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! Strategy paradox research, despite progress, can benefit

from reconceptualization, a dynamic perspective, and
traditional wisdom. The goal of this research is to explore
contextual knowledge, theoretical foundations and,
traditional wisdom related to the study of strategy
paradox. We reconceptualize strategy paradox by critically
examining its nature, structure, and architecture. Drawing
on various theoretical perspectives and empirical findings,
an integrative framework was proposed to explain and
predict dynamic relationships of strategy paradox.
Furthermore, we explore ways for transcending strategy
paradox across contexts and levels through synthesizing
Eastern classics, Western theories, and traditional wisdom.

contextualization, dynamics, strategy paradox, traditional
wisdom, transcendence



An Integrated Framework of Strategy Paradox
INTRODUCTION

The study of paradox has flourished in the areas of leadership, international business,
organizational studies, management, and strategy (e.g., see Khanna et al., 2011; Lewis,
2000; Smith, 2014; Smith & Lewis, 2011, Yang et al., 2015). The metaphor of

strategy paradox has been used to describe contradictions, dilemmas, inflections or
tensions that individuals and organizations encounter in dynamic and uncertain
environments (Christensen,1997; de Wit & Meyer, 2010; Heracleous, & Wirtz, 2014;
McGrath, 2013; Raynor, 2007; Smith, & Tushman, 2005; Smith, 2014). Increasingly,
strategic management scholars and practitioners have emphasized contexts,
frameworks, mindsets, and wisdom adopted to enrich the study and learning of
strategy (Child, 2009; Christensen et al., 2012; Duggan, 2013; Ghoshal, 2005; Lafley
& Martin, 2013; Nonaka & Zhu, 2012; Montgomery, 2012; Rumelt, 2011; Yoffie &
Cusumano, 2015). How should strategy paradox be conceptualized? Can strategy
paradox be reframed to incorporate contextual knowledge and multilevel approaches?
How do dynamics of strategy paradox affect business model innovation and
organizational sustainability? Are insights from traditional wisdom useful to suggest
possible ways or methods for transcending strategy paradox across contexts and levels?
Answering these questions is essential for advancing strategy research, educating
future strategists, and informing strategic practices.

LITERATURE REVIEW

This research contributes to several streams of the existing literature on strategy
research, including contextualization, paradox, cognitive reframing and
self-transcendence (Benner & Tripsas, 2012; Hahn et al., 2014; Hays, 2013;
Kernochan et al., 2007; Khanna, 2014; Meyer, 2015; Rhee, 2010; Rousseau, & Fried,
2001; Smith & Lewis, 2014; Tsui, 2006; Weick & Putnam, 2006). Several studies
have examined the effect of contextualization on theorizing research and diffusing
management knowledge (Child, 2009; Meyer, 2015; Khanna, 2014; Rousseau & Fried,
2001; Smith & Lewis, 2014; Tusi, 2004; 2006). A number of scholars have further
examined the rigor and relevance of strategy theories across different contexts and
levels (e.g., see Christensen et al., 2012; Lafley & Martin, 2013; McGrath, 2013;
Montgomery, 2012; Rumelt, 2011; Yoffie & Cusumano, 2015). Therefore, the
assumptions, frameworks, and models adopted to contextualize strategy paradox
deserve additional research. Increasingly, the paradox perspective has emerged with



the increase of environmental uncertainty and organizational complexity (Heracleous,
& Wirtz, 2014; Jules & Good; 2014; Lewis, 2000; Smith & Lewis, 2014; Smith &
Lewis, 2011). In a review article, Smith and Lewis (2014) explored the
metatheoretical nature and core elements of paradox as well as suggested alternative
ways in theorizing. As Smith and Lewis (2014:141) stated “The increased adoption of
a paradox perspective may further reflect the increased exposure of Western traditions
to Eastern principles.” In addition, several studies have investigated the influence of
framing on strategic thinking and decision (Benner & Tripsas, 2012; Christensen et al.,
2012; Duggan, 2013; Hahn et al., 2014; Goddard et al., 2012; Rumelt, 2011). For
instance, a firm’s conceptualization of new products, services or ecosystems may
affect its resource allocation and strategic choices in nascent industries (Benner &
Tripsas, 2012; Christensen et al., 2012). Hahn et al. (2014) investigated the cognitive
content and structure influence of paradoxical frame and their association with
different types of responses to corporate sustainability issues. Furthermore, several
studies have examined the influence of beliefs, spirituality, and traditional wisdom on
developing knowledge and practices related to individual and organizational
transcendence (Chen, 2002; Hays, 2013; Goddard et al, 2012; Walsh, 2014; Weick &
Putnam, 2006). Chen (2002) explored the Chinese middle way philosophy and
proposed a paradoxical integration framework. Weick and Putnam (2006) explore the
concept of mindfulness and its implications for organizing in chaotic environments.
Hays (2013) developed a dynamic model of organizational wisdom showing
relationships amongst transcendence, transformation, and wisdom. A number of
studies have highlighted the interconnection between Chinese classics and Western
strategy theories (Chen, 2008; Rhee, 2010; Weick & Putnam, 2006; Nonaka & Zhu,
2012). Nonaka and Zhu (2012) investigated the correlation between Confucian
teachings and best business practices developed by some Japanese companies such as
Toyota.

METHODS

This study adopted literature review and content analysis to investigate research
questions. To reconceptualize the concept of strategy paradox, we reviewed
theoretical perspectives and empirical studies related to the field of strategic
management across a number of top-tier journals. In addition, we applied content
analysis to develop an integrative framework and draw insights from traditional
wisdom to explore ways for transcending strategy paradox across contexts and levels.



RESULT AND DISCUSSIONS

This research reconceptualizes the concept of strategy paradox by reframing its nature,
structure, and architecture. The nature of strategy paradox contains three types of
logics and seven choices (see Figure 1). The structure of strategy paradox consists of
four patterns including: insolation, intersection, inclusion, and interconnection that
describe different influences and relationships among strategy paradox (see Figure 2).
Drawing from prior studies (Grant, 2013; Kiechel, 2010; Mintzberg et al, 2005; de
Wit & Meyer, 2010), the metaphor of architecture was adopted to classify nine
different types of strategy paradox across different levels and contexts (see Figure 1).
Following Buddhist methods (Sheng-yen & Stevenson, 2002), the metaphor of
strategy was contextualized to include three elements, consisting of “strategist,”
“strategic,” and “strategizing.” In addition, a multilevel approach was proposed to
integrate individual, organizational, and institutional levels of strategy paradox. For
instance, the position paradox shows how a company’s product can acquire
competitive advantage through a strategic choice among different combinations of
cost, focus, and differentiation. Drawing from contextualization and theoretical
perspectives (Child, 2009; Tusi, 2004; 2006; Faulkner & Campbell; 2006; Smith &
Hitt, 2007), an integrative framework was proposed to explain and predict dynamic
relationships of strategy paradox (see Figure 4). The formation and intensity of a
firm’s strategy paradox were influenced by national contexts, top management team,
and performance measurement as well as moderated by selective organizational
factors. Furthermore, the framework predicts that relationships strategy paradox,
competing values, and performance measurement could contribute to virtuous or
vicious cycles depending on ways or methods organizations adopt to transcend
strategy paradox.

Based on the integrative framework and prior research, this study further proposes
several propositions that explain the determinants, causal relationships, and
consequences of strategy paradox. These include:

Proposition 1: When organizations encounter more uncertainty or conflicts from
material systems, ideational systems, and institutional outcomes, the
formation of strategy paradox is more obvious.

Proposition 2: Organizational factors including culture, resource base, and life cycle
will moderate the formation of strategy paradox.

Proposition 3: Organizations can respond to strategy paradox through realigning
competing values in sustainability, survival, and superiority.



Proposition 4: Top management teams including CEO, governance structure, and
entrepreneurial team will moderate the effect of strategic changes taken
by organizations in response to strategy paradox.

Proposition5: Competing values facing organizations will influence performance
measurement in efficiency, effectiveness, and effect.

Proposition6: Performance measurement in efficiency, effectiveness, and effect will
incur virtuous or cycles of strategy paradox.

The work of Capra (2010), Rhee (2009), and Kpers and Pauleen (2013) have
explored the links and similarities between Western theories, Eastern classics, and
practical wisdom. In addition, Eastern religions and intellectual heritages have
developed metaphors and methods such as koan in embracing concepts of
contradictions (Sheng-yen & Stevenson, 2002; Phillips, 2011; Walsh, 2014). As
shown in Table 1, insights from traditional wisdom can be creatively synthesized with
Eastern Classics and Western theories to develop novel frameworks and ways that can
be adopted to transcend strategy paradox. For instance, the notion of “union of haven
ne human beings” from Yellow Emperor’s Inner Canon (&7 N%X) can be juxtaposed
with dynamic capabilities theory to develop organizational practices that can sense,
seize, and transform strategy paradox through daily routines.
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TABLE 1

Transcending Strategy Paradox through Synthesizing Eastern Classics, Western
Theories, and Traditional Wisdom

Strategy Paradox

Eastern Classics

Traditional Wisdom

Western Theories

Position The Book of Means Middle Way Organizational Ambidexterity
() (Michael L. Tushman)

Design Book of Change Ying-yang Simple Rules
(Z%5) (Kathleen M. Eisenhardt)

Model Tao Te Ching The three treasures Planned Opportunism
(IB7ELK) (Vijay Govindarajan)

Capability Yellow Emperor's Inner The union of heaven and Dynamic Capabilities
Canon human beings (David J. Teece)
(FHTEEL)

Synergy The Book of Five Rings Five attitudes of Platform Leadership
() swordsmanship (Michael A. Cusumano)

Network Great Treatise on the The six perfections Blue Ocean Strategy
Perfection of Wisdom (paramitas) (W. Chan Kim)
(R am

Innovation The Art of War Indirect methods will be Disruptive Innovation
(BT %) needed in order to secure (Clayton M. Christensen)

victory.

Entrepreneurship

Samyukta-agama

The noble eightfold path

Internal Corporate Venturing

(R 2 45) (Robert A. Burgelman )
Growth Bhagavad Gita Mandala thinking Discovery Driven Planning
CHEAEER) (Rita G. McGrath )




REFERENCES
Benner , M., & Tripsas, M. 2012. Prior industry affiliation and framing in nascent
industries: The evolution of digital cameras, Strategic Management Journal,
33:277-302.

Capra, F. 2000. The Tao of physics: An exploration of the parallels between modern physics

and Eastern mysticism. Boston, MA: Shambhala.

Chen, M-J. 2008. Reconceptualizing the competition- cooperation relationship: A

transparadox perspective. Journal of Management Inquiry, 17: 288-304.

Child, J. 2009. Context, comparison, and methodology in Chinese management research.
Management and Organization Review, 5:57-73.

Christensen, C. M., Allworth, J., & Dillon, K. 2012. How will you measure your life? New

York, N.Y.: HarperBusiness.

Christensen, C. M. 1997. The innovator's dilemma: When new technologies cause great

firms to fail. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School

de Wit, B. & Meyer, R. 2010. Strategy synthesis: Resolving strategy paradoxes to create

competitive advantage. Boston, MA: Cengage Learning EMEA.
Duggan, 2013. Strategic intuition: The creative spark in human achievement, New Work:
Columbia University Press

Faulkner, D.O; Campbell, A (Eds). 2006.The Oxford Handbook of Strategy, New York,
N.Y.: Oxford University Press.

Ghoshal, S. 2005. Bad management theories are destroying good management practices.
Academy of Management Learning and Education, 4: 75-91.

Goddard, J., Birkinshaw, J., & Eccles, T. 2012. Uncommon sense: How to turn distinctive
beliefs into action. MIT Sloan Management Review, 53:33-39.

Grant, R.M. 2013. Contemporary strategy analysis, Eight edition, Hoboken, NJ : Wiley.

Hays, J. 2013. Transformation and transcendence for wisdom: The emergence and
sustainment of wise leaders and organizations. In Kipers ,W. & Pauleen, D.J.(Eds), A
Handbook of Practical Wisdom: Leadership, Organization and Integral Business
Practice, Grower Publishing Limited, England.

Hahn, T., Preuss, L., Pinkse, J., & Figge, F. 2014. Cognitive frames in corporate sustainability:
Managerial sensemaking with paradoxical and business case frames, Academy of
Management Review, 39:463-487.

Heracleous, L., & Wirtz, J. (2014). Singapore Airlines: Achieving sustainable advantage
through mastering paradox. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 50, 150-170.

Jules, C. & Good, D., 2014. Introduction to Special Issue on Paradox in Context: Advances in
Theory and Practice, The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 50: 123-126.

Kernochan, R.A., McCormick, D.W., & White, J.A. 2007. Spirituality and the management

teacher: Reflections of three Buddhists on compassion, mindfulness, and selflessness in



the classroom. Journal of Management Inquiry, 16: 61-75.
Khanna, T. 2014 Contextual Intelligence. Harvard Business Review, 92: 58-68.
Khanna, T., Song, J. & Lee, K. 2011. The paradox of Samsung's rise. Harvard Business
Review, 89:142-147.
Kiechel, 1. 2010. The Lords of Strategy: The Secret Intellectual History of the New
Corporate World, Boston, MA: Harvard Business Review Press.
Lafley, A.G., & Martin, R. 2013. Playing to win: How strategy really works. Boston, MA:
Harvard Business Review Press.
Lewis, M. 2000. Exploring paradox: Toward a more comprehensive guide. Academy of
Management Review, 25:760-776
Mintzberg, H., Lampel, J., & Ahlstrand. B. 2005. Strategy Safari: A Guided Tour Through
The Wilds of Strategic Management,
McGrath, R.G. 2013. The end of competitive advantage: How to keep your strategy moving
as fast as your business. Boston, MA: Harvard Business Review Press.
Montgomery, C. 2012. The strategist: Be the leader your business needs. New York, N.Y.:
HarperBusiness.
Nonaka, I. & Zhu Z. 2012. Pragmatic strategy: Eastern wisdom, global success. New York,
N.Y.: Cambridge University Press.
Phillips, F.Y., 2011. Zen and Management Education, Journal of CENTRUM Cathedra .
Raynor, M.E. 2007. The Strategy Paradox: Why Committing to Success Leads to Failure,
Danvers, MA: Crown Business.
Rhee, M. 2010. The pursuit of shared wisdom in class: When classical Chinese thinkers meet
James March. Academy of Management Learning and Education, 9: 258-279.
Rousseau, D. M., & Fried, Y. 2001. Location, location, location: Contextualizing
organizational research. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 22: 1-13.
Rumelt, R. 2011. Good strategy bad strategy: The difference and why it matters. New York.
Sheng-yen, & Stevenson, D. 2002. Hoofprint of the ox: Principles of the Chan Buddhist
path as taught by a modern Chinese master. New York, N.Y.: Oxford University Press.
Smith, K.G,, & Hitt, M.A. 2007. Great Minds in Management: The Process of Theory
Development, New York, N.Y.: Oxford University Press.
Smith, W.K. 2014. Dynamic decision making: A model of senior leaders managing strategic
paradoxes, Academy of Management Journal, 57: 1592-1623.
Smith, W. K., & Lewis, M. W. 2011. Toward a theory of paradox: A dynamic equilibrium
model of organizing. Academy of Management Review, 36: 381-403.
Smith, W.K., & Lewis, M.W. (2014). Paradox as a meta-theoretical perspective:
sharpening the focus and widening the scope. The Journal of Applied
Behavioral Science, 50: 127-149

10



Smith, W. K., & Tushman, M. L. (2005). Managing strategic contradictions: A top
management model for managing innovation streams. Organization Science, 16:
522-536.

Tsui, A. S. 2004. Contributing to global management knowledge: A case for high
quality indigenous research. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 21:
491-513.

Tsui, A. S. 2006. Contextualization in Chinese management research. Management
and Organization Review, 2: 1-13.

Walsh, R.(Ed.) 2014. The World's Great Wisdom: Timeless Teachings from
Religions and Philosophies, New York: State University of New York Press.

Yoffie, D.B., & Cusumano, M.A. 2015. Strategy Rules: Five Timeless Lessons from
Bill Gates, Andy Grove, and Steve Jobs, New York, NY : Harper Business.

Zhang, Y., Waldman, W.A., Han, Y-L; & Li, X-B. 2015. Paradoxical Leader Behaviors
in People Management: Antecedents and Consequences, Academy of
Management Journal, 58: 538-566.

11



PP 4 g 2 SR T A

p#:2016/10/26

VE o Rt e Ay

ﬁij’i%mﬁgl’gl% PTHEAEA L A

2% % 104-2633-H-343-002- R
I

AFF SRR TH




104 R &2y 4 2 %4

PELE A AR + % %% ¢ 104-2633-H-343-002-
Ph A R feR s AR
=
e
T me )
R o| .
i E I
M A %% 0 A
gt~ %t ol =
i 2 o| %
His of &
NS 0
T RTT 0
N 37/ 6 1) 0
7 i 0
BRTETET b 0
¥ it 0
S8 0
H 0
e ol =
HEB® i » 01—+ ~
B34 2 o|
G o| ©
R 2 < ki 0 *
P e IE
HiiAR 2 o| &
3 o| %
IR EE: 0
v AT 0
531/ 3 1) 0
%%Eﬁﬁfﬁﬁ%ﬁé X
TENAR i o
BRTETET b 0
it 0
S84 0
H o 0




FTFS

~ W4 #44

A =

o TR TR W
i
W
\g
o~
I

B ixzetge

(el Neo il Nenll Henll Neolll Reo il E== il Rl Lol Ball =2 =]

Hipods
(EREMEMAE2Z & oyl § 556
CEERE S ERRELEFT T AR
MRS 2 H et g S B 2 B A
eF EIEE g%—,r/.c‘ FAEE ] o)




PHRIRH AL E S =4

LR FERP A R AP AR P kL S
B R P E R iz A& BE PN E- ﬁ¢77ﬂ“ﬂ)‘k?i
@aﬁwwﬂﬁi*@¢%ﬁ AEBR (HRAESSEEILF iRy £
BEEEFECELJEZEAFR) AEB 3B ERE > - FEFR o

[U—

B (Fam o 2100% 5 0)

2 B AR BFHHIG LY PRI GRS R S A1 Rl
’%’fu EX Y R AR R wE 2 i)
wme e wd JAgdz>4 BEY i
L0 2@ ¢ ME
e[ #FE e He
Ae o (2200% 300)

3. 3 xz<§4h-l=,\' ko~ FLFA]FT S ﬁ*‘g??@g%\i PR xR BN R B
(,ﬁfg&zﬁ;k%mkz\\&%wy B R ab@»f;\wbri’uSOOf"}
;xf!)

k) é%*b SR RS BT R S B R
K ﬂ5 HEARE - p ARG ] 'm*\%* EHAcfEd]  EFLATLE

u;aiﬂuﬁ/gﬁﬁﬂ%?ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ%\awﬂ%%%“% B
e @ e L2 G BATErd S g IL RAZART PMP“‘me* K
£ o/{gw:’\‘_\%——; |1!’J’—\xﬁli"\j\ junnn,;: %unuu:" A\*%Elﬁﬁﬁgxg/{{ﬁ_*f‘;} y 4

N N L T Y e R T a Y Dy Py
I e

4, 3 BBFIR
AP EsRE Y e lE LA 2R B
(9 TE, & grIRERT R TR LS 7\%52»' B
AT ERFcLEZE~FR I EE D{




