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ABSTRACT 

In order to successfully achieve a strategy objective, companies have to efficiently implement 

their strategies. Managing strategy implementation is challenging in itself, but there are 

certain factors that can exacerbate the whole implementation process. It is essential that 

managers focus on the management of the failing factors, because avoiding them is not 

solving them. Combining the theoretical suggestions with empirical evidence of a company 

currently implementing a new strategy helps in identification of possibilities on how to 

manage failing implementation. Dividing the main strategy goals into smaller short-term 

activities can adjust the lost focus caused by complexity and conflict of interests. Assuring 

flexibility, communication and decentralized decision making authority might solve the 

problem of inadequate decisions that do not fit the situational consequences. Setting up 

detailed criteria with adequate measures likely eases the identification of implementation 

progress by declaring consistency. Guaranteeing regular monitoring and evaluation of the 

implementation process detects any kind of problems and ensures that the company is moving 

in the right direction.    
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1. Introduction 

The highly competitive market of the today‟s international world has caused the companies to 

look for various options to become better and achieve their longitudinal vision of 

performance. One of the mostly used options is to initiate a well-developed change by the 

creation and acquirement of a new strategy. Even successful companies put a lot of emphasis 

on their strategy definition in order to keep or further increase the level of success in the 

future. Having a detailed strategy “is important, but it will remain just a vision unless it is 

implemented,” (Longman & Mullins, 2004, pp. 54) and unless the managers responsible for 

implementation will continue in failing to “maximize the impact of their strategies” (Strategic 

Direcion, 2018). Having a thoroughly selected strategy is already a success for many 

companies, but achieving an efficient implementation of the strategy can lead the company to 

much greater success. 

 

Strategy implementation comes with many challenges and obstacles, which should not be 

avoided, but managed with the use of adequate skills as an opportunity to develop a stronger 

capable organization (Crittenden, 2008). Since many factors are causing the strategy to be 

inefficiently implemented, strategy implementation should be given a great focus in the 

companies. Factors such as unclear plans, misunderstandings among the employees, uncreated 

commitment, and lack of communication, defocus, centralized decision making or inability to 

define objectives met are only examples of all the reasons why a strategy implementation may 

fail. Scholars extensively focus either on an analysis of these failing factors, or an analysis on 

how to achieve successful strategy implementation. By combining the effect of both,   this 

paper is an attempt to take a deeper look on how the factors resulting in strategy 

implementation‟s efficiency failure may be managed and handled to achieve a successful 

achievement of the desired goals.    

 

To come up with findings and insights on the management of failing factors of the strategy 

implementation, a following research question was set: What is the real effect of failing 

factors on strategy implementation and how to manage them? In order to have a certain leve 

of credibility in the findings, a company was chosen and analyzed to be the base of the case 

study. By analyzing an actively operating company being in a mature state of strategy 

implementation, the aim of this paper is to show the real effect of the factors and compare 
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them with theoretical suggestions. Analyzing the connection between theory and empirical 

evidence gives insights on the management of strategy implementation. 

 

The paper starts with explanations of what methods were used in this qualitative research and 

how were the data collected and interconnected with the theoretical concepts. Section 3 is a 

literature review of different theories ranging from definitions of strategy implementation to 

identifications of the strategy‟s implementation failing factors and their effect. Furthermore, 

an emphasis is put onto the achievement of an efficient strategy implementation, so that ideas 

and insight on the management of failing actors can be developed. Section 4 is the actual case 

study and analysis part, where firstly the company and its strategy are described, follow by the 

assessment of their initial implementation and the effect of failing factors evident in the case 

to give empirical examples and discussions on their implications. Moreover, an analysis of 

real effects on achieving efficient successful implementation is carried out prior to the 

discussion findings, so that negative and positive consequences of various impacts on strategy 

implementation can be combined to answer the research question. 

2. Methods 

The paper is a qualitative research based on existing theoretical concepts and studies on 

strategy implementation that are observed by the example of a real-life company and its 

strategy. With respect to the theory, qualitative research includes interpretative, material 

practices turned into “a series of representations, including fieldnotes, interviews, 

conversations,” that help the researcher to observe issues and attempt to make sense and 

interpretations of them (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, pp.3).  

 

In general, the result of a qualitative research is a complex description and interpretation of a 

problem extending, contradicting or supporting the analyzed theories and literature (Creswell, 

2007).  By the use of literature review, several theories, views and researches publicized in 

books and journal articles are conceptualized in order to study different insights of scholars on 

strategy implementation policies and practices. The role of literature review is to identify the 

factors of failure in the implementation process and the process of achieving an effective 

strategy implementation. These are analyzed and combined to discuss their empirical use and 

effect with respect to a case of operating company.  
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The qualitative research analysis was chosen due the nature of the strategy implementation, 

where problems need to be explored and their complexity understood in detail, which could 

not be adequately done by the use of statistical and quantitative analysis. Communication is 

selected as the best practice to understand the selected issues. Only by verbal explanation, the 

issues concerning the strategy can be analyzed to a higher degree, because looking into 

figures and numbers cannot clarify the opinions, views and decisions made. 

 

Based on the aforementioned, a single case study research was selected as a best-fitting 

option. It involves studying of issues considered in the literature, which are explored within a 

bounded system of a company (Creswell, 2007). According to Stake (1995), there are several 

steps that have to be accountable for in order for the case study to be an appropriate choice of 

research. First of all, the case has to be adequate for the studied issues. Among the different 

companies that were considered for this research, the studied company was chosen due to the 

fact that it is currently in the implementation phase of a recent strategy. Therefore, the 

research is considered as instrumental, since the focus is on particular issues resulting from 

the strategy implementation process. The studied company is currently realizing the steps to 

succeed in the implementation, thus, it can be claimed that it is the best time to be looking at 

the literature-suggested failing factors and their true effect on the process of implementation. 

 

The company‟s process of strategy implementation and the employees‟ perceptions of it were 

analyzed through data collected from company‟s internal documents, interviews, e-mail 

conversations and phone conversations. The internal documents used for this research are 

following:  

(1) The entire strategy formulation Power Point presentation, including the different 

steps taken prior to formulating the strategy, the descriptions of the meetings that were 

held to come up with the strategy, various graphical interpretations and tables 

summarizing the strategy planning and implementation plans; analysis of an in-depth 

internal research capturing the employees‟ perceptions; identifications of possible 

problems and an analysis of the chosen strategy aspect; 

 

(2) Detailed strategy plan capturing the different strategy goals and sub-goals to be 

achieved with their detailed descriptions, their differentiations and divisions, criteria 

and measures, schedules identifying the time spans of each sub-goal, responsibility 

deployments set for the strategy implementation. 
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In total, three meetings were held at the company‟s headquarters (see Fiugure 1). The 

interviews were not transcribed due to the company‟s preference, but detailed notes were 

written up during the interview. After approaching the company in the early December 2017 

via a phone call with the Managing Director of one of the company‟s subsidiary, the plans of 

the research were discussed and the company‟s idea was shared. During this conversation, the 

strategy concept was slightly explained. Prior to the first personal meeting, two more phone 

conversations were carried out and a number of e-mails were exchanged to discuss the 

direction of the collaboration, the person responsible for the collaboration and to introduce the 

strategy and the issues connected to it, so that the purpose of the collaboration could have 

been narrowed down and prepared for. 

 

The first and introductory meeting was held on the 16
th

 January 2018 with the Managing 

Director of the company‟s subsidiary, who arranged the entire collaboration. At the meeting, 

finalization of mutual ideas was shared and the purpose of this paper was in-depth explained, 

in order for the company to provide what was needed. Second meeting took place at the same 

date with a Chief of the Controlling and Internal Audit, who was appointed on behalf of the 

entire corporation as the company‟s representative for collaboration on this research. The 

representative of the company was a gatekeeper for gaining knowledge about other employees 

and their understandings and perceptions of the strategy. At both of these meeting, the 

insights on the purpose of the research were shared in more detail. Moreover, the company, 

their operations and their strategy were introduced. After these meetings, the company‟s 

representative sent the internal documents about the strategy via e-mail, so that the study of 

their strategy can be more feasible.  

 

The last and the most important meeting included detailed questions and answers on the 

strategy and the implementation process, the different views of the employees on the strategy, 

discussions about the progress of the strategy implementation and the factors that have an 

influence on the implementation. The questions asked on this meeting and the discussions that 

followed were based on the literature review, so that the connection between theory and its 

empirical evidence can be analyzed. For this meeting to be the most essential and helpful for 

this paper, a detailed analysis of the theoretical concepts was carried out between the Meeting 

No. 2 and the Meeting No. 3, which helped in identifying the main purpose of this paper and 

gain specified insights on the company‟s side.  
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Figure 1 - Summary of the Personal Meetings and Dialogues 

 

The type of the analysis used in this research is embedded. Based on a detailed description of 

the case, the rightful issues are picked (Creswell, 2007). Detailed description of the case is 

necessary to understand the complexity of the strategy and its issues and the decisions made 

with respect to the strategy.. The main points of focus in the interviews were important 

decisions, turning points and relevant events and actions influencing the strategy 

implementation. The last phase of a case study research is the direct interpretation and 

reporting (Creswell, 2007), which help in generalizing and finding patterns within the selected 

issued and between the empirical evidence and the theoretical concepts. The paper aims to 

interpret the meanings of various aspects of strategy implementation with respect to the 

theoretical suggestions.  

 

Summary of the Personal Meetings and Dialogues with the Company 

No. Employee Interviewed Date Place 
Duration 

(min) 
Agenda 

1 
Managing Director of a 

Subsidiary 
16.1.2018 

The Headquarters, 

Bratislava, Slovakia 
45 

Introduction to 

the company, its 

operations and 

the purpose of 

the research 

2 
Chief of Controlling and 

Internal Audit 
16.1.2018 

The Headquarters, 

Bratislava, Slovakia 
75 

Introduction to 

the strategy and 

discussion about 

the strategy 

implementation 

process in the 

company 

3 
Chief of Controlling and 

Internal Audit 
5.4.2018 

The Headquarters, 

Bratislava, Slovakia 
100 

Answering of 

the questions 

and discussion 

about the 

strategy 

implementation, 

its aspects and 

internal 

perceptions 
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 2.1 Limitations 

The analysis of the paper is limited by the fact that the views and insights are only given by a 

selected representative of the company, because there was no possibility to get an access to 

more employees due to their very tight time schedules and busy daily operations. Even though 

the interviewee was objective, one can never fully claim that there are no subjective views on 

the issues discussed. Since the outcome of the interviews is only dependent on the 

representations and interpretations of the two interviewed employees, it is impossible to 

combine different views of different employees, which could have given this research a more 

general understanding of the factors of strategy implementation‟s failure and their 

management.  

 

Moreover, the company was not as collaborative as expected and assured prior to choosing 

the company to be the base of this case study. During the initial meeting, a complete and 

frequent collaboration was agreed on. The lack of interest from their side was mainly apparent 

during the setting up of the meetings‟ dates, and the willingness to share some internal and 

mainly personal information on the strategy during the actual meetings. Audio recordings 

were forbidden by the employee, and therefore some of the likely viable and important 

information could not have been completely captured, since some of the focus was partly 

aimed on completion of effective notes to gain as much knowledge as possible. The company 

at first insisted on a confidentiality agreement, but during the entire time of our collaboration, 

the agreement was not finalized.  

3. Theoretical Concepts on Strategy Implementation 

3.1 Defining Strategy Implementation 

Strategy implementation is the execution, realization and translation of the firm‟s strategy and 

vision. According to Kolbusa (2013, pp. 6), strategy can be defined as the “description of 

new, unique position, which the company is striving to achieve.”  Strategy is usually 

formulated and communicated by top management, but becomes “meaningless if it is not 

acted upon” (Schloey, 2005, pp. 12). Noticeably, strategy always calls for a certain level of 

change required within the company and its operations in order to get closer to the company‟s 

vision, i.e. the company‟s mission. Even though, the implementation of such changes to 

achieve the set goals in the newly developed strategy eventually enhances firm‟s performance 
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outcome, various researches in a number of companies showed that strategy implementation 

is the most underestimated aspect of strategy (Mišanková & Kočišová, 2014). 

 

Strategy implementation can be defined as communicating, interpreting, adapting and 

representing the strategy or its initiative including the incorporation of both processes and 

results (Noble, 1999). The processes can be understood as organizational activities, such as 

the execution of strategic plans, coordination of implementing processes, and behaviors and 

communication of the information to the involved parties of the organization (Huber, 2011), 

who are deciding on the intensity of the parties‟ engagement in the different activities (Moran, 

2015). It is the role of the top management and/or headquarters to coordinate these 

implementation activities and make strategy-related decisions among the various business 

units in the organization (Kleinbaum & Stuart, 2014), because strategy implementation 

requires “cross-functional support and collaboration” (Allio, 2005, pp. 17).  

 

The results of a strategy implementation are both external and internal (Noble, 1999). The 

first represent the achievement of the strategic goals regarding the customers, while the latter 

represents the actual adoption of employees and their behavior consistent with the strategy 

(Huber, 2011; Ataman et al, 2008; Noble, 1999). In general, strategy implementation is the 

process of bringing “the strategy to life as a part of everyday decision making process of the 

company” (Mišanková & Kočišová, 2014, pp. 861).  

 

Often, companies think of implementation in distinctive manner compared to the formulating 

and planning stage of the strategy, notwithstanding their strong interconnection (Pryor et al, 

2007). On the other hand, according to Kolbusa (2013), the strategic planning should be 

differentiated from where the implementation activities lead, because the planning of strategic 

plans should be considered after the desired goal is defined. One cannot plan desired actions 

without knowing where they should lead to. He continues by stating that firstly the concept of 

the strategy should be clear, strategy vision identified and planning conceptualized before the 

implementation takes place. Combining the views by these two scholars it can be assumed 

that it is the planning phase, where implementation sequences, structure and tools are decided 

upon. Therefore, implementation of strategy is inseparable from both the strategy formulation 

and planning phase, as they are significantly linked to each other. Strategy implementation 

process includes the translation of strategy goals into achievable implementation plans and it 

is not only about planning the implementation process, but also about the execution of the 
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plans and their constant improvement and development to the set plans and goals (Huber, 

2011). The overall direction of the strategy implementation depends on the structures of and 

agreements on the plans, their connection to the strategy and the company‟s vision, as well as 

the commitment to them throughout the organization. 

 

3.2 Factors of Strategy Implementation Failure 

Strategy implementation is a process with many different challenges that have to be taken into 

account. As Kolbusa (2013, pp. 150) mentioned, “Implementation projects where no mistakes 

are made do not exist.”  It is essential for companies to learn about the factors causing failures 

of implementation, because ineffective implementation of a strategy can significantly 

exacerbate the firm‟s position and operations (Pryor et al, 2007).  

 

Even companies strong in competency, creativity and determination with respect to their 

business operations can be unsuccessful in executing a strategy, because their key competent 

and determined resources either do not agree with the strategy or do not buy into the 

strategy‟s needs and requirements, which eventually hinder the strategy implementation 

(Khaden, 2008). In general, the more the strategies are innovative, i.e. it involves a number of 

new concepts not being part of the organization, the more it is likely that the implementation 

of the strategy becomes difficult to realize (Huber, 2011; Veliyath & Shortell, 1993). Due to 

the many expected changes, there is a tendency among companies to restructure their 

organization as an initial step of the strategy implementation (Nielson et al, 2008). By 

restructuring, unnecessary novelties are introduced to the employees, who will be forced to 

adapt to even more aspects of the strategy affecting their daily operations and the whole 

concept of the strategy is turning out to be more challenging to understand. Therefore, some 

of the main factors that lead to failing implementation are: complexity, uncertainty and 

inadequate communication.  

 

Implementing a strategy goes hand-in-hand with the challenge to manage the ever increasing 

complexity of the processes. Failing to ensure alignment and coordination of the different 

activities during the implementation often leads to ineffective implementation and failure to 

fulfill the strategic goals (Kolbusa, 2013). Due to its complexity, implementation requires 

sufficient amount of resources and time to be invested in the activities. Lack of these aspects 

increases the probability of a failing implementation.   
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Many scholars have analyzed the effect of involvement with the strategy and the structure of 

decision rights on the implementation (Kolbusa, 2013; Freedman, 2003; Allio, 2003; Pryor et 

al, 2007, Nielson et al, 2008). It is the problem of whom and how many of the employees to 

integrate in the implementation process and to what extent they should be involved in the 

decision making in order to achieve the needed commitment and performance drive. 

3.2.1 Uncertainty and Communication 

Schwandt (1997, pp. 355) noted that “it is when we neglect learning aspects of the social 

system that we begin to fail at the implementation of strategic plans.” In other words, if 

companies do not allow the strategy concepts to be the means of learning and understanding 

within the organization, the clarity of the strategy decreases, and the implementation becomes 

challenging. Employees can experience challenges when implementing something that they 

do not understand and are not familiar with it. Lack of clarity about why the change related to 

strategy is necessary and is mainly caused by an imprecise formulation of the strategic goals 

and their content (Kolbusa, 2013). If there is no specific definition of the goal to provide an 

accurate orientation to do specific actions without deep detailed consideration and 

explanation, implementing participants become generally uncertain, confused, uncommitted, 

unmotivated and emotionally disconnected to the strategy as a whole (Sabourin, 2015).  

 

Kolbusa (2013) states that certainty in statements and decisions is crucial, because the more 

the uncertainty spreads within the company, the more questions need to be clarified, leading 

the process of implementation to be more time consuming and ineffective. He continues by 

describing that related to the uncertainty is the desire of the top management to make changes 

quickly by selecting specific and particular measures leading the employees to 

implementation activities without knowing what they actually mean. As soon as leaders 

underestimate the challenges of implementation and do not sufficiently focus on activities 

implementing the strategy, the employees will follow their lead by not focusing as well 

(Speculand, 2011).  Often, there is an implementation gap, i.e. the difference between how the 

top management understands the strategy and its implementation and how the lower level 

personnel perceive it (Floys & Wooldridge, 1992). If the lower-level employees poorly 

understand the strategy and are not sufficiently committed to it, the goals and their effect will 

differ from the desired strategy goals defined by the top management.  Beer and Eisenstat 

(2000) highlight the negative effect of uncertainty by stating that if employees are unclear 
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about where exactly is the direction supposed to be headed and how it should look like once 

certain goals are achieved, they are unable to warn the management about possible problems, 

and whether they are moving in the right direction. Since the employees are not completely 

familiar with the strategic concepts and goals, they cannot detect possible issues with the 

strategy implementation. Therefore, the issues will not be solved at the right time and can 

cause greater defects later on in the process.  

 

One of the most common factors of strategy implementation‟s failure is that the ones in 

charge of developing the strategy are unsuccessful in communicating it to the ones who 

execute the orders to make the strategy happen (Scholey, 2005). Poor levels of 

communication between different layers of the organization “not only hinders strategy 

implementation, it also prevents discussions of the barriers themselves,” creating insufficient 

exchange of necessary information to solve problems at the right time (Beer & Eisenstat, 

2000, pp. 31). Ineffective communication about the actions taken and goals achieved 

(Freedman, 2003) or its inability to get where needed, can lead to failures of understanding 

among the affected employees or the employees taking part in the implementation (Sterling, 

2003). Either because the necessary information was not delivered to the right personnel at the 

right time, or the decisions cannot be made in a reactive manner (Nielson et al, 2008). Even if 

the employees are regularly told and informed on what to do with regard to the 

implementation activities, lack of clarity and explanations on what are the reasons for change 

and the effect of how these activities will look like once the strategy is successfully 

implemented extends the uncertainties and motivation among them (Longman & Mullins, 

2004; Beer & Eisenstat, 2000). In addition, low levels of communication create boundaries 

for the top management and the business divisions to be informed about the achieved results 

and the progress of the implementation. 

 

Misunderstandings arise not only from an insufficient communication, but also from 

inadequate forms of communication. If the explanations and concepts of the strategy are rich 

on quantitative and statistical data, clarity of the strategy decreases and more time has to be 

focused on extended explanations of the goals and activities (Kolbusa, 2013). 

3.2.2 Complexity and Alignment  

One of the most common failing factors of strategy implementation is its complexity. It is the 

strategy itself that is complex. The standard operations of a company, the changes required by 
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the strategy, the new operations and the alignment and cooperation of all the mentioned 

activities increase the already present complexity in the organization. Companies are not only 

faced “with a multitude of interlinked, variable factual factors, but also with a wide range of 

viewpoints and ways of reacting” (Kolbusa, 2013, pp. 86). Confusion about coordinating the 

implementation requirements with employees‟ standard daily operations significantly 

complicates the entire implementation process (Freedman, 2003). There are too many diverse 

and interdependent features that have to be planned, achieved and carried out. Even though 

companies are often trying to decrease the levels of complexity, they eventually end up with 

increasing it, for instance, by too detailed plans, conflicts of interests (i.e. self-interest vs. 

strategy-interest) or by focusing on pre-defined methods without reflection the actual course 

of their implementation process (Kolbusa, 2013). 

 

In his book, Kolbusa (2013) found out that completely relying on best practices methods or 

methods that had worked for similar implementations elsewhere can result in more damage 

than help. It is mainly due to the fact that every single strategy implementation is different 

with regard to concept, context, complexity and purpose. “Never work with to-do lists at any 

stage of your implementation project,” (Kolbusa, 2013, pp. 125) because as they are getting 

longer and longer without showing the actual results, as well as they create feelings of guilt, 

frustration and over-pressure. From his point of view, that is why commonly used methods 

should not serve as a precise guideline. They can lead the company to biased decisions 

overlooking the existing and situational problems, which can result in increased complexity 

and more problems requiring extra time and resources. In addition, it is said that that detailed 

plans to accomplish the desired strategy efforts fail during the strategy implementation due 

their inequalities with the actuality (Pryor et al, 2007, Kolbusa, 2013).  

 

Contrastingly, Freedman (2003) thinks that lack of best practices cripples the creation of 

common understanding and methodology necessary for implementation. His idea is that if 

companies do not follow a guideline and preset practices of implementation, they follow an 

unrealistic direction towards achievement of the strategic goals. This view is supported by 

Pryor et al (2007), who add that there is a lack of such guides and/or frameworks on effective 

implementation, which if available, would benefit the companies to act adequately in the 

implementation process and decisions. Even if the pre-defined tools, such as methods and 

detailed plans are chosen prior to the implementation, later on, they lose relevance once they 

are not regularly updated to the real evolving situations (Allio, 2005).  Therefore, companies 
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sometimes incorporate these pre-defined tools into various standard practices of daily 

operations, making them inclusive and invisible, which eventually lead to unwanted negative 

consequences often noticed later in the process (Knott, 2008). 

 

If the management cannot divide the implementation into different activities to be fulfilled 

between the employees, it can also never develop clear prioritization of the most important 

activities to be carried out in order to move closer to the desired stage (Beer & Eisenstat, 

2000). Many companies develop various sub-projects during the implementation process in 

order to help them in differing between various activities. Their role can be either to increase 

the complexity or make it more manageable. Mišanková & Kočišová (2014) claim that 

strategy implementation is in fact exacerbated by the lack of sub-projects, because they are 

designed to help in dividing the main strategic goals and if the management does not develop 

them, the confusion among employees significantly increases.   

 

However, employees often fail to view these implementation-related sub-projects as a priority 

(Freedman, 2003). Poor experience in planning and prioritization of implementation activities, 

as well as the incapability to efficiently communicate the strategy‟s consequences to the 

affected individuals complicates the overall alignment of implementation (Hickson et al, 

2003). Based on the study by Sabourin (2015), translation of strategy goals into smaller 

specific sub-projects creates obstacles in implementation, because it is challenging to manage 

and assign the increased set of responsibilities to the employees with the right ways on how to 

approach these sub-projects. Musawir et al (2017) believe that there are too few companies 

that declare benefits of sub-projects aligned to the strategy objectives. Even though the 

personnel focus on benefits at the early stages of these sub-projects, they are not the focus in 

latter stages of the implementation phase. Sub-projects concentrate on their own topics and 

are frequently not complied and interlinked together to achieve the set strategic goals, which 

can lead to loss of focus and non-interest in any activities that are perceived as additional to 

the standard daily operations (Kolbusa, 2013; Freedman, 2003, Allio, 2005).  

 

Radomska (2014) recognizes a gap between activities to implement strategy and the day-to-

day activities. She describes it as the issue faced by employees when they are trying to make 

actions with regard to fulfilling strategic goal, while at the same time they simultaneously 

have to be able not to decrease the effectiveness and productivity of their daily operations. 
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Therefore, the lack of coordination of activities, priorities, employees and decisions creates 

boundaries in implementation (Beer & Eisemstat, 2000.) 

3.2.2.1 Control and Monitoring 

Taking everything in mind, complexity cannot be reduced, but it can be well 

controlled (Kolbusa, 2013). Inability to monitor and control the process of 

implementation leads to highly inefficient implementation (Allio, 2005; Hickson et al, 

2003), because there is no evidence and feedback on what and how were the goals 

achieved (Strategic Direction, 2018). 

 

Managing strategy implementation is impossible if one cannot measure, review and 

describe what has been is being implemented (Mitchell, 2004). If a company does not 

define one or more indicative measures of the important strategic aspect, strategy 

becomes unquantifiable and its implementation immeasurable (Khaden, 2008). This 

will not allow the company to identify if it is doing enough and correct actions to meet 

the goals or even if they are getting any closer to the desired state.  

3.2.3 Employees’ Degree of Involvement 

There are different views within the literature on how many and who to include in the strategy 

implementation. According to Kolbusa (2013), if too many people are involved in the process, 

implementation becomes time consuming and more challenging to manage due to the greater 

amount of different views and opinions of the participants. He continues by claiming that 

eventually, the greater amount of people involved can be counterproductive as it can decrease 

the daily productivity of the firm, as well as the efficiency and effectiveness of the 

implementation itself. On the other hand, if too few people are integrated, other employees 

feel left out of the process and thus are likely to be more resistant toward the necessary 

changes (Kolbusa, 2013).  

 

If the required personnel do not understand the principles of the strategy or is not aligned with 

them, it becomes rather challenging to identify and delegate activities and tasks required in 

the implementation to the right people with the right gratitude. Once the number of employees 

is decided upon, another problem arises. Employees are unclear on who is responsible for 

what actions (Allio, 2005). As soon as the employees are not clear on who is responsible for 

which process (strategy-related process or operational process), aligning these activities to 
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move towards achieving goals fails, which leads to ineffective implementation activities and 

decision quality (Pyor et al, 2007). 

3.2.4 Structure of the Authority 

The delegation of authority and accountability in the company also plays a crucial role in the 

implementation. If the authority to make decisions on activities in the strategy implementation 

is only delegated to the top-level management, the lower levels of management lose 

confidence, commitment and feeling of contribution to the strategy (Beer & Eisenstat, 2000). 

“Unclear decision rights not only paralyze decision making but also impact information flow, 

divorce performance from rewards,” whereby “blocking information results in poor 

decisions” (Nielson et al, 2008, pp. 67). Failures of strategy implementation can be also 

caused by poor leadership skills and inadequate organizational structures (Mišanková & 

Kočišová, 2014) that result in unstructured responsibilities and unnecessary approval of 

strategy-related decisions hindering the flexibility and quick reactions (Beer & Eisenstat, 

2000).   

3.2.5 Lack of resources 

Strategy implementation is often challenged by a smaller amount of allocated time to be spent 

on implementation and resources, e.g. human, administrative or financial, than is truly 

required (Strategic Direction, 2018). Insufficient application of resources is caused either by 

wrong prediction, incorrect anticipation of market changes or inaccurate and irregular 

financial plans adjusted to the current situation (Sterling, 2003; Veliyath & Shortell, 1993).  

 

3.3 Achieving Effective and Successful Strategy Implementation 

To succeed in implementing a strategy is a key capability of companies within the concept of 

strategy. After reviewing the factors leading to failure of strategy implementation and learning 

from them, it is essential to take a look into the aspects on how to efficiently achieve strategic 

goals, so a comparison can be carried out later in this papre.  

 

In general, successful implementation requires focused and effective behavior of the 

organization‟s members with clear concept and procedure on how to get to the desired state of 

the company (Kolbusa, 2013), as well as it requires all the skills and knowledge gained 

through the organizational processes (Huber, 2011). Noble and Mokwa (1999) defined 

strategy implementation effectiveness as the degree to which the strategy and its plans are 
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considered to be successfully implemented by the employees of a firm to ensure a stronger 

business performance.  

 

Principles of successful implementation management can be implied in companies of all 

kinds, sizes, nations and industries, since the fundamental remains the same no matter what 

kind of company it is and where it operates (Kolbusa, 2013).  However, Huber (2011) 

suggests companies to first focus on developing strong strategy implementation capabilities 

prior to the actual development of a strategy. If companies have developed solid skills in 

organizational learning and information exchange, development of common understanding 

within the company becomes less time consuming. 

 

First step in succeeding with strategy implementation is to be able to differ between vision, 

goals, planning and execution. Only once companies clearly understand their vision can they 

set goals, plan their achievement and execute the plans in an aligning matter (Kolbusa, 2013).  

 

The effectiveness of strategy implementation depends on “middle managers who effectively 

monitor, interpret and communicate changing conditions” (Floyd & Wooldridge, 1992, pp. 

36). Therefore, high levels of transparency, openness, flexibility, reliability, responsiveness 

and creativity are inseparable aspects of effective implementation and can be efficiently 

attained through assurance of the following characteristics.   

3.3.1 Communication and Clarity 

Communication has a central role in successful communication (Huber, 2011), because it is 

essential for the members of the organization to understand the strategy, the processes of its 

implementation and the respective plans (Freedman, 2003; Nielson et al, 2008). By achieving 

high efficiency of communication through sufficient exchange of information between the top 

management, division manager and all of the other implementation participants (Sterling, 

2003), strategy becomes clearer to the employees, because they are more aware of it and 

know how to behave to execute the strategic plans (Huber, 2011). If managers are able to 

work on commonly understood strategic goals with high levels of understanding and 

commitment, a so-called strategic consensus is achieved and strategy implementation is closer 

to be successful, but if they only understand the strategy without being committed to it, the 

effects on successfully implementing the strategy are not optimized (Floyd & Wooldridge, 

1991).  
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Employees need to be clarified on what is required to be done to achieve the strategic goals 

and why is it required to be done; how were the strategic goals decided upon, what changes 

are to be expected and what new considerations have to be added to their standard operational 

processes to be able to distinguish how much more focus on the implementation activities has 

to put ahead of other standard commitments, while at the same time keeping the required 

attention to those standard commitments  (Kolbusa 2013, Freedman, 2003; Hickson et al, 

2003; Nielson et al, 2008). As soon as the respective employees understand the strategy and 

know how to contribute to it, a natural integration of the developed commitments will lead the 

company to successful achievement of its desired goal (Khadem, 2008).  

 

Longman and Mullins (2004, pp. 56) suggest that managers have to communicate the 

reasoning of the implementation and the strategy itself to each member in the sense 

understandable for them, because “explaining the „why‟ behind each step […] is key” to the 

success of the implementation. Based on Kolbusa‟s (2013) book, this can be achieved if they, 

via freely moving communication, promote a characterization of the change itself rather than 

what has to be done in order for the change to succeed. By doing so, the management, as well 

as the employees have clearer picture about what results are to be achieved and what results 

have been already achieved (Nielson et al, 2008).   

 

As Lowy (2015) stated, managers should put a lot of emphasis on being proactive in the 

manner of encouraging a frequent dialogue to learn about the different issues and views. They 

can form a set of direct questions about the strategy and the employee‟s perceptions of it. 

These are presented to the different divisions and groups within the organization, which 

creates attention to the respective scope of actions required to be focused on (Kolbusa, 2013). 

Such dialogues are necessary to be carried out on an ongoing basis and the more the 

company‟s business operating environment is complex and fluctuating, the more direct and 

frequent dialogues are required (Floys & Wooldridge, 1992).  

 

During the implementation process, it is essential that the top management and leaders remain 

consistent about the strategy objectives throughout the whole process. If problems arise, it is 

the company‟s advantage of a well-developed communication system that possible problems 

or false actions can be detected early and subsequently corrected (Nielson et al, 2008). 

Responsive and efficient actions taken in urgent problematic situations drive the strategy 
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implementation from the unexpected occasions to the successful achievement of goals 

(Sabourin, 2015). That is why problems cannot be ignored or unnoticed. For instance, if 

deadlines of short-term goals are not met, management needs to recognize it and decide on 

certain consequences for the employees who were not able to implement the activities within 

the given timeframe (Kolbusa, 2013). Alternatively, if problems are revealed and different 

goals and their metrics are no longer relevant, Allio (2005) recommends revisiting the original 

strategy and trying to refine them according to the situational realities. On the other hand, any 

personnel‟s contribution benefiting the implementation should be rewarded to keep the 

positive reinforcement and consistency among the activities (Longman & Mullins, 2004; 

Mišanková & Kočišová, 2011). It is suggested that rewarding should not only involve 

financial benefits, but also some ceremonies, events and evaluation activities to highlight the 

strategy outcome and its impact on the prior-to-the-strategy state (Sterling, 2008).  

 

Systematic development of emotions connected to the strategy trigger its direct 

implementation (Kolbusa, 2013) by ensuring stronger commitment to the strategy objectives 

(Sabourin, 2015). The implementation participants should perceive the strategy as fitting to 

the organization and should have some level of self-interest in the strategy (Floyd & 

Wooldridge, 1992). Communicating attractiveness of the strategy and its reasons to 

implement creates a driving force among the employees to participate in the entire 

implementation process, because “facts, figures and data (logic) make people think but only 

emotions make them act” (Kolbusa, 2013, p. 17). He suggests that by discussing and asking 

about the images among the employees “the implementation is much easier,” because 

“employees think backwards, beginning with a clear image of the future; result to be aspired 

to; a desired goal status” (Kolbusa, 2013, pp. 47). How the company will look like once the 

strategy is implemented creates a clearer picture of the strategy and allows them to see the 

reasons why is the change necessary. Connecting the insights from the expected picture of the 

life after the implementation with the existing strategy and analytical material to represent the 

effects of the strategy helps employees to understand what the goal and its implication mean 

for the company. It will generate certain levels of agreements on supporting the strategy, as 

well as the overall commitment to the strategy directed towards successful implementation 

(Huber, 2011).  
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3.3.2 Controllable Integration and Coordination 

Crittenden (2008, pp. 304) has a strong opinion that to succeed in the implementation, it 

“requires the input and cooperation of every member of a company‟s workforce.” Noticeably,   

“implementation often calls for cross-functional support and collaboration,” (Allio, 2005, pp. 

17) because it is vital to be able to sustain and develop meaningful integration and 

cooperation of activities of different departments, subsidiaries and employees having certain 

roles in the strategy implementation (Braganza & Korac-Kakabadse, 2000). Firm‟s ability to 

align the relevant and accordingly identified information and knowledge with the multiple 

implementation objectives of different organizational units drives the strategy implementation 

to a successful completion (Huber, 2011). The coordination of strategy implementation 

activities with visions, goals, structures, principles (e.g. values and operational guidelines) 

and other business processes including communication, systems and production and/or service 

procedure ensures their appropriateness and contribution to the strategy (Pryor et al, 2007; 

Freedman, 2003).   

 

Not the pre-defined activities, but rather the important aspects of the strategy should be 

focused on to acknowledge alternatives that enable compromises in the implementation 

decision. Enhancing flawless implementation by being able to choose among alternatives 

prevents things from turning out wrong (Freedman, 2003). Everything else that can result in 

defocus of the attention towards goal should be ignored, because only then can the company 

ensure coordination of the key activities related to the strategy implementation (Kolbusa, 

2013). If a company develops strategy-friendly policies within the organization to support the 

implementation (Crittenden, 2008), coordination of these activities becomes more manageable 

through their integration into firm‟s budget plans, annual action plans and managerial systems 

(Allio, 2005; Sterling, 2003). According to Mišanková & Kočišová (2014), budgeting plans 

and meaningful policies enable harmonization of the divergent activities and decisions needed 

to follow the strategy. 

 

To ensure that the top management is informed whether the implementation is moving the 

right direction, adequate criteria and/or indicators for each strategy objective and its 

responsible business unit should be identified (Kolbusa, 2013; Khadem, 2008) and the simpler 

the measures, the more understandable, reliable and controllable they become (Allio, 2005). 

Mišanková and Košičová (2014) consider rewarding system as the most effective and helpful 

controlling measure. In general, as Pyor et al (2007) noted, having measurable criteria and 
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feedback systems is a crucial aspect to ensure the possibility of evaluation of the actual 

implementation‟s performance. Longman and Mullins (2004) continued that team should be 

informed about the criteria and measures that are taken into account in the evaluation of the 

implementation progress, so that they can adapt their operations and decision adequately. 

Khadem (2008) claims that the identification of measurable indicators also eases the process 

of assigning roles and responsibilities to the employees in the implementation, because once 

the indicators are defined, the top management can assign chosen lower-level managers to 

control the respective indicator, while at the same time report on the progress of this indicator 

through the use of the defined measure. All of these activities, measures and criteria can be 

elaborated on via the use of so-called strategic maps, which help the management to see how 

each measure of the activities contributes to the overall efficiency of the implementation and 

what these activities consist of (Mitchell, 2004) 

 

According to Kolbusa (2013), implementation plans should be short-term, result-oriented and 

regularly reviewed in order to recognize if the organization is getting closer to the desired 

strategy goals. From his experience, he suggests that the most productive way of capturing 

what has been done and what was supposed to be done is by reporting weekly summaries of 

all the results achieved. Inclusion of feedback from implementation performance on the 

defined goals plays a fundamental role in the implementation (Pryor et al, 2007), because it 

also simultaneously ensures accountability of continual information on the implementation 

(Sterling, 2003). That is why it is essential for the managers and other implementing 

employees to meet on regular basis. At these monitoring and reviewing meetings, progress 

can be shared and compared to the initial plan with the pre-defined metrics, as well as 

problems can be transparently discussed and solved, so that the implementation can be 

updated or changed to the situation (Allio, 2005, Freedman 2003). The controlling aspect of 

strategy implementation is not only to review the implementing process, but it also serves as 

means of adaptation of the adequate measures to the strategy-related activities (Mišanková & 

Kočišová, 2014). 

 

Allio (2005) claims that when it comes to the implementation, less is more effective than 

more, because it is easier to follow and monitor small steps directed toward the strategy goal 

than trying to find out unidentifiable complex ways to achieve the one main goal of the 

strategy. He proposes to break down the strategy goals into smaller projects and short-term 

tasks to make the complexity experienced more manageable and measurable. These sub-
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projects are processes used to indirectly guide the implementation and its participants toward 

the fulfillment of the strategic objective through a number of smaller aligned goals (Musawir 

et al, 2017). Khadem (2008) supports these views by stating that having different smaller 

indicators defined for each of the sub-project allows the employees to directly focus on what 

they are responsible for and what they understand.  

3.3.3 Decentralization and Decision Rights 

It is suggested to adapt the organizational structure including the decision making, and 

deployment of authority to fit the implementation environment (Mišanková & Kočišová, 

2014). Successful implementation can be achieved by enabling high degrees of 

decentralization not only with respect to structure of the units, but also the implementation 

and mainly the management of implementation (Kolbusa, 2013). According to Sterling 

(2003), inclusion of different levels of management, as well as the affected employees in the 

strategy talks guarantees smoother implementation practices.  

 

Nielson et al (2008) suggest that it is one of the most important steps to firstly clarify the 

decision rights to assure employees‟ responsibilities and decision consistency. It allows for 

assigning many different activities and responsibilities to various participants without the 

need of constant control (i.e. only control of the goal achievement is needed, while the control 

over how is was achieved becomes irrelevant), while giving employees the freedom to choose 

their own sub-projects‟ goals to get closer to the desired stage empowers them to be more 

productive and result-oriented (Kolbusa, 2013). The top management‟s role in the 

implementation process should not only be to be the decision makers and assigners of 

responsibilities, but also to have their own roles and responsibilities to be focused on with 

respect to fulfilling the desired goal (Coulson-Thomas, 2013). 

 

Managers have to be able to distinguish between employees who generally see the strategic 

change as a threat and employees who see it as an opportunity and potential for better future 

of the company. Having less skillful and committed employees can be far more efficient for 

the implementation than many uninterested employees, who will require a lot of time invested 

into persuading them about the importance of the strategy (Kolbusa, 2013). 
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4. Analysis
1
  

Heretofore, the sections were completely focused on theoretical concepts of strategy 

implementation, the reasons of its failure and the aspects of strategy to achieve its success. In 

order to find out whether these concepts have empirical evidence and are feasible in real life, 

a case is added to this qualitative analysis. To get a deeper understanding of the 

aforementioned strategy issues, the company, its case, its strategy and the effects are to be 

introduced and later on analyzed. 

4.1 Introducing the Company  

The company selected for this paper is a Slovak public limited corporation called PPA 

CONTROLL (hereinafter “PPA”). PPA is a company engaging in engineering and supply 

solutions “in the field of electric systems, instrumentation, control and process automation 

(PPA CONTROLL, 2017, pp. 4). It provides its services in all areas of industry, such as 

power, automotive, transportation, real estate and administration. Their major projects include 

being a general supplier of electric installations and solutions in the largest nuclear power 

plants in the Slovak Republic, as well as being a general supplier for industrial and production 

pants, such as Volskwagen in Bratislava, Slovakia or Samsung production hall in Hungary. 

PPA to a large degree collaborates with Slovak National Highway Company on various 

electrical installations on motorways and road tunnels in Slovakia (PPA CONTROLL, 

2018b).  

 

The organization consists of headquarters based in Bratislava, Slovakia and five domestic 

subsidiaries and joint ventures across the whole Slovak Republic. In addition, due to some of 

their foreign operations they established one foreign subsidiary based in Czech Republic and 

two international joint ventures in Ukraine and Brazil (PPA CONTROLL, 2017), which helps 

them in gaining and managing international business offers. The reason why they have 

established the different subsidiaries is so that each subsidiary can focus on different parts of 

the market and their operations. For example, subsidiary PPA ENEGRO concentrates on 

nuclear plants, PPA Power DS on the distribution of energy power and PPA INŽINIERING 

on engineering solutions, for instance in the traffic technology (PPA CONTROLL, 2017). 

 

                                                 
1
 Section 4 – The Analysis Part includes information and comments gathered from the data collection based on   

the internal company documents, presentations and personal interviews described in Section 2-  Metohods. 
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From the above description it can be clear that to manage the structure and cooperation 

between the HQ and the subsidiaries is challenging. The organizational structure in the entire 

PPA group is divided into senior management and subsidiary company management, where 

each subsidiary has its executive director (PPA CONTROLL, 2018). In addition, the 

authoritative power of decision making, planning and strategy lies within the executive board. 

It consists of the managing director of the PPA CONTROLL, i.e. the board of executives‟ 

chairman, and all the executive directors of the different subsidiaries. Based on the 

introductory interview held at the headquarters, it can be assumed that the executive board has 

the highest degree of authority in the organization and everything that the subsidiaries want to 

agree on and/or change has to go directly through the statutory bodies.  

 

Finally, PPA has a total of almost 800 employees and an average turnover of 100 million 

EUR ensuring their strong and long-term economic stability in the market. Within the borders 

of Slovakia and its electric industry, PPA is a highly successful and respected company with 

over 60 years of being on the market. Due to their history and success, PPA is wishing to 

continue with providing their partners with professional services in order to increase their 

stable and strong position in the Slovak republic and extend their foreign operations, because 

as their motto says, they want to have “the technology under control (PPA CONTROLL, 

2017; PPA ONTROLL, 2018). Since the top management of the company is aware of its 

position and that actions have to be taken in order to keep the position in the upcoming future, 

they developed a strategy to set a direction for them to follow.  

4.1.1 Describing PPA CONTROLL’s Strategy 

In 2016, PPA had adapted a new strategy referred to as “Strategy 2021.” It is a five-year plan 

of goals to be fulfilled by the year 2021. The main goal of the company is defined as 

followed: “ensure and develop high flexibility and efficiency of our customer service 

solutions based on the long-term development of corporate know-how and the maximum 

utilization of the professional potential of our employees.” (PPA CONTROLL, 2017, pp. 3) 

 

The employee interviewed feels that the main goal of the company is the need to expand 

internationally in order to at least keep their current level of income. In general, the company 

believes that during the upcoming years, it will meet the objectives resulting from the adapted 

strategy by improving their strong position in the Slovak market within the fields of their 
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business focus, as well as by strengthening their position in the foreign market within the field 

of supplies for medium-sized international energy projects (PPA CONTROLL, 2017).  

 

In order to achieve their main vision, PPA had decided to develop the strategy via an external 

consulting company, which crafted a personalized strategy and specific strategic pillars to be 

considered in the PPA‟s operations. It is important to mention that the external consulting 

firm was to a large degree collaborating with different members of the company beyond the 

senior management. The purpose of the collaboration was to come up with strategic solutions 

that would be as closely tailored to the specific and realistic needs of the company as 

necessary. They held regular meetings during the formulation phase of the strategy in order to 

get a deeper understanding of the company‟s processes and desires, so that the strategic goals 

can be defined accordingly.  

 

Before formulation of the strategy to its final design, the consulting firm, through the use of 

questionnaires, studied 64 employees from the whole PPA, including members of top 

management, as well some specialists from lower levels. They found out that PPA‟s 

employees are to a certain degree adaptive. Even though they concluded that the staff is 

reliable, effective, respectful towards rules and authority, they mostly prefer safety and thus, 

are not looking for radical changes within the company. Based on the internal research, it was 

also found out that there are certain groups of employees that are likely to experience 

difficulties in understanding of the strategy‟s requirements for changes, regardless of the 

communication and motivation skills of the top management.  

 

After the meetings were evaluated, the external company defined the main goal of PPA to 

earn a certain level of profit by the year 2021 with specified amounts to be earned from 

particular fields of business, such as earnings from new markets and earnings from 

innovations. Together with the definitions of the main strategy goal, PPA identified five 

different strategy pillars, each having a number of specific smaller goals and/or focus points, 

so that the perceived levels of complexity can be more manageable. Divergent focus points 

were identified also due to the fact that each pillar or its more detailed sub-goals can be 

divided between different subsidiaries and business divisions. PPA believes that by focusing 

and fulfilling every single goal listed in the Figure 2 below, they will achieve a successful 

implementation of the strategy. Based on the discussion with the employees and the statement 

of the Managing Director in PPA‟s Annual report (PPA CONTROLL, 2017), it can be said 
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that the company managed to meet the goals set for 2016 and are already making significant 

progress in achieving the goals set for 2017-2018.  

 

Figure 2 is the most important outcome of the strategy formulation and planning phase and is 

considered as the means for showing the steps to follow in the implementation phase of the 

strategy. The most emphasis is put on the Innovation and namely on gaining competencies, 

i.e. becoming a general supplier in a foreign market. There are also aspects of the strategy 

plans that are interlinked with the goal of becoming a general supplier abroad. For instance, 

“New markets for business,” or “Planning and financial strategies.” Furthermore, the figure of 

the strategy plan includes goals and focus points that are known as factors of successful 

strategy implementation and were discussed in the earlier sections. These include Risk 

management, Prioritization training or Effective reporting. Thus, it can be assumed that prior 

to the strategy implementation, as well as the formulation, these factors were not sufficiently 

developed. However, inclusion of these aspects in the strategy plan of PPA highlights and 

supports their essentiality during the implementation process.  

 

By looking at Figure 2, it can be assumed that some of the smaller goals or in some cases the 

focus points to be considered in the implementation are not clearly understandable. In other 

words, one cannot truly say what is exactly meant by some of them. For example, if a goal is 

defined as Innovation process or Risk management in the documents introducing the selected 

strategy, employees, who have not been part of the formulating process and the meetings with 

the consultant, would not be able to identify the meanings behind these goals. Therefore, the 

strategy documents include a detailed strategy plan that explains the main goals and identifies 

what they mean. The strategy plan includes various criteria, measures, deployment of 

responsibility and bullet points for each of the smaller strategic goals, which help in 

understanding the overall strategy. It is dealt with in a latter section, where assessment of 

strategy implementation in PPA is discussed (see Section 4.1.2).  
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In addition to these strategy pillars, PPA had also defined main values to be the center of 

consideration in relation to the strategy, which was also suggested by Huber (2011). These 

values are: company‟s know-how, traditions, economic stability and strength, long-term 

business relationships, support of development from shareholders, employee team, and 

increase of the efficiency‟s potential and decrease of costs. Together with the consulting 

company, PPA had identified a number of capabilities, which represent their competitive 

advantage in the market. Later in the formulating and planning process of strategy, each 

capability was linked to a respective part of the strategy depending on its essentiality and 

effect. For example, development of relationships and partnerships of suppliers and customers 

is considered as the most important capability of all as it eases the process of finding 
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solutions. As was mentioned in the interviews, becoming a general supplier of a major 

international order is the most vital aspect of the strategy. This statement can be also 

supported by the division of capabilities‟ necessity of this goal. Half of the identified 

capabilities were chosen as the most essential ones. These include (1) control over risks that 

enables safe achievement of desired state; (2) integration of technology to find solutions 

covering multiple tasks; (3) financial strength and stability to enable financing of the major 

project.  

4.1.2 Initial Assessment of Strategy Implementation 

PPA initially assessed and planned the implementation phase of their strategy through the use 

of detailed strategy plan, where each strategic pillar and its goals are thoroughly discussed, 

responsibilities are assigned, and criteria and their measures defined. During the strategy 

formulation, the consulting firm assessed the implementation as follows “Priority with respect 

to realization of the strategy should be put onto the main strategic pillars as they are the main 

means of implementation. The company is supposed to focus on achievement of the system of 

clearly defined and controllable strategic goals by meeting the deadlines and fulfilling the set 

responsibilities.” 

 

In the presentation of the strategic plan of PPA, the external consulting firm concluded that 

for the strategy to be effectively implemented, it would be necessary to continually 

communicate the strategy, because as Kolbusa (2013) also suggested, it is important to 

communicate the attractiveness of strategy among the employees to create a driving force for 

the implementation. The consulting company continued by saying that in order to successfully 

manage the avoidance of change and make quick choices during the implementation, 

employees have to be concretely directed towards pre-defined steps. It can be assumed that 

PPA was confronted with the fact that its employees would make it difficult and challenging 

for the top managers to promote the need for the strategy and its consequential changes. In 

addition, from the internal research evaluated by the consulting company, the employees feel 

that there is lack of control over activities, processes and their efficiency, which blocks the 

company from quick reactions to implement decisions. Therefore, the final strategy includes 

the effectiveness of reporting and controlling, where it was suggested by the consulting firm 

that employees would be given freedom to define their own goals during the implementation 

phase.  
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As Knott (2008) mentioned, companies often use different tools for strategy implementation. 

In the case of PPA, they use pre-defined initial strategic plans, business plans, annual 

financial plans, budgeting plans and quality control plans. Even though they are not formally 

viewed as strategic tools thoughout the company and the employees do not refer to them as 

tools developed for and directed towards strategy implementation purposes, the strategic goals 

are incorporated into them in some ways. In other words, they are indirectly included into 

regular daily business operations, which, according to Musawir et al (2017) is an important 

predictor of efficient strategy implementation.  

 

As was analyzed in the theoretical part, strategy implementation to be manageable, several 

tools, criteria and the means of their measurement should be identified, which are to be 

controlled and evaluated. Prior to starting with the implementation, PPA selected various 

criteria and their measures for each strategic goal from the strategy pillars to be fulfilled 

within a specified time frame. For instance, as for the process innovation, the managing 

director was so supposed to come up with two ideas how to innovate processes, so that they 

increase the process efficiency by 20 or more per cent by the end of June 2017. Based on 

interviews, PPA already makes some progress in the innovation strategy goal by giving 

platform to create new knowledge capabilities and allow employees to be creative, which is 

considered as positive step during the implementation of a strategy (Paisittanand et al, 2007) 

Every employee of PPA is given the possibility to come up with their own ideas on how to 

innovate processes and/or products so that they increase the overall efficiency. They already 

developed a newly established innovative board, where the innovation ideas are evaluated and 

presented to the senior management. 

 

As for the goals that would eventually influence the overall efficiency of the strategy, e.g. the 

Effective reporting, the goal is to develop an improved reporting system to support the 

increased effectiveness within the different operations. PPA plans to achieve it by increasing 

the amount of periodicity of reporting at the executive board meetings, while the managing 

director is the one responsible for implementing this goal. Aligning with this goal is the desire 

to implement risk management, where each risk is to be regularly updated and discussed 

between the top management and the controlling bodies. PPA continues to describe the goal 

of higher effectiveness of their risk management and its implementation as supporting of the 

future decision making and creation of conditions for more effective systems.  
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Overall, based on the analysis and study of the internal document on strategic plan, it can be 

concluded that for many criteria, there is no responsible personnel identified and the criteria 

themselves, as well as their measuring are not easily understandable and clearly defined. 

Because the PPA‟s main strategy objective is defined by a level of financial gain and/or 

turnover, it is only reasonable that many of the selected criteria and their measures are 

financial, which, as mentioned by Hickson et al (2003) is a fairly common tendency when it 

comes to strategy implementation.  

 

For example, even though the interviewed employees referred to the goal of becoming a 

general supplier of an international order as the most important and most focused on, it has no 

responsible team assigned. Furthermore, measurement of the criteria is only defined as a 

number of percentages of their fulfillment. Although PPA is using a lot of knowledge 

capabilities from their part experiences of acquiring business abroad, the selected criteria 

seem to be simple and common steps for acquiring a major order, such as a realization project 

or analysis of possible future reference. The goal of gaining new businesses abroad is also 

defined in a financial manner with no other criteria or specific activities to achieve it. The 

evaluation of the criteria would not clearly state what stage of its implementation was realized 

and whether a progress was made. In general, there is a significant lack of specific tasks and 

activities to be assigned to selected teams with relation to the strategy implementation. 

 

4.2 The Effect of Failing Factors 

After assessing the strategy and its implementation from both theoretical and company 

perspective, various factors affecting the strategy implementation and causing its hindering or 

to a certain degree its failure have been recognized. Huber (2011) put a lot of emphasis on the 

knowledge capabilities and the importance of their development, which when lacking, can 

cause unintentional misunderstandings of the strategy and its biased implementation. He 

suggested employing a strategy implementation professional and/or expert within the 

organization, whose role would be to communicate, control and coordinate the strategy, i.e. 

making sure the steps are followed correctly. However, external “consultants […] prevent 

organizations and managers from learning how to learn.” (Beer & Eisenstat, 2000, pp.36)  

 

There was an external strategy expert involved in the initial stage of the entire strategy 

process, but after the final formulation of the strategy, the consultant is no longer involved.  
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During the interview, the Chief of Controlling and Internal Auditing mentioned that a 

communication with the external consultant should have been continuing, so that he would 

give PPA some tools and advices for implementation effectiveness and analysis. Since the 

company already senses that the specified knowledge necessary to carry out and manage the 

activities achieving the effective strategy implementation is missing in the process of 

implementation, it can be stated that the implementation is already not as efficient as it could 

have been. In other words, PPA predicted and applied the human capital resources 

insufficiently, because there is lack of some responsible team or manager in charge of the 

implementation. If the company continued with regular collaboration with the consultant, the 

activities would be moving more straightforward and the employees would not have the 

feeling that some important aspect needed to successfully achieve the strategic objective is 

missing. Lack of implementation knowledge and its development negatively affects the 

efficiency of strategy implementation (Paisittanand et al, 2007) . The development, 

availability and exchange of specific knowledge only until the strategy begins to be 

implemented can significantly help the company in formulation of the company, but if it is 

not elaborated on also during the implementation, the efficiency of achieving the strategy 

objectives is likely to decrease. 

 

Strategy documents of companies presenting their strategy and plans are often “too abstract to 

inspire people and motivate them to act” accordingly in the implementation to meet the 

necessary prioritization and effectiveness (Kolbusa, 2013, pp. 12). The negative effect of 

these documents is that each employee makes their own deductions and interpretations of the 

great amount of figures, data and numbers included in these documents, which does not allow 

them to develop a specific idea about what is awaiting them after the strategy objectives are 

met. PPA designed a thoroughly detailed strategic plan in order to identify the activities and 

specific goals to be fulfilled, which would lead the company to achieve the strategy 

objectives. However, at the moment, it is said that for PPA, the detailed strategic plan is not 

followed, but sets boundaries.. The annual plans and other mentioned tools of implementation 

in the company are only used as reflections of the strategy concepts. If employees are not 

sufficiently and precisely informed about the changes and adaptations, the managers would 

not be able to satisfy the required levels of prioritized implementation activities to efficiently 

achieve the strategic objectives. 
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Based on Kolbusa‟s (2013) finding, purely financial goals defined by certain financial 

indicators cannot achieve focused management and employees. Thus, high levels of 

implementation effectiveness cannot be achieved, because goals have to be connected to the 

vision, limited by deadlines and realistically achievable. If the deadlines are not met, 

consequences should be carried out. In the case of PPA, it was mentioned that their main 

purpose of activities in the market is to achieve a financial gain. The main strategy objective 

of PPA is defined in a financial manner and many criteria and activities are financially 

oriented. Furthermore, by looking at their document of strategy plan, PPA identified 

timeframes for certain goals. At the initial meeting with PPA, it was discussed that if the goal 

was not met by the time defined in the plan, no consequences were carried out and the plans 

were not adapted to the reality. According to Kolbusa (2013), if delays are accepted during 

the implementation, i.e. lack of consistency, it becomes increasingly unproductive and more 

pressure on carrying out certain implementation activities will be required in latter stages of 

the implementation. Even though PPA seems to be achieving their set goals, there is lack of 

consistency related to the strategy plans and their consequences, because they are simply not 

followed anymore.  

 

Huber (2011) mentioned that if the plans are not constantly improved, developed and thereby 

adapted to the actual situations the company is experiencing, the strategy plans cannot be 

useful in achieving successful implementation. When asked if they are following any plans or 

methods were selected for the implementation, the interviewed employee confirmed that the 

external consulting firm developed action plan that was worked out in the formulation stage, 

but he continued by stating the following. “Everything that was defined in the formulation 

stages is not up-to-date anymore”. From the statement it is clear that the plan formulated in 

the initial stages of strategy definition is not worked with, it is not followed and it is not 

adapted to the current situations experienced by PPA. Therefore, the company is not able to 

easily and concretely identify the stage of progress of the implementation. Imprecise 

information in the plans of implementation results in lack of clarities about the 

implementation and its progress. 

 

After asking the employee what is the stage of the implementation and what stage it should 

have been at this point of time based on the timeframe, he stated that “I don’t know what the 

plan was.” Even though later on he identified certain levels of percentages achieved from the 

plan, it can be clearly assumed that the company has no control over the achieved goals. 
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According to Freedman (2003), failure to capture progress and activities carried out due to a 

false identification of criteria decreases the efficiency of strategy implementation. As in the 

case of the company, the goals, in fact, can be achieved, but the companies cannot completely 

state the level of achieved results, actions of their achievement and the actual state of the 

implementation, which would help them to identify how close there are to fulfilling the 

strategic objectives. By not adapting the strategy and its plans of evolvement, companies can 

lose sight about the stage of the implementation, as well as about the achieved goals from the 

plans.  

 

A factor preventing the achievement of strategy objective specifically identified by PPA 

during the interviews is the lack of evaluation and reporting on the progress of the 

implementation. Generally, lack of consistent and continuous monitoring of the 

implementation makes the management unable to update or change the strategy or its planned 

activities accordingly to the real situations experienced. Since there are also no regular 

meetings related to the strategy implementation, there is also no platform to openly discuss 

the implementation activities, review on the results achieved etc. Thus, the headquarters 

cannot be regularly informed about the existing conditions of the implementation, which 

prevents them from making adequate decision. 

 

Moreover, the representative of PPA claimed that “We have the criteria, but no one evaluates 

them.” This statement supports the lack of evaluation and control over achievement of the 

strategic goals. Therefore, if companies lack monitoring and reporting activities, they can not 

only lose track about the implementation progress, but they also cannot adapt the 

implementation to the actual situations. Later in the process, this can lead the company to 

many problems occurring after or later in the implementation. The companies can therefore 

implement a strategy that does not totally fit their operations, or it can wrongly implement the 

correct strategy, leading the company to not achieving the desired state.  

 

Furthermore, lack of control over coordination among activities related to the strategy 

implementation results in low levels of prioritization of the activities and failure to inform the 

organizational members on the specific contributions and their adaptations needed in the 

implementation (Huber, 2011). As soon as the implementation tasks and activities are 

perceived as additional burden, the employees are oriented towards the standard daily 

operations and not on implementing the strategy, because they lack to view the activities as a 
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priority (Freedman, 2003), which is the consequence of poor management and communication 

skills (Radomska, 2015).  

 

Empirical evidence from the case company supports these ideas. During the interview, when 

asked about the understanding of the strategic priorities and how to implement them, the 

employee confirmed that employees are not prioritizing the strategy activities. He continued 

by stating that the employees know it is important to focus on the strategy implementation 

activities, but due to the lack of compliancy to change the familiar proceeding operations, 

their required focus is absent. Moreover, they do not have sufficient capacities and time to 

focus on all the implementation activities. The lack of effective communication during the 

implementation causes inaccuracy in coordination and understanding. The management at 

PPA did not fully focus on the strategic discussions, which, as stated by Beer and Eisenstat 

(2000) has negative effects on the understanding of the strategy-related activities, thereby 

their coordination. The lack of coordination between implementation requirements and daily 

operations creates natural unwillingness to contribute to the strategy and confusion about the 

coordinating the implementation requirements with employees‟ operations (Freedman, 2003). 

If the management lacks skills in coordination, the employees become too busy with daily 

operations preventing them from turning their attention toward implementation activities.  

 

Furthermore, according to the discussions in interviews, employees are only aware that they 

should be following what they have always been following. Specifically, they are not aware 

of any new activities that should be taken in relation to the strategy. Not being sufficiently 

precise and focused on details in defining the tactics of strategy implementation leads to 

defocus on actions that are related to the strategy, as well as the sense of them being 

unreasonable (Kolbusa, 2013). Employees are not focusing on opportunities that result from 

the strategy, but rather, they see it as an unnecessary action and threat to their standard daily 

operations.  

 

This tendency can be often caused by the fact that employees do not want change and are 

resistant toward it (Kolbusa, 2013), because they do not feel that the change is necessary step 

to be successful. The representative identified that “Paradoxically, our very good economic 

success prevents us from efficiently implementing the strategy.” Therefore, “there is no will 

among the employees to add and change anything, even though it would be necessary.” 

Employees feel that since the company is performing well in the market, the change is 
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unnecessary. Based on Sabourin (2015), it can be assumed that PPA‟s great challenge was to 

obtain the necessary commitment of its employees. However, since in the interview it was 

mentioned that most of the employees simply focus on carrying out their standard daily 

operations, it can be said that management failed in gaining the commitment due to the lack of 

objectives directly incorporated in activities. Therefore, it can be assumed that a lack of 

employee commitment towards strategy disables the prioritization of strategy-related 

activities, because employees rather choose to work on the known and standard daily 

operations.  

 

Even though the resistance was the most mentioned problem prior to the implementation of 

PPA‟s strategy, it was not elaborated on and the problem was not approached any further. 

Existing problems are often overlooked by the pre-defined plans, best practices or methods 

(Kolbusa, 2013). If the expected problems are not analyzed and their consequences‟ 

management is not planned, it is very likely that the companies have to invest extra time to 

solve this problem later during the implementation. Therefore, one can conclude that not 

focusing on existing problems known prior to the implementation creates lack of focus and 

hinders the efficiency of strategy implementation. 

 

The representative on behalf of PPA was directly asked whether there is existing evidence of 

factors preventing the strategy to be successfully implemented. The main factor that has an 

impact on the effectiveness of implementation to achieve the strategic goals is the 

organizational structure. As Freedman (2003) mentioned, strategy must drive structure and it 

should be designed with respect to certain criteria to ensure the alignment across the 

organization. If organizational structure and deployment of authority are preventing quick 

decisions, because everything has to go through the headquarters, the effectiveness of actions 

in the implementation of the strategy decreases and the case supports it. Due to the fact that 

there is no person and/or team responsible for the implementation, all the decisions and plans 

have to be authorized by the senior management. Based on Hickson et al (2003), failing in the 

development of a receptive climate within the organizational structure slows down the 

implementation. In the case of PPA, the lack of receptive authority deployment creates 

challenges for divisional and subsidiary management, because their freedom and flexibility of 

decision making is blocked by the direct focus of the senior management.  If the employees 

are implementing only the activities decided upon by the top management, with no direct 

enhancement of their interaction, the whole coordination of the activities is the responsibility 
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of the top management, which requires a very complex and collaborative information sharing 

(Kleinbaum & Stuart, 2014). Since the hierarchy in PPA is rigid and inflexible, also the 

interaction efforts become significantly difficult to achieve. Specifically, all the decisions 

come from the HQ, but because of the lack of control and review of the implementation 

between lower-level managers, the top management is not able to always decide accordingly 

to the specific requirements. It is mainly because the information is not gathered to a 

sufficient level. 

 

All in all, strategy implementation cannot be effectively managed once it cannot be measured 

to a certain degree. Based on the above discussion, PPA is not completely focused on the 

course of the implementation itself and it is not individually managing its process. In other 

words, because there is a lack of measures defined, no regular reviewing meetings, lack of 

prioritization and responsibilities, PPA absences the fundamental means to be able to directly 

manage the implementation activities and their coordination.  

 

4.3 What Truly Matters in Achieving Effective Strategy Implementation 

Through this paper, there were many descriptions and analyses about how can companies 

achieve successful implementation of a newly adapted strategy and what are the factors that 

complicate its efficiency. This section analyzes the real influences on the management of 

implementation by combining the views of scholars and empirical evidence from the studied 

case.  

 

In the theoretical part analyzed earlier, many scholars have suggested that the involvement of 

as many members from different layers of the organization is crucial to achieve efficiency 

(e.g. Freedman, 2003). Kolbusa (2013) was one of the scholars who contradicted this thought 

by stating that it is not required for a lot of employees to know about the strategy and how to 

implement it. Only a number of key bodies within the strategy, i.e. those that directly manage 

and influence the implementation, have to be included in the strategy talks and the 

implementation. He argued that the more people are included in the process, the greater an 

effort and time have to be invested in explaining the necessary steps. Based on the case of 

PPA, the managers decided that the strategy would be presented to the key managers and then 

it is up to them whether they present it to their team or not. As for the implementation itself, it 

is the senior management that makes all the decision in the company, so if they are to 
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incorporate some of the strategy objectives to the annual plans of standard activities, it is not 

necessary that the employees are aware of them as being strategy-related. It can be even 

supported by what the employee interviewed stated. He claimed that employees are not aware 

of any strategy-specific activities and as head of Controlling continued that when it comes to 

the development of plans he is responsible for, he always firstly takes into account the 

strategy objectives. In addition he stated that “the amount of people involved in the strategy 

implementation is insufficient,” but then corrected himself that “maybe it is sufficient since 

we are moving closer to achieve the goal.”  

 

There is never a complete certainty about how many employees to involve and, of course, it 

depends on the nature of the strategy. If the strategy is highly innovative resulting in major 

changes in daily operations of the employees, then it is likely that higher levels of 

involvement are beneficial for the implementation to be efficient. However, if the strategy 

requires a number of additional activities and concerns to be put ahead of standard daily 

operations and is implemented in order to increase its level of stability and business 

performance, then involving only key bodies can decrease the levels of required resources. As 

Kolbusa (2013) stated, choosing and informing the right people who understand the reasons 

of the strategy and are supporting it will turn out to be more valuable for the companies than 

having many employees that are not committed to the strategy and do not see why is its 

implementation necessary. It enables control over complexities experienced in the 

implementation by assigning separate and reduced information and decisions to selected 

individuals without including everyone into everything. The most important is to inform the 

manager responsible and then it is up to him to decide, whether s/he will share the information 

to his/her team or not, just as the case of PPA. 

   

By theory, companies generally put a lot of effort on the activities that have to be carried out 

in order to achieve the goal, rather than on the fact that these activities are the means to 

achieve the goal (Kolbusa, 2013; Freedman, 2003). Management focuses on the development 

of thorough plans, quality plans and reports without considering that the reason of these 

activities is the result that is aimed for in the strategy implementation. Focus on the actual 

goals, rather than on the activities was found in the case. Even though PPA did have a 

strategic plan and a couple of pre-defined tools for the implementation, their focus was not 

put onto those activities specified in the particular documents. Both the management and the 

employees are aware of the importance of the strategy and its goals and are not concerned 
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about how the goals are achieved. However, even though the employees feel that some tools 

for guidance are missing, it does not seem to be affecting the success of achieving the goal.  

 

As for the methods, tools and guidelines, there are contrasting views in the literature. 

Freedman (2003) and Mišanková and Kočišová (2011) both support to use the guidelines, 

because they create understanding and inspiration on the direction. On the other hand, 

Kolbusa (2013) argues that they create boundaries and block the implementation. In the case 

of PPA, the use of strategic plan as pre-defined method did not seem as a viable source of 

methods for them, but they use it for setting up boundaries and a general direction. Strictly 

following methods can lead to a defocus of the employees, since they would only concern 

themselves whether they are following the pre-defined method not. Pre-defined methods, as in 

the case of PPA and Kolbusa (2013) are more helpful if they are only taken into account with 

respect to direction of the activities and as means of checking up the level of implementation 

progress. If companies do not have enough human and time resources to assign to the 

following and controlling of the methods, using them as inspiration in decision making can 

turn to be helpful source of efficiency. 

 

Focusing on the goals that are set for the strategy is far more important than sole focus on the 

activities. Noticeably, the activities have to be carried out to achieve the goal, but they should 

not be the main focus of companies when implementing. Their role is to help in achieving the 

goals. If adequate decisions are made in incorporating the activities into daily activities, the 

management does not have to put an emphasis on the development of new activities designed 

only with respect to the strategy. The case of PPA partly reinforces this suggestion. The 

strategic plans are annually integrated into the firm‟s budgeting and/or financial plans, quality 

plans and innovation plans, which gives the opportunity of not following a strict pre-defined 

method of the implementation. Instead, they chose to update the plans annually by capturing 

more focus areas where the strategy can be indirectly implemented. Together with integration 

of these actions with the corporate values and vision, the case company ensures that the 

fulfillment of the strategy objective will be aligned with their principles. Based on 

Paisittanand et al (2007) it can be concluded that implementing strategy into standard daily 

operations and processes through these standard plans partly depends on the capability to 

manage the dynamic and complex structures resulting from the implementation. Such 

management can be only efficient only if frequent control over the consistency of the 

activities, as well as regular monitoring is applied.  
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Monitoring, consistency and continual reporting are found out to be the most crucial aspect 

for companies to achieve efficiency of the implementation. As for the case, even without any 

levels of control and reporting, PPA was able to achieve their most important strategy goal – 

gain a major international offer as general supplier in a foreign market. However, this does 

not confirm that efficiency was achieved, because the company is not able to detect its actual 

progress nor the currently unknown possible problems or complications. In the interview, the 

representative mentioned that they only know that they are getting closer by following the 

annual financial plan of activities and analysis of their income, which are directly connected 

to the strategy.  

 

Capturing the progress based on the selected criteria ensures the efficiency of the 

implementation and helps in proving effectiveness by identification of achieved results 

(Freedman, 2003). Companies need to identify how much they have achieved and how close 

they are to fulfill the strategic objectives, so that it can adapt its activities and decisions 

accordingly. They can only identify it, if criteria are clearly defined (Nielson et al, 2008).  

 

Focus on clear selection of criteria that are adequate measures of results achieved significantly 

influences the effectiveness. Case of PPA supports it, because the representative was not able 

to clearly identify the actual progress, despite the one result that was achieved. As Hickson et 

al (2003, pp. 1811), “decisions, though implemented, may not be successful and success may 

fluctuate over time.” It suggests that to achieve successful implementation, companies should 

not rely on the fact that result was achieved, so there is nothing wrong in what is being done 

in the implementation. Without proper review of the progress and control over its 

implementation, companies cannot be completely sure about their actions to achieve a 

completely efficient implementation. All in all, selection of adequate criteria and measures 

directly related to the strategy ensures their adequacy in identification of the progress and the 

possible problems. Furthermore, it ensures that the continuously changing and evolving 

concept of implementation is frequently updated to the actual needs of the environment where 

the strategy is being implemented. 

 

Despite that problems in PPA were identified prior, as well as during the implementation, no 

action was taken to solve them. PPA was aware of the fact that there were going to be high 

degrees of resistance toward the change required by the strategic objectives, but argued that 
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anyhow employees are aware of the importance of the strategy. Even though employees  

realize that in order to continue with the economic stability of the company and to keep the 

successful levels of performance, PPA has to move forward with the implementation, they are 

not feeling committed toward the strategy, because they do not clearly understand the 

reasoning. It supports the idea explained by Floyd and Wooldridge (1991) that understanding 

and being aware of the strategy, but not being committed does not result in optimized 

efficiency of the implementation. If the employees are not committed, they will not support 

the strategy. The resulting resistance can in later stages lead to unsuccessful implementation. 

  

Furthermore, the company knew that the organizational structure was not completely fitting 

the structure needed for the implementation. Identification of possible complications and 

problems identified in the formulation stage should enable the team to prepare and act in 

accordance of its avoidance or management. Efficiency cannot be achieved if consistency is 

not held as a viable aspect throughout the whole process of the implementation. If issues arise, 

an open discussion has to be carried out. If delays or wrongdoings occur, consequences 

should be carried out, because if nothing is done, the consistency is not held and the strategy 

implementation immediately becomes less efficient and comprehensive. Once problems are 

defined, companies have to act upon them to achieve efficiency and to not lose the 

momentum. Based on Nielson et al (2008), as soon as companies find out that there are 

lacking something during the implementation, the most important thing is to be able to 

identify the source of the problem and a number of actions that can be taken to manage it and 

not try to avoid it. Once problems are avoided during the implementation, the company might 

face more challenging factors later in the process or even after the actual implementation. 

Therefore, to truly achieve efficiency in the implementation, the regular meetings, reporting 

and monitoring is crucial. Then can companies not only align the operations, but also define 

problems.  

 

Structure of the authority is suggested to be flexible, and the managers should have certain 

levels of freedoms, so that they can decide on actions or the degree of information exchange 

within his/her team (Lowy, 2015; Sterling, 2003; Hickson et al, 2003). In addition, the 

divisional and/or middle managers‟ responsibility should be to monitor and review the actions 

taken and communicate them to the upper levels of authority. To a certain degree, strategy 

implementation effectiveness depends on the ability of middle managers to monitor, 
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communicate and interpret the actual conditions experienced during the implementation 

(Floyd & Wooldridge, 1992). 

 

The case of PPA shows us how the organizational structure can hinder the efficiency of quick 

and adequate decision making in companies. In PPA, the decisions related to the strategy have 

to be always confirmed by the senior management, which creates obstacles in being 

completely responsive to the situational circumstances. Even though the representative could 

not think of a specific example of such situations, he mentioned that it is mainly recognized in 

the limited information sharing and limited focus.  He claimed that the top management 

mostly focuses only on certain parts of the strategy, without taking into account the whole 

perspective and that the information about the selected part of the strategy is only limited to 

the certain key members of the organization.  

 

This example highlights the essentiality of focusing on the organizational structure, because if 

the structure does not fit the strategy requirements, limitations will be created and only the 

aspects considered by the top management as the most important owns will be given a green 

light in implementation. An effective strategy implementation therefore calls for low levels of 

authority related to the strategy implementation activities and avoidance of limited 

information, which can result in unnecessary boundaries for the efficiency of the whole 

implementation process. The top management has to find a balance between taking into 

account the employees‟ decision and fulfilling the .needs and goals of the strategy formulated 

(Lowy, 2015). For instance, companies can develop sub-projects that are managed solely by 

the middle managers, while at the same time their result will be directed towards achievement 

of the strategic objective. 

5. Findings – Management of Failing Factors 

Throughout the paper and the analysis of the case, many issues that companies have to face in 

order to achieve efficiency in implementing a strategy were identified. The case company 

shows empirical evidence of the effect of failing factors on the implementation and by 

aligning it with theoretical suggestions, management of failing factors in the implementation 

process can be analyzed. 
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Companies have to deal with what degree of employees‟ involvement is necessary to achieve 

the efficient fulfillment of the desired state. Furthermore, once the involvement is decided 

upon, implementation can be hindered by the inadequate organizational structure, which can 

lead to ineffective decision making and eventually wrong implementation. Even if the internal 

structure is adapted to the requirements of the strategy, companies have to often deal with 

complex set of implementation activities that result in incorrect focus and confusion about 

what to do next. Last but not least, by inaccurate identification of the criteria and their 

measurement to accomplish the strategy objectives, companies have to deal with misguided 

recognition of the implementation progress. Therefore, they are unable to state what exactly 

was achieved, what has to be corrected and how close they are to the finish line.  

 

The following sections will summarize these issues and analyze the means of their 

management in order to have a strategy that is efficiently implemented and can lead the 

company to higher levels of performance in the future. It is essential to mention that all of the 

mentioned failing factors are to a certain degree interconnected, and managing only one 

failing factor without taking into account the other consequences will not result in complete 

efficiency. 

 

5.1 Issue of Involvement and Integration 

Companies experience two types of problems when it comes to the degree of involvement – 

lack of the level of employment required and the concern about how many and who to 

integrate.  

 

The first, which was also analyzed in the book by Kolbusa (2013), is the problem of 

companies not having enough human resources to efficiently implement the strategy. The case 

company also encountered the lack of employment, because the already current employees are 

too busy with carrying out the standard daily activities to keep the existing level of 

performance. It resulted in the company not having enough time to focus on the 

implementation, which firstly hinders the implementation effectiveness, and secondly creates 

unnecessary pressure on the employees. Both of these aspects are leading to a decrease of 

strategy implementation effectiveness. Furthermore, the representative of the case company 

emphasized the uncertainty about the levels of employment once the strategy is implemented, 

because they cannot just move the current personnel abroad to work on the international 
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projects. Based on both of these issues concerning the human resources, the theory that 

capacity of personnel is a crucial aspect to be considered during the strategy implementation 

is confirmed.  

 

However, companies do not always have the financial resources and capacity within the 

company to hire employees that will be solely focused on the implementation management. If 

PPA could use this alternative solution, efficiency of the implementation management would 

definitely increase. Since implementation requires certain levels of focus and time, it is upon 

the management how to structure the deployment of assignments in accordance with 

achieving the strategy objective. As soon as the employees are overloaded with work 

assignments and they cannot keep working on them whole still remaining busy with their 

standard daily operations, lack of focus on the implementation is created, which is dealt with 

in Section 5.3 below.  

 

One of the solutions of the lack of required personnel is to involve only certain people in the 

strategy talks, as well as in the implementation.  It is an important decision to be thoroughly 

considered in order to achieve the efficiency and to not include more obstacles to the 

implementation. As discussed, some scholars (e.g. Kolbusa, 2013) think that the more people 

are involved with the strategy and its implementation, the more uncertainties have to be 

managed by answering more questions. Others (e.g. Crittenden, 2008) suggest involving as 

many members as possible, because having everyone cooperating on achieving the strategy 

objective can lead to better and more efficient results of the implementation. If too many 

people are involved in the implementation process, it becomes more time consuming and 

more difficult to manage due to the many different views and opinions. On the hand, if too 

few people are integrated, the required efficiency may not be achieved.  

 

As for the empirical evidence in the case, the company has firstly decided to involve different 

layers of management and specialist to the strategy talks, while only including key members 

of the organization in the implementation and its management, which seems to be a good 

choice from some perspectives. Since only key players are informed about the implementation 

and decide on the related activities, less uncertainty is created among the employees, which 

gives the management more time on focusing on the implementation than explaining the 

reasoning behind the strategy. They were not able to develop commitment of employees to the 

strategy, but they managed to ensure that the employees know why the strategy and its 
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implementation are necessary (e.g. because of its importance to remain stable and grown 

further in the market).  

 

From the other perspective, having only key staff involved in the implementation created 

problems in the decision making and the deployment of authority in the company. However, 

if the degree of the employment is combined with an adequate organizational structure, i.e. 

structure of the authority, information sharing and transparency, involving every member of 

the company would be counterproductive. Therefore, it can be concluded that Kolbusa‟s 

(2013) view is supported and evident in the case. Assuming from the fact that even without 

the employees being absolutely certain about the strategy‟s requirements and their role in the 

implementation the case company had already achieved some results gives evidence that not 

including everyone in the main implementation talks can lead to higher effects of efficiency. 

If it comes to the event that the initially uninvolved employees are to work on activities 

related to the implementation, it is up to the manager responsible how many details and 

information s/he would share with his team. Therefore, it can be concluded that even without 

everyone knowing everything about a strategy and its implementation, the implementation 

process and its related activities can lead the company towards a successful end. It becomes 

more useful to integrate fewer people that are interested in the strategy than to integrate many 

employees who are resistant toward the related change.  During the implementation, the 

management should spend enough time on deciding who should be involved in the 

implementation process and to what extent.   

 

Noticeably, a completely efficient strategy implementation cannot be achieved by only 

managing the issues of involvement. Even if the right amount of people is involved in the 

process, without an adequate deployment of authority, transparency and information sharing, 

a complete efficiency will not be achieved. The resistance of employees to change things still 

remains, even though they are not fully involved in the implementation process. Eventually it 

will be the lower level employees who work on the implemented decisions, so creating clarity 

and ensuring their acceptance is vital for the middle managers to handle.  

5.2 Centralized Structure of Authority and Decision Making 

As the first decision when implementing a strategy, companies often think that the best initial 

step to achieve its efficiency is to restructure the organization, for instance by removing the 

layers of management and creating new responsibilities for the implementing participants 
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(Nielson et al, 2008). During the analysis of the case it was found out that it is not about the 

organizational structure itself, but rather about the deployment of authority with respect to 

decision making. The source of the problem in the case of PPA, as well as in the theoretical 

suggestions, was mostly found in the decision rights and their unreceptiveness. In other 

words, the problem companies face when the reactive decisions that have to be taken quickly 

in order to have an efficient influence on the implementation is that they have be authorized 

by higher levels of management. Furthermore, also the activities that are to be taken in the 

implementation are all decided upon at the top management levels. Both of these authority 

and decision making concerns decrease the effectiveness of the company.  

 

Middle managers (or in the case of the company the respective subsidiaries‟ managers) have 

to be given a certain level of freedom and authority to make decisions accordingly to the 

situation. The case company generally failed in developing a receptive climate and had not 

made any changes to the structure of the authoritative decision making even though it was 

suggested to them in the planning phases of the implementation. By not elaborating on this 

issue, PPA created setbacks in the implementation and the actual strategy is being 

implemented much more slowly than anticipated. The main reason is due to the levels of 

decision making.  

 

Generally, companies cannot make all the strategy-related decision from one-sided top 

management level. Moreover, the activities carried out in the implementation process should 

also not be fully decided upon in the headquarters, since it complicates their co-operation. As 

in the case of PPA, headquarters is sometimes not fully aware of the actual situations that the 

subsidiaries are experiencing and therefore it cannot rightfully deploy the assignments truly 

needed. In addition, the top management‟s focus is significantly influenced by their own 

interests without taking into account all the other branches of the strategy objectives. That is 

why the managers are not feeling completely connected to the strategy and are not prioritizing 

the implementation activities, which decreases the overall efficiency and alignment. The 

employees feel resistant toward the strategy, because they are not given the needed levels of 

flexibility and thus only follow what they are told. Therefore, building upon the study of 

Kleinbaum and Stuart (2014), unstructured division of authority also leads to low levels of 

cooperation between different divisions, activities and results achieved. Noticeably, carrying 

out activities decided upon at the senior level that are in a certain relation to the strategy 
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implementation results in fulfilling some goals and moving forward with the implementation. 

However, it does not ensure its efficiency and eventually a success.  

 

It can be concluded that managers responsible for their branch of the strategy implementation 

assigned by the top management should have the flexibility and freedom in deciding upon the 

actions taken within their responsibilities. As also the study of Beer and Eisenstat (2000) 

showed, giving more authoritative responsibilities to the lower managers, increases their 

confidence. Furthermore, it would allow them not to be blocked by the direct focus of the top 

management and their own interest. It will create feelings of commitment from the manager, 

as well his/her team, because they would feel as part of the solution (Sabourin, 2015). Once 

the centralized decision-making structure is changed in this direction, the efficiency can be 

more easily achieved. 

 

All in all, efficient implementation of strategy requires adaptation of the authoritative 

structure and if the company is not able to change the authoritative decision-making structure, 

for example due to the power or traditions of the top management, it can develop more 

transparent and direct communication between the managers responsible for their division and 

the top management. Meeting together regularly, reviewing the processes, analyzing and 

informing about the current stages of the business performance, as well as of the 

implementation would allow the top management to make more tailored decisions. However, 

such communication has to be consistent, honest, quick and reactive to ensure the efficiency 

and the right information for focusing on the right activities. 

5.3 Lack of Focus  

Strategy implementation is a complex process, where many activities have to be aligned while 

still ensuring that the company is stable in its business performance. To handle the 

complexity, companies set up strategic plans prior to the implementation, which is supposed 

to help them in prioritizing the activities. However, it often happens that the employees and 

managers experience conflict of priorities, because they cannot distinguish between focusing 

on implementation and at the same time on the standard daily operations.  

 

One of the most effective ways of creating the right focus is a rewarding system, because it 

creates the feeling of commitment and motivation (Longman & Mullins, 2004; Mišanková & 

Košičová, 2011). In PPA, rewarding system made many different employees to contribute to 
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the innovation parts of the strategy. They were given a chance to come up with ideas on 

innovations to improve the effectiveness of existent processes. If an employee‟s idea is 

chosen, they will not be only given a generous financial reward, but also the feeling of 

contribution to the strategy implementation. Both of which were considered by the employees 

as the most enhancing motivators to invest their time in the strategy implementation.  

Therefore, it can be concluded that if companies fail in development of necessary levels of 

focus, a motivating rewarding system related to achievement of certain strategy 

implementation activities can create higher degrees of commitment and contribution, which 

eventually increases the efficiency of strategy implementation. Based on the case, a 

motivating rewarding system is the most effective technique to gain efficiency.  

 

As Kolbusa (2013), as well as other scholars mentioned, well planned strategy ensures the 

direction of the implementation. However, companies often rely too much on the plans set up 

in the planning phase of strategy, which leads to confusion. The management has to ensure 

that the plans are well understood and that certain emotions are connected to the strategy 

objectives to create a driving force for wanting the implementation to succeed. Throughout 

the paper, it was found out that well-developed plan of the strategy implementation has to be 

open for adaptions and should not be solely based on quantitative data, because they are easily 

misunderstood. It is supported in the case, where the employees were not completely certain 

about the activities that have to be carried out in the implementation. If the criteria are not 

concrete and adequate to the respective strategic goals, employees feel disconnected to them.  

 

The feeling of connection can be managed through the use of individual sub-projects and/or 

sub-goals that when completed ensure completion of implementation. By assigning such 

projects, companies can contribute to the strategy and become to feel connected to it. These 

sub-projects are also to a certain extent used in the case company. It is the division of the 

main objectives of the strategy into smaller, realistically achievable, short-term goals. PPA 

had included some of such goals into their strategic plan, which gave them clearer direction 

about how to achieve the main strategic objective. However, due to lack of focus on these 

sub-goals and lack of monitoring, they were not completely followed and now are only used 

as boundaries. Due to the lack of evaluation, the plans and the sub-goals lose relevance, 

because no one in the company is responsible for controlling them.  
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It was suggested that breaking down the strategy into smaller activities actually increases the 

level of complexity, because it makes the employee to focus more on the individual 

assignments than on the strategy as a whole (Kolbusa, 2013). The case contradicts this view in 

a sense that the smaller individual projects (i.e. strategic pillars as focus points with different 

individual goals) were defined as means to support the main strategic goal and by completing 

them, the goal is achieved. Just like Freedman (2003), also the case highlights the importance 

of breaking down to strategy into smaller goals, because it makes the implementation more 

manageable. If a company uses sub-projects as certain necessary steps, which when fulfilled 

and aligned result in achieved goal, it creates and directs the focus toward the implementation. 

The idea is that if sub-projects are assigned to the responsible group of employees, their focus 

is on fulfilling them rather than on trying to find out ways how to fulfill the desired complex 

goal. Identifying a realistic time span to achieve the goal without detailed plans on how to 

achieve them would decrease the pressure perceived. The fact that a goal is achieved is far 

more important than how the goal was achieved. PPA did not have detailed plans on how to 

achieve the goals, but the employees knew that the goal has to be fulfilled within the given 

timeframe to ensure the effectiveness of implementation. Even without detailed plans on the 

individual goals, the goal was managed and they can move forward in the implementation.  

 

When it comes to the methods selected for the implementation, strictly following pre-defined 

steps defined as best practice is counterproductive. It creates obstacles in the implementation, 

because strategy is a changing, always individual concept and by not adapting the plans to the 

real situations, the strategy can become ineffective. If company chooses to follow a pre-

defined method of implementation, it not only prevents the preparation for possible problems, 

but it also increases the levels of complexity via extensive focus to control whether the 

method is correctly followed.  

 

Efficient strategy implementation requires the acknowledgement of alternatives, which cannot 

be ensured by strictly following plans. In the case company, at first a method was selected. 

However, since no one evaluated it due to lack of time, the planned method and its criteria 

were not followed anymore. Therefore, PPA decided to incorporate these plans into daily 

operations via the use of annual plans of activities and financial plans. Since these plans are 

always designed, even without a strategy in place, including strategy aspects into them 

seemed as a viable choice that helped the company to move closer to the desired state and to 

meet all the goals set for previous year. At the same time, the incorporation and projection of 
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the strategy objectives into standard company‟s tools for annual planning solves the problem 

of prioritization. If the objectives are part of daily processes, the employees are not faced with 

the conflict of priorities, i.e. they do not have to choose what activity to firstly focus on. This 

role is only the responsibility of the managers developing the plans, so that the strategy and its 

implementation activities are fairly interpreted and included in the specific plans. Once 

incorporated as particular sub-projects within the standard activities plans, the required level 

of focus and commitment on the strategy-related activities is created without the employees 

knowingly contributing to the strategy.  

 

Specifically, the planned activities are aligned with the strategic objectives and the 

management projects them indirectly into the plans. Later on, it is presented to the employees 

as their standard operational processes and they do not have to differ between prioritization of 

strategy-related and standard daily activities. In other words, even though the activities and 

projects presented to the employees are not directly referred to as strategy-related, they have a 

mediating role in assuring that the implementation is moving forward and efficiency is 

achieved.  

 

All in all, if plans and methods are developed prior to the implementation, companies have to 

adapt them regularly to fit the changing environment of implementation and to keep the 

required level of focus. Incorporating them into the daily operations through the use of 

different tools ensures efficiency of the implementation, because the planned aspects will be 

fulfilled without detailed planning on how to fulfill them. Planning activities can be helpful in 

identification of the necessary steps, sub-goals and boundaries that have to be set for the 

implementation. However, for this to be efficient, a thorough and adequate selection of 

criteria and their measurement is crucial.  

5.4 Unclear Recognition of Progress  

Companies often struggle in identifying their strategy implementation progress. There is lack 

of evaluation, regular updates and control over the result achieved and activities carried out. 

Insufficient control and monitoring over the implementation activities, as well as focus on 

feedback create significant boundaries for efficient implementation (Strategic Direction, 

2018).  Companies need to regularly and openly discuss the implementation during its entire 

process. But if unclear criteria, measures and indicators of the progress are identified, the 
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evaluation cannot be efficient. Once occurred, every problem or complicating factor of the 

implementation activities have to be analyzed and solved accordingly.  

 

During implementation, it is important to identify what prevents the company from and what 

enables the company to achieve the goal. Such questions and answers to them help to 

implement strategy efficiently. If the company knows what factors are preventing it from 

carrying out the implementation, it can come up with adequate solutions and ensure that it 

will not happen later in process. However, one cannot detect the complications if there are 

unclear indicators of the possible complication. Evaluation of the progress is often caused by 

lack of focus on the criteria or their inadequacy. Therefore, focusing on detailed identification 

of the criteria of goal achievement and their measures plays a significant role.  

 

In the case of PPA, it was discussed that the identification of criteria was fairly poor. The fact 

that the criteria and their measures are mostly financially oriented restricts the company to 

effectively identify the progress. It is mainly because the financial impact of strategic 

decisions and their implementation cannot be visible right after the implementation. Revenues 

from the decisions are measurable in latter stages, so if the implementation was not done 

efficiently, the problems will arise in future. Despite these facts, the case company failed in 

evaluating the strategy due to lack of viable criteria and measures. Therefore, there is no 

tendency in evaluating, monitoring and reporting on the implementation. Firstly, it is because 

they do not have sufficient time and human resources for the evaluation. Secondly, it is 

because the criteria and their measures are unclear to the members of the organization. The 

theoretical suggestion by Hickson et al, (2003) is strongly supported, because it is clear that 

financial criteria and measures are not adequate projections of implementation success. 

Drawing from this, companies that do not focus on defining any sort of measures to observe 

the direction of the implementation may significantly suffer from it later in the procces. The 

problems are not defined and the process of implementation is not adequately adjusted to it 

due to the fact that these are no and/or poor measures to be able to identify the problems. 

However, it can be seen from the case of PPA hat even without any level of control and 

regular reviewing of the strategy implementation itself, the goals are being fulfilled, though 

not in an efficient manner.  

 

Once companies cannot control their progress, they cannot define possible problems, as well 

as they cannot adapt the decisions made to fit the reality. It is mainly because the problems 
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connected to the implementation can come up to the surface later in the process and if not 

analyzed prior to their occurrence, the company may suffer much more significant 

consequences, than investing time and effort to regular meetings related to the strategy 

implementation. Great focus has to be put onto the identification of criteria and their 

measures, which also have to be discussed with different levels of authority and other 

specialists working with the respective measures.  The team has to be informed about the 

criteria and their measures that are taken into account when evaluating the progress of the 

implementation, because if they are not, they cannot report on their activities and results. 

Constant use of processes to monitor and control the implementation is necessary to ensure 

the handling and credibility of the implementation and the success of the strategy. It can not 

only reveal the problems or missed deadlines, but also that the currently used criteria or 

measures are no longer relevant to the actual situation. Furthermore, monitoring and 

evaluation are the only means to be able to regularly update the necessary plans, such as 

financial and activities‟ plans.  

6. Conclusion 

This paper aimed to analyze the ways to manage the existent failing factors that hinder or 

disallow the strategy implementation‟s effectiveness. After identifying various theoretical 

suggestions on strategy implementation failure and efficiency, a case study was provided. The 

company chosen for this case is in the process of implementation realization, so the factors 

could be detected and their sudden effect on the overall achievement of strategy objectives 

analyzed. 

 

The main factors that result in failing process of a strategy implementation were found to be 

interconnected and by managing just one would not result in efficiency. Probably the most 

important factor with the most essential effects on the implementation effectiveness is the 

inability to detect the process of the implementation due to the lack of clearly defined criteria. 

If inadequate criteria and their measures are selected, a company fails to evaluate on them, as 

well as to report the progress. By lacking the regular reporting and monitoring, possible 

problems are fail to be identified, which can cause major problems later in the process. 

Therefore, companies have to put a lot of emphasis on identifying the criteria to be adequate 

to the strategy-related activities. Once clear criteria with adequate measures showing their 

progress are identified, companies can develop an effective monitoring and evaluating system, 
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where different problems are more easily identified. Companies have to be able to detect if 

they are moving in the right direction and if they are getting closer to achieving the objectives. 

 

To develop a more suitable environment for the definition of criteria and to make the high 

levels of complexities experienced during the implementation more manageable, the use of 

sub-projects with defined, short-term sub-goals was found to be effective solution. If the 

complex strategy objectives are divided into smaller activities, the criteria and their measures 

are more easily defined. However, management has to often deal with issue of prioritization, 

since the employees either lack the needed commitment or do not have the time to focus on 

the implementation activities ahead of their standard daily activities. Therefore, incorporation 

of the implementation activities of the divided sub-goals into daily operations creates an 

indirect influence on the efficient achievement of the strategy objectives. Once the sub-project 

and their activities are integrated to the daily activities, employees will not feel the pressure of 

prioritization and the focus on both daily and implementation activities will not be biases, 

since both activities will be interconnected. Noticeably, for this to be managed efficiently, 

frequent reporting, reviewing and progress identification are necessary aspects to be focused 

on.  

 

Furthermore, ineffective deployment of decision making authority can also hinder the 

implementation of a strategy. As found out in the analysis, centralized authoritative powers 

block the flexible decision making that is required in efficient strategy implementation, 

because decisions have to me made correspondingly to the detection of a possible problem 

during the implementation. If companies insist on keeping the levels of power the same, then 

they can manage this factor by increasing the levels of communication and reports between 

the top management and the middle management, so that the top management can make 

decisions that are more tailored to the requirements of the different divisions of the company.  

 

All in all, managing the defined failing factors can be itself challenging, but by focusing on 

the implementation thoroughly in the planning phase and assuring the constant reporting and 

reviewing of the implementation processes during the realization of the strategy objectives 

can be eventually efficient. By managing and not avoiding the failing factors, the company 

can achieve an efficient strategy implementation, which can lead them to higher levels of 

performance by effectively fulfilling the strategy goals and visions.  
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