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Abstract: Problem statement: The concept of strategy has become a major praness-profit and
not-for-profit organizations. These organizatioress/én used the process to understand issues which
they cannot control but have a significant impatttleeir success and use their limited resources and
competencies to improve their competitive positiollse process was used in developed economies
and primarily by businesses with large scale opmrat The purpose of this study is to extend the
previous findings by examining the nature and fcactof strategic planning in a different
environmental context, that of the developing titmsal economy of TurkeyApproach: The
literature review was conducted to explore the asafystrategic processes in developing countries.
The research which includes 71 companies was alsducted. Our research sample was drawn from
the Istanbul Chamber of Industry database whictedisthe top 500 manufacturing firms. The
frequency distribution analyses were conductechéodata Results: Our results clearly showed that
the managerial skills and competitive processesd bigethe domestic organizations are evolving and
will create significant competitive challenges fbe new entrants into these transitory environments
The foreign owned firms adopt a broader and deegmertoire of tools and techniques of strategic
planning than do local firms£Conclusion: Even though the findings showed a significant iaseein

the importance and use of strategic tools and gemsein Turkey, a transitional economy, they also
showed that there are continuing major differeniceshe use of these same tools and processes
between competing firms from a transitional econdvisya developed economy. By identifying and
documenting the levels of strategic process andyies of strategic tools employed by the companies
in differing stages of transitory economies, we darelop a roadmap and incorporate this knowledge
to educate and prepare the managerial talentegetbconomies.

Key words: Strategic planning, Turkey, strategic analysis gpalrganizational capability, holding,
transitional economy, developing country, strategioocesses, mission statement,
business, unit

INTRODUCTION and 1970s most senior executives acknowledged
strategic planning as “the one best way” to deveaiog
Even though the concept of strategy may have hatinplement strategies that would provide each bgsine
its original underpinnings in the military and #gar  unit with a competitive edge. During early 1980saréh
efforts, over many decades it has become a mainstayas a reaction against strategic planning andffésad
and a major process (organizational activity) im- fo a downturn in popularity and influence. Doubt wastc
profit and not-for-profit organizations. These on the view that strategies are always explicithd a
organizations have refined and used the process feliberately formulated. It was argued that strig®g
understand issues which they cannot control bué leav can emerge from the actions of the employees of the
significant impact on their survival and succesd age  organization without any a priori intentions baseda
their limited resources and competencies to improvgrand desigif and the value of planning in turbulent
their competitive positions. environments was questiod@dHayes and Abernathy
Over time, the topic has created controversies andspecially criticized portfolio analysis as a ttiwt led
its organizational value was questioned. During0s96 managers to focus on minimizing financial risksheat
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than investing in new opportunities that requirddray-  were semi-closed state of these economies, the
term commitment of resourdds dominant legal ownership (state owned) and the
During the 1990s, however, strategy regained somassociated governance of majority of medium todarg
of its popularity and influence that it had prevdbu  scale organizations and the lack of sophisticabibthe
lost. In 1996, Business Week heralded the return ofmanagers of these organizations. Furthermore, the
strategic planning. One reason for this was thevtiet  structure of these economies did not present thee sa
“there is a growing feeling that practical strategi competitive issues which dominate open and devdlope
advice can be based on sound deduction and systemaéconomies and may not have necessitated the use of
observatiolf”. The development of the resource basedstrategic planning to gain additional competitive
view of strategy also played a major role in thisadvantages. Comments and declarations like “l can’t
resurgence of practical strategic planfifig Whereas even meet the demand and have a backlog, why should
these observations were based on increased usage lofvorry about tomorrow?” were representative of the
strategic planning in United States, a similar ¢asion = management philosophy of few decades ago and were
was reached in United Kingdom by Glaister andvery good indications of the existing level of
Falshaw’. Their analysis of the extent to which tools competitive pressures in these semi-closed ecorsomie
and techniques of the classical model of strategMintzberd” has argued that the strategy-making
formulation were adopted in a sample of UK firmslan process is an ongoing process and its effectiveizess
the views and attitudes towards strategic planmhg affected by the existence of uncertainty, whichais
senior executives in these firms were detailedhgirt characteristic of its foundation. The relative gtgbof
article in Long Range Planning. Their conclusioresav  state controlled economies, in nations at the eddges
that the strategic planning was currently beingof their transition from developing to developed,
perceived to be of benefit, it was going strong,present less of a challenge for companies in their
companies could obtain benefits from strategicmlagn  dealings with possible environmental uncertaintad
and that these benefits were apparent with theofise there may not have been the same urgency for these
relatively unsophisticated tools and techniques. @As firms to engage in strategic processes.
further support of this new popularity of use ohtgic Last decade and a half has seen major
planning, Bain & Company’s Fourth Annual Survey of developments in communication technologies and
management tools and techniques showed that 89% oésulting globalization of all types of industriend
the surveyed international managers use strategiousiness processes. The businesses from developed
planning to drive success through their organizefib economies have extended their reach to all corokrs
During 2007 additional concerns were voiced andhe globe in search of cheaper costs and new nsarket
there were questions as to its prevalence (usshnall  bringing a greater dynamism and heightened level of
businesses in developed economies and all types ammpetitive behaviors to these previously fairlgilde
sizes of businesses in developing or transitoryeconomic environments. Furthermore, the increased
economies. Small business owners constantly antoreign Direct Investments” (FDI) and the assaaiat
consistently state that their decisions are infbeeh ownership and governance of new and foreign based
much more by their experiences and observations afompetitors have added new competitors, forcing the
their customer’s behaviors (on what they learn fromexecutives of the local enterprises to developcquae
day-to-day contact with customers) and their regan talent in their managerial ranks and increase their
on gut feeling than formal, systematic approaches. sophistication of the dynamic competitive forces of
Until recently, the primary focus of researchefs o their business environments. Some countries which
strategic planning had been United States andvere considered undeveloped/developing have been
developed economies of Europe. As the economy iimpacted by these changes much more significantly
United States and Great Britain developed and edglv than others. The governments of these countries hav
various models and methodologies were developed artdken steps to use these developments as means to
serious discussions of these methodologies andccelerating their economies’ transition from an
concepts were conducted on improving competitivenesunderdeveloped to a developed economy, while
of businesses in these economies. Very little rebea opening their local businesses to increased cotigeti
was conducted to examine the understanding andeusagnd forcing them to adjust their organizational
of these strategic planning concepts and tools iprocesses to sustain themselves in unfamiliar dimam
developing countries and the organizations whigimfo environments and increased uncertainties. As euilkn
the foundations of these economic systems. Onalcouby the World Economic Forum global competitiveness
argue that among the causes of this lack of rekseardindex, Turkey has moved from 71st (out of 131
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countries ranked) for 2005-2006-59 for 2006-200@ an development strategy. Significant progress has been
to 53 for the 2007-2008. The sophistication of camp made in the liberalization of trade and investment
operations and strategy ranking for 2007-2008 isdtl  policies and the pursuit of macroeconomic stabdityl
of 127 countries rank&d'?. The World Economic economic growth.
Forum’s annual Global Competitiveness Report  This policy stance has also contributed to a
evaluates the potential for sustained economic tirow substantial increase in inward Foreign Direct
of over 130 developed and emerging economies anbhvestment (FDI) to Turkey. According to 2007 Direc
ranks them accordingly. It was first released iA9.9 Investment Report, published by the International

Unfortunately, we have not been able to find morelnvestors Association of Turkey, Turkey has climibed
than a few comparative multi-national studies whichl16th place among top FDI attracting countries i0&0
have researched the acceptance and use of strategyp from 22nd place in 2005, 37th place in 2004 and
making processes and tools for strategic analyigis. 53rd place in 2003. It was ranked 5th among the
provide additional insights into this topic, we @ik to  developing countries. The level of FDI inflows to
focus on large scale businesses in one of thesBurkey has increased from an average of 853 million
developing economies. Because of their resourc&SD during the 1995-2000 period to 9.8 billion UBD
capabilities (strategy-making is a resource intemsi 2005 and to 20.1 billion USD in 2006. As of firgte
process), we selected large businesses as oungtart months of 2007, FDI inflows reached 11 billion USD,
point. We hope to also study medium and smallreinforcing the predictions for FDI inflows of 25lllon
organizations at a later date. Therefore, the mepmf  USD and plus for the yeareridf. As another outcome
this study is to extend the previous findings byof this increased FDI and transition of the Turkish
examining the nature and practice of strategicrpla;m  economy, demand for translations into Turkish
in a different environmental context, in economiclanguage has grown 36% over the last year, plataiy
environments which are going through a transitmmt number 9 in the world after Chinese and Russiap. To
developed economy. Because we determined Turkey tix is composed of former Eastern Block countries
be such a country (one that is transitioning to awhich have joined or in the process of joining EU.
developed country), we focused on the firms comygeti As another sign of transition and globalization,
in this transitory environment. This context prasdhe  Turkish companies have also made significant
novelty to our study, as most prior studies on thdnvestments outside Turkey, totaling 6.3 billion DS
strategic planning process have examined evidenctom January 2002 through August 2007. These
from firms in mature market economies. To extend ouinvestments totaled of 1.7 billion USD for 2006 and
understanding of the process of strategy, we wiilfly 1.856 billion for the first eight months of 2007jthv
discuss why we consider and classify Turkey as #iddle East countries, Egypt being on top, being th
“transitional economy”, review and discuss the fewmost favored investment locations. These investment
research studies and their findings conductedmilai  have focused on petroleum products, financial sesyi
economies and present the findings of our researctextile, transportation and trade industries.
study of top 500 companies in Turkey. This willhéd Over a decade ago, due to its high economic
generalize the previous findings and will be instive  growth and rapidly growing population, the US
in comparing the strategic planning processesraisfi Department of Commerce placed Turkey among the ten
in a developed market economy and those located in big emerging markef€!. As the developments to date
transitional economy. By identifying and documegtin have shown, this classification was very much on
the levels of strategic process and the typesrafegiic  target. Turkey’s last five years’ growth rate avgraf
tools employed by the companies in differing stagies around 7% puts it into one of the world's best
transitory economies, we can develop a roadmap angerforming economies. Turkey ranked 22nd among the
incorporate this knowledge to educate and pregae t exporting countries and with 16% increase in exgort
managerial talents in these economies. during 2006, is on par with average export groveties

of global economies. Its exports to Europe havevgro

Turkey’s economy in transition: The characteristics an average of 24% for the past three years and with
of the Turkish economy make it an interesting dase 55% of the country’s total exports, EU remains the
examine the nature and role of the strategic ptanni nation’s leading export market. At a press confeeen
process in its largest businesses. Since the 2889s, on November 1, 2007, Turkish Exporters Association
government policies in Turkey have focused on(TIM) president and Turkish Minister of State
developing a free market economy and haveannounced that total exports for the twelve month
encouraged an outward-oriented export-led economiperiod ending October 2007 was 25.74% higher
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compared to the previous same 12 month period. Thdeveloping countries” resulted in very few studigth
total value of exports for October 2007 was USD08.7 a similar focus as ours. These studies were coaduot
billion, 37.13% higher than October 2006. The eipor Bahrain (multiple industries), in Ghana (constroicti
for the first 10 months of 2007 were USD 85.423industry), in Saudi Arabia (multiple industries)dam
billion, 24.86% increase over the same 10 montioder Turkey (multiple industries).
of 2006. Turkey is ranked as 17th largest economy i The earliest of these studies was conducted i2 199
the world and 6th largest in EU and has averaged anin Bahrain. In the study, researchers evaluatedusiee
annual GDP growth of 7.4% yéAsince 2002. of ten of the most common strategic planning tools.

By looking at the stages of the basic needs of &hey were SWOT analysis, the product life cycle th
nation’s population, Alfanso Martinez and Ronald experience curve, the growth-share matrix (BCGg, th
Haddock, Vice Presidents of Booz Allen Hamilton.|nc directional policy matrix, the PIMS study, gap assis,
a management consulting firm, present anotheperceptual mapping, financial analysis and SPACE
approach in identifying transition economies and th analysis. The main conclusion of the study was ttiet
nation’s evolution from a developing one to anplanners in Bahrain had a very limited understagdin
industrialized one. They identify and argue that aand use of strategy concepts and strategic plantime
nation’s basic needs evolve through survival (oiitg  researchers further concluded that there was a
adequate food, shelter and clothing) to qualityekse significant need for the companies in this econdmy
better quality in food, shelter and clothing) to become familiar with and use the numerous strategic
convenience (time-saving appliances and packageglanning tools to deal with the competitive
foods) and finally to customization (goods and mew  challengels®.
which satisfy individual tastes and desires). Adaay The stated impetus for the 2003 Ghana study was
to these researchers, sub-Saharan Africa is irvitgalt the new volatile economic and political environngent
stage, China and India and Turkey are in “quality”faced by the construction firms (civil engineering
stage, Eastern Europe and Latin America are ircontractors and building contractors). The reseafsh
“convenience” stage and finally, North America, diap basic premise was that the adoption of free market
and Western Europe are in the “customization” stageeconomic polices in Ghana in recent years had edeat
Their model places Turkey and Brazil clustered acbu the need for large construction firms to undertake
the start of the “convenience” stage. strategic planning to survive the potential onskduf

All these different economic measures placeforeign construction companies. Furthermore, the
Turkey at a very unique stage of economicresearcher argued that even the small companigs wil
development, as a country which is rapidly movinghave to focus on longer-term perspectives to faee t
from a sheltered static economy to one which isdownward “plundering” by large firms that get
dynamic and extremely competitive developeddislocated by market competition. The study results
economy. Of course with this transition comes theshow that the acceptance of “strategic planning” is
additional competitive pressure for its home-grownsignificantly different among the groups studieding
private organizations and increased turbulenceethus as low as 8.5% in some groups. Their findings also
by foreign based competitors entering their marketsshow that “civil engineering contractors” (more
Furthermore, these Turkish firms’ desires and gitem sophisticated owners with higher education) had a
to enter foreign markets require these countries tanuch greater acceptance of the practice than the
educate and develop sophisticated managersbuilding contractors”. The most striking differess
development and use of tools to understand these neare reported between locally owned firms (with aino
markets and who can change their organizations too use of strategic processes and concepts) and the
develop effective and efficient processes to be abl subsidiaries of foreign multinational firms (with
compete in these dynamic markets. Therefore, weignificantly high level of usage of these concepifie
expected that, given the significant changes irk@yis  researcher explains these differences as beinge#ust
economy and its pursuit of EU membership; aof “managerial technology transfer” from the fomeig
significant number of large Turkish firms will firms to local oné$?.

incorporate strategic process into their operatiand We were able to reference two studies completed
they will demonstrate profound changes in the degrein Saudi Arabia. The earlier study was conducted
of use of these tools over the past 3-5 years. during 2001 was coauthored by Ghamdi and Sami Al-

Whabf* and is referenced in the later published study.
Previous research: Unfortunately, our search for The reference states that there was some awarefiess
previous research studies on “strategic planning imnd use of some form of strategic planning in
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companies in Saudi Arabia during 2001. Howevermodels, strength, Weaknesses, Opportunities and
because it was not published and only brieflyThreats (SWOT) analysis, scenario construction and
referenced in the follow up study, we were not a@ble financial analysis of competitors. Their study gyou
find additional details of this original study. The included 135 companies from both manufacturing and
follow-up study by Ghaméi*’ was quite broad and service sectors and they concluded that, across the
ambitious in its design and investigated the use oboard, there is relatively little use of a broadga of
“SWOT analysis”, “portfolio analysis”, “analysis of tools/techniques of strategic analysis and occatiase
critical success factors”, “Porter's five-force kyses”, of limited set of analytical techniques. They idfed
“experience-curve analysis”, “PIMS analysis”, “whfit the most frequently used strategic analysis as
analysis”, ‘“stakeholders analysis”, “value chain“economic forecasting models”, “SWOT analysis”,
analysis”, “benchmarking”, “product life cycle “scenario development” and “financial analysis of
analysis”, “cognitive mapping” and “Delphi technigu =~ competitors”. They attribute the relative frequasé of
The researches concluded that the study result®conomic forecasting models” and “scenario
show different degrees of use of these tools inAhe development” to Turkey’s volatile economic conditso
companies studied, with “analysis of critical sige at the time of their study, with severe economiseas,
factors”, “benchmarking” and “what-if analysis” bgi  chronic inflation and highly volatile exchange mate
the most common and widely used. The researchefBhe value chain analysis and portfolio matriceshoet
also reported that the strategic planning was mostvere very seldom used.
prevalent in 17 joint-venture firms and 29 firmsthwi
the largest revenues (turnover). Of the 72 firmdeaun MATERIALS AND METHODS
study, 7 firms (10%) used these techniques regularl
and 12 firms (17%) used them somewhat regularly. A Our research sample was drawn from the Istanbul
large percent (45%) of the study participants reggbr (Turkey) Chamber of Industry database which ligtexl
that they did not use strategic planning at all. top 500 manufacturing firms. The study questiormair
The precursor to our study was a study by Dincerhad different segments which focused on the
Tatoglu and Glaistéf!, investigating the use of governance (e.g., domestic and subsidiary) of itine, f
strategic planning tools by companies in Turkeye Th whether the strategy development process was
study group was selected from a 2001 listing ofinstitutionalized or not (e.g., who is involved, viho
companies in Turkey and represents the charadtsrist frequent) foundations of the process (e.g., mission
and activities of companies which are part of Tsinki statement and verifiable objectives) and the tosisd
economy of 2001-2002 time period. As we havein the process (e.g., SWOT and scenario development
demonstrated in our earlier discussion of Turkish  The survey questionnaire was mailed to the CEO
economy characteristics, the rate of transition ofof each company with a letter requesting that tB©C
Turkish economy from a developing one to one that i or his/her senior executive in charge of strategy
developed has accelerated significantly duringlés¢  development within the organization, to complete it
4-5 years. Therefore, in preparing for the studg w The survey was also made available on the Internet,
expected that, because of the increased envirommentthus providing the respondents an option to rethen
turbulence and dynamics over time and competitiorpaper copies or fill out the questionnaire eledtralfy.
from new and global companies, there would be ahe overall response rate was 14.2%. Of the 71
greater need, acceptance and use of strategieturned responses, seven (9.86%) were completed
management tools and techniques by the companiemline. There were no duplicates between the paper
currently operating in Turkey. Even though we dd no electronic returns.
know the exact firms thé& studied and cannot look at The highest ranked respondent company was
those firms for a direct comparison, our findingpy, ranked as number 2 and the lowest was ranked as
presenting the characteristics and the activitiés onumber 497. The company rankings were based on
Turkish companies in the current economy, will pdev  their 2006 annual manufacturing revenues (thesasfir
a comparative representation of change. had both manufacturing and non-manufacturing
Dinceret al.* study investigated attitudes towards revenues), which  ranged from  highest TRY
a range of strategic planning issues and the usae of 5.606 billion (USD 4.745 billion) to lowest TRY
variety of tools and techniques including of stgite 83.690 million (USD 70.846 million), with total
planning. Frequency of usage of a large numberagtm revenues of TRY 6.456 billion (USD 5.541 billiomad
frequently used strategic planning tools/techniqwas  TRY 95.294 million (USD 80.669million), of the same
studied. Among them were economic forecastingcompanies respectively. The number of employees
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ranged from highest 9,780 to lowest 66 with 1,187 apossible differences between these two types ofsfir
the average. (TRY was converted to USD for refegzenc (domestic Vs foreign owned) operating in a dynamic
purposes. The conversion rate was USD 1 to TRYand transitory economy. We were also interesteihtb
1.18130, the effective rate on June 3, 2008.) out the level of influence the parent companies tad
Over ten industries were represented in the samplge strategies employed by their subsidiaries. axslwe
and textile industry had the largest representatiih  geen from Table 2, there is a much higher level of
nine firms. The respondent companies ranged fromgnirol by foreign companies over their subsidimrs
12.68% (9 firms) classified as "single businessS%9  ;ompared to domestic holding companies. In other

or more of their revenues coming from one businesalords, the domestic holdings’ subsidiaries haveigre

segment), 80.28% (57 firms) classified asindependence in developing competitive strategges a

“dominant/focused business” (70-95% of revenues . e L
compared to foreign holdings’ subsidiaries.

: . 0 .
e oas ey _ A2 can b sen flm Table 3 even thugh here
. were also some variances between the domestic and
70% from any segment). All of the seventy-one flrmsf : L : .
; . .. “foreign based companies in their strategic fochs, t
were privately owned, 60 (84.5%) of domestic origin . : .
. . results were mixed and different items were valbgd
(Turkish) and eleven (15.49%) foreign-owned. The : . )
i the domestic and foreign based firms. The two areas
respondent firms ranged from wholly-owned .
) : L e both types of firms seem to equally focus on andeva
independent companies to subsidiaries of divisiohs “ I biectives” q “ iz ational
large organizations were “guantitative objectives” and *“organizationa
' capabilities”. This could be partially explained the
numerical and somewhat objective nature of thesasar
of interest. Because of their numerical base, they
relatively easy to establish, measure and monitor.

In all other areas, except for monitoring
Sehnvironmental changes, foreign based firms had a
reater focus than the domestic firms. This cowdd b
ue to the significant and accelerated changes in
Turkey's economic, social, technological and retuia
environments and the learning process associatdd wi
tehis accelerated transition by the domestiongi

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The objective of our study was two-fold. One, we
wanted to find out what level of usage of stratagus
and processes permeated the companies in Turki
economy and two, whether there have been ang
changes in the level or intensity of the use ddtstyic
tools and processes among Turkish firms over time.

Earlier studies implied that the closed local
economies and management of the firms in thes
economies are not sophisticated enough to us@gyrat |,,c 1- Governance (ownership status) n = 71
development and utilize market and competitiv€counuy of Division Holding Holding Parent with feat without
analysis tools to aid in their efforts. We expectieat,  origin subsidiary subsidiary division divisions  i$ions
given the significant changes in Turkey’'s economg a Domestic 2 2 30 1 15
its pursuit of European Union (EU) membership;Foeign 1 2 8
Turkish firms will incorporate these tools and t#rac

Table 2: Parent company’'s control over strategysifiess unit

process into their operations and will demonstrate independence) n = 71
profound changes in the use of these tools ovepaise Most of the time (%) Always (%)
3-5 years. Because there was an earlier study bhurkish holdings with business 21.27 45.45

: [16] + f units (n = 11)
Dincer et al."™, completed about five years earlier, we Business unit of a Turkish holding 3529 47.06

had an opportunity to compare and see if there havg - 34
been any changes in the level or intensity of the @f  Business unit of Foreign holding 36.36 63.64
strategic tools and processes among Turkish firves o0 (1= 11

time which would support our hypothesis. o _ ,
Table 3: Focus on strategic issues (high or vemghhiN = 71
As can be seen from Table 1, even though only (domestic firms = 60 and foreign firms = 11)

eleven firms (approximately 15.50% of the sample) o Domestic (%) Foreign (%) All respondents (%)
the respondents were from foreign owned companieuantitative objectives ~ 87.04 81.82 86.15
; ; ; Organizational capabilities 85.19 81.82 84.62
we thought that it was enough to provide a comparat o 2 “iona) objectives 8148 1000 8462
sample. However, unfortunately this sample Sizeois  changes in environment ~ 72.22 63.64 70.77
large enough for us to make definitive conclusiand  Similar markets 69.81 81.82 71.88
. . Variations from prior plans 66.67 90.91 70.77
present a broad based support for our discussiouof . markets a4.44 6364  56.92
findings. Never the less, it provides a glimpseoint Contingency plans 36.21 81.82 43.48
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After all, they are much more invested and theirthose countries. With greater openness in the
survival and success is much more dependent to thisconomy and the resulting increase in the interdity
local economy (geographic concentration and focus)competition, we wanted to see if there were any
The foreign based companies at least have opesation changes in the acceptance use strategic processes i
two (maybe even more) different markets, theirTurkey, over time. When we compare our findings
domestic market and their operations in Turkey.sThi with a similar stud]y conducted about five years ago
diversity might provide them some cushion andby Dincer etal.’®, we see a slight increase
hedging in their investments and asset allocations. in the use and acceptance of strategicgss.

It is interesting to note that the subsidiaries of
foreign firms are much more focused on “contingencyrapie 4: Organizational use of strategic process K1 (domestic

plans”, 81.82% rating it high or very high, as caregd firms = 60 and foreign firms = 11)
to the domestic firms (holdings or subsidiaries)lyo . Domestic (%) _Foreign (%)
0, : H H ; Top management participation in the process 79.43 100.00
3_6'31@ rating it hlg_h or very hlgh_' L_Jnfort_unatelye . Priority activity-conducted annually 86.26 100.00
did not explore this or other similar discrepancieseriority activity-conducted annually 70.71 81.75
between these two sets of firms (domestic vs. gorei Established set of procedures 72.33 84.20
Mission statement 83.33 100.00
owned). However, we can speculate on SOMEarticipation in the process by effected managets47 77.81
alternative causes of the major focus discrepalmcy j Quantified and verifiable written objectives 71.91 100.00

“contingency planning”. Among these alternative % Very frequently and Always responses. All othesponses are yes-
possibilities/reasons are “immediacy and intensify no responses

competition” faced by these local market dependent _ . _

firms, “better understanding of local issues” b)e th Table 5: Changes in the use of strategic processtowne (2007 Vs

irtue of being h d “d f iad 2002)
virtue o t_—emg omegrown and “degree of manageriat Domestic firms (%) Foreign firms (%)
sophistication” with the domestic firms still leamg
and developing sophisticated understanding ofegjrat Earlier g Earlier —
issues. Similar focus related differences and sititiés __ Ourfindings _ findings _ Our findings _ finding

. . .. Mission statement 83.33 68.40 100.00 84.00
also existed when we looked at just the subsidiaofe o aniified and ~ 71.91 70.90 100.00 92.00

domestic and foreign holding companies. Once againerifiable written
since we did not have an opportunity to explorertlie be?Ct'VeS N _
greater detail, we can only speculate on theiraess : Figures from the study of Turkish firms by Dinc@r
When we looked at focus of domestic holding ' _ ' _

companies with and without business units, the allver Table 6: Firms using strategic analysis tools (iely or  always)
distribution of relative importance did not change. N =71 (domestic firms = 60 and foreign firms =11) _
H the domestic holding companies with Domestic (%) Foreign (%) All respondents ()

owever, g p ICritical success factors

\ : ) g COMpe 38.60 72.73 4412
business units were closer in their distributiorvafue  Economic forecasting 36.84 40.00 37.31
they attach to the strategic issues as compared §VOT analysis 36.21 8182 4348

d tic holding companies without business units.  vinacif anabsis 21.05 3060 2239
omest g p nes - Value chain analysis 20.69 50.00 25.00
As we stated earlier, one of the objectives of outPest/step analysis 19.30 45.45 23.53

study was to identify the role and use of strategicCore capabiliies analysis —17.24 5000 22.06
d tools in companies operating in a di amGrovvth share matrix (BCG) 15.52 55.56 20.90

process an p p g m Porter's five forces analysis 10.53 26.00 11.94

and tranSitor_y economy, SpeCifinf‘"y firms opergtin T Represents “frequently” responses. There were "aioays”
and competing in Turkey, as it evolves from aresponses

developing to a developed country. As can be sex@n f
Table 4, a significant number of domestic and fymei Table 7: Frequency of usage of strategic analystdstN = 71

firms them have a strategic process in place, it is (domestic firms = 60 and foreign firms = 11)
Domestic Foreign All

considered a very .imp_ortant organizational actiity _ meat  mear respondentsme&n
86.26% of domestic firms and by 100.00% of foreignswoT analysis 2.914 3.909 3.072
firms) and it is an annual process. Critical success factors 2.86 3.727 3.000
: ; Economic forecasting 2.737 3.200 2.806
Even though there was a difference in they . chain anaysis 2207 3400  2.382
frequency of usage between domestic and foreigPesT/step analysis 2.158 2.818 2.265
firms, as compared to the findings of similar sagdi What-if anzl_?{sis v 2-218(5)0 35280 2:22?31

H H H H ore capabilities analysis . . .

conducted in B_ahr_a_m, Ghan_a and Saudi Arabia, thesg, /"o - (BCG)  1.948 3922 2119
numbers are significantly higher than the percent oporters five forces analysis ~ 1.789 2.400 1.881

domestic firms participating in a similar process i 'The mean is an average on a scale of 1 = not osed Blways used
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Table 8: Comparative characteristics of econonmégansition
Underdeveloped Developing

Economy Mostly closed to foreign companies and sdma¢ Mostly open to entry by any firm (domestic dockign)
protected through regulations and governmentatipsl and governmental policies which might suppor
competitive behaviors.

Competition Very limited and in few sectors. Mastliistries/sectors  Government policies which suppdratization of state
dominated by state owned enterprises. Localized tererses and development of competitive companies
competition by privately owned firms. Internal tketr  in most industries/sectors. Export focused camyp
focused company objectives. objectives.

Foreign direct investment Very limited. May be em@ged with significant Increasingly high and verych encouragedRegulatory
ownership limitations. changes which support itmesnts.

Use of strategic process  Ad-hoc strategies anddauistitutionalized formal Institutionalized foahprocess to develop company

process used to develop competitive strategiesudin strategies. Extensive use of multiyear foréegge.qg.,

budgeting with possible multi-year forecast. Magrag trend analysis, regression models) and trandibi

forecast revenue, costs and capital needs a yeavance externally focused strategic planning (e.g. cveati

and use these numbers to benchmark performance.  marngt trends, analyses customers and the corpgtit
Management expertise Operational focus, with piynsdills in organizational ~ Strategic focus, withrpary skills in conceptual and

processes (e.g., marketing and finance) or in dbased issues, ability to deal with continuous and
engineering (e.g. production). A very significant uncontrollable change and ambiguity. Executive
majority of managers with undergraduate degrees,  eveldpment programs, graduate degrees in busimess o
in economics, business, or engineering fields. ahility to economics understand complexity of

multi-faceted competitive issues.

The earlier study?’ did not have a question which of respondents stating “frequent” or “always” use.
directly addressed the organizational importancd ancomparison, the percentages for business units of
frequency of the process. Therefore, we used “lgpain foreign firms and domestic firms without businesitsi
mission statement” (72.9% of all firms) and “haviag are 72.73 and 7.69%, respectively. There were no
set of medium/long term objectives” (76.9% of all “always” responses from domestic firms without a
firms) as indications of use of strategic processhe  business unit. The most popular method for the
organizations in their sampi&. In our study, 81.81% domestic firms without any business units was
of all the firms stated that they consider strategi “Economic Forecasting” with 28.57% responding with
process as a priority organizational activity and“frequently” or “always”. In comparison, 44.44% thfe
undertake the activity annually. The differenceg ar domestic firms with a business unit responded with
much greater if we look at their study subsamplesfrequently” and there were no “always” responses.
(state-owned, local private and foreign) and compar Furthermore, as can be seen from Table 6, even
their findings with ours. though our findings show a much greater attentmn t
As can be seen from Table 5, there have beethe competitive environment and its dynamics, the u
significant increases in the acceptance and use aff strategic and analytical tools is very limitedda
strategic processes from the earlier study timeoger significantly lower in the domestic firms as comggr
(data seems to indicate 2002) to our study timégder to the subsidiaries of foreign firms. For the dotizes
(data collected late 2007). These differences can bfirms participating in our study, the top three mos
seen both in domestic and foreign firms. The earliepopular (used frequently or always) strategy anslys
study population was drawn from a similar set oh8 and development tools were “critical success factor
(large manufacturing enterprises) and includedestat analysis” (38.60%), “economic forecasting” (36.84%)
owned and privately-owned enterprises. Since al thand “SWOT analysis” (36.21%). Foreign based firms
firms in our study sample were privately owned,seemed to prefer “SWOT analysis” (81.82%), “critica
Table 5 only includes comparisons with privately success factors analysis” (72.73%) and “BCG growth
owned firms in the earlier study sample. share matrix analysis” (55.56%). Table 7 details th
When we look at the domestic firms with and withoutusage frequency of different strategic analysisstoo
“business units”, domestic firms with business sinit The “frequency of use” response means (orscae
utilize the strategic analysis tools at a sligighgater of 1 = not used to 5 = always used) for “SWO
frequency than domestic firms without businesssunit analysis” were 2.914 (domestic firms) and 3.909
However, even with domestic firms with businesgsyni (foreign firms) and for “critical success factors
there are high levels of usage differences betwtben analysis” were 2.860 (domestic firms) and 3.727
foreign and domestic firms. For the domestic finmith (foreign firms). The mean response for the “Ecoromi
business units, the most popular method was idettif Forecasting” was 2.737 for domestic firms and 3.200
as the “critical success factors analysis”, with0B%  for foreign firms. Even though “BCG growth share
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matrix analysis” was used frequently or always bgro countries and the changes expected as the country
half of the foreign firms, its popularity was natiform  moves from one stage on to the next.
among all foreign firm respondents. It was preceloyed According to Organization for Economic Co-
the mean response for the “value chain analysig®, t Operation and Development (OECD), Turkey's
third highest with 3.400 and by the mean for theréc  economic output increased by a third (with an ayera
capabilities analysis”, the fourth highest with(B3 growth rate of 7.8%) over the 2002-2005 period,
Present findings also show that the subsidiarfes arepresenting the strongest pace of growth among@EC
foreign firms are much more focused on “contingencycountries. The country, in addition to being a pest
plans”, 81.82% rating it high or very high, as cargd  of Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), is also a sfgaint
to the domestic firms (holdings or subsidiarie)lyo investor in Central and Eastern Europe, wittreno
36.31% rating it high or very high. We can speaulat  than USD 1.5 billion invested. Furthermore, in thst
some alternative causes of the major focus disampa two decades, Turkey’s export mix has changed tosvard
in “contingency planning”. Among these alternative mid/high technology products, increasing from 5% in
possibilities/reasons are “immediacy and intensify 1980 to 14% in 1990 and to 43% of total exports in
competition” faced by these local market dependenf005. An excellent representative of this trend isery
firms, “better understanding of local issues” by th little known company called “Vestel Electronicsh |
virtue of being homegrown and “degree of manageriabddition to being a major player and a leading Bepp
sophistication” with the domestic firms still leémg  with a quarter of the market, of TVs in Europe, ¥és
and developing sophisticated understanding ofesiiat  also supplies TVs to dozens of other companies) asc
issues. Sanyo and Hitachi, who re-label them under thein ow
names. Therefore, we expect these changes and
CONCLUSION increased focus on the use of strategic tools and
processes to continue as Turkey's market economy
Implications for management: Even though the continues to develop and competition from foreign
findings show a significant increase in the impoce firms increase as globalization proceeds.
and use of strategic tools and processes in Turkey, We propose that organizations have to go thorough
transitional economy, they also show that there arelramatic changes in their business strategies and
continuing major differences in the use of thesmesa business models to survive in the competitive
tools and processes between competing firms from turbulence created by a country’s transition from a
transitional economy vs. a developed economy. Thenderdeveloped to a developing stage. Changesein th
findings clearly show that the foreign owned firms government's foreign investment policy open the
adopt a broader and deeper repertoire of tools ancountry to larger and more sophisticated direct
techniques of strategic planning than do localdirmd  competitors, negate the existing protections ofldeal
they tend to believe that the strategy processdsem markets and create major threats for the local
deliberate than do local firms. However, we arebusinesses. These outcomes are clearly identified
encouraged to see that there have been majorvmositithrough the findings of research, albeit few, iis trea.
changes since the earlier study and the local firms Our findings also show similar results and further
our study have increasingly adopted the technigmels identify the level of changes, as the transitiontlo#
tools of strategic planning more commonly employedeconomy continues over time. Never the less, theze
by foreign firms. Our study shows that the domestidessons for managers and investors, who pursue
firms have increasingly involved their top managatne business opportunities in these transitory enviremts
in the process, allocated more resources to it an#lindings clearly show that the managerial skillgl an
incorporated greater formality into the processislt competitive processes used by the domestic
quite interesting to see that over time the impuataof  organizations are evolving and will create sigmifit
this organizational process in Turkish firms haeene  competitive challenges for the new entrants ints¢h
to more closely resemble those of foreign firms. Weenvironments.
attribute these changes to increased competitive
pressures brought upon these firms as the TurkisBirections for future research: While the findings of
economy has opened up and free market forces havhis study provide a contribution to our understagd
come into play as it has begun its transition fram of the nature and practice of strategic planning in
underdeveloped economy to one that is developinglTurkish companies, there are a number of potential
Table 8 presents a comparative list of characiesist areas for future research. First, it would be afulse
associated with “underdeveloped” versus “developing contribution to investigate the use of planning
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techniques and the pervasiveness of the process
service organizations (all the firms in our samplkere
manufacturing firms) and broaden the study sample b
focusing on second-tier companies (our sample was.
drawn from the top 500 firms list of Istanbul Chamb

of Industry). Another area of future research woloéd

to examine the relationship between strategic prenn 7.
and organizational performance. There has been an
ongoing interest in this research area in devetppin
economies. However, our preliminary search has.
produced no such corresponding research in deveopi
economies. 9.

Limitations of the study: This study is one of the few
studies to examine the strategic planning process i
sample of firms from a transitional economy. It edso
be considered a longitudinal study because it exami
a similar set of institutions in the same countoy t
identify any changes in the degree and frequenaysef
of strategic tools over a 5 year time span. Inoclus»f
domestic and foreign-owned firms in the study pdesi
yet another perspective to understanding the diffegs
in the use of strategic tools and processes between
developed and developing country based firms.
Unfortunately, the sample size of the study (nunudfer
respondents) is small and is composed of largeescal
manufacturing firms. As a result, we cannot malaatr

based conclusive statements. Even though the mgnkini4.

of the responding firms ranged from 2-497 (out 805
firms receiving the questionnaire), there could die
some respondent bias. There is a possibility thatem

successful/active firms responded to the surveygchvh 15,

will make the sample even less representative.
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