respondents do not recognize how much they are guided by the strategy. It is possible that 

they do not recognize the guidance, because they do not have enough knowledge of the 

entire strategy or they find it difficult to relate strategic pillars to their own work. Especially the 

latter is true, when you look at the next conversation: 

 

 

In this example the respondent recognizes a connection between his job and the strategy of 

his company, during the interview. This means that this connection is not clearly 

communicated and had not come to mind before. The same goes for the previous mentioned 

examples of the misunderstandings of the strategic importance of the codes of conduct (see 

Chapter 4.2). The codes are directly linked to the strategy of the organization, however the 

respondents do not immediately recognize this. Almost all respondents do not perceive that 

they are committed to the organizations strategy in their work. Some respondents mention 

that they just ‘do their jobs’ and that they posses enough knowledge to do so, therefore they 

believe that they do not require strategic guidance in their job. 

 

 

 

 

Concluding, both concepts of the first hypothesis are measured following theoretical 

knowledge on the subject and the results reveal that both concepts are much more complex 

in practice than they seem in theory. Management scholars talk about participation, 

involvement and commitment like these are straightforward concepts with simple meanings. 

Nevertheless, this is clearly not true in practice. This incomprehension of practice by 

management scholars is, as Mintzberg (1994) shows us, also a gap between thinking and 

acting. The theorist thinks participation means that involvement would increase commitment, 

however employees act on strategic commitment without experiencing direct involvement. 

Interviewer: “In what ways are you implementing the strategy of your 

organization?” 

Respondent: “I do not experience that. I work for HR Transformation and 

the transformation is that we need to work more efficient. When you 

make the connection between enhancing efficiency and our strategy 

slogan (classified information), yes, then there is a connection. You might 

be better to interpret this connection.” 

Quote 12 Respondent 5, pp 5 

Interviewer: “Are your daily tasks and activities influenced by the 

strategy?” 

Respondent: “Generally not that much. In the end, this sounds really 

stupid, but you just have to do your job. And whether the strategy goes left 

of right, that does not influence my daily tasks.” 

Quote 13 Respondent 6, pp 5-6 
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Therefore, this cannot be the meaning of participation.  Participation could still increase 

employees strategic commitment, however, this is not done solely by involving employees in 

strategic formation. Direct involvement is a form of participation that could never work in 

practice, at least not for multinational companies. The first hypothesis, therefore, should be 

jettisoned, based on the fact that the hypothesis did not take into account the complexity of 

strategic involvement and strategic commitment.  

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 states that when organizations implement participative practices, employees 

will perceive more involvement and they will have stronger strategic commitment. This 

hypothesis comes a lot closer to the true meaning of participative strategic formation. As 

discussed in Chapter 2, this hypothesis was developed in order to add an organizational 

level of analysis to this study, because the first hypothesis only worked at an individual level 

of analysis. By adding the organization as a player into the equation, the results show that 

the organizations actions are the sources that can create involvement and commitment 

within employees.  

The communicational practices, that are measured in this study, are perceived 

differently by the respondents. Most employees perceived them to be good and sufficient and 

three employees perceived them as insufficient (respondent 1, 9 and 11). These three 

respondents also show lower strategic commitment. They are less aware of the strategic 

goals than other respondents and they are more focused on ‘just doing their jobs’ instead of 

delivering a contribution to the entire organization and its goals. The other respondents that 

believed the communicational practices of their company to be good, show higher strategic 

commitment. As was discussed before, some of them recognize their strategic commitment 

and the others show strategic commitment without recognizing this themselves. The 

respondents that recognize their commitment, are also more aware of the strategy of their 

organization and they, knowingly, work towards the goals of the strategy. These respondents 

are the perfect examples that hypothesis 2 is true. One example is shown by respondent 6. 

He is precisely aware of the strategy of his organization and he checks if the implements the 

strategy. 
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This example shows that the strategy is communicated in a right way to this respondent and 

he is able to translate parts of the strategy to his own daily work. In general, the participative 

(communicational) actions of the organization made the respondents feel more involved, who 

in turn, show more strategic commitment. This in one example, but the content of this 

example is true for five out of eleven respondents. These respondents are all able to 

consider the meaning of the strategy for their work and are therefore able to implement the 

strategy. Respondents are, however, only able to do this when they understand the strategy 

and its use. This depends partly on the respondents capabilities but mostly on the 

communicational and participational actions of the organization.  

This is not a really strong amount of data to base conclusive answers on and 

therefore, again, it must be said that too much participation can be strongly criticized. 

Participation, involvement and commitment turn out to be very difficult concepts to 

understand and even more difficult to measure.  

4.5 Impact of the control variables 

The control variables: ‘years at the organization’, ‘knowledge and skills of the employees 

concerning strategic implementation’ and ‘recent crisis within the organization’, are studied in 

this research in order to check their influence on the main relationship. Chapter 2 described 

the manner in which these variables could have an influence.  

 The amount of years an employee works for one organization could increase the 

employees organizational commitment, which in turn could increase strategic commitment. 

There is no evidence found of such an effect in this study. Respondents working longer than 

five years at their organization did not show more strategic commitment than the 

respondents working less than five years at their organization. One respondent, who knows 

Interviewer: “In what ways are you working on implementing the 

strategy of your organization?” 

Respondent: “I try to consider the strategy with everything I do; I ask 

myself if this is really what they want. I do not necessarily have a list of 

strategic goals that I look at, but I do wonder if I am working in the 

right direction … Because strategy is, obviously, more an important 

general mode. For instance, like our ‘excellent customer experience’, 

does this mean that we should have a perfectly working app or an 

excellent customer service department? In order to know this, it is 

important to make a fitting translating of the strategy for every 

function or department. I try to do this for myself and my work.” 

Quote 14 Respondent 6, pp 6 
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remarkably more about his organizations strategy than most of the other respondent, even 

worked only nine months at his organization. The reason for his exceeding knowledge is the 

traineeship program he is in and not the years he works at the organization. 

 The knowledge and skills employees possess was also hypothesized to influence 

employees strategic commitment, because this could make them feel more empowered and 

able to carry out the strategy. The data of this study shows that all the employees feel they 

posses enough knowledge and skills to carry out their organizations strategy. Therefore, 

there is no way of saying if this variable has an influence on their strategic commitment. 

However, some respondents mention that they do not implement the strategy at this point in 

their work, however, they would be able to when they had a different function or when they 

are better informed about the strategy. This implies that some respondents feel that they are 

not in a function to do so or they do not have enough knowledge about the strategy. 

 

 

 Finally, the third control variable was measured in order to discover if the situation 

within the organization, being in crisis or not, can have an impact on the strategic 

commitment of employees. It is possible that in times of crisis, employees tend to focus more 

on keeping their job than on carrying out the strategy of the company. In this study, the 

results show that only one of the five participating organizations has not recently been in 

crisis. The respondents of this organization do show a generally higher commitment to the 

organizations strategy, however this can also be attributed to the greater amount of 

communicational methods this company uses. Therefore, it is not definite to say that the 

situation organizations are in directly affects the strategic commitment of the employees. 

However, the communication within the organizations that did experience a recent crisis (the 

economical crisis of 2008) was influenced by this situation. For one of the participating 

organizations it meant that the crisis situation resulted in bad communication and for two of 

the participating organizations it meant that the crisis situation resulted in more open 

communication than before the crisis.  

 

Interviewer: “Do you experience that you posses enough knowledge and 

skills to carry out the strategy of your company?” 

Respondent: “Yes enough, more than enough.” 

Interviewer: “Also knowledge about the strategy and what the 

organization wants from you?” 

Respondent: “I obviously do not have knowledge about things like 

important market segments for us, but if that information was presented 

to me I would be able to understand it.” 

Quote 15 Respondent 5, pp 7 
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Concluding, this chapter discusses the relevant data coming forth from the interviews and the 

document analysis. The important and general remarks are mentioned and the data has 

been summarized to provide an overview of each concept. Furthermore, this chapter 

discussed the hypotheses and showed that hypothesis 1 should definitely be rejected and 

hypothesis 2 is true for almost half of the respondents. The main conclusion, following the 

results, is that the concepts ‘participation’, ‘involvement’ and ‘commitment’ are in practice a 

lot more complicated than most scholars seem to grasp. The experience of an employee, 

especially in the operational layers of an organization, is very different from the experiences 

of managers in the organization (who are mostly the subject of participative strategic 

formation studies). To involve operational personnel requires different kinds of participation 

and organizations need to be very careful not to give employees a false sense of 

participation or lose too much time creating participation. The next chapter discusses the 

conclusion of the entire thesis and will relate the results of the interviews to the important 

literature of this thesis. 
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5. Conclusion 

In this chapter, the main findings with regard to the research question are summarized and a 

general conclusion is described using the empiric results of the previous chapter and the 

theoretical framework discussed in chapter 2. This chapter will also provide a brief 

summarization of the entire thesis. The main purpose is to combine the theoretical findings 

with the empirical results in order to answer the research question and meet the objective of 

this thesis. Finally, this chapter will outline the theoretical contributions and the practical 

implications of this study. 

5.1 Impact of a human approach to strategic formation 

The objective of this thesis is to gain insights into the strategic formation process, in order to 

develop strategies that are compliant for all the employees. This objective assumes that 

strategies can have a positive impact on all employees. This brings a more humanistic 

approach to the field of strategic management. This thesis follows the example of Mintzberg 

(1994) and Legge (2005) who both deliver a critical reflection of their respective fields. Most 

managers and strategists act upon the assumption that the strategic formation process is a 

process solely based on planning (Mintzberg, 1994). Strategic planning provides ‘hard’ data 

through the analysis of an organization’s internal strengths and weaknesses and its external 

opportunities and threats. Managers use this analysis to develop a strategy that is build upon 

strengths and opportunities to undermine weaknesses and avoid threats. Especially before 

globalization, organizations believed that a strategy could provide guidance for as long as 

three to five years. In modern times this is definitely not applicable. (Mintzberg, 1994: 227-

228). In ‘The rise and fall of strategic planning’ (1994), Mintzberg argues this presumption 

has led to the downfall of this approach of strategic planning. He concludes that unforeseen 

(external or internal) factors can be of influence and because of this, managers should never 

assume that the environment of their organization is stable. Therefore, they should be careful 

planning a strategy deliberately and they should start including the emerging strategy that 

follows the pattern of the organizations actions. This organizational learning is found in the 

actions of operational employees. In order to discover paths on which the organization is 

learning managers must make use of ‘soft’ data, which consists of the knowledge of what the 

emerging strategy resembles and how the strategy impacts all personnel. Mintzberg 

concludes the following: ‘And so we conclude that, given 1) that strategy making requires soft 

information as well as hard, and 2) that while both planners and managers have access to 

hard information, it is generally only the managers who have effective access to soft 

information, it follows that a) managers must take active charge of the strategy making 
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process; b) in doing so, they must be able to make use of their tacit knowledge; c) which 

means that their intuitive processes must be allowed liberal rein; and d) for that to happen, 

they must have intimate contact with, rather than detachment from, their organizations 

operations and its external context’ (Mintzberg, 1994: 268-269). This thesis focuses on point 

d, which Mintzberg also describes as: the integration of thinking and acting. This thesis 

assumes that an integration of thinking and acting means that operational personnel have to 

play a much larger role in strategic formation than they do now. 

This humanistic and socialistic approach seems unacceptable for management 

theorist, as Legge (2005) shows in her review of the development of HR management. HR 

management is the evolved form of personnel management and Legge critically argues that 

the popularity of HRM is not due to their significant improvements on personnel 

management. The HR manager (just like the personnel manager) is faced with the problems 

of credibility and tries to secure his or her importance for the organization by creating 

employee commitment through HRM rhetoric’s. HR managers have to find a way to ensure 

compliance of employees with hard organizational measures. They do this, according to 

Legge (2005), by using HR rhetorics. HR rhetorics are ‘fake’ HR practices or smokescreens, 

to cover-up the true organizational actions. However, this again turns back to the usage of 

‘hard’ data by the strategic planners and this management practice does not consider the 

humans within the organization. Following Legge and Mintzberg, this thesis concluded that it 

is erroneous of current strategic management theorists to disregard soft HR knowledge and 

to develop strategies only by analytic deduction. Human resources need to be seen as 

‘humans’ instead of resources, compliance should be ensured through dialogue and 

strategists need to integrate their thinking with the organizations actions. Therefore, the 

suggested improvement for strategic formation, in order to develop strategies that are 

compliant for all employees, is the inclusion of participative strategic formation. Participation 

means two things. First of all, it creates an integration of thinkers and actors. This integration 

can ensure that the ideas, concerns or patterns formed through the actions of all employees 

in the organization, contribute (as the emergent strategy) to strategic formation (Mintzberg, 

1994; Legge, 2005). Second of all, it strengthens the strategic commitment of employees and 

it is assumed that the implementation of a strategy has a higher rate of success when 

employees are fully committed to the strategy (Kothamäki et al., 2012; Wooldridge and 

Floyd, 1990).  

The idea that participation could improve the strategic formation process was put to 

the test; by studying literature on this topic and by interviewing several employees of large, 

multinational companies. The article of Kothamäki et al. (2012) was of great significance to 

this study. These Finish scholars discovered that participative strategic planning increases 

the commitment to strategic implementation of employees within small and medium-sized 
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Finish IT-firms (Kothamäki et al.: 169-170). They also mention in their theoretical framework: 

‘One main purpose of strategic planning is to create change within a company. This 

argument is based on the logic that by involving personnel, companies can commit 

organizational members to implement strategic change. However, according to an extensive 

review of strategy-process research, this question has rarely been empirically analyzed 

(Kothamäki et al.: 162). In turn, they provide proof (although in a sector that is not easily 

generalizable) that participation did increase employee commitment. Furthermore, other 

studies (Wooldridge and Floyd, 1990; Oswald et al., 1994) provided the same answer, 

although they studied managers instead of employees or organizational commitment instead 

of strategic commitment.  

The most important result of the empirical study is that participation is a complex 

engagement in practice. Participation was hypothesized as ´employee involvement´: the 

involvement of all operational employees in the strategic formation process of the 

organization. However, every respondent of all five organizations remarked that they are not 

directly involved in the strategy making process and none of them even aspires this. 

Participation seems to be established by soft practices, such as strategic communication, 

having an open organizational culture and ensuring a good relationship between employees 

and their managers. Although involvement belongs to participative strategic formation, it 

should not be understood as the direct involvement of operational employees. Involvement 

should be enhanced in other ways. Also, theory does not discuss what the practical 

disadvantages of participation are: participation requires a lot of time, is difficult to 

successfully establish and is sometimes a sign of bad leadership. Additionally, the 

humanistic approach of this thesis overreached; founding an ambience of democracy within 

an organization is simply not realistic.   

Another important result of the empirical study is that the outcome variable, strategic 

commitment, is also much more complicated in practice than in theory. The respondents did 

feel commitment towards the organizations strategy. They valued the importance of the 

organizational goals and felt they worked towards achieving these goals (see Appendix 4 – 

Summary of codes: code 2.1). However, most employees also stated that they were ‘just 

doing their jobs’ and did not experience much direct strategic guidance. However, the data 

showed that employees were often guided by the strategy without them knowing. This means 

that in at least a few of these organizations, the strategic communication is inadequate and 

the strategy is not successfully translated to the operational employees. From this 

information we can derive that participation is much more a practice of ‘soft’ action; paying 

attention to the humans within the organization and how they relate to a strategy. As we have 

seen with Legge (2005), she accused the modern HRM of practicing HRM rhetorics. These 

HRM rhetorics are comparable to sham participation, where employees are misled into over-
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estimating the importance of their involvement. Legge has also observed the neglect of the 

prior ‘soft’ side of HRM. The ‘caregiver’ role of the HRM manager has a female image, which 

present-day organizations deem unsuitable for the ‘ strong’ business approach they 

advocate. This idea is seen in the data of this study. The data shows (see Appendix 4 – 

Summary of codes: code 3.2) that almost all respondents who worked in staff department, 

felt more left out. Their performance is not shared with the rest of the company, 

communication towards them is neglected and they do not even know what is going on in the 

rest of the organization. This data shows, as Legge predicts, that the rhetorics the HRM 

concerns himself about should be left aside and there should be more attention paid to the 

soft side of HRM.  

Combining the theoretical and practical findings of this thesis, it is now possible to 

answer the main question: How can the strategy formation process be improved, in order to 

develop a strategy that has a positive impact on the strategic commitment of all employees? 

The strategy formation process can be improved by changing the process into a participative 

strategic formation process. Participative strategic formation can increase employee 

commitment, which will increase employee’s willingness to achieve organizational 

goals.However, this is only possible when the participative practices are focused on 

enhancing involvement of operational employees through communication, creating an open 

organizational culture and improving the relationship between the employee and the direct 

manager. When employees feel involved through communication they are more likely to 

perceive the importance of the strategic goals, understand their part to play in the 

implementation of the strategy and perceive a culture of open communication throughout the 

organization. This thesis presents a problem for academics and managers, as participation 

and commitment are both difficult to establish. 

5.2 Theoretical contributions 

The main theoretical contribution of this thesis is providing a different perspective of strategic 

formation, by giving a deeper understanding of the practical implications regarding 

participation and commitment. This study tested the idea that participation increases 

commitment to operational employees. Studying the impact of participation on operational 

employees is not often studied before. Prior studies focused more on the impact of 

participation on manager’s behaviour. Kothamäki et al. (2012) also studied the relation of 

participative strategic planning on employees, however they observed small and medium-

sized companies. There are no studies who have investigated involvement as part of 

participative strategic formation focused on operational employees of large companies. 

Therefore, the theoretical contribution of this thesis is providing insights in the practical 
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implications of participation, through the involvement of operational employees. Direct 

involvement of operational employees does not increase the employee’s strategic 

commitment, but communication does. 

Another theoretical contribution is based on the methodology of this thesis. Not many 

researchers in the field of strategic management make use of qualitative data. However, the 

use of qualitative data provides much deeper insights into the impact a strategy has on 

operational employees. The knowledge gained through the interviews can be used to create 

a better understanding of participation and commitment and will give plenty 

recommendations for further research (see Chapter 6). Furthermore, this thesis pleads for a 

more ‘human’ approach of strategic management and for the use of more qualitative 

measures in strategic management research. Together with Mintzberg and Legge, this thesis 

shows that research aimed at management practice and aimed at human behaviour gains 

more insights than quantitative research could. 

5.3 Practical implications 

This thesis focused on the practice of strategic management and believes its contributions 

are therefore more practical. Firstly, the results suggest that top managers and strategists 

should use participative strategic formation as part of their strategic formation process. The 

data shows that organizations that use many communicational practices in an efficient 

manner and communicate clearly towards their employees, also create more perception of 

involvement and strategic commitment. Furthermore, organizations should pay attention to 

the participative actions they initiate and the impact these actions have. For example, 

communication appeared to be an important participative practice for employees to 

experience involvement and will result in an increase of their strategic commitment. By 

recognizing the importance of participative strategic formation, management can significantly 

increase their understanding of the impact their strategy has on operational personnel. 

Understanding this impact creates knowledge about the strategic process and the emergent 

strategy (Mintzberg, 1994). Any participative practice that has not the desired impact on 

employees can be disregarded and it is the job of managers to determine how their practices 

impact employees. 

Secondly, the theoretical framework of this thesis suggests that the integration of 

thinking and acting (Mintzberg, 1994) means an integration of top level managers with all 

employees, and will improve the strategic formation process. However, the results of this 

thesis show that participation of operational employees, within larger organizations, is not 

achieved by directly involving employees in the strategy making process. This would be an 

unpractical and time consuming form of participation.  Therefore, managers should look for 
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others ways to create participation. The study has shown that improvement of strategic 

communications will create strategic commitment. The communication forms that are more 

informal and creative seemed to have a better impact on the respondents. Besides, the 

respondents are more interested in personal communication about their jobs, like 

performance appraisals. These moments could also be used to communicate the strategy 

towards the employees and the part they could play in implementing the strategy. Also, the 

repetition of strategic communication is important, because it often takes two or three times 

before information is completely processed and set in employees minds. Finally, it is 

important that employees recognize the guidance a strategy provides. For example, when an 

e-learning is about a specific part of the strategy, this should be made clear and in doing so, 

the importance of the e-learning should be clearer for employees. Another example, when an 

employee’s works in a project group or department which has a specific strategic related 

purpose, this should be made clear to the employee. In other words, the bigger picture needs 

to be translated to employees and managers need to understand that a strategy is not 

always on top of mind for operational employees.  

Another important participative practice beside communication is the relationship 

between the operational employees and their direct manager. The respondents experience 

the relationship with their manager as an important part of their strategic commitment. They 

believed that their manager is the bridge between them and the strategy and is the one to 

keep an eye on the implementation of the strategy. Therefore, line or product managers need 

to be aware of this job and be able to act accordingly. Furthermore, top management needs 

to communicate clearly that the line and product managers are the important players for the 

implementation of the strategy (also see Wooldrigde and Floyd, 1990). 

Finally, the culture of an organization can be of importance for the success of 

participative practices. More than half of the respondents of this study, felt their 

organizational culture was open and managers are available for input or communication. 

These respondents positively experience that they are part of one organization, working 

towards one goal, even though they are part of a multinational and large organization. 

Organizations should actively work on creating an open culture and collectivity. It can help 

respondents recognize where their job is placed within the value chain of the organizations. If 

respondents do not understand the organizations goals, do not feel part of their organizations 

community or do not have a sense of collectivity, they will not perceive participation. On a 

final note, an open organizational culture should increase communication between different 

departments. The respondents of this study, working in staff departments, regularly mention 

that they feel left out. The performance of their department is not shared within the 

organization and they are sometimes unaware of the rest of the organization. To recognize 
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that every department has its own contribution to the implementation of the organizations 

strategy is, too, a job of top managers.  

It is the job of managers to help operational employees recognize the importance of 

their work for the entire organization, so they feel that their work matters. Note that this is not 

a ‘soft’ or feminine suggestion and managers should not start implementing fake participative 

practices (see Legge’s (2005) HR rhetorics). In the end, this entire thesis argues, that 

considerable results are achieved, in the form of strategic commitment, when managers 

recognize the importance of the operational employees and how they all make up one 

company working for one goal. Kothamäki et al. came up with a nicely phrased conclusion of 

what could happen if managers did not appreciate the importance of the impact a strategy 

has on operational personnel: ‘Conversely, if they [managers] neglect the role of personnel 

commitment to strategy implementation, companies may find that their top management 

plans strategies but fails to implement them’ (Kothamäki et al., 2012: 172). The results of this 

study should remind managers of this. Therefore, I strongly advise managers to, not only, 

think about participation, but also to act on it. 
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6. Discussion 

In this final chapter, a discussion of the limitations of this study and the recommendations for 

further research are given. The chapter ends with a reflection on the total process. This 

reflection provides a few remarks on the entire process of this thesis.  Additionally, this 

section will provide some food for thought concerning the context of this study. These 

considerations are not based on theoretical of strong practical evidence, but are just 

interesting topics to mention that place this thesis in a larger context. 

6.1 Limitations and recommendations for further research 

Limitations 

The scope of a master thesis is small, the amount of time available is short and the 

possibilities to recruit respondents are limited.  Most of the limitations of this thesis are due to 

these circumstances. The first limitation of this study is the limited attention it pays to 

individual differences between employees.  Wright and Nishii (2013) examined the mediating 

processes that might occur in the HRM-performance relationship and they showed the 

importance of a multi-level analysis. Multi-level analysis means that a study looks at both 

organizational factors and individual factors. Wright and Nishiii (2013) showed that between 

HR practices and organizational performance lies individual perception of HR practices and 

individual reaction to these practices (Wright and Nishii, 2013 in Paauwe, Guest and Wright 

2012: 101). They show that the effect of HRM practices should not only be measured in firm 

performance but also on an individual level of analysis. When measuring individual 

perception, research should also look at individual personality differences. This research did 

pay attention to this slightly, by looking at the years an employee works at the organization 

and the level of knowledge and skills they have concerning the strategy. However, this was 

only a small part of the study. 

 The second limitation is that the study is common method biased. It only collected 

data from operational employees. However, it is possible that managers in the organizations 

experience the participative practices or the strategic commitment of operational employees 

differently. Therefore, this study is biased by the use of one data collection method. 

Interviewing more employees, from different levels of the organization would increase the 

reliability of the study. However, selecting respondents that match the research objective 

increases the validity of the study (Poutsma, Ligthart, and Dietz, 2013: 20). Therefore, this 

study considers the validity of the study in a correct way, but it could improve on reliability. 
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 A third limitation of this study is the generalizability of the results. The results are 

generalized only to large (over 15.000 employees), multinational organizations. The 

participating organizations are in finance and consumer goods. It is firstly, difficult the 

generalize the results to specific sectors, because this study only looked at three finance 

companies and two consumer goods companies. Secondly, it is not possible, using the 

results of this study, to say anything about other sectors like governmental organizations or 

non-profit organizations. And thirdly, it is not possible to generalize the results to small or 

medium-sized companies. However, it was the purpose of this thesis to discover more about 

participation in organizations where management stand further away from operations, 

additionally the choice to only study large multinationals was made, 

Recommendations for further research 

A first recommendation is that further research should investigate the relation between the 

complex parts of participation and organizational performance. This thesis did not study 

organizational performance for a reason. It is assumed that managers should firstly look at 

the behaviour of their employees, before they measure organizational performance. 

However, it is of no use to deny the necessity of positive organizational performance. 

Therefore a useful research approach might be to examine the relationship between 

participation and organizational performance within large, multinational organization. Also, it 

might be useful to use mixed methodological methods by collecting both qualitative and 

quantitative data to examine this relationship. 

 Additionally, this research did not study if specific participative practices would have 

different impacts within different types of organizations. Participation may become 

increasingly more important in today’s business environments and a deeper understanding of 

participation is needed. Further research should study if the impact of participation differs for 

different types of organizations. This research should focus on questions such as: what 

impact does participation has besides increasing commitment? What organizational 

conditions facilitate participation? What specific organizational environments require 

operational employee participation? 

 Thirdly, this study focused on the impact of participation on operational employees, 

but many of the findings may also be true for middle-level managers. For example, 

Wooldridge and Floyd (1990) studied the effects of middle management involvement on 

organizational performance and found that involvement increased the strategic 

understanding and commitment of middle-level managers. The study of Wooldridge and 

Floyd (1990) could be repeated, with the complexity of participation in practice taken into 

account and with the usage of qualitative measurement methods. 
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 Finally, the findings of this thesis suggest that participation is a controversial and 

complex concept. The participative practices under study in this thesis are limited and the 

only outcome variable of employee behaviour that is studied is employee commitment. 

Further research could therefore, discover much more about different kinds of participative 

practices and also discover the different affects participation has. 

6.2 Reflection on the process 

At the end of this entire process I wish I could do it all over again with the knowledge I now 

have. Supposedly, this is what doing research means.  Especially the difficulties concerning 

participation that make the concept controversial, I wished I knew before and I am glad I 

know this now. The empirical part of this study showed that involving employees is not a 

good participative practice. Thorough strategic communication, building employee-manager 

relations and open organizational cultures, on the other hand, are. I realize that I started out 

this process with too many humanistic views on organizations. Employees can never be 

entirely involved in the strategic formation process of the organization and especially not 

within large, multinational organizations. However, I narrowed down the scope of 

participation during the empirical part of the study and finally discovered that there are other 

ways to involve personnel in the strategic formation process that do not mean ‘sitting 

together at one table’.  

Furthermore, I realize now that the subject of participative strategic formation is a bit 

big for a master thesis. Due to the limited scope of this study, the choice was made to only 

study involvement as participational action and to see whether this has a positive impact on 

strategic commitment. However, direct involvement turned out to be the least useful 

participative practice to involve  operational employees in larger organizations. Additionally, it 

was difficult to find organizations and employees that wanted to participate in this study. I 

had to use my personal network and therefore, I could not be critical towards the type of 

organizations participating. Finally, the limited time I could spend on this thesis prohibited a 

second round of interviewing, it would have been useful to start with some more interviews 

after studying the results of the first eleven interviews. 

During the first stage of the thesis, studying the literature, I found it difficult that there 

was less young literature on the topic of participation and almost no literature on the effects 

of participation on operational employees. The article of Kothamäki et al. (2012) helped the 

process a lot and also confirmed that there is not much literature to be found about the 

relations between participation and commitment on operational employee level. The work of 

Mintzberg (1994) and Legge (2005) mostly inspired to think out of the box and to disregard 

some of the assumptions of strategic management theory, such as quantitative 
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measurement methods and measuring organizational performance. Furthermore, their critical 

reflections on strategic planning and HRM made it clear to me that strategic management 

required more qualitative research, more ‘soft’ and in depth data and more comprehension of 

the humans within organizations.  

Finally this study gave rise to a few considerations that could not be studied, but are 

merely mentioned here. Firstly, in past years the questions is raised over and over again 

whether it would make a difference when women instead of men would be in leadership 

positions. This is not only seen in politics, but also in the business world and in the case of 

this thesis, it is inspired by Legge’s view of HRM. The discussion around participation also 

relates to this gender related topic. Participation could be seen as a more female, soft 

approach of business and just as in the case of leadership, it is useful to start wondering 

whether a female approach might not be exactly what we need.  

Secondly, the results of this study makes me wonder whether or not strategic 

management scholars should make more use of qualitative research methods instead of 

quantitative methods. Studies in the field of business administration are almost all 

quantitative, but research in the field of HRM is almost all qualitative. Obviously the trend to 

quantify knowledge about organization comes from the urge to monitor money. 

Organizational performance is almost always the outcome variable in business 

administration research, and since this is quantifiable, the other variables should be to. But 

why should the outcome variable of research be money instead of human behaviour. Isn’t it 

true that the humans within the organization are the link between the organizations brain and 

the organizations performance? And to study human behaviour, wouldn’t it be more useful to 

use qualitative measures instead of quantitative? Obviously, the answer is yes, yes it would 

be useful to study human behaviour with qualitative measure to gain insights for business 

administration theory. However, this thesis is no ground to base such a conclusion on and 

therefore any conclusive suggestions cannot be made. 

Finally, it is noteworthy that this discussion of the gap between strategy and 

operational employees is not only found in business. For instance, governmental institutions 

seem to have the same problem. When you look at the healthcare system in the 

Netherlands, the highest layer of the government develops a new strategy to structure 

healthcare in the entire Netherlands. This strategy is bulleted down to the municipalities to 

take care of the implementations. But in the end, who wonders if this new strategy will 

actually work for the caregivers and the patients in the Netherlands? Did anyone consider the 

actual work in healthcare that is being done, when this strategy was made? Again, no 

conclusions on this point are drawn, but these remarks show the broader context of this 

study. 
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Appendix 1 – Interview 
 

Introductie 

Ten eerste, hartelijk bedankt voor het deelnemen aan dit onderzoek.  

Bent u het ermee eens dat het onderzoek opgenomen wordt? 

U bent ervan verzekerd dat alle informatie vertrouwelijk behandeld zal worden. U kunt zich 

ten alle tijden terug trekken uit het onderzoek. Ook zal het transcript van het interview voor u 

beschikbaar zijn. 

Dit interview neem ik af voor mijn afstudeer onderzoek. Ik volg in Nijmegen de master 

Strategic Management. Mijn onderzoek kijkt naar de invloed die de bedrijfsstrategie heeft op 

de werkzaamheden en het gedrag van de medewerkers. Hierbij ligt de focus specifiek op 

medewerkers die zich niet bevinden in de management lagen van het bedrijf. 

 

[Beschrijf hier kort een aantal onderdelen van de strategie van het desbetreffende bedrijf]. 

 

Aan het einde van het interview kan ik verder toelichten hoe dit onderzoek in elkaar zit, 

mocht u geïnteresseerd zijn. En het transcript van het interview kan voor u beschikbaar zijn 

en ook de resultaten van mijn onderzoek. 

Voor mij is het alleen van belang te weten hoe u over bepaalde zaken denkt en hoe u dingen 

ervaart. Er zijn geen foute antwoorden en u hoeft zich geen zorgen te maken over ‘sociaal 

wenselijke’ antwoorden. Ik ga in het rapport en het interview niet om uw naam vragen. 

Het interview begint met een aantal basis vragen over uw bedrijf en uw functie, en bestaat 

vervolgens uit 4 korte onderdelen. Ik zal de tijd in de gaten houden zodat we niet te lang 

bezig zijn. [Noem een uiterlijke tijd om te stoppen]. 

Heeft u nog vragen voor we beginnen? 

 

Algemene vragen: 

1. Voor welk bedrijf werkt u? 

2. Kunt u uw afdeling en uw functie omschrijven? 

3. Kunt u kort de structuur van uw bedrijf omschrijven en waar uw functie in deze 

structuur hoort? 

 

Onderdeel 1 (perception of strategic involvement) 

Dit onderdeel gaat over hoe de strategie in uw bedrijf wordt ontwikkeld en hoe u in dat 

proces staat. 

1. Hoe wordt de strategie in uw bedrijf ontwikkeld en door wie? 
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2. In hoeverre voelt u zich betrokken bij de ontwikkeling van de strategie van uw bedrijf? 

a. Ervaart u dat u invloed heeft op de strategie van uw organisatie? 

b. Zo ja, op welke manier heeft u invloed? 

3. Hoe worden er plannen voor de toekomst van uw bedrijf gemaakt en wie maakt die 

plannen? 

4. In hoeverre voelt u zich betrokken bij het maken van toekomst plannen voor uw 

bedrijf? 

a. In hoeverre voelt u zich betrokken bij het maken van toekomst plannen voor 

uw afdeling of team? 

b. In hoeverre bepaalt u de toekomst plannen voor uw eigen functie? 

 

Onderdeel 2 (strategic commitment) 

Dit onderdeel gaat over de acties die u onderneemt met betrekking tot de strategie van uw 

bedrijf. 

1. Wat vindt u van de doelen voor de komende jaren die zijn gesteld door u bedrijf? 

a. Hoe belangrijk vindt u de doelen die gesteld zijn, op een schaal van 1 tot 10? 

b. Denkt u dat u voldoende op de hoogte bent van de gestelde doelen? 

2. In hoeverre worden uw dagelijkse beslissingen en activiteiten gestuurd door de 

strategie van uw bedrijf?  

a. Kunt u hier een voorbeeld van geven? 

3. In welke mate beïnvloedt de strategie van uw bedrijf de prioriteit van uw taken? 

4. In hoeverre zijn uw werkzaamheden in overeenkomst met de strategische acties van 

uw bedrijf? 

a. Kunt u hier een voorbeeld van geven? 

5. In welke mate praat u over de strategie van uw bedrijf met uw vrienden of familie? 

6. In hoeverre bent u zelf bezig met het implementeren van de bedrijfsstrategie? 

7. In welke mate vindt u dat u de strategie van uw bedrijf consequent implementeert? 

a. Zijn al uw werkzaamheden gebaseerd op het strategisch plan? 

b. Zo nee, welke werkzaamheden wel en welke niet? 

 

Onderdeel 3 (Participative practices) 

Dit onderdeel gaat over de feitelijke acties die uw bedrijf onderneemt om werknemers meer 

te betrekken bij het strategische proces. 

1. In hoeverre en op welke manieren wordt de strategie van uw bedrijf naar u 

gecommuniceerd? 

Op welke momenten komt u in aanraking met de strategie van uw bedrijf en wordt u 

op de strategie gewezen? 
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Denk aan vergaderingen, E-learnings, functioneringsgesprekken, oplossingssessies 

etc. 

a. Vindt u deze manier van communiceren voldoende? 

b. Begrijpt u de informatie die wordt verstrekt? 

c. Vindt u de informatie nuttig? 

2. In hoeverre en op welke manieren wordt de prestatie van uw bedrijf naar u 

gecommuniceerd? 

Denk aan financiële prestatie, social impacts etc. 

a. Vindt u deze manier van communiceren voldoende? 

b. Begrijpt u de informatie die wordt verstrekt? 

c. Vindt u de informatie nuttig? 

3. In hoeverre heeft u vergaderingen en waarvoor dienen deze vergaderingen? 

a. Vindt u deze manier van communiceren voldoende? 

b. Begrijpt u de informatie die wordt verstrekt? 

c. Vindt u de informatie nuttig? 

4. In hoeverre communiceren managers van uw bedrijf met u en in hoeverre 

communiceert u vanuit uzelf met het management? 

Managers kunnen uw directe leidinggevende zijn, maar ook de CEO of hoger 

management van de organisatie zijn. 

a. Vindt u deze manier van communiceren voldoende? 

b. Begrijpt u de informatie die wordt verstrekt? 

c. Vindt u de informatie nuttig? 

5. In hoeverre wordt er gecontroleerd bij u of de strategie goed is geïmplementeerd? 

Moet u wel eens vragenlijsten invullen die daarover gaan? 

a. Vindt u deze manier van communiceren voldoende? 

6. Welke mogelijkheden bestaan er voor u om aandelen te bezitten van uw bedrijf? 

7. In welke mate doet uw bedrijf aan het delen van winst? (Profit sharing) 

 

Onderdeel 4 (Control variables) 

 Tot slot wil ik u nog drie korte vragen stellen ter controle.  

1. Hoe lang werkt u bij deze organisatie? 

2. In hoeverre ervaart u dat u over genoeg kennis en vaardigheden beschikt om de 

strategie van uw bedrijf uit te voeren? 

a. … om de doelstellingen van uw werkgevers uit te voeren? 

3. In hoeverre heeft uw bedrijf in de afgelopen vijf jaar een crisis ervaren? 

a. In hoeverre vond u dat uw bedrijf in crisis was? 
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b. In hoeverre is medegedeeld door het management dat het bedrijf zich in een 

crisis bevond? 

 

Dit is het einde van het interview. Nogmaals hartelijk bedankt voor het deelnemen.  

Heeft u verder nog vragen? 

 

Ik ga de opname van dit interview transcriberen, dit transcript kan voor u beschikbaar zijn 

mocht u dat willen. Verder zal ik informatie uit het interview gebruiken als data voor mijn 

onderzoek. Mogelijk worden er citaten van u in mijn onderzoek verwerkt, maar deze zullen 

altijd anoniem zijn. 

Heeft u er interesse in om de resultaten van het onderzoek te ontvangen? 

Nogmaals hartelijk bedankt voor het deelnemen. 
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Appendix 2 – Memo’s 

 

 Date Interview pp Memo Code 

1 1-08-’16 1 2 Subject is not really clear on the companies 
structure 

 

2 “ - - Involvement in about the involvement in the 
strategic process, this is different form the 
commitment, second variable.  

1 - 2 

3 “ 2 3 Respondents function is derived from the strategy, 
he or she knows this however does not perceive this 
influence of strategy on functie. 

2 

4 “ - - Indicator ‘Sharing excitement about strategy’ does 
not have to be a literal answer, can also be when 
respondents shares excitement about the strategy 
towards me. 

2.5 

5 “ 2 4 Interesting idea of employee on commetment to 
implementation: ‘Ik ga ervan uit dat ik dat doe, maar 
of het echt zo is.’ 

2.6 

6 “ 2 5  Bottom of page: remark about the power of 
repetition, very true also according to other 
respondents 

 

7 “ 3 2 Also corporate structure not very clear.   

8 “ 3 2 Respondent feels that their department stand further 
from the strategy than other departments, but she 
contraditcs herself with an example 

2.2 

9 “ 3 5 In the middle of the page, code 3.1, respondent 
mentions he or she knows about a strategy part 
ment for employees, but her or she does not know 
the rest of the strategy. He or she suggests better 
communication. He or she misses communication 
about staff departments. 

3.1 

10 2-08-’16 - - Note where the departement of the respondents 
falls in the structure of the company. I think there is 
a difference between the business side and the staff 
side of the company. Compare this! 

 

11 “ 4 3 Respondent does not need strategical influence, 
see reason why: it is not practical with this many 
employees. 

1.1 1.2 

12 “ - - Uptill now (interview 4) none of the respondents 
talks about the strategy at home or with friends,  

2.5 
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 Date Interview Pp Memo Code 

    however most of them do share their excitement 
about the strategy with me, but I am asking them all 
about it. So probably there is excitement, but it is 
just not a topic for the private sphere. 

 

13 “ 4 7 Bottom op page, respondent makes important 
remark about the need for departments to know 
about each others strategy and performance 

3.13.2 

14 “ 4 - This respondents says much about why not all 
employees need involvement, but why they do need 
to know about the strategy and the performance 

1.1 1.2 
2.1 2.2 

15 “ 4 8 Respondent says there managers are very open for 
communication with emplyees, but she also takes 
her own responsibility 

3.4 

16 “ 5 2 Important remark, that it is not necessary who 
personally develops the strategy, because it should 
be seen as a product of the whole company 

 

17 “ 5 2 Halfway the page: respondent thinks employees in 
the business would be more involved in stategic 
development 

1.1 1.2 

18 “ 5 2 Same bit: respondent says that the tripple A of org2 
is a strategy part for the Hr department, therefore all 
these respondent know much about that and less 
about nurishing for nature etc 

 

18 “ 5 3 Important remark about strategy creating a feeling of 
unity among employees, first question of onderdeel 2 

 

19 “ 5 3 Repsondent recognizes importance of overall 
strategy, supporting the farmers, but says it is not 
important for him what amrkets they are in etc. So 
department specifics, bottom of page 3 

 

20 “ 5 5 Top of page: interesting sentence where respondent 
first says he or she does not implement the strategy 
and in the same sentence thinks of some way in 
which he or sho sort of does. My idea: emplyees do 
not recognize what they are doing is guide by the 
strategy, and they are not often asked to think about 
this. So more involvement could create more 
awareness. 

 

20 “ 5 5 End op part 2: respondent misses the link between 
the company strategy and what they do in the 
department. 

2.2 2.4 
2.7 3.1 

21 “ - - All employees of org2 are excited about the strategy 
walk. Why? I think because it is visual, personal, and  

1  3.1 
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 Date Interview pp Memo Code 

    it explains who the strategy came to be, more 
information and involvement in the process. 
This is important! 

 

22 “ 5 5 Respondent says about the strategy wlak that it is 
good because you are taken out of your daily tasks 
for a minute 

3.1 

23 “ 6 1, 
4 

Respondent is trainee, knows more about the 
strategy and the development, confirms this on page 
4 

3.1 

24 “ 6 3-4 Know more about the development, but does not feel 
involved, because he is ‘too far away from these 
layers of the organization’.  

1.1 

25 “ 6 5 bottom of page 5: Respondent says that hir or her 
work does not depend on the strategy, the strategy 
does not dictate how we maken the Rabo app. 
However, this is a result from the strategy, making 
banking easier for customers. He or she, later in this 
sentence recognizes this a bit. 

2.2 

26 “ 6 6-7 bottom: respondent has very strong commitment to 
implementation, not many respondents have this. 
Also a lot of commitment within org3 according to 
this respondent, page 7 

2.6 2 

27 4-08-’16 7 1 IT is also seen as different from the business, same 
as HR, bottom of page 

 

28 “ 7 2 Beginning part 1, respondent does not follow all the 
information to the key 

1.1 1.3 

29 “ 7 3 Definitly no involvement in strategic formation, but 
involvement in future planning 

1 

30 “ 7 4 Half way: respondent says that org3 is really good in 
translating the strategy to all layers of the 
organization, everyone seems to work with the 
strtatetgy. 

2.2, 
2.2, 3.1 

31 “ 7 4 Bottom of page: strategy steers interest of  2.2 

    employees, this is important. should this be the goal 
of a strategy? Or is this a coïncidence in the case of 
this responden. 

2.5 

32 “ 7 5 Respondents recognizes that the company is not 
entirely free to choose the strategy, forced by society 
and other comapnies, “tijdsgeest”.  

2.5 

33 “ 7 5 ‘Strategie begint bij jezelf’ 2.2 2.3  
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 Date Interview pp Memo Code 

     2.4 2.6 

34 “ 7 7 Final sentence of part 3, about repetition of strategy 
and the guidance of strategy for the whole 
organization 

2.2 3.1 

35 7-08-’16 8 3 Half way: Respondent thinks there is more 
involvement for sales employees because they 
receive direct feedback from the customers 

1 

36 “ 8 5 Half way: nice example of 2.2 and 2.4, how strategy 
is incorperated in salesmens work. 

2.2 2.4 

37 “ 8 5-6 Respondent does not feel that sales people 
implement the strategy, more communication than 
implementation 

2.6 

38 8-08-’16 8 6 Respondent says repetition of strategy is important, 
and works for them to guide behaviour 

2.2 3.1 

39 “ 9 1 Respondent imidiatly states that employees in lower 
layers of the organization probably know less form 
the strategy, for they are more busy with duily tasks 

2.2 

40 “ 9 2 Respondent recognizes the difference in strategic 
guidance for them in facility management, because 
they do not have direct contact with the customer 

2.22.6 

41 “ 9 2-4 Respondent not really clear on company strategy 
and structure 

3.1 

42 “ 9 5 Top of page 5, respondent experiences no 
involvement and no progress, management does not 
carry out the ‘think foreward’ strategy 

1.1 

43 “ - - Respondents of org4 all recognize the importance of 
a good manager, concerning communication, 
involvement etc. 

 

44 10-08- 
‘16 

9 5 Respondent not clear on organizations goals 2.1, 
2.2, 3.1 

45 “ 9 5 Respondents tasks are all guided by the strategy, 
based on thinking forward and sustainability, 
however, he or she does not perceive this! 
Respondent does not feel guided by the strategy. 

2.2 

46 “ - - Idea for managerial recommendation: Make sure that 
employees know their importance in the company 
chain. Everyone works on the strategy in some way 
and this needs to be more clear for some 
employees, like in the staff functions. 

2.2, 3.1 

47 “ 9 7 Top page: respondent does not feel that strategy is 2.2, 
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 Date Interview pp Memo Code 

    consequently implemented, and also says that he or 
she is clear on his or her tasks and that’s all he or 
she needs to know 

2.6, 2.7 

48 “ 9 7 Respondent is positive about the more informal tone 
of communication, can be a recommendation 

3.1 

49 “ 9 8 Top of page, respondent feels that e-learnings are 
indirectly linked to strategy, however they are directly 
about the strategy. Respondent is not clear on this 

3.1 

50 “ - - Recommendation: more strategye links in normal 
work processes, like ‘functioneringsgesprekken’, 
these are things or situation an employee thinks are 
important, and these should be the moment to 
communicate the importance of the strategye 

3.1, 3.5 

51 “ 10 3, 
9 

Respondent works longer for the org4 and 
experienced a change in communication. Nowadays 
it is more open and management listens more to the 
operational employees. Also mentions on p 9 that 
communication nowadays is more a dialogue 

3.1 

52  “ 10 4 Strategic influence of employees depends on 
manager, or how much the department is still 
traditional 

1.1 

53 “ 10  So recommendation: much of the strategic 
implementation and the involvement of employees 
depends on the commitment and involvement of the 
manager of the department. 

1.1 

54  “ 10 4-5 Respondent is not interested in strategic involvement 
or involvement of future planning, he or she is ok 
with the direction of the company and the guidance 
they give. This is probably the case with most of 
these operational employees. Like  

1.1, 1.3 

    respondent 4 (?) said: if you do not agree with the 
direction you probably should not work there. 

 

55 “ 10 6 Respondent does keep him or herself actively 
informed on strategic changes of developments 

3.1 

56 “ 10 7 Same as respondent 9, complains about slowness of 
communication of their management team 

3.1 

57 “ 10 8 Important note about the usefullness of strategic 
information, Respondent says it is usefull to know 
but not necessarily usefull to do something with the 
information 

2.2, 3.1 

58 “ 11 2 Respondent does not know the whole company   
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 Date Interview pp Memo Code 

    structure  

59 “ 11 2 Also not that clear on the company strategy, same 
as the other org4 respondent. And this respondent is 
not that interested in the strategy. 

3.1 

60 “ 11 4 Respondent has no clear answer on the question 
about code 2.2 and 2.3 

2.2 2.3 

61 “ 11 5 Important remark, end of section 2: respondent does 
not work with implementing strategy because he has 
more practical operational tasks: ‘Doe werk’. 

2.2 2.4 
2.6 
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Appendix 3 – Codes 

 

Perception of strategic involvement: 

 
 

Strategic commitment: 
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Participative practices: 

 
 

Control variables: 
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Appendix 4 – Summary of codes 

 

Summary of codes 

 

n.r.d = no relevant data 

 

Code 1.1 

Resp 1 only 

1.1.2  

Low involvement, does not know who exactly makes str 

Resp 2 only 

1.1.2  

Low involvement, but no interest in involvement Important comment 

halfway page 3 

Resp 3  only 

1.1.2 

Does not know who exactly makes str. 

Resp 4  1.1.2 There is no real indivi. involvement, however she answers ‘we make the 

strategy together’, she feels that she stands close to the strategy. She also 

says to have no need for strategic influence! p 3 

Resp 5  1.1.2 No involvement 

Resp 6  1.1.2 no interest in involvement, Org 3 does try to involve and empl have choice 

to be involved 

Resp 7  1.1.2 no interest and no involvement 

Resp 8  1.1.2 

1.1.1 

 

When enough empl have a remark, this will have influence 

Resp 9  1.1.2 No involvement, also because of function 

Resp 

10  

1.1.2 

1.1.1 

top-down 

Does experience influence on the MT of her department, however, three 

sentences later she says, its more a supporting role than having true 

influence. Also involvement through car project 

Resp 

11  

1.1.2 top down 

 

Code 1.2 

Resp 1 1.2.2 Thinks it is low, but knows little about this for other employees outside 

customer service 

Resp 2 1.2.2 Low, strategy is on board level, not with employees 



78 
 

Resp 3  1.2.2 “ 

Resp 4  1.2.2 “, no need for involvement for all operational employees, overarching 

department decides what parts of str are important for department 

Resp 5  1.2.2  

Resp 6  1.2.2  

Resp 7  1.2.2 Interesting remark about strategy being formed by society and the time we 

live in p 5. So no influence, but general acceptance for logical strategy 

Resp 8  1.2.2 

1.2.1 

 

Same as with 1.1.1 

Resp 9  1.2.2 It could be that others have more influence but she does not say 

Resp 10  1.2.1 

1.2.2 

Recently management listens more to operational empl. Also they have 

influence trhough their manager, very good manager 

Resp 11  1.2.2 

1.2.1 

 

Possibilities to talk to management about strategy, but I do not believe there 

is real influence for empl in the company 

 

Code 1.3 

Resp 1 n.r.d  

Resp 2 1.3.2 

1.3.1 

low, director of finance and manager make those calls 

There is influence on goals for own function 

Resp 3  1.3.2 No influence on department future planning, influence lies with manager 

department 

Resp 4  1.3.1 She feels involved together with her department, talks about ‘we’. She has 

a strong example p3. Also influence on own function 

Resp 5  1.3.2 

1.3.1 

Is done by manager 

Not directly involved, but can give criticism and remarks to manager about 

this 

Resp 6  1.3.2 About strategic implementation, he feels no involvement 

Not asked about his own function 

Resp 7  1.3.1 Clear influence of department 

Resp 8  1.3.1 

 

Involvement when you really have something important, resp thinks this is 

for sales only cause direct contact wth customer. And involvement in own 

function 
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1.3.2 Sales targets come from management, no involvement. Involvement lies 

in, how to reach the targets 

Resp 9  1.3.1 mostly on operational level 

Resp 10  1.3.1 

 

1.3.2 

 

1.3.1 

influence on decisions MT makes, however not true influence but 

guidance 

Also influence with the car project 

Bottom p 4 she says there is no involvement only top down and she says 

she does not want or need the involvement 

Involvement on department yes 

Resp 11  1.3.2  

 

Code 1.4 

Resp 1 n.r.d.  

Resp 2 1.4.2 Low, management makes future plans, no personnel involvement 

Resp 3  1.4.2 Low, management makes future plans, no personnel involvement, does not 

speak about the rest of the organization 

Resp 4  1.4.1 Same as for 1.3 

Resp 5  1.4.1 

 

1.4.2 

Is not sure, but thinks there should be discussion about this with team 

No influence for the lowest levels 

Resp 6  1.4.1 Department is responsible for concrete action on strategy, need to make 

plans and plans are checked by board, see p 4 

Resp 7  n.r.d  

Resp 8  1.4.1 

 

1.4.2 

influence for sales department, yes, but maybe not for others p 3 

No influence on sales targets 

So they have influence on how to get to the targets concrete, but not oon 

what the targets should be 

Resp 9  1.4.2 

1.4.1 

Mostly manager influence 

However they are stimulated to also think about things 

Resp 10  1.4.2 top down 

Resp 11  1.4.2  

 

Code 2.1 
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Resp 1 2.1.2 

2.1.1 

goals are not important for daily job 

When I ask specifically, goals are good goals  

Resp 2 2.1.1 Respondent is exception on rule! She notices the importance of the goals 

even inderectly see p 3 

Resp 3  2.1.1  

Resp 4  2.1.1 Says: when you do not agree with most of the strategic goals you do not 

work for the right company 

Resp 5  2.1.1 p 3, importance remark about the feeling of collectivity that the goals bring! 

In comparison with daily tasks that are deperate for everyone 

Resp 6  2.1.1  

Resp 7  2.1.1  

Resp 8  2.1.1 The sales targets are just what they are, you cannot have much opinion 

about that. Targets about sustainability and own technological 

development are good! 

Resp 9  not 

sure 

Not good aware of the goals. When i mentioned something specific she 

said she agreees with this goals. 

Resp 10  2.1.1  

Resp 11  n.r.d

. 

 

 

Code 2.2 

Resp 1 2.2.2  

Resp 2 2.2.1 Experiences guidance for her own, but also because of specific function 

and years at the organization. She thinks other employees of her 

department experience this less, because HR is far away from the milk. 

Important remark p 3-4 

Resp 3  2.2.1 

2.2.2 

Directly linked ot organizational transformation part of strategy 

Not directly linked to product part of strategy 

She is not clear on the guidance, bottom p 3 

However she does mention code of conduct  as a guidance for 

employee behaviour 

Resp 4  2.2.1 a 

lot 

more 

than: 

2.2.2 

Org 2 HR department have the HR transformaiton part of the strategy to 

work on. So there is guidance! But no guidance of strategic goals. see 

p. 4 



81 
 

Resp 5  2.2.1 

2.2.2 

Goals give guidance and collectivity 

Goals about sales targets etc are not of importance for his work 

Also: “En als het goed is, zou je dat ook niet moeten voelen. Beleid en 

strategie zijn iets wat je met de lange termijn doet, dus het zou stabiel 

moeten zijn.” p 3 

Top of page 5, due to my questions the respondent realizes the link 

between HR transformation and strategy. However this is not clear 

enough for empl I think 

Resp 6  2.2.1 

2.2.2 

Important remark p 5-6 

Resp 7  2.2.1 clear guidance 

Resp 8  2.2.1 clear guidance, see example bottom p 4 

Resp 9  2.2.1 

2.2.2 

Respondent is not clear on strategy and on goals, so also not clear on 

the effect of guidance 

Resp 10  2.2.1 

2.2.2 

Indirectly some guidance 

directly no guidance 

Resp 11  2.2.2 Not really clear on the effect of the strategy on daily tasks 

 

Code 2.3 

Resp 1 n.r.d  

Resp 2 2.3.2 priority not because of strategy, function because of strategy 

Resp 3  2.3.2 same, but projects because of strategy 

Resp 4  2.3.2 Same 

Resp 5  2.3.2 Same 

Resp 6  2.3.2 Same 

Resp 7  2.3.1 Only respondent that experiences clear prioritization according to the strategy 

Resp 8  2.3.2 Same as rest 

Resp 9  2.3.2  

Resp 10  2.3.1 

2.3.2 

Only prioritization based on strategy for department 

Not based on entire strategy 

However, her job seems to be more guided by the strategy! Her tasks are giving by 

the MT, but she does not experience the prioritization but it is there 

Resp 11  n.r.d

. 

Respondent is not clear, but I interpret 2.3.2 
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Maybe an indirect influence of strategy on priority of tasks, but not direct. To the influence of 

the strategy on prioritization lies with the functions or the projects departments has to work 

on. But in daily work, the prioritization of tasks is not guide directly by the strategy, 

respondents do not experience this. 

 

Code 2.4 

Resp 1 n.r.d  

Resp 2 2.4.1 

2.4.2 

Function is directly from new strategy, however she does not feel the guidance as 

much, see quote p 3-4 

Resp 3  2.4.2  

Resp 4  2.4.1 Probably also for the other Org 2 employees, they work with HR transformation 

and with code of conduct, is metnioned a lot! 

Resp 5  2.4.1 

2.4.2 

No direct link, he says. But after that he says that they work on efficiency and that 

this is something from the strategy, so there is a link. Also code of conduct and 

also HR transformation 

Resp 6  2.4.1 Zelfstuderende teams, is because of strategy and thus also guides their actions, 

zelfsturing 

Also see remark p 7 

Resp 7  2.4.1 Steering because to focus through strategy, more on food and argi 

Resp 8  2.4.1 clear similarity, especially on sustainability in own building, less energie use etc. 

And also in selling the strategy to the customer 

Resp 9  2.4.1 However more on department level 

Resp 10  2.4.2 

 

2.4.1 

no contact with external customer so no similarity of actions with strategy, p 6 

However, she delivers numbers to the mt, and they ask her te numbers about 

project linked to the strategy, so there is an indirect link 

Resp 11  2.4.2 daily actions are not about the str 

Again same as with code 2.3, there is similarity of actions with strategy, however this is not 

directly/strongly experienced by the employees.  

The similarity of actions is perceived by employees that have a stornger interest or 

understanding of the strategy! Those that do not have this knowlegde do not experience that 

there takst are in agreement with the strategy 

 

 

Code 2.5 

Resp 1 2.5.2  
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Resp 2 2.5.1 

 

 

2.5.2 

Strong feeling that strategy is the reason why they exist as company, importance 

for the farmers. 

She has a personal interest, but does not believe many other employees have the 

same view 

However no talking with family 

Resp 3  2.5.1 

2.5.2 

Goals are good 

Talking to family or collegue’s, no 

Resp 4  2.5.1 

2.5.2 

 

She says to be proud of their strategy 

No talking about str 

However, later she says it is nice to know certain things that are actualities. 

Resp 5  2.5.1 importance of str goals 

Proud of company 

Also sometimes talks about str at home and with collegue’s 

Resp 6  2.5.1 Proud of strategy, and interest in str so also talks about is 

Resp 7  2.5.1 Interest in and proud of str for food and argi culture 

Also sometimes talks about it with collegue’s 

Resp 8  2.5.1 proud of str. And talks regularly about str with collegues 

Resp 9  2.5.2  

Resp 10  2.5.1 

2.5.2 

Shares exitement with me 

Not with collgues or family 

Resp 11  2.5.1 Only share exitement with me 

Respondents do not share exitement about startegy with environment. However, they do 

share it with me. 

Might not be relevant for results 

 

Code 2.6 

Resp 1 n.r.d  

Resp 2 2.6.1 She thinks she is commitment but finds it hard to say if this is really true, because 

her job and department seem so far away form strategy (which is not true, but this 

is how she perceives this). See p 4, good quote! 

Resp 3  2.6.2 does not perceive that she is implementing, however this one also does not know 

that much about the strategy 

Resp 4  2.6.1 this one does no more about the strategy, talks a lot about digitlisation. 

Resp 5  2.6.1  

2.6.2 

Says he does not expierence it, however, he says they work on HR transformation 

and this is part of the str. So he actually does implement the str 

He misses the direct link between the strategy and their actions (this is also 
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mentioned before) 

Resp 6  2.6.1 strong implementation and realization of str, see p 6 

Resp 7  2.6.1 strong implementation and realization of str, see p 5 

Resp 8  2.6.1 

2.6.2 

also strong 

However, he says there are more busy with communicating the str instead of 

implementing the str, see p 5-6 

Resp 9  2.6.1 n.r.d. 

Resp 

10  

2.6.2 Says to be clear that she does not implement the str. This can be true, for function 

is only to arrange data 

Resp 

11  

2.6.2 daily actions are not about the strategy 

Answers look like those from 2.4, there is a big similarity between these codes! 

 

Code 3.1 

Resp 1 3.1.2 bad due to transition phase, and maybe due to function (help desk employees do not 

get that much attention) 

Resp 2 3.1.1 Good! resp says that the strenght of communication is the repetition (also through 

different media.) 

Resp 3  3.1.1 Good. However, she misses communication about other departments 

(achievements) like HR services, p 5 

Resp 4  3.1.1 Good. Also mentions that repetition is the best way to learn. p 7 resp says that they 

also want to know more about the product and these processes 

Resp 5  3.1.1 

3.1.2 

communication gives sense of collectivity.  

However respondent is not that clear on the strategy. Also resp misses the 

translation of the str to the work floor, p 5 

Resp 6  3.1.1 Says that he knows a lot due to the traineeship training, so he does not think that all 

empl will know as much. 

Also knows much due to interest 

Resp 7  3.1.1 Good but less than with Org 2 

Resp 8  3.1.1 

 

3.1.2 

Clear communication 

Internationally top down, the top is in Japan 

Some info is late, because they want to protect sensitive information, especially new 

products 

Resp 9  3.1.1  
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3.1.2 Less interest of empl. Slow top-down communication, so very dependent on 

manager of department 

Com of str via meetings with management (not that good I think) p 7 beginning of 

part 3 

There is com but resp does not get all this 

Resp 

10  

3.1.1 

 

3.1.2 

Good, but resp also keeps herself informed,  

Also bad answer on the question on com (3.1) 

MT sometimes to cautious  with com 

Resp 

11  

3.1.2 talks mostly about com through manager. Recognizes com not as str 

communication, like the e-learnings 

Org 2 does the most in communicating the strategy, more creative ideas and respondents 

remember more things about the communications. 

You also see that personal interest has much to do with knowledge of strategy. Because you 

are always able to find the info when you are interested. 

Org 4 is less creative than Org 2, but very consequent and thorough 

Within Org 5 some changes in the past years. Like the tone of voice, more informal. Also 

more open communication (resp 10) and management listens more to operational personal. 

Resp from Org 5 only mention more com methods, like e-learnings, when I ask them! So this 

does not come across as clear com about the str. 

 

Code 3.2 

Resp 1 3.2.2 Bad communication. And performance meetings not usefull for resp 

Resp 2 3.2.1 many manner of communication. Resp is satisfied. Also happy with employees 

intranet where you can look stuff up for yourself 

Resp 3  3.2.1 

3.2.2 

Satisfied about communication 

Resp misses communication about staff departments and their achievements 

Resp 4  3.2.1 

3.2.2 

Happy with numbers communications 

sometimes feels that product locations and departments are better informed than 

staff departments 

Resp 5  3.2.1 
 

Resp 6  3.2.1 

3.2.2 

 

Focus is too much on the negative things, more celebration of good performance 

Resp 7  3.2.1 
 

Resp 8  3.2.1 mentions that communication is especially good because they are sales and the 

performance is their work 

Resp 9  n.r.d

. 
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Resp 10  n.r.d mentions many forms of communication but not what she thinks of them 

Resp 11  n.r.d 
 

Notes: Maybe mention what resp 4 says.  

General: Org 1 communicates bad, 2 communicates good, 3 communications good, 4 good, 

5 bad, because no relevant data, they do not know or mention anything about the 

communication 

Does this mean that 2 out of 3 organizations have bad communication and respondents feel 

this relates to the crisis and transition phases they are in? 

 

Code 3.3 

Resp 1 3.3.1 

3.3.2 

bila’s 

other meetings 

Resp 2 3.3.1 o.a. members meetings 

Resp 3  3.3.2 see p 5, no communication with manager about strategy 

Resp 4  3.3.1 

3.3.2 

some HR NL meetings that are about the strategy, once a year or something 

Resp 5  3.3.2 
 

Resp 6  3.3.2 
 

Resp 7  3.3.2 Some small mentioning of strategy in meetings but not that clearly and on the 

agenda 

Resp 8  3.3 

n.r.d 

He does not mention how much of the meetings is about strategy 

Resp 9  n.r.d 
 

Resp 10  3.3.2 when asked directly, she does not mention meeting in which the strategy is 

discussed 

Resp 11  3.3.1 says he discusses strategy with manager, however resp is not that clear on the 

strategy 

Note that everyone will have meetings that are also none strategy related! I am interested in 

the amounts of  3.3.1 

Not every interesting data 

 

Code 3.4 

Resp 1 3.4.1 clearly top-down, see page 6 

Resp 2 3.4.2 although she recognizes that this is mostly because she works close with the 

director fo her department, page 6 
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Resp 3  3.4.1 experiences no both ways communication, might be because she is not ‘dicht bij 

het vuur’, as she says herself. Also there could be some communication if she 

really wanted to 

Resp 4  3.4.2 Also recognizes that this might be due to her close contact with higher 

management p 8 

Resp 5  3.4.2 
 

Resp 6  3.4.2 open culture stimulates both ways communication 

Resp 7  3.4.2 same as resp 6 

Resp 8  3.4.1 

3.4.2 

top-down by foreign management 

bottom-up when many employees have the same idea or remark (see also 1.1.1 

and 1.1.2). Also, foreign management wants to know a lot, so they ask for bottom 

up communication 

Resp 9  3.4.2 has a good manager that communicates with top managers 

Resp 

10  

3.4.2 same 

Resp 

11  

3.4.2 same 

 

Code 3.5 

Resp 1 3.5.1 

3.5.2 

control during bila’s 

there are surveys, however she is not that clear on this, does not remember much... 

Resp 2 3.5.1 

3.5.2 

No direct/hard control, however they do look if her department works for the whole 

organization and on the same topics, so probably there is control but not visible for 

her 

Resp 3  3.5.1 

3.5.2 

testing on code of conduct 

Not on rest of strategy 

Resp 4  3.5.2 she’s not sure 

Resp 5  3.5.1 

3.5.2 

control on code of concuct 

no sense of other control on strategy implementation 

Resp 6  3.5.2 
 

Resp 7  3.5.2 
 

Resp 8  3.5.1 

3.5.2 

No direct control form management, however resp experiences social contorl. They 

check each other if strategy is still on top of mind 

Resp 9  3.5.1 control with organce code 
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3.5.2 no control of rest of strategy 

Resp 

10  

3.5.2 she does not experience direct control, but more a dialoge, talking about who is 

doing what etc, p 9 

Resp 

11  

n.r.d 
 

Not that much interesting data 

Maybe mention that they feel control on the codes of conduct, however no other strategic 

implementation control. This again could be because the strategy is too far away from their 

daily jobs 

 

Code 3.6 

Resp 1 3.6.2 
 

Resp 2 3.6.2 
 

Resp 3  3.6.2 
 

Resp 4  n.r.d

. 

 

Resp 5  n.r.d 
 

Resp 6  3.6.2 
 

Resp 7  3.6.2 
 

Resp 8  3.6.2 
 

Resp 9  3.6.2 
 

Resp 10  3.6.2 
 

Resp 11  3.6.2 
 

 

Code 3.7 

Resp 1 3.7.2 
 

Resp 2 3.7.2 
 

Resp 3  3.7.2 
 

Resp 4  n.r.d 
 

Resp 5  n.r.d 
 

Resp 6  3.7.2 
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Resp 7  n.r.d 
 

Resp 8  3.7.2 
 

Resp 9  n.r.d 
 

Resp 10  3.7.2 
 

Resp 11  3.7.2 
 

 

Code 4.1 

Resp 1 4.1.1 
 

Resp 2 4.1.2 
 

Resp 3  4.1.1 
 

Resp 4  4.1.1 

4.1.2 

almost 5 years 

Resp 5  4.1.1 
 

Resp 6  4.1.1 9 months 

Resp 7  4.1.2 
 

Resp 8  4.1.1 
 

Resp 9  4.1.1 
 

Resp 10  4.1.1 
 

Resp 11  n.r.d not asked because employee is fired and might find this topic sensitive 

Example of result: resp 6 works least amount of time but is one of the resp who knows the 

most about strategy and strategy developmend, because he is trainee 

 

Code 4.2 

Resp 1 4.2.1  

Resp 2 4.2.1 
 

Resp 3  4.2.1 
 

Resp 4  4.2.1 
 

Resp 5  4.2.1 
 

Resp 6  4.2.1 
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Resp 7  n.r.d 
 

Resp 8  4.2.1 
 

Resp 9  n.r.d. 
 

Resp 10  n.r.d. 
 

Resp 11  4.2.1 says he knows more thanks to the e-learnings etc 

 

Code 4.3 

Resp 1 4.3.1 clearly crisis still going on, reorganization 

Resp 2  4.3.2 only small things 

Resp 3 4.3.2 same 

Resp 4 4.3.2 same 

Resp 5 4.3.2 same 

Resp 6 4.3.1 Affair  made the bank better and who they are today 

Resp 7 4.3.1 same 

Resp 8 4.3.1 outcome of economical crisis 

Resp 9 4.3.1 economical crisis  

Resp 10 4.3.1 same 

Resp 11 n.r.d 
 

People of Org 2 are very aware of the small crisis and the reaction of the company to these 

situations. They all mention the same things 
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Appendix 5 – Transcripts of interviews 

 

This information is strictly classified. 

To gain further knowledge of this appendix, contact Lisa Zijm. 
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Appendix 6 – Document analysis 

This information is strictly classified. 

To gain further knowledge of this appendix, contact Lisa Zijm. 


