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By their nature strategic decisions
deal with the long-term health and vi-
tality of the total organization. They
are the most important decisions that
executives make and, therefore, nor-
mally fall within the purview of top
management. Because of their over-
riding significance, strategic deci-
sions tend to be closely linked to form
a consistent pattern for unifying and
directing the organization (Harrison,
1995). Strategic decisions constitute
the essence of strategic leadership. By
definition a strategic leader is one
who makes strategic decisions that
commit the total organization to a
given course of action. The principal
research question to be addressed in
this study is whether the chief exec-
utive officer (CEO) should unilater-
ally exercise strategic leadership on
behalf of the total organization or
whether such leadership should be
shared by one or more other groups
in the hierarchy of management.

The attainment of the strategic ob-
jectives underlying strategic decisions
is accomplished through the effective

practice of strategic leadership (van
der Merwe and van der Merwe, 1985).
The perceptions of executives consti-
tute an integral part of their cognitive
limitations in making strategic
choices (Anderson and Paine, 1975).
In this context, perception is a psy-
chological function which enables
strategic leaders to receive and proc-
ess information obtained from the ex-
ternal environment within the strate-
gic management process (Tregoe
and Tobia, 1990). In one sense, a
strategy is a set of decisions or choices
made by a leader that is filtered by
his/her perceptions and limited by
his/her cognitive capacity (Ibrahim
and Kelly, 1986). In fact, executives
vary gready in their perceptions of ef-
fective leadership in making and suc-
cessfully implementing strategic
choices (Harrison, 1992). Such dif-
ferences may be attributable to una-
voidable cognitive biases below the
executive's threshold of awareness or
they may reflect a conscious prefer-
ence for or a predisposition toward a
particular outcome inherent in the
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300 HARRISON AND PELLETIER

decision (Waller et al.,, 1995). For
purposes of this article, a successful
strategic choice is one that results in
the attainment of the objective that
gave rise to the decision within the
constraints that must be observed to
bring about such attainment. In es-
sence, strategic decision success sig-
nifies intended ends accomplished
within designated means.

In spite of the axiomatic percep-
tual inaccuracies and cognitive limi-
tadons of strategic leaders, their im-
pressions of the factors contributing
to or detracting from successful out-
comes of strategic choices are highly
significant for the long-term viability
of the organization (Harrison, 1992).
This significance is reflected in nu-
merous studies in which the percep-
tions of the strategic leaders consti-
tute the central focus of the study
(Shore et al., 1995). For example, in
a classic study of strategy in three in-
dustries, Lawrence and Lorsch
(1967) focused extensively on the
perceptions of the top executives.
The research of Anderson and Paine
(1975) noted that numerous subjec-
tive factors influence the perceptions
of strategic leaders and, subse-
quentdly, strategic choices. Hambrick
and Mason (1984) highlighted the
importance of the perceptions of up-
per managerial echelons in making
and implementing strategic deci-
sions. And, finally, the comprehen-
sive survey by MacCrimmon and Weh-
rung (1986) of 509 high-level
executives in the United States and
Canada revealed a plethora of vari-
ances in perceptions involved in stra-
tegic decision making at the highest
levels of the corporation.

The study underlying this article
was directed toward ascertaining the
truly significant leadership factors
that contribute to the success of im-

plemented strategic decisions as seen
through the eyes of the chief execu-
tive officer (CEO). The specific focus
is on strategic leadership at the level
of the CEO. In-depth studies con-
fined exclusively to CEOs are not as
common in the literature of strategic
management as one might suppose.
No doubt the limitations on access to
the CEO and the understandable re-
luctance of the chief executive to ex-
pend valuable time and energy in ac-
ademic research contributes to the
paucity of knowledge from the top of
the organization. There are, however,
some notable exceptions in this re-
gard. For example, Steiner’s (1983)
selective, in-depth interviews of 25
CEOs revealed their increasing in-
volvement in strategic decision mak-
ing. Norburn’s (1989) study of 108
British chief executives revealed that
the CEO has discernibly different
characteristics from other members
of the top management team. Song’s
(1982) study of 53 CEOs in major
U.S. firms showed that the back-
ground and prior experience of the
incumbent CEO is significantly asso-
ciated with the diversification strategy
of a given firm. Dess’ (1987) study of
24 CEOs focused on consensus within
the top management team in making
and implementing strategic deci-
sions. The study of 50 south African
chief executives by van der Merwe
and van der Merwe (1985) concen-
trated on the attributes of strategic
leadership required for effective per-
formance at the top of the organiza-
tion. The study by Ibrahim and Kelly
(1986) of 12 Canadian CEOs dealt
with their strategic leadership style.
In a series of interviews with 20 CEOs
in a crosssection of profit and non-
profit  organizations, Hambrick
(1981b) concluded that strategic
awareness is positively related to hi-
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erarchical level. In still another study
of 24 CEOs in Canada, Miller et al.,
(1982) found a direct and significant
relationship between the nature of
corporate strategy and the personal-
ity and strategy-making behavior of
the CEO. And Kylen’s (1985) study of
25 CEOs in large Swedish firms fo-
cused on the concept of strategic sur-
prise. There are other studies that are
concerned with the CEO as a strategic
leader. But, for the most part, these
are not studies in which the CEO is
the exclusive participant. This article
is based on a study of strategic lead-
ership at the CEO level as perceived
by the incumbent chief executives
with a view toward determining
whether successful strategic decisions
should be made unilaterally or jointly
at the highest levels of the corpora-
tion.

CEO STRATEGIC LEADERSHIP
ORIENTATIONS

Whether viewed directly by the
CEO, a member of the top manage-
ment team or any knowledgeable ob-
server, there are numerous orienta-
tions toward the role of the CEO in
exercising strategic leadership in a
given organization. Figure I reflects a
suggested nomenclature for the ori-
entations toward strategic leadership
presented in this article. As shown in
Figure I, there are two primary per-
spectives on the role of the CEO in
exercising strategic leadership. Each
perspective has multiple variations
which provide a more detailed ori-
entation regarding the role of the
CEO. For example, the branches
stemming from variation 2 of per-
spective 1 indicate that Figure I is not
intended as an exhaustive nomencla-
ture of CEO strategic leadership ori-
entations. Presumably there are an

infinite number of permutations in
the role of the CEOQ in exercising stra-
tegic leadership. As the discussion to
follow will show, however, the orien-
tations set forth in Figure I are rep-
resentative of much of the current lit-
erature on strategic leadership.
Following this discussion a recent sur-
vey of 61 CEOs will focus on their per-
ceptions of the significant factors that
contribute to successfully imple-
mented strategic choices made within
their respective organizations. Fi-
nally, the perceptions of the respon-
dent CEOs will be used to categorize
their personal strategic leadership
orientation in the context of Figure 1.

Perspective No. 1

This perspective tends to diminish
the importance of strategic leader-
ship at the CEO level. As shown in
Figure I, it has three principal varia-
tions each of which merits a brief
presentation.

Variation No. 1. This variation as-
serts that strategic leadership is un-
important at any level in the organi-
zation. The study of 167 corporations
by Lieberson and O’Connor (1972)
concluded that strategic leadership
does not make a significant differ-
ence in organizational performance.
According to them variations in per-
formance are primarily attributable
to environmental factors rather than
top leadership. Rothschild (1993)
holds that leadership can and should
change to fit the strategy at hand. Ac-
cording to this view strategic leader-
ship is diminished as simply another
variable in a given strategic calculus.
Coulson-Thomas (1992) downplays
the significance of strategic leader-
ship by asserting that the board is the
genuine source of strategic vision and
the CEO functions mainly as a facili-
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CEO PERCEPTIONS OF STRATEGIC LEADERSHIP 303

tator of the board’s vision. Some re-
searchers insist that strategic leader-
ship is much less significant than
either environmental or organiza-
tional constraints. Carried to its ex-
treme, this view suggests that organi-
zations tend to run themselves, and
strategic leadership exercised by the
CEO is of little moment (Cyert and
March, 1963; Hall, 1977).

Variation No. 2. The second varia-
tion diminishes the unilateral role of
the CEO in exercising strategic lead-
ership by extolling the merits of
shared strategic leadership. One
branch of this variation advances the
importance of strategic leadership ex-
ercised by a top management team
usually defined to include the CEO
and senior executives reporting to
that position (Hambrick, 1987; Ama-
son, 1996). A top management team
approach is regarded as particularly
effective for multinational corpora-
tions (Kim and Marborgne, 1993). A
team approach to strategic leadership
can contribute to the strategic health
of the organization (Tregoe and To-
bia, 1990). A second branch of this
variation extends strategic leadership
to include middle management
(Guth and MacMillan, 1986; Schilit,
1977). In particular, the commitment
of middle managers is essential to en-
sure that the results of strategy cor-
respond with its objectives. Middle
management provides the critical
link between the strategic decisions
made at the top of the organization
and the implementation of such de-
cisions in the operational areas. As
such, the commitment of middle
management to a given strategic
choice is essential for a successful out-
come.

Variation No. 3. The third variation
of perspective 1 advocates a partici-
pative style of strategic leadership. It

is essentially a bottom-to-top phe-
nomenon with ample opportunity for
participation from employees and
managers alike at all levels in the or-
ganization (Bower, 1974; Locke etal,,
1986). This is the approach advanced
by Likert (1967) in his system 4 lead-
ership style. According to this varia-
tion, ‘‘vision is useless unless it can be
channeled in a way to empower your
employees, consumers, and sup-
pliers”” (Schmincke, 1990: 18). More-
over, ‘‘participation does not stop
with the top management team. Mid-
dle managers, key individual contrib-
utors and line employees can and
should contribute to the organiza-
tion’s vision” (Tregoe and Tobia,
1990: 14). This approach to strategic
leadership basically relegates the
CEO to a role as the first among
equals, although ‘“‘the CEO must
maintain ultimate responsibility for
the formulation and implementation
of strategy’’ (Tregoe and Tobia, 1990:
14).

Perspective No. 2

This perspective tends to exalt the
role of the incumbent CEO as the
strategic leader for the entire organ-
ization. As shown in Figure I, it has
two principal variations each of which
deserves special mention.

Variation No. 1. This variation as-
serts that strategic leadership by the
incumbent CEO is inherent in the
position. There is a large literature
that espouses this approach to stra-
tegic leadership. It is essentially a top-
to-bottom variation that recognizes
the pervasive influence of the CEO
throughout the organization. An-
drews (1980), for example, avers that
the CEO is the architect of corporate
purpose. Norburn (1989) asserts that,
as a focus for corporate accountabil-
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304 HARRISON AND PELLETIER

ity, the CEO is the corporate leader.
The CEO is, according to this view,
the chief strategist for the corpora-
don (Holmberg and Baker, 1982).
Strategy emanates from the top of the
organization, and it is more effective
when strategic leadership is exercised
by the CEO (Hambrick, 1987; Daft et
al.,, 1988). This variation avers that
the chief executive exerts more influ-
ence on strategic decisions than any
other executive (Hegarty and Hoff-
man, 1987). Several surveys of CEOs
reveal that they perceive themselves
as the strategic leader for the corpo-
ration, (e.g., van der Merwe and van
der Merwe, 1985; Leontiades and Te-
zel, 1988). More recent studies tend
to reinforce the idea that strategic
leadership is inherent in the position
of the CEO. Most of these studies
consider the CEO to be the key to the
formulation and implementation of
strategy with a hands-on involvement
at all critical stages in the strategic
planning process (e.g., Nahavandi
and Malekzadeh, 1993; Daniel,
1992).

Variation No. 2. This variation as-
serts that CEOs vary in terms of their
discretion in exercising strategic lead-
ership. The chief executive is still ex-
alted in a hierarchical sense, but the
degree of exaltation ranges from ab-
solute to moderate. The primary de-
terminants of discretionary leader-
ship are the external environment,
the internal organization, and the
CEQ's level of competence and per-
sonal attributes (Hambrick and Fin-
klestein, 1987). In this variation, the
domain of strategic leadership is
bounded by the setting in which it
takes place. Strategic leadership is ex-
ercised by the CEO through the influ-
ence of that office along with the ca-
pabilities of the incumbent. In the
presence of numerous attractive ex-

ternal opportunities amenable to ex-
ploitation through organizational
strengths, the influence of strategic
leadership by a very capable CEO can
be considerable. Conversely, in the
presence of organizational weak-
nesses inhibiting the realization of ex-
ternal opportunities, a less capable
CEO may have a lesser influence on
strategic leadership. A discretionary
approach to strategic leadership by
an incumbent CEO may be accom-
plished by a quest for consensus or
simply orchestrating the formulation
and implementation of strategy. But
this variation does not result in a dim-
inution of the position of the CEO
which simply acknowledges and ac-
cepts the situational constraints that
preclude unilateral action by the in-
cumbent (Brooker, 1991; Priem,
1990). The strategic decisions of the
CEO are bounded only by the need
to exercise discretion within a frame-
work of the environment and the or-
ganization (Hambrick, 1989).

STUDY METHOD

As mentioned previously, studies of
strategic leadership involving only
the CEO are fairly uncommon. It is
even more uncommon to attempt to
ascertain the perceptions of incum-
bent CEOs with regard to the factors
that they believe are most important
in contributing to successfully imple-
mented strategic decisions. The pro-
file of responses from the CEOs par-
ticipating in this study will be used to
evaluate their strategic leadership ori-
entation in the context of Figure I.

The instrument used to obtain in-
formation from the CEOs was a ques-
tionnaire consisting of selected Lik-
ertscaled questions related to
successfully implemented strategic
decisions. The respondent organiza-

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES  Vol. IX Number 3 Fall 1997

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner:  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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tions consisted of medium-size and
large manufacturing and service cor-
porations. Twenty-one companies
had less than 500 employees, while
seven corporations had more than
25,000 employees. In terms of annual
sales, six companies reported less
than $5 million and twenty declared
more than $500 million. The average
company approximated 5,000 em-
plovees with annual sales of $500 mil-
lion. The respondent organizations
were selected randomly from the
membership roster of the San Fran-
cisco Chamber of Commerce. Of the
108 corporations surveyed, responses
were received from 61 CEOs which is
56 percent of the surveyed popula-
tion. In most cases, responses from
CEOs were obtained with the help of
their administrative assistants.

The statistical input of the study
was processed and analyzed using
standard  statistical  techniques
(SPSS). The statistical test utilized in-
cluded standard descriptive statistics
along with analysis of variance and
Pearson correlation coefficient anal-
ysis. This study focuses on measures
of central tendency for selected fac-
tors of strategic leadership which are
subsequently correlated to ascertain
significant statistical relationships.

DETERMINANTS OF STRATEGIC
LEADERSHIP

The determinants of strategic lead-
ership constitute those factors which,
in the view of the incumbent CEO,
contribute significantly to success-
fully implemented strategic deci-
sions. Presumably these factors will be
used by the CEO in the right time,
place and way if a given strategic
choice is most likely to yield positive
results. At this juncture, it is impor-
tant to emphasize the significance of

the CEO’s perception of what is es-
sental for effective strategic leader-
ship. In one sense, given the paucity
of empirical studies on strategic lead-
ership at the CEO level, there are few
relevant references for those whose
leadership experience encompasses
the total enterprise. In another sense,
given the obvious and well docu-
mented significance of the CEO in
strategic leadership actions, it seems
somewhat superfluous to attempt to
affirm or disclaim the perceptions of
those who must stand accountable for
the strategic performance of the total
enterprise (Romanelli and Tushman,
1988). There are, however, some gen-
eral references that will be used selec-
tively to justify the inclusion of indi-
vidual factors. Table 1 presents an
array of strategic leadership determi-
nants at the CEO level as docu-
mented by the respondent chief ex-
ecutives.

Well Defined Objectives

Harvey states the case for well de-
fined objectives in strategic manage-
ment:

The strategic management process involves

the formulation of a set of . . . objectives

for organizational performance. Strategic
management is based on results so [objec-
tives] initiate the strategy formulation proc-
ess. This is true because it is difficult to de-
velop strategy if the manager does not know

what results he [or she] is seeking to
achieve (1982: 64-65).

The essentiality of objectives as the
foundation for managerial actions
and the managerial functions of plan-
ning, organizing and controlling is
well established (Harrison, 1978).
Numerous studies of the CEO place
the setting of well defined objectives
at the top of the list of chief executive
responsibilities (Noel, 1989; van der
Merwe and van der Merwe, 1985). As
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CEO PERCEPTIONS OF STRATEGIC LEADERSHIP 307

shown in Table 1, the 61 CEO re-
spondents in this study accorded con-
siderable importance to well defined
objectives in implementing successful
strategic decisions within their re-
spective organizations. They agreed
that objectives define the tasks that
are essential for strategic decision
success. In turn, explicit task defini-
tions are more likely to produce pos-
itive results (Hosmer, 1982).

Opportunity for Participation

The data in Table 1 also show that
the respondent CEOs in the study
placed a high value on the opportu-
nity for participation in strategic de-
cision making. Given the intrinsic na-
ture of strategic decisions, it seems
somewhat unusual to find such a pos-
itive acceptance of this approach
among the respondent CEOs (Dick-
son, 1982). It appears that they re-
garded participative decision making
as conducive to strategic decision suc-
cess. There is some research to sup-
port this view (Stagner, 1969).

Structural Determinants

The structural determinants in Ta-
ble 1 are: (1) delegation of authority,
(2) locus of accountability, and (3)
formal task assignments. At the level
of the total organization, it is an es-
tablished principle that structure
tends to follow strategy (Chandler,
1966). Drucker asserts the primacy
and sequence of structure in relation
to strategy as follows:

Structure to be effective and sound must

follow strategy. Any work on structure

must . . . start with objectives and strat-

egy. Strategy determines the purpose of
structure (1973: 523).

The organization’s structure is a
critical variable in the successful im-

plementation of strategic decisions
(Mazzolini, 1981). Top management
determines the shape of the organi-
zational structure, and strategic lead-
ership for the total organization is ac-
complished through this structure
(Hambrick, 1989; Hosmer, 1982).
However, the CEO does not operate
in isolation to implement a chosen
strategy. In the usual case, the CEO
pursues strategic success through in-
teraction with his/her subordinates
on the top management team. This
interaction is accomplished through
the process of delegation. **The size
and scope of the chief executive’s job
responsibility rests, to a large extent,
on delegation ability” (van der
Merwe and van der Merwe, 1985:
107).

The respondent CEOs in the study
tended to confirm the primacy of
structure in successfully implement-
ing strategic decisions. As shown byv
the measures of central tendency in
Table 1, it seems reasonable to infer
that: (1) the delegation of authority
is usually commensurate with the re-
sponsibility of task assignments, (2)
the locus of accountability for results
is generally identified in ways that are
clear and unequivocal, and (3) task
assignments are routinely made
through the organizaton structure.
The respondent CEOs obviously have
a definite perception that at the top
of the organization structure is the ve-
hicle through which strategic leader-
ship is exercised.

Objectives-Oriented Budgetary
Allocations

The budget is an integrating mech-
anism for the allocation of resources
to implement strategic choices. Budg-
ets transform allocated resources to
quantitative measures thereby con-
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308 HARRISON AND PELLETIER

necting all organizational elements to
the implemented strategy. In this way
budgets facilitate evaluation and con-
trol for successful outcomes (Harri-
son, 1986). The respondent CEOs are
well aware of the primacy of this re-
lationship. As shown in Table 1, they
indicated that they generally allocate
resources in accordance with the ob-
jectives underlying the strategy for
the total organization.

OUTCOMES OF STRATEGIC
LEADERSHIP

The outcomes of strategic leader-
ship constitute those conditions
which, in the view of the incumbent
CEO, result from successfully imple-
mented strategic decisions. These
outcomes are generic in that they
generally apply to all strategic deci-
sions regardless of their underlying
objectives. For example, it is reason-
able to expect that almost any suc-
cessful strategic choice will have a
positive effect on the stakeholders of
the organization as well as the power
structure within the organization.
Moreover, if the employees don’t
“buy in”” on the strategic decisions
made by top management, the prob-
ability of strategic success is lessened
considerably. The discussion in this
section will focus on the significance
of the strategic outcomes reflected in
Table 2. The next section will corre-
late and evaluate the relationship of
the factors of strategic leadership pre-
sented in Tables 1 and 2.

Effect on Stakeholders

The term ‘‘stakeholder’ is well es-
tablished in the literature of strategic
management (Donaldson and Pres-
ton, 1995). By common definition,
stakeholders include those entities

that have a tangible claim on the or-
ganization. In other words, stakehold-
ers have a vested interest in the out-
come of strategic decisions made
within a given organization. Ansoff
(1965) includes managers, workers,
stockholders, suppliers, and vendors
in his list of stakeholders. Rhenman
(1968) uses the term stakeholders to
designate the individuals or groups
which depend on the organization
for the realization of their personal
goals and on whom the organization
is dependent. King and Cleland
(1978) define stakeholders as individ-
uals, groups, or institutions who have
an explicit or implied claim on the
organization. Their list of stakehold-
ers is very broad and includes stock-
holders, creditors, employees, sup-
pliers, governments, unions, compet-
itors, local communities, and the gen-
eral public. And, finally, Freeman
(1983) advances and delineates the
role of the CEO in exercising strate-
gic leadership through effective inter-
action with stakeholders at the cor-
porate level. As such, he establishes
the chief executive focus that is of pri-
mary concern in this study.

As shown in Table 2, the respon-
dent CEOs accorded a high degree of
importance to a positive effect on
stakeholders as a significant factor in
successfully implementing strategic
decisions within their respective or-
ganizations. Obviously the CEOs are
well aware of the necessity for accep-
tance and support from stakeholders
in transforming well crafted strategic
choices into beneficial strategic out-
comes. In this study, therefore, theory
is confirmed by practice at the CEO
level.

Effect on Power Structure

For purposes of this study, the
power structure within a given organ-
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310 HARRISON AND PELLETIER

ization consists of those individuals
and entities whose influence is most
significant and pervasive in success-
fully implementing a given strategic
choice at the corporate level. Obvi-
ously the CEO is the nucleus of the
internal power structure. Other or-
ganizational entities share in this
membership.

Some entities have disproportion-
ate amounts of power because they
are vital links in the organization’s
strategy (Hickson et al., 1971). Other
individuals or entities possess power
because their skills or outputs are
scarce and highly valued (Crozier,
1964). Still others exert influence be-
cause they possess important infor-
mation or because their leader has
exceptional influence (Bower, 1974).
Hambrick (198la) attributed power
to those members of the top manage-
ment team who are able to effectively
cope with contingencies originating
in the external environment that di-
recdy affect the corporate strategy.
And Pfeffer (1981) has identified nu-
merous sources of power that qualify
individuals and entities for member-
ship in the internal power structure.
The ability to control strategy-based
information because of an important
position in the organization’s com-
munication network would normally
qualify one for membership in the in-
ternal power structure. Headship of a
department or unit noted for its abil-
ity to bring in scarce resources or
cope with contingencies confers a
high degree of power on the incum-
bent. The level at which one reports
as well as the number of people one
supervises are indicators of possible
power in the organization. For pur-
poses of this study, the internal power
structure is defined as the CEO and
the other members of the top man-
agement team (Hambrick, 1987).

As shown in Table 2, the respon-
dent CEOs in this study placed a high
value on positive effects on the inter-
nal power structure as an outcome of
successfully implemented strategic
decisions. Along with the stakehold-
ers, the internal power structure was
deemed crucial to strategic success by
the respondent CEOs. Their percep-
tions reinforced prevailing theory on
this subject.

Behavioral Outcomes

The behavioral outcomes in Table
2 are: (1) accommodation of em-
ployee concerns, (2) elicitation of
employee commitment, and (3) em-
ployee-assumed obligation. One of
the findings of this study was the high
level of importance ascribed by the
respondent CEOs to these behavioral
outcomes. As shown previously in Ta-
ble 1, the CEOs ascribed a high level
of importance to employee partici-
pation as a determinant of successful
strategic leadership. In Table 2, the
respondent CEOs ascribed even
higher levels of importance to the
aforesaid behavioral outcomes. Many
strategic decisions directly or indi-
rectly involve some degree of change
within the organization that affects
the work or relationships of individ-
uals or groups of employees. These
changes often create specters of dis-
advantage and deprivation which can
easily escalate to manifest levels of re-
sistance and conflict (Freeman,
1983). The recognition of this phe-
nomenon by the respondent CEOs
and their manifest willingness to ac-
commodate employee concerns in
quest of employee commitment and
obligation is strongly suggestive cf en-
lightened and progressive strategic
leadership.
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CORRELATES OF STRATEGIC
LEADERSHIP

Table 3 reflects a matrix of corre-
lations between the determinants
(Table 1) and outcomes (Table 2) of
strategic leadership. These determi-
nants are the factors most likely to in-
fluence the direction of the outcomes
through which to ascertain the suc-
cess of decisions made by the organ-
ization’s strategic leadership. Of the
thirty statistical possibilities in Table
3, there are twenty statistically signif-
icant relationships. The individual
strategic leadership outcomes corre-
late with from three to five of the six
strategic leadership determinants.
The implications of these positive sta-
tistical relationships are discussed in
terms of strategic leadership out-
comes in the subsections to follow.

Positive Stakeholder Effects

The perceptions of the respondent
CEOs with regard to what is necessary
to exert a favorable influence on the
organization’s stakeholders seems
well founded (Freeman, 1983). Four
of the six determinants of strategic
leadership are statistically significant
in terms of a positive effect on stake-
holders. The two factors that are not
statistically significant are easy to un-
derstand. For the most part, stake-
holders do not constitute a locus of
accountability for strategic decisions
and they do not normally receive task
assignments. However, stakeholders
are not averse to assisting manage-
ment in defining objectives and usu-
ally welcome the opportunity for even
broader participation in formulating
corporate strategy (King and Cleland,
1978). The delegation of authority
and the objectives-oriented budget-
ary allocatons most likely reflect the

respondent CEOs’ beliefs about what
should be important to stakeholders.

Positive Power Structure Effects

As shown in Table 3, the respon-
dent CEOs accorded a high level of
importance to well defined objec-
tives, delegation of authority, and for-
mal task assignments for the mem-
bers of the internal power structure.
Given the adopted definition of the
power structure to include the CEO
and the other members of the top
management team, the perceptions
of the respondent CEOs seem com-
pletely justified. The less-than-statis-
tically significant determinants of
strategic leadership for the power
structure are amenable to explana-
tion. Members of top management in
the organizations of the respondent
CEOs quite obviously participate in
the creation and casting of strategic
outcomes. Moreover, the top man-
agement team is, by definition, ac-
countable for strategic outcomes and,
as such, is in a powerful position to
influence the allocation of resources
committed to the successful imple-
mentation of such outcomes. From
the standpoint of the respondent
CEO:s all that is necessary to obtain a
positive effect on the internal power
structure is a set of clear objectives
that can be accomplished through hi-
erarchical delegations of authority
and task assignments.

Behavioral Outcomes

The three behavioral outcomes of
strategic leadership reflected in Ta-
ble 3 have numerous positive signifi-
cant statistical correlations with the
six determinants of strategic leader-
ship. Out of eighteen possibilities,
there are thirteen statistical relation-
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ships where the probability of error is
not greater than one chance in
twenty. Nearly three-fourths of the
statistical relationships for the three
behavioral outcomes were signifi-
cantly correlated to all but one or two
of the six determinants of strategic
leadership. Taken as a group, these
determinants have, in the opinion of
the respondent CEOs, a very perva-
sive and positive effect on the suc-
cessful outcomes of implemented
strategic decisions. More specifically,
the respondent CEOs manifested a
positive need to accommodate em-
ployee concerns and to elicit em-
ployee commitment from a sense of
employee-assumed obligation as part
of a successful outcome for an imple-
mented strategic decision.

CONCLUSIONS

Proceeding from an extensive re-
view of the literature on strategic
leadership, this article advanced a
framework of strategic leadership ori-
entations which is reflected in Figure
1. This framework provided a concep-
tual foundation from an empirical
study of 61 corporations in which the
respondent CEOs identified and
ranked selected factors of strategic
leadership. In their view, these factors
contribute significantly to success-
fully implemented strategic deci-
sions. Six determinants of strategic
leadership were deemed to be highly
important by the respondent CEOs.
On balance, these determinants had
a predominant structural orientation
with a focus on objectives, authority,
accountability, assignments, and al-
locations. It would appear therefore
that, as seen by the respondent CEOs,
the primary means to successfully im-
plement strategic decisions is
through the structure of the organi-

zation. This perception of the respon-
dent CEOs tends to confirm Chan-
dler's (1966) thesis that, at the
corporate level, structure tends to fol-
low strategy. This composite percep-
tion also tends to confirm perspective
number 2 in Figure I which exalts the
role of the CEO as the strategic leader
for the entire organization. More spe-
cifically, it confirms variation number
1 of perspective number 2 in Figure
I, which notes that the strategic lead-
ership of the incumbent CEO is in-
herent in the position and that the
CEO functions as the rightful and
unilateral architect of strategy for the
entire organization.

The respondent CEOs also identi-
fied five important outcomes of stra-
tegic leadership at the corporate
level. These outcomes of successfully
implemented strategic decisions had
a predominant interactional orienta-
tion emphasizing positive effects on
stakeholders, internal power struc-
ture and emplovees. Table 3 reflected
numerous statistically significant pos-
itive correlations between the deter-
minants and the outcomes of success-
ful strategic leadership. As viewed by
the respondent CEOs, it may be con-
cluded that at the corporate level
structure tends to follow strategy as a
primary means to implement the cho-
sen strategy. In turn, those strategies
that are successfully implemented
through the structure have discerni-
bly positive effects on those entities or
individuals whose acceptance is es-
sential to transform a given strategic
choice into a successful strategic out-
come.

In terms of the CEO strategic lead-
ership orientations depicted in Fig-
ure I, the respondent CEOs are op-
erating in variation number 2 of
perspective number 2. These CEOs
vary in terms of their discretion in ex-
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ercising strategic leadership for the
enfire organization. Their strategic
leadership orientation is one of dis-
cretionary leadership. The primary
determinants of this discretion are
the stakeholders, the internal power
structure and the employees. As
noted above, this discretionary ap-
proach to strategic leadership tends
to be exercised through the structure
of the organization. Again structure
tends to follow strategic leadership.
Moreover, a discretionary orientation
toward strategic leadership does not
diminish the role of the incumbent
CEO who simply acknowledges and
accepts the situational constraints
that preclude unilateral action. It is
also interesting to note that the re-
spondent CEOs in this study did not
fit any of the variations of perspective
number 1 in Figure I. There was no
diminution in the perceived role of
the respondent CEOs. Rather their
perception was one of exalted CEO
leadership tempered by the need to
obtain a positive response from those
entities and groups whose active sup-
port was necessary to produce a suc-
cessfully  implemented  strategic
choice. Clearly this is a subject de-
serving of much additional research
and evaluation, especially from the
standpoint of the incumbent CEO
who remains unalterably accountable
to the constituency of the total enter-
prise.

Several things were learned from
this study. These things are important
for the same reason that strategic de-
cisions are important; that is, they

deal with the long-term health and vi-
tality of the total organization. First,
the study provided some interesting
and meaningful insights into the per-
ceptions of CEOs regarding the sig-
nificant determinants and outcomes
of successfully implemented strategic
decisions. Secondly, the respondent
CEOs were strongly oriented toward
the use of structural determinants to
elicit positive responses to their stra-
tegic leadership from principal stake-
holder groups and key members of
management within the organiza-
tion. Thirdly, the respondent CEOs
were oriented toward a discretionary
approach to strategic leadership op-
erating through the medium of inter-
nal structure. Fourth, this reliance on
structure as a primary determinant
for successfully implementing strate-
gic decisions tends to reinforce the
hypothesis of Chandler (1966).

This study was somewhat limited in
that its population was drawn entirely
from the San Francisco Bay area. The
population surveyed was not large
even though it was drawn from the
highest level in the managerial hier-
archy. A different population of
CEOs from a broader geographic
area might produce somewhat differ-
ent results. This study is simply one of
many that needs to be done if the es-
sence of strategic leadership is to be
understood and exercised in the
making of successful strategic deci-
sions. Hopefully, this studv will act to
stimulate a continuance of this essen-
tial stream of research and publica-
tion.
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