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l. Introduction

Openness, in its various forms and applications, is an important phenomenon in the study of organ-
isations (Splitter et al., 2023), with interest spanning areas such as innovation (e.g. Chesbrough,
2003), strategy (e.g. Whittington et al., 2011), among others. Openness in strategy-making, com-
monly referred to as ‘open strategy’, is characterised by increased inclusion of peripheral actors in
strategy, heightened transparency of strategic information and action (Splitter et al., 2024;
Whittington et al., 2011), and the use of digital and/or analogue technologies (Baptista et al., 2017).
This approach involves both internal and external stakeholders in strategy processes (Hautz et al.,
2017). Consequently, open strategy serves as a mechanism for organisations to formulate and
implement strategy (Birkinshaw, 2017; Langenmayr et al., 2024) and potentially facilitate organi-
sational transformation (Haefliger, 2019; Morton et al., 2020).

Subsets of the strategy literature have underscored the significance of organisational contin-
gencies (e.g. Hambrick and Cannella, 2004; Wolf and Floyd, 2017). Among these, organisa-
tional climate — primarily concerned with the operational rather than strategic dimensions of
organisations—has been identified as a crucial element influencing or complementing strategy
(e.g. Galbreath, 2010). The relevance of an open climate is particularly salient, prompting a
resurgence of research into its interplay with strategy. While open strategy refers to inclusion
and transparency within various aspects of strategy-making, an open organisational climate
pertains to broad-based openness involving involvement, autonomy, and integration across the
work environment, addressing all facets of organisational operations apart from strategy
(Schneider et al., 2013).

Our motivation for this study stems from the ambiguity surrounding the outcomes of open-
ness, and more specifically, open strategy (Amrollahi and Rowlands, 2019). While existing
research highlights various factors influencing the type, direction, and speed of open strategy
dynamics, suggesting that open strategy ‘plays out in different contexts’ (Hautz et al., 2017:
307), there is a lack of research exploring the organisational contingencies that may lead to posi-
tive or negative outcomes (Adobor, 2021; Wolf and Floyd, 2017). Furthermore, strategy-making,
including open strategy, necessitates operationalisation and is therefore embedded in the opera-
tional context of an organisation (Wolf and Floyd, 2017), which is influenced by organisational
climate. We argue that gaining a better understanding of the various contingencies in implement-
ing open strategy, particularly in relation to the broader work environment (organisational cli-
mate), is crucial for understanding organisational outcomes. In response, we adopt a contingency
perspective to investigate the conditions under which open strategy and an open organisational
climate leads to specific outcomes. Although current research provides a comprehensive under-
standing of open strategy and open climate independently, the interplay between these within
organisations remains unclear.

Outcomes in our work refer to the measurable results or impacts that arise from the implemen-
tation of strategy within an organisation. These outcomes can encompass various dimensions,
including financial performance, market position, innovation capacity, and stakeholder satisfac-
tion (Wolf and Floyd, 2017). In the context of open strategy, outcomes may include enhanced
legitimacy (Luedicke etal.,2017), coherence (Lusiani and Langley, 2019), reputation (Gegenhuber
and Dobusch, 2017), or agility (Morton, 2023). Ultimately, outcomes can manifest in different
forms: organisational outcomes that evaluate the effect of strategic initiatives on the organisa-
tion’s strategic direction, interpersonal outcomes that focus on the well-being, behaviour, and
collaboration of the organisation’s stakeholders, and cognitive outcomes that evaluate stakehold-
ers’ understanding of strategic issues (Healey et al., 2015). However, these outcomes can also be
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negative. For open strategy unique challenges may arise, presenting significant risks such as
including information leakage and strategic misalignment within organisations (Dobusch et al.,
2019; Whittington et al., 2011).

With our rationale considered, and to guide exploration and theorisation of different outcomes
of open strategy-making and an open organisational climate, we propose the following research
question: How do open strategy and an open organisational climate contribute to outcomes in
organisations? The measures we have selected in this study will enable us to identify the extent
of strategy and climate openness in our research data. A set-theoretical approach and fuzzy-set
qualitative comparative analysis (fSQCA) technique is utilised to arrive at a rich understanding of
the complex factors involving open strategy and open climate, and how these lead to potentially
varied outcomes.

Our adoption of a quantitative, aggregate-level analysis will expand the ontological perspective
and theorisation of the phenomenon, moving beyond the predominantly qualitative approach
focused on specific cases. Although a limited number of studies have highlighted the impact of
open constructs on outcomes in organisations, as we review in the next section, there is little theo-
retical basis to form a priori prediction about the configurations of factors leading to outcomes.
Considering this issue, we build on existing work to establish a tentative meta-theory and form
assumptions about configurational multiplicity in relation to open strategy, open climate, and out-
comes in organisations. An inductive approach is adopted to explore the configurations of con-
structs (Park et al., 2020).

2. Theoretical framework

Contingency theory (Woodward, 1958) focuses on a fit between the characteristics of organisa-
tions and environmental contingencies that lead to improved outcomes. This is beneficial when
there is a lack of an established theoretical perspective to explain the relationship between con-
textual factors. At the heart of this theory is the principle that there is no ‘one-best-way’ to organ-
ise or to make decisions. Instead, the most effective course of action is dependent upon a range of
contextual factors, including the nature of task, the characteristics of organisation, and the work-
force, among others (Wolf and Floyd, 2017). In essence, contingency theory rejects the notion of
universal management principles and instead advocates for a situational approach to decision-
making (Fiss, 2007). However, the application of contingency theory in our work is not due to a
lack of alternative theoretical frameworks. Rather, it was chosen for its use in exploring and
understanding the complex interplay between strategic decisions in an organisation and its multi-
faceted environment.

In addition, the theory’s emphasis on the specificity of organisational contexts aligns closely
with the unique characteristics of our focus on (open) organisational climate. Contingency the-
ory is further justified by its notable implications in the strategy literature (Priem and Harrison,
1994), suggesting that researchers and practitioners should focus on the fit between strategies,
structures, and the situations that organisations face. The outcome of a strategy or decision is
contingent upon the internal and external conditions facing an organisation (Sousa and Voss,
2008). For instance, this perspective can explain why certain strategies succeed in some indus-
tries but fail in others, or why particular organisational changes yield positive outcomes in cer-
tain contexts but not in other ones.

Considering the aforementioned points, and a lack of an established theoretical background on
the outcomes of open strategy, we considered this perspective as the overall theoretical framework
guiding the study.
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2.1. Open strategy

Open strategy is explicated through the two dimensions: inclusiveness and transparency as per
the following definition:

[Open strategy is] an openness in terms of inclusiveness, in other words the range of people involved
in making strategy; and an openness in terms of transparency, both in the strategy formulation stage
and, more commonly, in the communication of strategies once they are formulated (Whittington et al.,
2011: 532)

Inclusiveness (or inclusion) of peripheral stakeholders can increase the number of inputs to strat-
egy-making, particularly for ideation and knowledge sharing (Whittington etal., 2011). Specifically,
inclusiveness can benefit how decisions are influenced by gathering ideas from those inside (e.g.
employees) and outside (e.g. customers and clients) organisations, and in developing strategic
ideas and processes together, which might inform strategic decisions. Stakeholders are connected
by ‘mutual learning and shared experience’ in as they participate in strategy-making (Mack and
Szulanski, 2017: 392). Heightened inclusiveness in strategy-making has been found to improve the
implementation of strategy through increased commitment and integration of strategic goals across
organisations (Hansen et al., 2024; Morton, 2023). In addition, participatory behaviours in strategy
have the potential to enhance an organisational sense of community and belonging for key stake-
holders, whether internal or external (Golding et al., 2024; Hutter et al., 2017; Langenmayr et al.,
2024; Plotnikova et al., 2021). This means that the impact of inclusiveness can lead to what are
generally ‘positive’ outcomes in which diverse groups are motivated to participate in strategy-
making (Amrollahi and Rowlands, 2019).

Transparency in strategy-making is central to making information and resources accessible to
stakeholders inside and/or outside organisations (Baptista et al., 2017; Seidl et al., 2019). This can
increase awareness of, and alignment to, strategic decisions (Morton, 2023; Stadler et al., 2024)
and offers stakeholders access to user feedback and ideas (Gegenhuber and Dobusch, 2017).
Transparency also has the potential to generate trust among stakeholder groups and therefore trans-
parency emerges as a key dimension and a potential prerequisite for effective strategy-making (Cai
and Canales, 2022; Tavakoli et al., 2017). However, although transparency can help to legitimise
strategic decisions within organisations (Dobusch and Kapeller, 2018; Luedicke et al., 2017) and
for external stakeholders such as investors and sharcholders (Yakis-Douglas et al., 2017), it can
have unfavourable outcomes too, including loss of control in strategic decision-making (Whittington
et al., 2011), information overload and misinterpretation (Zimmermann and Kenter, 2023).

Extant open strategy literature also emphasises the importance of using IT tools as an enabler of
open strategy-making. The strategic impact of IT-enabledness has long been recognised (e.g.
Galliers, 1991; Powell et al., 1997) and has continued with a focus on the use of ubiquitous IT
(Leonardi and Barley, 2010; Orlikowski and Barley, 2001) in open strategy (Baptista et al., 2017;
Morton et al., 2022; Ortner et al., 2024), including various forms of social networking and social
media platforms (Golding et al., 2024; Haefliger et al., 2011; Plotnikova et al., 2021). Previous
studies highlight growing interest in exploring the conditions through which IT tools influence
strategy and reflects a broad view of the evolving relationship between IT and open strategy,
including their role in the digital work practices of strategists (Morton et al., 2019, 2020; Tavakoli
etal., 2017).

Indeed, this broad call to action has motivated interest in how organisations can apply IT in
strategizing (Morton et al., 2022), such as online platforms and forums (Hutter et al., 2017;
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Plotnikova et al., 2021), web-based surveys (Morton et al., 2019), mailing lists (Tavakoli et al.,
2017), and various social media (Baptista et al., 2017). Furthermore, there is a nascent interest
in how organisations and their managers can utilise various forms of IT strategically in their
network capabilities and to connect stakeholders involved in the practice of strategizing in
organisations (e.g. Hautz et al., 2017; Morton et al., 2019; Ortner et al., 2024). For example,
existing studies have had a prominent focus on micro-level actions of managers and stakeholders
in strategy-making, and in more intricate strategy activities over time. Such work has examined,
broadly, how organisations use different functionalities of IT tools to enable strategy-making,
such as through stakeholders submitting, commenting on, and evaluating strategic ideas (Hutter
et al., 2017).

2.2. Open organisational climate

Open organisational climate refers to the shared values and beliefs that influence the behaviour,
procedures, and control systems within organisations related to ‘openness’ at the operational level
(Schneider et al., 2013). Studies have considered that strategy-making in organisations revolves
around culture (e.g. Kaplan, 2011) and have considered these contingency factors to be influential
to overall organisational culture (Herbert, 1999). In addition, specific dimensions of organisational
climate are cited in existing work as impacting the strategy-making process (Abraham, 2019) and
strategic decision-making (Preston et al., 2008).

The two concepts of culture and climate have been used interchangeably in past work and bear
similarities (e.g. Denison, 1996). In this study, however, we have referred to an organisational cli-
mate as it is easier to measure, better established, and more relevant to the concept of openness
(Allen, 2003). Among the many factors mentioned in prior literature can be used to assess organi-
sational climate (Patterson et al., 2005), we have focused on those that are fundamental to fostering
an inclusive and collaborative work environment where decision-making is decentralised. We refer
to these factors as open climate. We explain these factors and their implications for strategy-mak-
ing below.

The first factor is stakeholders’ participation, communication, and involvement (Patterson
et al., 2005) in everyday operational decisions that may influence strategy (e.g. through opera-
tionalisation) (Wolf and Floyd, 2017). In extant literature, this has been cited as involvement that
characterises an environment and that might lead to better outcomes (Galbreath, 2010). Strategy
is an institutionalised practice where certain behavioural dynamics beyond strategy practice can
impact the outcome (Johnson et al., 2010). In addition, strategy-making has been conceptualised
as a practice that requires a climate that values the inclusion of all stakeholders with ‘diverse
histories, backgrounds, expertise, and interests’ (Von Krogh and Geilinger, 2019: 45). Furthermore,
organisational design and structure that permit the involvement of more stakeholders in strategic
decision-making (Heracleous et al., 2018) and contexts where ‘feedback and participation is
structurally part of the organisation’ (Baptista et al., 2017: 325) are mentioned as critical for suc-
cess in open strategy.

It is important to note that ‘operational involvement’ is different from ‘strategic inclusiveness’
as the latter is specific regarding ‘involvement’ in strategy-making. Instead, the former entails
involvement in day-to-day operations in an organisation. In other words, an organisation can have
a high level of employee involvement (e.g. by involving them in designing the work environment)
but can still develop their strategy without scope to include anyone other than, for example, select
managerial-level employees (lower inclusion in strategy).
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Autonomy is also a factor for an open organisational climate and is defined as characterising
a climate in which employees are empowered and have a widened scope through which to enact
work (Klein, 1991; Patterson et al., 2005). Increased autonomy and less control and formality are
outlined as requirements for open strategy-making too (Dobusch et al., 2017; Vaara et al., 2019).
Sharing power with, and giving autonomy to, employees at operational levels has been identified
as a moderator to forms of inclusiveness and transparency in strategy-making (Amrollahi and
Rowlands, 2019). For instance, autonomy can give stakeholders an equal voice and freedom to
speak when it comes to strategy-making (Baptista et al., 2017). Moreover, through providing a
sense of ownership and delegating responsibilities to autonomous teams (Von Krogh and
Geilinger, 2019), it is argued that employees can have increased motivation to participate.
Furthermore, empowering staff through boosting an inclusive climate can improve self-confi-
dence (Adobor, 2019; Amrollahi and Rowlands, 2017), and the ability to set objectives (Mantere
and Vaara, 2008; Vaara et al., 2019). These potential ‘improved’ outcomes, in turn, have the
potential to enhance the developed strategies of organisations as a result. Like involvement, the
complexity of relationships concerning autonomy, open strategy, and outcomes remain unknown
from prior studies. Similar to the aforementioned point about the difference between involve-
ment and inclusion, higher operational autonomy does not necessarily mean increased openness
in strategy.

Finally, integration is key to organisational climate and is the extent of trust, collaboration,
and cooperation between different parts of the organisation (Patterson et al., 2005). Higher
levels of integration have been found to create a shared understanding of strategy (Bencherki
et al., 2019), improve participation in strategy-making (Mack and Szulanski, 2017), and facili-
tate collaboration in sharing knowledge which is required for strategy to thrive (Dobusch et al.,
2017). Integration also fosters proactiveness in giving feedback to others (Baptista et al., 2017),
superior reception of constructive feedback (Aten and Thomas, 2016), and the inclusion of a
diverse range of stakeholder perspectives (Adobor, 2019). This considered, there is much
potential for improved outcomes, but this requires study together with other factors of open
strategy as discussed.

2.3. Strategy and outcomes in organisations

Strategy and its potential outcomes have been studied through a range of distinct perspectives. A
‘classic’ perspective on outcomes focuses on the impact of strategy-making, particularly from the
point of view of strategic planning and performance (e.g. Boyd, 1991; Jarzabkowski and Wolf,
2010; Ketokivi and Castaner, 2004; Ramanujam et al., 1986). Other streams of research have
explored the conditions that aid improved outcomes of strategy-making (McLarney, 2001; Wolf
and Floyd, 2017), including how practitioners and their practices lead to certain outcomes relevant
to the achievement of strategic goals (e.g. Karanasios and Slavova, 2019; Morton et al., 2020).
There, prior studies have emphasised various factors that relate to the internal and external envi-
ronment of organisations which might impact strategy-making. The internal factors impacting
strategy and related outcomes have been extended to inclusiveness of various stakeholders, strat-
egy processes, and organisational climate.

Beyond the factors impacting outcomes, extant work has considered those factors that can, to
some degree, measure the success of strategy. The use of these objective measures for success has
been subject to critique given perceived difficulties in measuring the long-term effects of strat-
egy-making activities and has dominantly focused on competitiveness and performance. This
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perspective may ignore the perception of stakeholder groups which should contribute to the suc-
cess of strategy in organisations (Cleland and King, 1974). Therefore, other factors measuring
stakeholders’ interpretation have also been proposed. One of the most applied measures relates to
the internal nature of organisations. Work has investigated different elements of internal dynam-
ics, including those revolving around adaptability and learning (e.g. Andersen, 2000; Andersen
and Nielsen, 2009; Barney, 1991; Boyd, 1991).

Wolf and Floyd (2017) identified two broad categories of proximate planning (integration, coor-
dination, and communication) and distal outcomes (strategic change, and adaptation) for strategic
planning. Other studies have emphasised broad categories to examine outcomes in organisations
(e.g. Healey et al., 2015), which includes organisational outcomes (the impact of a strategy initia-
tive on the organisation’s strategic direction), interpersonal outcomes (people-related outcomes),
and cognitive outcomes (participants’ understanding of strategic issues). This categorisation is
comprehensive and acts as a classification to cover various outcomes which can be applied to
research. We detail later that a combination of these measures has been utilised to cover various
outcomes in our study.

When discussing the specific impact of open strategy on outcomes, this has also been explored
to an extent in existing work (Dobusch and Kapeller, 2018; Luedicke et al., 2017). These have
emphasised that the outcomes of open strategy revolve around the generating, selecting, and imple-
menting of strategic ideas, and weaving these into strategic action and norms (Hautz et al., 2017).
Such insights conclude that open strategy formulation enhances employees’ involvement, creativ-
ity, and leads to increased innovation (Chesbrough and Appleyard, 2007; Stieger et al., 2012;
Whittington et al., 2011).

2.4. Research model

To utilise contingency theory in this study, we considered the guidelines for abductive reason-
ing where the observation of an anomaly or ‘a novel or unexpected phenomenon that cannot
be explained or is poorly understood using existing knowledge’ (Saetre and Van de Ven, 2021:
684) is suggested as the first step of acquiring knowledge. We relied on our observations on
the impact of open strategy and the need for an open climate beyond strategy-making (from
our previous work) to improve the overall outcomes of strategy. We considered these observa-
tions as an anomaly that triggered the study. As suggested by Satre and Van de Ven (2021), we
then tried to converge these anomalies and generate new ideas or hunches that can potentially
explain them.

It has been stressed that work focused on strategy-making often fails to adequately explicate the
macro-level outcomes such as performance and improvements in outcomes (e.g. Seidl and
Whittington, 2014). While there have been initial calls for more work on outcomes, including in
democratic and ‘open’ forms of strategy-making (e.g. Amrollahi and Rowlands, 2019), this work
is (at best) nascent.

Finally, considering the aim of the research is to focus on open strategy and open climate in
organisations, we have considered the open climate factors (identified in section 2.2) as the other
potential contingency factors. This can be justified by referring to studies that consider open cli-
mate as relevant to the operational level (not part of strategy) but that have potential impact on
strategy-making outcomes (Bencherki et al., 2019; Seidl et al., 2019). Table 1 summarises the
strategy and operational level factors, their definitions, and impact on outcomes which we will
use in this study. Table 2 summarises the outcome-level factors and their definitions.
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Table 2. Description of factors at the level of outcomes in organisations.

Factor Level of impact Definition
Organisational Outcomes in The impact of a strategy initiative on the organisation’s
organisations strategic direction (Healey et al., 2015).
Interpersonal Outcomes related to people, their wellness,
behaviour, and collaboration (Healey et al., 2015).
Cognitive Stakeholders’ understanding of strategic issues (Healey
et al, 2015).

This table presents the three major factors used in this study to measure study outcomes and their definitions.

3. Method and data

Much of the existing work on openness, including in relation to open strategy, has been dependent
upon qualitative, case study-based methods. While such approaches can help researchers better
identify the prominent and intricate micro-level practices and behavioural phenomena inherent in
strategy-making, it often does so to the detriment of understanding phenomena at the aggregate
level, such as the outcomes of strategy (Kouamé and Langley, 2018). To generalise key findings
beyond specific cases, it is crucial to understand the overarching dynamics of open strategy. To this
end, this study leverages a set-theoretic approach to bridge this gap.

3.1. Method

We employ fsSQCA, a set-theoretic method using Boolean and fuzzy algebra, to examine causal
complexity in strategy-making (Ragin, 2008; Senyo et al., 2021). fSQCA enables case comparison
as configurations of factors and facilitates the study of complex causal relationships (Miller, 2018).
This method uses logical minimisation to determine the necessary and sufficient conditions that
predict the presence and absence of specific outcomes. Necessary conditions are factors that must
be present for an outcome to happen, while the presence of factors relating to sufficient conditions
ensures the occurrence of the said outcome. This method is particularly relevant for inductive and
exploratory research questions such as the one presented in this study (Park et al., 2020). The
fsQCA approach is growing in popularity in management and information systems scholarship
(Fiss, 2007; Nishant and Ravishankar, 2020; Zimmermann et al., 2013), and has been increasingly
used by scholars to generate, refine, and integrate existing theories (Liu et al., 2017). fsQCA facili-
tates an asymmetric approach for data analysis (Greckhamer et al., 2018), which is a coherent fit
for our study given the focus on distinct outcomes. In addition, in the context of our study, given
the scarcity of prior research examining the complex interplay of open strategy and open organisa-
tional climate, fSQCA is conducive to generating productive and unproductive recopies of open
strategy and open climate in the form of taxonomies. Hence, this enables potential theory building
at the intersection of open strategy and open climate.

We used established guidelines for conducting fsSQCA analysis (e.g. Mattke et al., 2022). As the
first step, we developed a configurational model based on the theoretical concepts explained in the
previous section. Our second step was collecting and validating data. We used a survey design to
collect the data for our study (see details in section 3.2). Because we used one survey to gather the
information on our cases, we adopted different methods to examine potential common method
variance. Before administering the survey, we followed the guidelines to ensure complete anonym-
ity and confidentiality and by randomising the items in our questionnaire (e.g. Podsakoff et al.,
2003). After collecting data, we used Harman’s (1967) single factor test and performed an
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Table 3. Description of the sample.

Characteristics Range Percentage
Work experience Less than Syears 13% (42%)
(strategy experience) 5—-10years 21% (34%)

10—20years 36% (17%)

20-30years 15% (6%)

More than 30years 15% (1%)
Geographical location Asia and Oceania 50%

Africa 1%

America 26%

Europe 12%

Not answered 1%
Industry Education 1%

Construction, manufacturing and mining 1%

Government and public services 33%

Information and communication 10%

technology

Service and sales 31%

Agriculture 1%

Not answered 3%
Respondent’s position Upper management 20%

Middle management 16%

Consultant 36%

Staff in strategy department 20%

Staff in other departments 6%

Not answered 2%

This table presents the descriptive statistics of participants in our study with their demographic information including
their experience, location, industry, and position.

exploratory factor analysis in which all items were required to load on one single factor. The results
revealed that one single factor only explains around 48.8% of the variance (less than 50%). As
such, common method variance is not a concern in our work.

Where measures we use appear to bear similar, especially inclusiveness and involvement, we
took steps (as shown earlier in our article) to clearly outline and define each of the distinct con-
structs in turn to overcome ambiguity (Suddaby, 2010). The third step was data calibration (which
is explained in detail in section 3.4.1). The fourth step based on the available guidelines was to
analyse the necessary conditions for high and low levels of outcomes that are explained in section
4 together with our analysis of sufficient configurations (step 5). In section 5, we discuss and theo-
retically validate our findings (steps 6 and 7).

3.2. Cases

To obtain information on our cases, we developed a survey with questions focusing on strategy in
arange of organisational contexts. The survey asked questions about the areas of open strategy and
open organisational climate. We administered the survey online from June to September 2019.
Table 3 provides a summary of the respondent sample.
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We sent the survey to 340 managers and strategy practitioners with profiles in a well-established
strategic management network, comprising practitioners in over 150 countries. We received 104
responses, from which 49 were assessed to be fully complete. This makes for a 14.4% effective
response rate, which is an accepted rate given the international scope and specialist nature of our
survey. Furthermore, this sample size is suitable when considering the efficacy of fSQCA for
smaller samples (Greckhamer et al., 2018). To assess the potential non-response bias in our data,
we compared our fully complete responses with partial responses. Our analysis showed that there
is no significant difference between these two groups based on organisational size, work experi-
ence, experience in strategy-making, and the number of strategy projects respondents had been
involved in.

3.3. Measures

3.3.1 Outcome. As noted earlier, prior research has utilised different perspectives to measure out-
comes. For measurement in this study, we used three dimensions developed by Healey et al.
(2015): (i) organisational outcomes, (ii) interpersonal outcomes, and (iii) cognitive outcomes.
These dimensions are relevant to our study as they cover various perspectives about outcomes (as
noted in section 2.1). Themes related to these dimensions have been conceptualised in prior studies
of open strategy (e.g. Amrollahi and Rowlands, 2019; Hutter et al., 2017); however, there are
aspects such as achieving strategic goals, and seeking improvements in financial performance of
an organisation (Boyd, 1991) which have attracted less attention in open strategy research to date.
The questions used to measure outcomes are detailed in Appendix 1. All of the questions are rel-
evant to the context of our work as they refer to creating an open climate in organisations. A seven-
item Likert-type scale format ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree was used to pose
questions to tap into conceptions of outcomes.

3.3.2 Causal conditions. We consider open strategy as an ongoing reality and an approach for devel-
oping future strategic pathways for an organisation that differs along a continuum in organisations
ranging from not open at all to fully open (Dobusch et al., 2017). We propose that all organisations
and their strategy-making efforts will fall somewhere within this spectrum, regardless of whether
organisations consider their approach to strategy as an exemplar of open strategy or not. IT-enabled
strategy-making has also been considered as a continuum ranging from the adoption of non-digital
(analogue) tools for strategy-making to the use of advanced, powerful social media and co-creation
platforms (e.g. Morton et al., 2022; Tavakoli et al., 2017).

To measure causal conditions, and considering our research question and the study’s theoreti-
cal background, extant research shows three core characteristics for open strategy (Tavakoli et al.,
2017; Whittington et al., 2011). These are: (i) inclusiveness: the extent to which organisations
include peripheral actors from outside of established top management teams, (ii) transparency:
the extent to which organisations provide actors outside of established top management teams
with access to information and resources relating to strategy, and (iii) /7-enabledness: the extent
to which organisations use IT tools to facilitate participation as an essential element of the strat-
egy process.

The next step required us to operationalise these dimensions. To understand the key factors in
measuring transparency and inclusiveness, we first viewed various groups of stakeholders identi-
fied in extant work who participate in strategy-making and considered them as anchoring bases for
measuring the degree of strategy openness. We draw on a framework that categorises stakeholders
into 12 groups (Amrollahi and Rowlands, 2018). However, to make this framework more relevant
to our study and data collection, we re-categorised them into seven groups, as listed in Table 4.
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As a second step, we referred to extant work on open strategy which distinguishes between
strategy content (input and output) and process (Whittington et al., 2011). We also considered
strategy implementation and revision (Amrollahi and Rowlands, 2018; Tavakoli et al., 2017) as
key strategy development steps. These four aspects (i.e. input, process, output, and implementa-
tion/revision) were then used as another set of anchor points for determining the extent of strategy
openness. Furthermore, at this point, we intersected the seven groups of stakeholders with the four
aspects of the process mentioned earlier to establish varying degrees of open strategy manifested
through inclusiveness and transparency.

Existing literature also provides support for the applicability of the four aspects mentioned
earlier for the third dimension of open strategy, /7T-enabledness. To find another set of appropri-
ate anchor points to measure the degree for IT-enabledness, we examined the literature for dif-
ferent technologies in use for the purpose of strategy development. We explored work which
provides a taxonomy for various types of IT tools used in open strategy (Morton et al., 2019).
Based on this, we selected five categories specifically relevant to the use of IT tools. We further
considered a hierarchy of tools used in other studies as the value of our measures for
IT-enabledness. However, as this research intends to focus on the extent of strategy openness, we
also considered two other categories of analogue (non-IT) tools in our framework. The seven
chosen items are listed in Table 4.

Referring to the actual actors and tools helped the study to capture the level of strategy openness
in the cases rather than participants’ subjective opinions. However, for other factors we had to
capture the level of open climate and outcomes differently. As explored in our theoretical back-
ground, an open climate and involvement of employees in different organisational decisions
empower them with a wide scope of work, promoting trust and collaboration. This can impact the
outputs of strategy in general and open strategy in particular. To identify relevant measures, we
referred to the scales developed in existing work and especially in a survey of organisational cli-
mate (Patterson et al., 2005). The three dimensions of involvement, autonomy, and integration
were selected considering their relevance to the concept of open strategy (as explained in section
2.4). This survey provides well-established measures that are conducive to open strategy-making.
Appendix 1 details the items used to measure cultural dimensions.

3.4. Data analysis

3.4.1 Calibration. Calibration is the first step in analysing data using fsQCA, as it enables consist-
ent comparison of cases using valid benchmarks. Defining set memberships for cases is the key
decision in calibration. In the definition of set memberships, it is necessary to assign three thresh-
olds: full membership, crossover point, and full non-membership. In this study, we calculate
fuzzy-set scores representing membership in the outcome and causal conditions. To be consistent,
and following practices in previous research (e.g. Fiss, 2011; Greckhamer et al., 2018; Misangyi
and Acharya, 2014), we used the indirect approach for calibration where statistical measures such
as percentiles or standard deviations are used to determine the membership thresholds. This
approach in using distributional frequencies for calibration is a suitable choice when a theory does
not exist to justify the choice of cut-off thresholds due to the paucity of prior research (Douglas
et al., 2020). Therefore, considering the aggregate nature of the measures in our data (coming
from two to four items) and the lack of required theoretical knowledge to set a direct threshold,
we use percentile scores for aggregate value of our constructs. This approach has been used exten-
sively in similar studies using a similar type of data (e.g. Lou et al., 2022; Schneider and Rohlfing,
2016). We use 50% percentile value as the crossover point, 90% for full membership, and 10%
for non-membership.
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3.4.2 Methodological decisions and analysis. Our analysis included two steps. First, we conducted
necessity analysis and, second, we performed truth table analysis to identify the sufficient causal
configurations that lead to positive or negative outcomes using the fSQCA software and a QCA
package in R. We used consistency and coverage to assess the validity of the solutions; these met-
rics range between 0 and 1. Consistency shows the degree to which cases with high membership in
a specific solution set demonstrate similar behaviours. Coverage shows the proportion of case
outcomes explained by a solution set. For our necessity analysis, we used the consistency threshold
0f 0.9 (Greckhamer et al., 2018). In addition, in line with best practices, we used a threshold of 0.75
for consistency scores and a threshold of two for the frequency of cases in a configuration.

4. Findings

As shown previously in Table 3, our study sample covers a wide range of demographic character-
istics. Around 76% of the respondents were top managers, consultants, or a member of staff in
strategy departments and the same portion of them had more than 10 years of experience in strategy
departments. Table 5 shows the truth table developed as an initial step of data analysis.

We first performed necessity analysis and, based on the results, concluded that none of the con-
ditions qualify as a necessary condition because the consistency level for all of them is below 0.9.
Considering this fact, we turned to sufficiency analysis. Table 6 shows the possible configurations
which lead to positive outcomes. In this table, and the one following it, the conventional notations
of fsSQCA (Fiss, 2007; Greckhamer et al., 2018; Ragin, 2008) have been used. The solutions pre-
sented in both Tables 6 and 7 have a consistency value of more than 0.75 threshold as suggested by
Ragin (2008). The consistency value of the reported configurations is also acceptable considering
the aforementioned threshold.

First of all, the consistent presence of inclusiveness as a core condition across the first three
configurations (1-a, 1-b, 1-c) highlights its critical role in determining the outcomes and indicates
a strong causality between this condition and outcomes. The presence of this core condition is our
justification for naming a condition (see section 6.1). Organisations in configuration 1-a are com-
mitted to the principles of open strategy; while inclusive strategy-making is a central reason for
creating improved outcomes in this category, they also leverage IT and transparency for strategy-
making and have an organisational climate where autonomy and staff involvement is practised in
their operations. This pattern includes the dimensions of transparency and inclusiveness, which is
suggested as a prerequisite for ‘successful’ open strategy (Tavakoli et al., 2017).

The second configuration (1-b) asserts that even with the absence of an open organisational
climate, positive outcomes can be developed when the principles of open strategy are present and
considered in strategy formulation. Further investigation of the cases in which this pattern is rec-
ognised reveals organisations from different locations (Asia, Africa, and North America), indus-
tries (software, government, and health), and sizes (10—-1000 people and more), as members of this
pattern. Looking at the findings concerning this pattern may help to answer a broad notion which
has been asked in the prior literature: is open strategy effective as an approach? (Hautz et al., 2017,
Mack and Szulanski, 2017; Morton et al., 2020; Splitter et al., 2024). The results here suggest that
open strategy-making can lead to positive outcomes in various contexts, even when an open cli-
mate cannot be found in relation to organisational operations.

The particularly notable point about configuration 1-c is the absence of IT-enabledness. In
essence, it is implied that an inclusive approach for strategy-making in an open organisational cli-
mate is possible even without leveraging contemporary information technologies. Beyond the cen-
tral role of inclusiveness as a core condition, the presence of all three conditions related to an open
climate is considerable here as well. In this configuration, the studied climate factors accompany
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Table 6. Configurations leading to positive outcomes.

Configuration number l-a I-b I-c 2
Inclusiveness ° ° ° (04
Transparency . . X
IT-enabledness o (9] o
Autonomy ° ® . .
Integration (] . .
Involvement o X . X
Row coverage 0.408 0.261 0.320 0.183
Unique coverage 0.094 0.102 0.068 0.043
Consistency 0917 0.836 0.810 0.836
Solution coverage 0.639

Solution consistency 0.791

o: The presence of a condition; (X: The absence of a condition. Large circles: Core conditions; Small circles: Peripheral
conditions.

Table 7. Configurations leading to negated outcomes.

Configuration number 3-a 3-b 3-c
Inclusiveness (24 [029] °
Transparency bS] K X
|IT-enabledness R (4]
Autonomy (] ° .
Integration X ° .
Involvement (04 °
Row coverage 0.385 0.244 0.216
Unique coverage 0.226 0.040 0.082
Consistency 0.966 0914 0.834
Solution coverage 0.552

Solution consistency 0.877

e: The presence of a condition; &): The absence of a condition. Large circles: Core conditions; Small circles: Peripheral
conditions. This table presents the four configurations leading to negative strategy outcomes, the presence of
conditions and the absence of each condition is also presented.

strategy inclusiveness to generate positive outcomes in strategy-making. These factors are repeat-
edly mentioned in existing literature as factors leading to notions which might define various suc-
cesses of strategy in organisations (Barney, 1991; Galbreath, 2010).

The final configuration leading to the positive outcomes (configuration 2) is a path in which
IT-enabledness has been found as a core condition. Beyond the role of IT-enabledness as a core
condition, climate factors of autonomy and integration are present here as peripheral factors. This
configuration suggests that using [T-enabled strategy-making (IT used for communication, formu-
lation, implementation, and evaluation of strategy) (Stieger et al., 2012) leads to positive outcomes
even in the absence of the open strategy principles. As explained, the role of IT tools in strategy is
widely acknowledged (e.g. Baptista et al., 2017; Morton et al., 2019). However, the presence of
autonomy and integration, which are present in existing work as well (Amrollahi and Rowlands,
2019), is a key finding in our work. In essence, when staff are empowered and good relationships
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exist among different parts of an organisation, they can achieve better outcomes using IT. Overall,
inclusiveness of strategy-making and IT-enabledness are found to be the core conditions leading to
better outcomes. In addition, as illustrated in Table 7, three configurations are recognised as lead-
ing to negative outcomes, and these are introduced next.

In the first configuration leading to negated outcomes (3-a), almost all aspects of open strategy,
IT-enabledness, and open climate conditions are absent. A closer look at the cases in this category
shows that most of them are in the Middle East and North Africa, and all of them are in mid-sized
or large organisations (with more than 50 employees). The impact of organisational size can be
extended to previous studies on the size and agility of the organisations in adopting innovation that
may be relevant (e.g. Barge-Gil, 2010; Reed, 2021). In addition, studies on national culture shows
lower levels of individualism and long-term orientation (Hofstede, 2019) that may contribute to the
lack of those factors and negate outcomes as a result. However, it should be noted that the study of
organisational size and national culture is out of the scope of this research, but we encourage future
research to focus on these factors.

In configuration 3-b, notable principles of open strategy are absent. This configuration shows
that an open climate in organisational operations can be isolated from the strategy process and
confirm our initial assumption that organisations with an open climate can use a proprietary
approach for strategy-making. In addition, the study finds that the presence of autonomy and
integration alone in organisational operations does not result in positive outcomes. The presence
of autonomy in this configuration, and in the following configuration, confirms the results of
previous studies showing that autonomous actions have little to no influence on outcomes
(Andersen, 2000; Elbanna, 2016), at least in the absence of open strategy. Finally, in configuration
3-c, many conditions (including cultural dimensions and inclusiveness) are present. However, the
absence of transparency as a core condition has led to a negated outcome. This configuration, in
addition to others leading to negated outcomes, shows the crucial role of transparency as a core
condition, the absence of which may contribute to undesirable outcomes. We expand upon and
discuss the aforementioned findings and configurations more extensively in relation to prior lit-
erature in the next section.

5. Discussion

This research reveals how open strategy and open climate impact outcomes in organisations. A key
contribution of our study is that we uncover inclusive strategy-making is a fundamental component
of open strategy, in that its presence consistently leads to positive outcomes. The inclusion of
stakeholders is widely recognised as valuable for gathering knowledge, expertise, and innovative
ideas from across organisations (e.g. Morton, 2023; Whittington et al., 2011). However, previous
research has not thoroughly explored the additional factors that need to be configured alongside
inclusion to achieve these positive outcomes.

The set-theoretic approach used in our study also enabled us to consider the conditions leading
to negative outcomes. The findings in this section highlight the important role of transparency in
open strategy. Transparency was consistently identified as a key factor that its absence leads to
negative outcomes, while its role in positive outcomes was varied. This complexity extends to
inclusiveness, another principle of open strategy.

The open strategy literature has detailed various IT tools which facilitate open strategy (e.g.
Morton et al., 2019; Ortner et al., 2024). These technologies enable a wider range of internal and
external stakeholders to participate in the strategy-making process through real-time, digital
conversations, the exchange of knowledge and ideas, and allow for the efficient coordination of
strategy development. However, the impact of using these tools on strategy outcomes has not
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been directly studied. While some work has lacked focus on these tools (e.g. Holstein and
Rantakari, 2023; Stadler et al., 2024), others have considered them as a constituent part of open
strategy without which open strategy can be difficult (or impossible) to achieve (e.g. Tavakoli
et al., 2017).

Our study does not support either of these extremes. Instead, our findings suggest that opening
up the strategy making process can still achieve positive outcomes even without IT, by relying on
non-IT tools. At the same time, we show that IT-enabled strategy-making can drive success inde-
pendently of other core principles of open strategy, such as inclusiveness and transparency. While
existing literature highlights the moderating effects of IT literacy and system efficiency on the
success of [T-enabledness (e.g. Amrollahi and Rowlands, 2019), our study makes a unique contri-
bution by exploring the configuration of IT and some climate factors in creating positive outcomes
even in the absence of traditional open strategy dimensions.

An additional contribution of our work is the identification of the impact of organisational cli-
mates on strategy outcomes. Our findings reveal that while the operational conditions investigated
are not essential for achieving ‘better’ strategies, they have a peripheral impact on other factors
under study. For example, the integration factor (referring to the closeness of various organisa-
tional units) can act as a substitute for transparency at the strategic level. However, our study did
not support that operational autonomy as a necessary factor to accompany transparency. Finally,
our results highlight a parallel between stakeholder inclusion in organisational operations and
inclusiveness in open strategy-making. This suggests that organisations practising inclusive strat-
egy-making often empower staff with an equal voice in operational decisions, which, in turn,
contributes to improved strategy outcomes.

5.1. Theoretical implications

As explained earlier, our analysis led to the identification of three major configurations that lead to
either high or low outcomes. Our findings challenge prior literature that downplays transparency’s
importance compared to inclusiveness (e.g. Whittington et al., 2011). Instead, we position trans-
parency as a central condition, influencing strategic outcomes beyond its previously perceived
peripheral role, such as generating media attention or attracting investment (Gegenhuber and
Dobusch, 2017; Yakis-Douglas et al., 2017). By demonstrating instances where transparency
shaped strategic initiatives, we contribute new insights into its critical role in open strategy-mak-
ing. In the first category (configurations 1-a to 1-c), we found a set of contingency factors to com-
plement strategy inclusiveness. While these configurations have inclusiveness as a shared condition,
we considered them as sibling permutations (Douglas et al., 2020) and developed a taxonomy from
them with the title of inclusive strategy.

Considering these configurations, we can conclude that the presence of open strategy princi-
ples and IT-enabled strategy formulation in an open climate with empowered staff leads to posi-
tive outcomes. This is not a surprising finding as the majority of these factors are individually
discussed in prior studies to bring positive outcomes (for example: Gast and Zanini, 2012; Nketia,
2016; Ortner et al., 2024; Tavakoli et al., 2017). The findings, however, further clarifies that the
presence of open strategy principles leads to improved outcomes even in the absence of an open
organisational climate. Although this is not perse, contradictory to the literature highlighting the
impact of organisational factors (Amrollahi and Rowlands, 2019), it confirms the sufficiency of
open strategizing for positive outcomes. In addition, the findings show that inclusiveness in strat-
egy, when complemented by an open climate, leads to positive outcomes even in the absence of
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IT-enabledness. This finding underscores the paramount importance of inclusiveness, illustrating
that an open organisational climate can achieve the same positive outcomes in fostering trust
among stakeholders and impression management as transparency in strategy (Dobusch and
Gegenhuber, 2015; Mahdad et al., 2024).

The other pathway to positive outcomes (configuration 2) identified IT-enabledness as a critical
condition. Alongside this, factors like autonomy and integration play a supporting role in this con-
figuration. For this reason, we name this configuration IT-enabled strategy. The finding suggests
that IT-enabled strategy-making in the presence of empowerment and integration among various
departments can lead to positive outcomes even if strategy is not developed openly. Although this
is not directly related to the open strategy literature, but it has implications for current literature on
using IT for the practice and praxis of strategy (Morton et al., 2022) and the contingencies enabling
technology to create positive outcomes.

With regards to the negated outcomes, while all three conditions leading to the lower outcomes
have the absence of transparency as a common core condition, we have put them in a taxonomy of
sibling permutations and labelled this as lack of transparency. First of all, the study shows that the
absence of open strategy principles and [T-enabled strategy formulation where staff are not empow-
ered, and there is not a good relationship among them, leads to negated outcomes for organisational
strategy-making. This is again not a surprising finding as the factors are individually discussed in
the strategy literature as critical factors in creating strategy outcomes and we could expect that their
configured absence can create the same negative impact. The study further highlights that the
absence of open strategy principles and an open climate lead to negated outcomes, when a climate
of autonomy and integration is present. In addition, a lack of transparency leads to negated out-
comes even when other cultural factors are present. These findings are interesting as they show
opening the strategy process, in particular transparency, is not an option when an open climate
exists in organisational level. In other words, when staff are used to have open conversation in an
operational level, closing the strategy conversations will lead to negative outcomes.

5.2. Practical implications

Our work has several important implications for practice and relevance to practitioners. First,
understanding the extent that open strategy and open climate can improve strategy in organisations
and its more intricate impacts will give practitioners the required knowledge of these principles
and their potential operationalisation. Moreover, focusing on contextual factors related to organi-
sational climate can help practitioners understand where open strategy could be beneficial in their
organisation more generally. Thus, this knowledge will help managers to check whether an open
approach to strategy-making is a viable choice. Furthermore, regardless of using an open approach,
strategy practitioners can use the developed measures to gain a better understanding of various
dimensions of their strategy implementation. Therefore, the results in this study can help them to
make better decisions regarding IT-enabled strategy-making, considering the type and contextual
factors in their organisation.

5.3. Limitations and future research

As one of the few configurational studies in the domain, this work breaks the status quo of primar-
ily qualitative, micro-level focused studies and contributes to research by identifying sets of items
and scales for measuring the principles of open strategy. This methodological pluralism is of ben-
efit to future scholarship and the ontological diversity of scholarship in strategy and information
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systems fields where open, IT-enabled strategy-making is of significant interest. Future studies
might adopt a similar approach we used in this study to investigate the outcomes of other organi-
sational concepts (such as open innovation, open government, and open education).

We recognise that this study has certain limitations generally applicable to configurational
research conducted in similar contexts. First, the study may suffer from informant bias by refer-
ring only to one person in each organisation and asking that person about his or her experience
and evaluation of outcomes, whereas strategy is a multi-perspective activity in organisations.
Second, one may question the scales we used to capture factors such as the level of inclusiveness,
transparency, and IT-enabledness. However, we actively avoided using subjective measures and
provide robust scales for respondents to clarify the level of openness in strategy. The results,
however, do not confirm the sufficiency of the open climate factors adopted in our study.
Therefore, future studies might usefully focus on climate factors beyond what we considered
open climate such as innovativeness of the organisation, quality of strategic discourse, and out-
ward/inward organisational focus.

For other measures, however, we had to refer to subjective measures that are not always the
optimal approach to measure organisational items. In this study, as suggested by previous work on
outcomes in strategy processes (e.g. Healey et al., 2015; Herbert, 1999) and IT-enabled impacts
(e.g. Iannacci and Cornford, 2018; Karanasios and Slavova, 2019), we referred to top organisa-
tional levels to ensure that respondents have sufficient insight into strategy and its impacts. In
addition, using multi-perspective, detailed items for each of the latent factors in the model, helped
the study better capture respondents’ understanding of each item.

Relating to theory specifically, each of the configurations proposed in this study can also be
further explored in future research using either a qualitative or quantitative approach. A contribu-
tion is that they offer value to future scholarship which might, for example, investigate the reasons
through which various factors are included in each configuration, answering questions about why
such conditions come together and lead to certain outcomes or, indeed, negated outcomes. A mul-
tiple-case study approach might also be utilised to further contrast strategy formulation in organi-
sations belonging to each configuration. Using this approach may help to go beyond the subjective
perception of stakeholders and better measure the outcomes of strategy in relation to various fac-
tors for organisational performance. Finally, while our study did not incorporate the use of all
consistency thresholds suggested in the recent literature in fSQCA, this decision was guided by our
focus on exploring broader patterns and relationships over strict causal inference. This approach
allowed us to identify and consider a wider range of potential causal combinations, acknowledging
that in complex social phenomena, strict consistency thresholds can sometimes mask relevant but
less uniform patterns.

6. Conclusion

Our study extends the literature to consider open and IT-enabled strategy in which organisational
contingencies can lead to improved outcomes. We specifically focused on the organisational con-
tingencies related to fostering a transparent and inclusive climate within organisational operations
(autonomy, integration, involvement). Using a configurational approach enabled us to identify
patterns across the studied cases. With regards to the principles of open strategy, this study also
makes a key step in differentiating inclusiveness from transparency and their impacts on outcomes.
Therefore, the measures for open strategy developed in our work can be utilised in other empirical
studies. This considered, our research paves the way for future evaluations of the (various) impacts
of openness.
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Key practical and research implications

e The study shows that the organisational contingencies (on operational level) can configure with
openness in strategy formulation and lead to positive and negative strategy outcomes. The findings
reveal that, in certain configurations, integration can substitute for transparency, thus contributing
to the literature on organisational climate and its nuanced role in strategic outcomes. The use
of a set-theoretic approach allows for a detailed understanding of the conditions leading to both
positive and negative outcomes.

e By examining organisational climate factors, such as autonomy and integration, this research
identifies how these factors can interact with open strategy principles to influence outcomes. The
findings reveal that, in certain configurations, integration can substitute for transparency, thus
contributing to the literature on organisational climate and its nuanced role in strategic outcomes.
Contrary to prior literature that views IT tools as essential for open strategy, this study finds that
positive outcomes can occur even without IT-enabledness.

e The study highlights that in certain operational environments, openness is not a choice but a
necessity without which negated outcomes are predictable. In addition, while inclusiveness is more
important in creating positive strategy outcomes, a lack of transparency is more expected to create
negative strategy outcomes.

e Understanding the peripheral impact of organisational climate factors such as autonomy and
integration helps practitioners align these with open strategy principles. Managers can foster
a supportive climate to enhance the outcomes of open strategy initiatives, especially when
inclusiveness or transparency is challenging to achieve fully.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

ORCID iD
Alireza Amrollahi (/2 https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3130-8185

References

Abraham PA (2019) The Mediating Role of Organizational Climate in the Relationship between Leadership
Outcomes and Organizational Strategic Planning. Frederick, MD: Hood College.

Adobor H (2019) Opening up strategy formulation: Benefits, risks, and some suggestions. Business Horizons
62:383-393.

Adobor H (2021) Open strategy: What is the impact of national culture? Management Research Review 44:
1277-1297.

Allen DK (2003) Organisational climate and strategic change in higher education: Organisational insecurity.
Higher Education 46: 61-92.

Amrollahi A and Rowlands B (2017) Collaborative open strategic planning: A method and case study.
Information Technology & People 30: 832—852.

Amrollahi A and Rowlands B (2018) OSPM: A design methodology for open strategic planning. Information
& Management 55: 667-685.

Amrollahi A and Rowlands B (2019) An exploratory study of the relationship between the openness and
effectiveness of strategic planning. Australasian Journal of Information Systems 23, 1-35.

Andersen TJ (2000) Strategic planning, autonomous actions and corporate performance. Long Range
Planning 33: 184-200.

Andersen TJ and Nielsen BB (2009) Adaptive strategy making: The effects of emergent and intended strategy
modes. European Management Review 6: 94—106.


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3130-8185

22 Australian Journal of Management 00(0)

Aten K and Thomas GF (2016) Crowdsourcing strategizing: Communication technology affordances and the
communicative constitution of organizational strategy. International Journal of Business Communication
53: 148-180.

Baptista J, Wilson AD, Galliers RD, et al. (2017) Social media and the emergence of reflexiveness as a new
capability for open strategy. Long Range Planning 50: 322-336.

Barge-Gil A (2010) Open, semi-open and closed innovators: Towards an explanation of degree of openness.
Industry and Innovation 17: 577-607.

Barney J (1991) The resource based view of strategy: Origins, implications, and prospects. Journal of
Management 17: 97-211.

Bencherki N, Basque J and Rouleau L (2019) A sensemaking perspective on open strategy. In: von Krogh
G, Seidl D and Whittington R (eds) Cambridge Handbook of Open Strategy. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, pp. 9-18.

Birkinshaw J (2017) Reflections on open strategy. Long Range Planning 50: 423-426.

Boyd BK (1991) Strategic planning and financial performance: A meta-analytic review. Journal of
Management Studies 28: 353-374.

Cai J and Canales JI (2022) Dual strategy process in open strategizing. Long Range Planning 55: 102177.

Chesbrough H and Appleyard M (2007) Open innovation and strategy. California Management Review 50:
57-76.

Chesbrough HW (2003) Open Innovation: The New Imperative for Creating and Profiting from Technology.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business Press.

Cleland DI and King WR (1974) Developing a planning culture for more effective strategic planning. Long
Range Planning 7: 70-74.

Denison DR (1996) What is the difference between organizational culture and organizational climate? A
native’s point of view on a decade of paradigm wars. Academy of Management Review 21: 603—-618.

Dobusch L and Gegenhuber T (2015) Making an impression with open strategy: Practicing transparency
and engagement on corporate blogs. Paper presented at the Academy of Management Annual Meeting
(AOM), Vancouver, BC, Canada.

Dobusch L and Kapeller J (2018) Open strategy-making with crowds and communities: Comparing Wikimedia
and Creative Commons. Long Range Planning 51: 561-579.

Dobusch L, Dobusch L and Miiller-Seitz G (2019) Closing for the benefit of openness? The case of
Wikimedia’s open strategy process. Organization Studies 40: 343-370.

Dobusch L, Kremser W, Seidl D, et al. (2017) A communication perspective on open strategy and open inno-
vation. Managementforschung 27: 5-25.

Douglas EJ, Shepherd DA and Prentice C (2020) Using fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis for a finer-
grained understanding of entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing 35: 105970.

Elbanna S (2016) Managers’ autonomy, strategic control, organizational politics and strategic planning effec-
tiveness: An empirical investigation into missing links in the hotel sector. Tourism Management 52:
210-220.

Fiss PC (2007) A set-theoretic approach to organizational configurations. Academy of Management Review
32: 1180-1198.

Fiss PC (2011) Building better causal theories: A fuzzy set approach to typologies in organization research.
Academy of Management Journal 54: 393—420.

Floyd SW and Lane PJ (2000) Strategizing throughout the organization: Managing role conflict in strategic
renewal. Academy of Management Review 25: 154-177.

Galbreath J (2010) Drivers of corporate social responsibility: The role of formal strategic planning and firm
culture. British Journal of Management 21: 511-525.

Galliers RD (1991) Strategic information systems planning: Myths, reality and guidelines for successful
implementation. European Journal of Information Systems 1: 55—64.

Gast A and Zanini M (2012) The social side of strategy. McKinsey Quarterly 2: 82-93.

Gegenhuber T and Dobusch L (2017) Making an impression through openness: How open strategy-making
practices change in the evolution of new ventures. Long Range Planning 50: 337-354.

Golding C, Morton J and Zorina A (2024) Opening up emotionally: How top managers use peripheral actors’
emotional expressions during inclusive strategy formulation. Long Range Planning 57: 102482.



Amrollahi et al. 23

Greckhamer T, Furnari S, Fiss PC, et al. (2018) Studying configurations with qualitative comparative analy-
sis: Best practices in strategy and organization research. Strategic Organization 16: 482—495.

Haefliger S (2019) Orientations of open strategy: From resistance to transformation. In: von Krogh G, Seidl
D and Whittington R (eds) Cambridge Handbook of Open Strategy. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, pp. 151-166.

Haefliger S, Monteiro E, Foray D, et al. (2011) Social software and strategy. Long Range Planning 44:
297-316.

Hambrick DC and Cannella AA (2004) CEOs who have COOs: Contingency analysis of an unexplored struc-
tural form. Strategic Management Journal 25: 959-979.

Hansen JR, Pop M, Skov MB, et al. (2024) A review of open strategy: Bridging strategy and public manage-
ment research. Public Management Review 26: 678—700.

Harman HH (1967) Modern Factor Analysis. 2nd ed. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Hautz J, Seidl D and Whittington R (2017) Open strategy: Dimensions, dilemmas, dynamics. Long Range
Planning 50: 298-309.

Healey MP, Hodgkinson GP, Whittington R, et al. (2015) Off to plan or out to lunch? Relationships between
design characteristics and outcomes of strategy workshops. British Journal of Management 26: 507-528.

Heracleous L, GoBwein J and Beaudette P (2018) Open strategy-making at the Wikimedia foundation: A
dialogic perspective. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science 54: 5-35.

Herbert TT (1999) Multinational strategic planning: Matching central expectations to local realities. Long
Range Planning 32: 81-87.

Hofstede G (2019) The 6D Dimensions Model of National Culture. Thousand Oaks, CA: Geert Hofstede.

Holstein J and Rantakari A (2023) Space and the dynamic between openness and closure: Open strategizing
in the TV series Borgen. Organization Studies 44: 53-75.

Hutter K, Nketia BA and Fiiller J (2017) Falling short with participation — different effects of ideation, com-
menting, and evaluating behavior on open strategizing. Long Range Planning 50: 355-370.

Tannacci F and Cornford T (2018) Unravelling causal and temporal influences underpinning monitoring sys-
tems success: A typological approach. Information Systems Journal 28: 384-407.

Jarzabkowski P and Wolf C (2010) An activity-theory approach to strategy as practice. In Golsorkhi D,
Rouleau L, Seidl D, et al. (eds) Cambridge Handbook of Strategy as Practice. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, pp. 127-140.

Johnson G, Prashantham S, Floyd SW, et al. (2010) The ritualization of strategy workshops. Organization
Studies 31: 1589-1618.

Kaplan S (2011) Strategy and PowerPoint: An inquiry into the epistemic culture and machinery of strategy
making. Organization Science 22: 320-346.

Karanasios S and Slavova M (2019) How do development actors do ‘ICT for development’? A strategy-as-
practice perspective on emerging practices in Ghanaian agriculture. /nformation Systems Journal 29:
888-913.

Ketokivi M and Castaner X (2004) Strategic planning as an integrative device. Administrative Science
Quarterly 49: 337-365.

Klein JA (1991) A reexamination of autonomy in light of new manufacturing practices. Human Relations
44:21-38.

Kouamé S and Langley A (2018) Relating microprocesses to macro-outcomes in qualitative strategy process
and practice research. Strategic Management Journal 39: 559-581.

Langenmayr T, Seidl D and Splitter V (2024) Interdiscursive struggles: Managing the co-existence of the
conventional and open strategy discourse. Strategic Management Journal 45: 1696—1730.

Leonardi PM and Barley SR (2010) What’s under construction here? Social action, materiality, and power in
constructivist studies of technology and organizing. Academy of Management Annals 4: 1-51.

Liu Y, Mezei J, Kostakos V, et al. (2017) Applying configurational analysis to IS behavioural research: A
methodological alternative for modelling combinatorial complexities. Information Systems Journal 27:
59-89.

LouZ, Ye A, Mao J, et al. (2022) Supplier selection, control mechanisms, and firm innovation: Configuration
analysis based on fsQCA. Journal of Business Research 139: 81-89.



24 Australian Journal of Management 00(0)

Luedicke MK, Husemann KC, Furnari S, et al. (2017) Radically open strategizing: How the premium cola
collective takes open strategy to the extreme. Long Range Planning 50: 371-384.

Lusiani M and Langley A (2019) The social construction of strategic coherence: Practices of enabling leader-
ship. Long Range Planning 52: 101840.

Mack DZ and Szulanski G (2017) Opening up: How centralization affects participation and inclusion in strat-
egy making. Long Range Planning 50: 385-396.

McLarney C (2001) Strategic planning-effectiveness-environment linkage: A case study. Management
Decision 39: 809-817.

Mahdad M, Minh TT, Dinh TT, et al. (2024) Open strategizing for developing smart city food system:
Stakeholder inclusion in practice. Technology in Society 77: 102516.

Mantere S and Vaara E (2008) On the problem of participation in strategy: A critical discursive perspective.
Organization Science 19: 341-358.

Mattke J, Maier C, Weitzel T, et al. (2022) Qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) in information sys-
tems research: Status quo, guidelines, and future directions. Communications of the Association for
Information Systems 50: 8.

Miller D (2018) Challenging trends in configuration research: Where are the configurations? Strategic
Organization 16: 453-469.

Misangyi VF and Acharya AG (2014) Substitutes or complements? A configurational examination of corpo-
rate governance mechanisms. Academy of Management Journal 57: 1681-1705.

Morton J (2023) Strategy making as polyphony: How managers leverage multiple voices in pursuing agility.
California Management Review 65: 22-42.

Morton J, Amrollahi A and Wilson AD (2022) Digital strategizing: An assessing review, definition, and
research agenda. The Journal of Strategic Information Systems 31: 101720.

Morton J, Wilson A, Galliers RD, et al. (2019) Open strategy and information technology. In: von Krogh
G, Seidl D and Whittington R (eds) Cambridge Handbook of Open Strategy. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, pp. 169-185.

Morton J, Wilson AD and Cooke L (2020) The digital work of strategists: Using open strategy for organiza-
tional transformation. The Journal of Strategic Information Systems 29: 101613.

Nishant R and Ravishankar M (2020) QCA and the harnessing of unstructured qualitative data. Information
Systems Journal 30: 845-865.

Nketia BA (2016) The influence of open strategizing on organizational members’ commitment to strategy.
Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences 235: 473-483.

Orlikowski WJ and Barley SR (2001) Technology and institutions: What can research on information technol-
ogy and research on organizations learn from each other? MIS Quarterly 25: 145-165.

Ortner T, Hautz J, Stadler C, et al. (2024) Open strategy and digital transformation: A framework and future
research agenda. International Journal of Management Reviews. Epub ahead of print 22 August. DOI:
10.1111/ijmr.12379.

Park Y, Fiss P and El Sawy OA (2020) Theorizing the multiplicity of digital phenomena: The ecology of
configurations, causal recipes, and guidelines for applying QCA. MIS Quarterly 44: 1493—1520.

Patterson MG, West MA, Shackleton VJ, et al. (2005) Validating the organizational climate measure: Links
to managerial practices, productivity and innovation. Journal of Organizational Behavior 26: 379—408.

Plotnikova A, Pandza K and Sales-Cavalcante H (2021) How strategy professionals develop and sustain an
online strategy community—the lessons from Ericsson. Long Range Planning 54: 102015.

Podsakoff PM, MacKenzie SB, Lee J-Y, et al. (2003) Common method biases in behavioral research: A criti-
cal review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology 88: 879.

Powell TC and Dent-Micallef A (1997) Information technology as competitive advantage: The role of human,
business, and technology resources. Strategic Management Journal 18: 375-405.

Preston DS, Chen D and Leidner DE (2008) Examining the antecedents and consequences of CIO strategic
decision-making authority: An empirical study. Decision Sciences 39: 605-642.

Priem RL and Harrison DA (1994) Exploring strategic judgment: Methods for testing the assumptions of
prescriptive contingency theories. Strategic Management Journal 15: 311-324.



Amrollahi et al. 25

Ragin CC (2008) Redesigning Social Inquiry: Fuzzy Sets and beyond. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
Press.

Ramanujam V, Venkatraman N and Camillus JC (1986) Multi-objective assessment of effectiveness of strate-
gic planning: A discriminant analysis approach. Academy of Management Journal 29: 347-372.

Reed J (2021) Strategic agility in the SME: Use it before you lose it. Journal of Small Business Strategy 31: 33-46.

Satre AS and Van de Ven A (2021) Generating theory by abduction. Academy of Management Review 46:
684-701.

Schneider B, Ehrhart MG and Macey WH (2013) Organizational climate and culture. Annual Review of
Psychology 64: 361-388.

Schneider CQ and Rohlfing I (2016) Case studies nested in fuzzy-set QCA on sufficiency: Formalizing case
selection and causal inference. Sociological Methods & Research 45: 526-568.

Seidl D and Whittington R (2014) Enlarging the strategy-as-practice research agenda: Towards taller and flat-
ter ontologies. Organization Studies 35: 1407-1421.

Seidl D, Von Krogh G and Whittington R (2019) Defining open strategy: Dimensions, practices, impacts, and
perspectives. In: von Krogh G, Seidl D and Whittington R (eds) Cambridge Handbook of Open Strategy.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 9-26.

Senyo PK, Osabutey EL and Kan KAS (2021) Pathways to improving financial inclusion through mobile
money: A fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis. Information Technology & People. 34,1997-2017.

Sousa R and Voss CA (2008) Contingency research in operations management practices. Journal of
Operations Management 26: 697-713.

Splitter V, Dobusch L, von Krogh G, et al. (2023) Openness as organizing principle: Introduction to the spe-
cial issue. Organization Studies 44: 7-27.

Splitter V, Seidl D and Whittington R (2024) Getting heard? How employees learn to gain senior management
attention in inclusive strategy processes. Strategic Management Journal 45: 1877-1925.

Stadler C, Hautz J and Ortner T (2024) Open strategy and the multinational firm. Multinational Business
Review 32: 443-462.

Stieger D, Matzler K, Chatterjee S, et al. (2012) Democratizing strategy: How crowdsourcing can be used for
strategy dialogues. California Management Review 54: 44—68.

Suddaby R (2010) Editor’s comments: Construct clarity in theories of management and organization. Academy
of Management Review 35: 346-357.

Tavakoli A, Schlagwein D and Schoder D (2017) Open strategy: Literature review, re-analysis of cases and
conceptualisation as a practice. The Journal of Strategic Information Systems 26: 163—184.

Vaara E, Rantakari A and Holstein J (2019) Participation research and open strategy. In: von Krogh G, Seidl
D and Whittington R (eds) Cambridge Handbook of Open Strategy. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, pp. 27-40.

Von Krogh G and Geilinger N (2019) Open Innovation and Open Strategy: Epistemic and Design Dimensions.
In: Von Krogh G, Seidl D and Whittington R (eds) Cambridge Handbook of Open Strategy. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, pp. 41-58.

Whittington R, Cailluet L and Yakis-Douglas B (2011) Opening strategy: Evolution of a precarious profes-
sion. British Journal of Management 22: 531-544.

Wolf C and Floyd SW (2017) Strategic planning research: Toward a theory-driven agenda. Journal of
Management 43: 1754—-1788.

Woodward J (1958) Management and technology. London: H.M.S.O.

Yakis-Douglas B, Angwin D, Ahn K, et al. (2017) Opening M&A strategy to investors: Predictors and out-
comes of transparency during organisational transition. Long Range Planning 50: 411-422.

Zimmermann A and Kenter JO (2023) Framing the change and changing frames: Tensions in participative
strategy development. Politics & Policy 51: 81-113.

Zimmermann A, Raab K and Zanotelli L (2013) Vicious and virtuous circles of offshoring attitudes and
relational behaviours. A configurational study of German IT developers. Information Systems Journal
23: 65-88.



Australian Journal of Management 00(0)

26

‘249Y sauawiedap ay1 JO SWOS UsaMIDQ 10dsau 3[2a1| AJ2A S dJaY |

*9A129Y40 AJDA S| sjuswiIedap USIMIBG UOIIEIOGE||0D)

‘uonew.ojul aJeys o1 paJedaud aue syuswnaedap uadayip ul 9|dosy

"249Y sjuswiedsp usamiag Id1|U0d o331| AJSA SI BUdY |

‘syuswedap Usy10 Jo snopidsns sue sjdoay

"uoIsIDAp & 3upjel 9.40§9q SSOQ Y3 YaIMm sy sSUIY3 >Payd 03 Jurriodwi s 3|

"33y puno.e auop aJe s3ulya Aem aya uo usiad e 3y3n ool sdosy| JuswaSeuel

‘WAY2 MO[2q 3SOY3 JO YoM a3 |0.au0d Apysn doa ayy 1e sjdoay

351 uolssiwaad 3un1a8 INOYIIM SUOISIDAP PalE|aI->Jom el 01 9jdoad 1sn.ay Juswadeuey
SWII 9Y3 JO YdNW SUOISIISP UMO J19ya xew 9|doad 19] auswadeuel,

'949Y UONEIIUNWIWIOD Ul SUMOP>[E3.q U310 a.e 343y |

‘paJeys A|9pIM SI UOIBWIOHU|

'Speay J1ay1 J9A0 apew Ajpuanbauy aue suolsap [99) ajdoay

]MOM 1342 12348 UdIYM SuoIsIdap ul Aes Aue aAey 3,uop ajdoay

‘waya ul paAjoaul sjdoad sya 031 3upjjea InoYIIm Spew dJe sasueyD

"WIBY) 109)4E 1B SPEBW .k SUOISIIAP Udym d|doad saA|oAul JusWDSeUE

‘uoyesiuedio aya ul Supjew-AS21e13s 9Y3 JO 3nsau & se padojaAIp SEM AIUNWWIOD JO ISUIS Y
‘uoziioy 3upjew-4A391e.11s SY3 JO PUS Y3 IB S|qeASIYDE S4oM s31391e.43s padojaasp sy

"uoies|ue3Io 3yl Ul SUOAISAS 10} puelsIapun 0 Ased sem ueld d18a1e.a3s padojaAap sy Jo JUIUOD Y |

‘uonyesjued.io ay3 jo aduewoyiad [epueuly oY) parosduwi ueld d18a3e43s padojaasp ay |
's|eod 21891e.35 S11 9ASIYdE 491399 01 uonesiuedio aya padjsy ueid di3sreaas padojeasp ay |
-ue|d aya SuidojoAap Joj awn padinbau sy aAes 01 padjey A391e.43s U0} pasn yoeoudde ay |

'sdnoJ3 uapjoyayjeas Juauayip udife 01 uonesiuedio ayy padjay ueld 213a1e43s padojaasp ay |
;sue|d uoisiaaa pue uopeluswa|dwi A8a1ea1s uidojoAap ul pasn a4am S|001 YDIYAA

uone.dsiu)

Awouoiny

JUBWAA|OAU|
S2Wo2IN0 [euosadiaiu)

SaWo3IN0 dANRIUS0D)
sawo23INno [euonesiueSiO
sawodINo [euonesiuedi
sawo21no [euonesiuedi
sawodINno [euonesiuedi

uonejuswsa|du)

ayewd uado

suonesiuesiQ
ul sswod3InQ

isindano A3s1ea1s dojoAsp 01 pasn a4am $|001 YDIYAA inding

iss920.d uone|nuLioy A3918.43s 93 Ul PasN 349M S|001 YDIYAA $5920.d
isandu A821e.3s 109)|00 01 Pasn aJam S|00I UDIYAA andu| ssaupajqeus- |

i9]qe|ieae sueld uoisiAa. pue uoneiuswa|dwi AS93e.3s S48 WOoyM O | uoneuswsaduw)

i9|qe|ieA. sandino A391e.41s SJB WOYM O inding

i9|qe|reA ssad0.4d Supjew-AS91e.1S 9Yd SEM WOYM O | $5930.d
i9|qe|reae syndui A893e.3s SU9M WOYM O andu) Aouauedsued )

isueid uoisiaaa pue uoneauswsa|dwi A8s1ea3s Suidojaasp ul s1edidiaed 01 pamoje sem OYAA uonejuawa|dw)

isandino A3s1e.ans Sunuasaudau ul a1edidnued 01 pamojje sem OYAA indinp

issod0.d Supjew-4A391ea3s ay3 ul 91edidiaed 01 pamo|[e sem OYAA $5920.4
;sandur A3s3e.a3s Sunaiwgns ul a3edidiued 01 pamojje Sem OYAA andu) SSQUAISN|DU|
way| sway | Jooey

‘suoiyesiuesJo Ul sawodINo pue ‘@3ewl|d uado ‘suo1de) A3a3ea3s uado 03 Suipuodsaulod swall padopasg *| xipuaddy



