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Abstract
This paper presents research findings on Competitive Strategy Implementation which compared the levels of strategy
implementation achieved by different generic strategy groups, comprising firms inclined towards low cost leadership,
differentiation or dual strategic advantage. The study sought to determine the preferences for use of implementation
armaments and compared how such armaments related to the level of implementation achieved.
Respondents
comprised 71 top executives from 59 companies among the top 300 private sector firms in Kenya. SPSS software was
used to conduct t-test, ANOVA, and multiple linear regression analysis, to within 95% confidence interval or 5%
statistical significance. The results indicated that there was no significant difference between the levels of strategy
implementation achieved by any pair set of the three strategic groups. The study revealed that the predictors of strategy
implementation include the firm’s capacity to overcome resistance to change, having incentives based on meeting
strictly quantitative targets, adopting a win-lose competitive posture, its effectiveness in strategy implementation, and
the environmental rate of change. The results also indicated that there was no significant difference between the
preferences for use of either win-lose or win-win competition by any pair set of the strategic groups.
Keywords: Competitive Strategy, Generic Strategy, Strategy Implementation, Implementation Predictors
1. Introduction
The goal of every competitive strategy is to achieve sustainable competitive advantage (Coyne, 1986; Stalk &
Lachenauer, 2004).
This objective is achieved through competitive strategy implementation, which is defined
primarily by the strategic advantage of either low cost leadership or differentiation (Porter, 1998a). The transient
nature of some competitive advantages over the changing environmental conditions require that strategists deeply
understand the competition process and the factors that underlie each advantage in order to attune themselves to changes
in such underlying conditions (Christensen, 2001).
Such changes, which are at times turbulent and unpredictable,
have made competitiveness become a central preoccupation of both advanced and developing countries (Porter, 2003).
The success or failure of strategies is linked, to a great measure to how they are implemented (Argyris, 1989; Gluck,
Kaufman, & Walleck, 1980; Hambrick & Canella, 1989; Kazanjian & Drazin, 1987; Reed & Buckley, 1991; Stalk &
Lachenauer, 2004). Poor implementation can make sound strategic decisions ineffective, while successful
implementation can make a doubtful strategic choice successful (Mintzberg, Quinn, & Ghoshal, 2003; Andrews, 1980).
However, implementation of strategy exhibits its own resistance which can invalidate the planning effort (Ansoff and
McDonnell, 1990).
1.1 Research Problem
Firms have not been short of strategies but have fallen short of strategy implementation (Alexander, 1985; Brinkerhoff,
1996; Charan & Colvin, 1999; Gluck et al., 1980; Kazanjian & Drazin, 1987; Weiss & Birnbaum, 1989). It is estimate
that 70% of chief executive officers fail due to bad execution (Charan & Colvin, 1999). Situations arise where the
business environment is not conducive to business success, leading to aggressive competition for survival. Under such
situations it is imperative that managers and scholars alike have ready access to empirically supported evidence that
identifies the competitive strategy that may deliver comparatively superior performance in terms of the level of
implementation achieved. This would therefore provide them the opportunity to posture the firm for success. Toward
this end, the study sought to address this need and thereby contribute towards reducing the high failure rate in strategy
implementation.
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1.2 Synthesis and Hypotheses
The criteria for competitive positioning are industry forces that compel the need for positioning (Porter, 1985, 1998a,).
Porter’s five forces model constitutes a framework for environmental threats and opportunities profile tool as it focuses
on these two dimensions of strategic analysis.
These forces may be summarized as emanating primarily from three
areas comprising customers, suppliers and competitors.
In addressing these five forces, and in order to effectively
compete, firms must choose and adopt appropriate generic strategies.
Such strategies are core ideas about how a firm
can best compete in the market place. Porter’s (1998a) generic strategies’ model comprises two dimensions. The first
is the strategic target or competitive scope, which indicates how widely the product is intended to compete, either
throughout the industry or within a particular market niche.
The second dimension is the strategic advantage or
competitive advantage. This indicates the basis on which the product is intended to compete, either by uniqueness /
differentiation as perceived by the customer, or low unit cost of production.
Porter (1985) identifies firms that practice both cost leadership and differentiation strategies simultaneously as being
stuck in the middle. Johnson and Scholes (2002) critique Porter's differentiation concept by introducing the possibility
of pursuing differentiation while maintaining low cost positioning. Two schools of thought have emerged from this
discussion, with one supporting mutual exclusion of the two strategies (Dess & Davis, 1984), while the other advocates
simultaneous application of the two strategies (Certo & Peter, 1995; Wright, Kroll, Tu, & Helms, 1991). From this
stand point, a question arises whether firms that are inclined to apply one school of thought achieve higher
implementation than those that apply the other school of thought. Hence, the following null hypothesis H1.
H1 – There is no significant difference between the levels of implementation achieved by any pair set of strategic groups
from among low cost leaders, differentiators and users of dual strategic advantage.
The importance of strategy implementation is underscored by its repeated mentions either explicitly or implicitly in the
various definitions of strategic management by different scholars (Andrews, 1980; Ansoff, 1987; Certo & Peter, 1995;
Johnson & Scholes, 2002; Pearce & Robinson, 2005). Despite this significant mention, emphasis of its importance,
tools of its facilitation and its challenges appear not to have been adequately addressed in literature. This situation has
led to failed plans and abandoned planning efforts (Brinkerhorr, 1996; Gluck et al., 1980; Gottschalk, 1999; Hambrick &
Cannella, 1989; Kazanjian & Drazin, 1987; Weiss & Birnbaum, 1989).
It may appear imperative therefore, that
implementation is the nourishment and stimulant for the sustenance of strategic management and it is at the heart of the
discipline.
The essence of implementation is to create a reorientation in the organisational status to align it with the planned
strategic decision. This reorientation is in itself a change, which elicits resistance. Resistance to change occurs
whenever an organisational change introduces a discontinuous departure from the historical behaviour, culture, and
power structure (Ansoff & McDonnell, 1990). This identifies the threshold of the implementation challenge, for which
a model is shown in figure 1.
The need to implement a new strategy requires the installation of new capabilities
(preparedness, Pc) to support the strategy in order to realise the intended objectives which would appear to be measured
by the level of implementation achieved (Li). The capability installation may in turn require changes in culture,
management orientation and power structures, thereby inducing greater resistance to change (Rc) that compounds the
implementation of the new strategy. Such resistance is manifested in behavioural (Br) and systemic (Sr) resistances to
change (Ansoff & McDonnell, 1990), and the success of the implementation initiative would appear to be dependent on
how effective these resistances are overcome (Cr) within a continuously changing environment (Ec). It would appear
therefore that the implementation process effectiveness (Ce) is a predictor of the implementation level achieved. From
the analogue model it would appear that if the firm’s capacity to overcome resistance to change is Cr1, it would results
in Li1 as the level of implementation achieved, while Cr2 would lead to Li2. Thus, the null hypothesis H2 proposed as
follows.
H2 – The implementation level achievable can be predicted by the firm’s capacity to overcome resistance to change, its
preparedness for strategy implementation, its effectiveness in strategy implementation, the environmental rate of change,
and the time taken to implement new strategies.
<Figure 1 about here>
The implementation challenge emanates from lack of capacity to deal with the broad social, political, cultural and
organisational dimensions, which interact in complex and completely unpredictable ways whenever new strategies are to
be adopted. These may compel changes in individual or organisational roles, create severe institutional constraints, and
new interaction patterns with other players in the industry (Brinkerhoff, 1996). Hence, the implementation challenge of
realising the intended strategy in the face of opposing forces or resistance. Strategy implementation therefore becomes
50

ISSN 1923-3965

E-ISSN 1923-3973

www.sciedu.ca/jms

Journal of Management and Strategy

Vol. 2, No. 3; September 2011

essentially a management of change issue with its resultant resistance. It is noted that the model in Figure 1 provides a
view that the maximum level of implementation that can be achieved as infinity, as there is always a chance of
improvement using the continuous improvement principle of Total Quality Management, (Ross, 1999).
Literature contends that for successful strategy implementation, there is need to create a strategic fit between the soft and
hard implementation armaments and the organizational strategic variables (Ansoff & McDonnell, 1991; Argyris, 1989;
Brodwin & Bourgeois, 1984; Hussey, 1996; Skivington & Daft, 1991; Stalk & Lachenauer, 2004). The soft elements
comprise the behavioural dimensions while the hard elements comprise the analytical or technical dimensions to the
process of strategic decision-making and the subsequent implementation of strategy. From this perspective the
following null hypothesis H3 was proposed.
H3 – There is no significant difference between the preference for use of soft and hard implementation armaments by any
pair set of strategic group from among low cost leaders, differentiators and dual advantage strategists.
Among the strategy implementation approaches are win-win and win-lose competition, for which there is contention
over the one to adopt. Supporters of the former argue that it is important to appreciate the uniqueness and
resourcefulness of the competition and their success formula (Jarillo & Stevenson, 1991; Nielsen, 1987; Zahra &
Chaples, 1993). In addition, it is necessary to understand how to use competitive pressure to create an optimum
combination of competition and cooperation among selected rivals, and hence allow competition to co-exist with
cooperation especially for firms within business clusters (Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996; D’Aveni, 2002; Nielsen,
1987; Porter, 1998b). Supporters of the latter call for firms to focus relentlessly on competitive advantage, and aim at
crushing competition (Poage, 2004; Stalk & Lachenauer, 2004). This led to the proposal of the following null
hypotheses, H4 and H5..
H4 – There is no significant difference between the preferences for use of win-lose competition by any pair set of
strategic group from among low cost leaders, differentiators and dual advantage strategists.
H5 – There is no significant difference between the preferences for use of win-win competition by any pair set of
strategic group from among low cost leaders, differentiators and dual advantage strategists.
2. Research Design
2.1 Research Setting
The private sector has become the central focus for economic development in African countries in recent years primarily
due to the failure of public sector-led economic development and the rise in globalisation (United Nations Industrial
Development Organization, 1999). The latter has caused increased competition in markets around the world.
The
increased relative importance of the private sector in Sub-Saharan Africa is attributable to a sharp drop in public sector
investment rather than any substantial growth in private sector investment itself (UNIDO, 1999).
The research data was collected from the Republic of Kenya during a time of slow economic recovery in mid 2007.
The business environment in 2002 to 2006 was not conducive to business success, with CEOs in East Africa citing
competition as the third most pressing challenge (after infrastructure) to businesses throughout the region (Eastern
Africa Association, 2006; Kenya Government, 2006; Pricewaterhouse Coopers & Nation Media Group, 2006). The
Kenya Government acknowledged the indispensable role of the private sector as a major prime mover for long term and
sustainable economic growth (Kenya Government, 1988, 1997, 2003, 2006). Kenya had a resourceful and resilient
private sector (Eastern Africa Association, 2006) that accounted for approximately 80% of Gross Domestic Product.
Large private sector firms were estimated to be 1,000 and contributed 30% of GDP.
The study used triangulation at the philosophical level of research, while the practical level involved both quantitative
and qualitative research methods. The sample frame comprised the top 300 private firms in Kenya, based on their
remittances of value added tax to the government during the period 2002 to 2005. The participating firms had a
minimum annual turnover of about US$6.1 million, and having been established for at least seven years prior to the
survey. Pre-test and the survey was done using a structured questionnaire comprising closed and open ended questions.
These were was administered in all major cities using e-mail and follow-up telephone or face to face interviews.
Questionnaires were sent to top executives of 170 companies selected using simple random sampling, cutting across all
industry sectors and business segments. Questions were posed to respondents that led to identification of their strategic
groups, the armaments they used in implementation, their level of achievement in strategy implementation, and the
competitive approaches that they adopted.
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2.2 Measurement
Strategy and implementation process variables were measured by using 5-point Likert scale indicating degree of
agreement to statements operationalized to reflect the intended variable. Strategy variables included low cost leadership,
differentiation and a combination of low cost and differentiation otherwise referred to as dual strategic advantage.
Membership to a strategic group was measured by the firms’ possession of skills and organisational requirements for
fostering the specific generic strategy. Such resources included cost cutting measures to avoid non-value adding
activities, continuous improvement and benchmarking orientation, incentives based on meeting strict quantitative targets,
capability for basic research, corporate reputation for quality and technical leadership, and attracting highly skilled
labour and creative people. Implementation variables included resources, structure, leadership, rewards, consensus type,
consensus building, training, culture, communication, resistance to change, competitive modes of win-lose and win-win.
These variables have been used by other researchers in similar areas of study including Dess and Davis (1984), Furrer et
al. (2002), Govindarajan (1988), Gupta (1987), Skivington and Daft (1991), and Wright et al. (1991). Implementation
process variables included preparedness, effectiveness, environmental rate of change, time, capacity to overcome
resistance to change, and the level of implementation achieved as shown in Figure 1.
2.2.1 Validity Tests
The instrument was pre-tested for face and construct validity, by linking it to background theory and asking a panel of
experts to present their opinions on its suitability for the research. Indeed Emory (1985) and Cooper and Schindler
(2008) contend that content validity is judgemental. In addition, the split half method was used with Spearman Brown
prophesy formula applied to adjust the correlation coefficient for reliability.
2.3 Analytical Methods
As in previous research in this area, correlation analysis, multiple linear regression, and analysis of variance (ANOVA)
were used to determine the extent to which strategy implementation was related to generic strategies, in addition to use
of t-tests for tests of hypotheses (Aosa, 1992; Jennings & Seaman, 1994; Porter, 2003; Skivington & Daft, 1991; Tan &
Litschert, 1994; Wright et al., 1991). The hypotheses were tested within 95 % level of confidence interval or 5 % level
of significance.
3. Data Analysis and Results
Seventy one responses were received from 59 companies, this comprising 42% response rate from the target 170
respondent firms. The respondents were drawn from the firms’ top management teams comprising CEOs 25%, general
managers 54% and SBU managers 21%. The majority of respondents 76% had served their respective firms for a
period of more than four years,
61% of whom had served for 4 to 16 years. A majority of 82% firms had been
established for over 20 years, while all the participating firms were drawn from across all industry sectors.
The study identified three strategic groups comprising low cost leaders 11%, differentiators 31% and those that adopted
combined cost leadership and differentiation strategies or dual strategists 58%. An examination of the cumulative
percentage responses showing agreement and strong agreement, to the statements that there was serious consideration
and availability of soft implementation armaments within firms, showed the following pattern. Staff training and
communication had the highest score of about 92% and 90% respectively. This was followed by corporate culture
which had a score of about 85%, closely followed by leadership with about 82%. In contrast, it appeared that firms
were performing comparatively poorly with consensus building and their ability to overcome resistance to change, both
having a score of 66%. With regard to hard implementation armaments, organizational resources had a response of
92%, organisational structure with 76%, and reward systems 66%. Others included win-win competition which had a
response rate of 64% and finally win-lose competition with a low rate of 34%. From these results it would appear that
firms give great emphasis to provision of implementation resources with declining importance accorded to
organisational structure, reward systems and competitive posture. However, the analyses also showed that win-lose
competition was given less emphasis and firms were more inclined to practice coopetition rather than competition.
The results showed that a cumulative majority of 70% of the firms concurred that they had high preparedness level when
implementing new strategies. A similar majority of 51% indicated general agreement to the fact that their firms
experienced low resistance to change when implementing new strategies. 65% cumulative majority of the firms
indicated disagreement to the fact that the average rate of environmental change in their business was very slow or rather
stable. This implied that the group experienced an average rate of change in the business environment that was neither
very slow nor stable. A majority of 43% of the firms expressed general disagreement to the statement that the time
taken to complete implementation of new strategies was very short. This group implied that the implementation
efficiency was not comparatively very high. The high effectiveness shown for strategy implementation by the
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cumulative majority of 81% firms implied that most strategy projects were fulfilled despite some taking comparatively
longer to complete than expected. A cumulative majority of about 75% of the firms indicated that the level of strategy
implementation achieved in their firms was very high. The results indicated most favourable conditions for strategy
implementation within the firms, despite the recorded challenge of a dynamic business environment whose pace was
greater than very slow or stable conditions.
To compare the three strategic groups, it was necessary to conduct three paired t-tests for each of hypotheses 1, 3, 4 and
5. The results for tests of hypotheses 1 are shown in Tables 1 to 3.
<Table 1 about here>
The results for the comparison of the implementation level achieved by low cost leaders and differentiators shown in
Table 1 revealed that the Levene’s test of equality of variances did not reach significance and therefore fail to reject the
null hypothesis. In addition, the results were not significant and hence, there was no significant difference between the
levels of implementation achieved by low cost leaders and differentiators.
<Table 2 about here>
Table 2 provides the results for the comparison of low cost leaders and dual strategists, which met the condition for
equal variance though they were not significant and therefore fail to reject the null hypothesis. Therefore, there is no
significant difference between the levels of implementation achieved by low cost leaders and dual strategists.
<Table 3 about here>
Table 3 shows the results for the comparison of differentiators and dual strategists, which reveal that they met the
conditions for equal variance, though the results were not significant. Hence, fail to reject the null hypothesis H1.
In order to test hypothesis H2, multiple linear regression analysis was conducted using the stepwise method, for which
the results are shown in Table 4. All the 23 implementation armaments, implementation process variables and skill and
resources for promoting generic strategies identified above were included.
<Table 4 about here>
In the model summary, model 5 had an unadjusted R square of 0.551, which implied that 55% of the changes in value of
implementation level achievable (Li) was explained by the firm’s effectiveness in strategy implementation (Ce), its
capacity to overcome resistance to change (Cr), incentives based on meeting strictly quantitative targets (Qt), win-lose
competitive posture (Wl), and the environmental rate of change (Ec).
In the ANOVA table, the p-value is 0.000
with F-value equal to 15.942, which means the overall model with five variables is significant.
In addition, the
individual significance levels of model 5, shows that all variables, except the intercept were significant, with p-values
ranging from 0.045 to 0.000. Hence, the multiple regression model, using un-standardized Betas, can be stated as
follows.
Li = .346Ce + .353Cr + .178Qt + .113Wl +.131Ec
In checking for multicollinearity, it is noted that the variable inflation factors (VIF) for model 5 range between 1.035
and 1.478.
These figures are far below the threshold of 10, beyond which collinearity or multicollinearity are a
problem. This is also confirmed by the high tolerance shown to vary between .676 and .966 for the variables. The
model therefore is free from the problem of multicollinearity. It is therefore noted that hypothesis H2 is supported
except for the variables time and preparedness. In their place the variables (Qt) and (Wl) were shown to be predictors.
Hypothesis H3 was tested using t-tests and the results are shown in Tables 5 to 7. Results comparing low cost leaders
and differentiators on soft implementation armaments as shown in Table 5 revealed that there was no significant
difference between the use of leadership, training, consensus building, and organisational culture by low cost leaders and
differentiators.
<Table 5 about here>
In addition, low cost leaders and differentiators showed no significant difference in their use of communication, t (28) =
-3.314, p < .05, two-tailed, and capacity to overcome resistance to change, t (28) = -2.256, p < .05, two-tailed. From
these results it can be concluded that there was no significant difference between cost leaders and differentiators in their
preference for use of soft implementation armaments.
With regard to the use of hard implementation armaments, the results for all the variables met the condition for equality
of variance, and therefore fail to reject the null hypothesis. Among these, the results for organizational structure and
resources were significant and therefore report that there is no significant difference between low cost leaders and
differentiators in the emphasis they gave to organizational structure, t (28) = -3.210, p < .05, two-tailed, and resources, t
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(28) = -2.568, p < .05, two-tailed. It can therefore be concluded that there was no significant difference between cost
leaders and differentiators in their preference for use of hard implementation armaments. Putting the two findings
together, it can be summarized that there was no significant difference between the preference for use of soft and hard
implementation armaments by differentiators and low cost leaders.
Table 6 shows the results for low cost leaders and dual strategist and indicates that there was no significant difference
between the preference for use of leadership, communication, training, consensus building, and organizational culture
and the firms’ capacity to overcome resistance to change by the two groups, with the last variable showing t (47) =
-2.908, p < .05, two-tailed. These results show that there was no significant difference in the emphasis and availability
of soft implementation armaments between low cost leaders and dual strategists.
<Table 6 about here>
Results for hard implementation armaments as shown in Table 6 revealed that there was no significant difference
between low cost leaders and dual strategists in how they considered and made available organisational resources,
rewards, win-lose and win-win competitive postures.
The same case applied to organisational structure, t (47) =
-4.754, p < .001, two-tailed.
These results therefore show that there was no significant difference between low cost
leaders and dual strategists in their use of hard implementation armaments. Considering the two findings on soft and
hard armaments, it can be concluded that that there was no significant difference between low cost leaders and dual
strategists in their use of soft and hard implementation armaments.
Comparison of differentiators and dual strategists are shown in Table 7 and the results revealed that there was no
significant difference between the preferences for use of leadership, communication, training, culture and capacity to
overcome resistance to change by these groups, including consensus building, t (61) = 2.087, p < .05, two-tailed.
These results show that there was no significant difference between the preferences for use of soft implementation
armaments by differentiators and dual strategists.
<Table 7 about here>
The analyses of the hard implementation armaments showed that all variables met the condition for equal variance and
hence, fail to reject the null hypothesis. The findings also showed that the results for all variables were not significant
except for resources. It is therefore stated that there was no significant difference between the preferences for use of
organisational structure, rewards, win-lose and win-win competitive postures by differentiators and dual strategists, as
was the case for resources, t (61) = 2.022, p < .05, two-tailed.
Therefore, it is observed that there was no significant
difference between these two groups in their preference for use of hard implementation armaments. The overall picture
in these comparisons is that there was no significant difference between the preferences for use of soft and hard
implementation armaments by differentiators and dual strategists.
Having reviewed the three strategic groups in different pairs, it is noted that they imply the need for failing to reject the
null hypothesis H3. It is also noted that win-lose and win-win competitive postures are among hard implementation
armaments and as demonstrated above for hypothesis H3, fail to reject the null hypotheses H4 and H5.
4. Discussion and Conclusion
All strategic groups appeared to be well endowed with strategy implementation armaments, and implementation process
indicators. It would appear from the findings of H1 that irrespective of the strategic group one belonged to, the
endowment with the requisite implementation armaments and process indicators assure a firm of success in strategy
implementation.
From literature review, resistance to change and high rate of change in the business environment are stumbling blocks
for effective strategy implementation.
This shows that the findings are consistent with established body of knowledge
to the extent that these two are predictors of the level of implementation achievable. Win-lose competition takes the
perspective that you win or lose. Taking this position becomes a self-motivator for the competitors to ensure that they
win, which implies success in strategy implementation and consequently survival for their businesses. This strong
drive for success and hence, survival would explain the inclusion of this variable to predict the level of implementation
achievable. On the other hand, a firm having incentives based on achieving quantitative targets has the ability to focus
the implementers on measurable objectives. The awareness that the implementers will be rewarded based on the
achievement of the set quantitative targets becomes a key motivator and hence, helps in the achievement of the intended
strategy. This explains why this variable is also a predictor of the level of implementation achieved.
From the model in Figure 1, the preparedness in strategy implementation is equated to installing the necessary
capabilities for the implementation of the new strategy. These capabilities include resources, among them time and
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human resources (creative staff), in addition to leadership. Others include capacity to overcome resistance to change,
which is implemented through staff training and adopting appropriate consensus type together with encouraging
consensus building in the firm. In addition, the firm provides appropriate reward systems that serve as incentives based
on meeting strict qualitative targets. Finally, the firm requires instilling an approach for quality with continuous
improvement and bench marking orientation. As will be noted in the equation 1, among these are predictors of the
level of strategy implementation achievable. So, although preparedness as an independent variable does not appear to
be a predictor, its components are predictors of the strategy implementation achievable.
All firms appeared well endowed with the necessary skills, resources and organizational requirements for fostering the
strategies adopted, in addition to having the necessary implementation armaments. The findings on the use of these
armaments seem to support the contention that for successful implementation of strategies, there is need to have a
strategic fit between the soft and hard implementation armaments and the strategy being implemented (Ansoff &
McDonnell, 1991; Argyris, 1989; Brodwin & Bourgeois, 1984; Hussey, 1996; Skivington & Daft, 1991; Stalk &
Lachenauer, 2004). It would appear that irrespective of the strategy to be implemented, it is of paramount importance
that there is available and in good measure, the requisite soft and hard implementation armaments in order to achieve
high levels of success in implanting the strategy.
The study showed that there was no significant difference between the preferences for use of either win-lose or win-win
competition by any pair set of strategic groups. This situation may explain the on-going discussion on which of these
two to adopt. However, from strategy implementation perspective, the results showed that there is good reason to
adopt win-lose competition as it is shown to be a predictor of the level of implementation achieved. This approach is a
self motivator in that is it driven by the desire for survival. Coupled to having incentives based on achieving
quantitative targets, this approach appears to become a stimulant in the achievement of strategy implementation. The
study showed that the model in Figure 1 may be used to explain the implementation challenge, with emphasis on the
identified predictors of implementation. In this regard, practitioners and scholars may be able to overcome the
implementation challenge by instituting procedures and programs within their firms that give ample emphasis and
priority to the identified predictors. Using this model and the mathematical model provided in the study, entrepreneurs,
managers and scholars are better position to address the high organisational failures attributed to strategy
implementation.
The study also revealed that firms are able to successfully use dual strategic advantage, without necessarily being ‘stuck
in the middle’. It therefore demonstrated a third strategic group, dual advantage strategists. By determining that non
of the strategic groups achieved significantly higher strategy implementation than the others, the study revealed that
practitioners may adopt a generic strategy of their choice that provides the best strategic fit to the firm’s circumstances
and desired competitive posture.
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Table 2. Implementation levels achieved by cost leaders and dual strategists

Table 3. Implementation levels achieved by differentiators and dual strategist
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Table 5. Cost leaders and differentiators’ use of implementation armaments

Table 6. Implementation armaments by low cost leaders and dual strategists
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Table 7. Differentiators and dual strategists’ use of soft and hard armaments
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Figure 1. Strategy Implementation Concept
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