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Objectives: To show that the supposedly diametrically opposed constructs of strategic planning and entrepreneurship can both be executed jointly as one concept for the competitiveness of the firm. Strategic planning is usually associated with order and stability through aligning the organisation with the environment. Entrepreneurship on the other hand is associated with chaos, disorder and creative destruction. The two constructs are integral parts of today's dynamic business environment and are expected to be practised in the same organisation for the success of the business. 

Prior work: Empirical as well as conceptual studies exist on the relationship between the two constructs. These studies relate the two aspects to small businesses’ performance or growth among a host of other contextual factors.

Approach: This is an empirical study in which South African public companies were studied. A questionnaire was utilised to collect data on the companies’ practice of strategic planning, entrepreneurial orientation and performance. Factor analysis which isolated five factors, strategic planning, control, entrepreneurial orientation, new product introduction and performance was carried out. The eigenvalues for all the factors are greater than 1.00 and the Cronbach's values for all the factors are above 0.7 which validates the instrument for reliability and consistency. A correlation analysis on the factors was done to determine their relationships and the significance of the relationships. 

Results: The results show that there is an insignificant (weak) but positive correlation between all the factors under analysis. Performance is not significantly dependant on strategic planning or entrepreneurship. Results are consistent with prior studies which have not shown a significant negative (diametrically opposed) correlation between the two constructs.

Implications: The joint practise of strategic planning and entrepreneurship in business is not wide spread. Businesses should integrate strategic planning and entrepreneurship if they are to be competitive. The strategic entrepreneurial mindset should drive business success. 

Value: This may be the first empirical research done on the relationship between strategic planning and entrepreneurial orientation in South Africa. It contributes to the literature in the fields of study and more importantly to primary data in entrepreneurship. Research limitation: The research limited itself to the study of only public companies. Results may not be applicable to other forms of business ownerships or in different business cultural settings. Future research to further probe the relationship between the two constructs and more so the infant field of entrepreneurship is called for. 
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The strategic planning, entrepreneurship paradox

Introduction:

Strategic planning is usually associated with order and stability through aligning the organisation with the environment and entrepreneurship with chaos, disorder and creative destruction. On the other hand the two are expected to be practised in the same organisation for the success of the business.
The study presents a literature background first, then the empirical research methodology. Research findings are then presented and analysed before concluding.

Literature background:

Skrt and Antoncic (2005:107) argue that strategic planning (thinking) has become a must for entrepreneurs in this time of global competition, technological change and dynamics in markets. 

Entrepreneurial activity tends to lead towards creative destruction in which new combinations of ideas naturally lead to the same constructive development and also to some conflicts and misalignment (Yamada 2004:297). 

There is evidence of the practice of strategic planning and intrapreneurship in large businesses in the US and Europe. Studies in the US and elsewhere also show that businesses believe that planning and entrepreneurship lead to better business performance (Kuratko & Hodgetts 1992:466). The same evidence could not be found about South Africa, hence the need to embark on this study.

The authors are of the opinion that strategic planning and entrepreneurship should be integrated in practice as strategic entrepreneurship. The literature review critically analyses the strategic entrepreneurship construct delving into the relationship (paradox) between the component parts.

Strategic Entrepreneurship:

As noted by Meyer, Neck, Meeks (2002:19), the relationship between the two areas is the strategic management-entrepreneurship interface and this is necessitated by today’s rapidly changing business environment which is about speed and action. All businesses, regardless of size and age, must be entrepreneurial to effectively compete and survive.  In addition, Schendel and Hoffer (1979:145), Slater and Olson (2000:813), and Meyer et al. (2002:27) identify and discuss the “entrepreneurial” and the “integrative” components of strategy. The entrepreneurial aspect is about creation and resource allocation, while integration is about managing what entrepreneurship creates. The interplay between the entrepreneurial and integrative strategy components determines how business achieves competitive advantage.

No business can survive without a competitive advantage given the dynamics in markets.

Hitt, Ireland, Camp and Sexton (2002:28) describe the content domain that lies at the centre of entrepreneurship and strategic planning as innovation, business networks, internationalisation, business learning, teams, growth, flexibility and change. It is the integration between the two that results in fast-growth businesses.

Meyer and Happard (2000:2) report on an entrepreneurial dominant logic which leads a business and its members to constantly search for and filter information for new product ideas and process innovations that will lead to greater profitability. It is this fit between entrepreneurial orientation (as a strategic element) and its business and environmental context that have a positive impact on performance, not just the existence of such an orientation per se (Zahra 1993; Dess et al. 1997 in Antoncic & Hisrich 2004:521).

The authors concur with Meyer et al. (2002:33) that Entrepreneurship is ultimately about creation and strategic planning is about achieving above-average performance via competitive advantage. It would be illogical to look at creation without looking at the outcome of such creation, whether it is wealth creation, job creation, profitability or growth.

Sathe (2003:2) point out that strategic entrepreneurship is the integration of entrepreneurial/ opportunity-seeking actions and strategic/ advantage-seeking actions to design and implement entrepreneurial strategies that create wealth. He adds that strategy provides a starting point for the examination of entrepreneurship in which core competences of a corporation can be leveraged to create new businesses. 

The inseparable linkage is further emphasized by Hitt et al. (2002:2) who note that strategic entrepreneurship is entrepreneurial action that is taken with a strategic perspective and that the entrepreneurial and strategic actions are complementary and can achieve the greatest wealth when integrated. 

Research shows that businesses that continuously focus on finding better solutions maintain competitive advantage and in doing so require effective strategic planning and entrepreneurship throughout the ranks of the business (Lewis, Goodman & Fandt 2001:149).

The interface between the two constructs is further analysed to gain more insight into the paradox.

Strategic planning, entrepreneurship interface:

In order to achieve the desired business outcomes, Kazanjian, Drazin & Glynn (2002:172) note that the link between strategic planning and corporate entrepreneurship is a fundamental one. This implies that the desired business outcomes would not be maximised by isolating the two. They should not therefore be separated. 

The view of the inseparable twins relationship has been coined strategic entrepreneurship by Hitt, Ireland, Camp and Sexton (2002); Meyer, Neck, Meeks (2002); Hebert and Brazeal (1999); Kirby (2003); Kuratko and Welsh (2004) and Wickham (2004) or what is called entrepreneurial business planning by Legge and Hindle (2004:169).

According to De Toni and Tonchia (2003:959), the relationship between strategic planning and entrepreneurship is that entrepreneurship comes first because it is about creation, and strategic management / planning is about how advantage is established and maintained from what is created. Business is all about sustaining advantages, failure of which, what ever is created is lost to others.

When analysing the relationship between the two concepts Kirby (2003:215) cites Mintzberg’s (1983) classification of businesses in terms of structure. Entrepreneurship is associated with adhocracy and strategic planning with the bureaucratic structure. This only implies the structures in which either of them will thrive better and not that there is no planning in organic (adhocracy) systems. It also does not mean that bureaucratic businesses should not be entrepreneurial. It is in the same vein that entrepreneurship is typified with chaos, and planning with order. 

The chaos – order relationship can be viewed in the context of a continuum. This is discussed next to provide a more in-depth analysis of the paradox.
Strategic planning, entrepreneurship continuum:

The literature tends to suggest that the two cannot be found in the same street and that they are mutually exclusive. The reasoning here is that you cannot find order and chaos in the same situation. They are the extremes of a continuum. The authors are of the opinion that it is only the entrepreneurial businesses that are able to thrive in this chaos that are competitive and successful. The chaos is needed to spur creativity and planning (order) to sustain what has been created.

The centre of the continuum is what Eisenhardt, Brown & Neck (2000:55) call the balancing act on the edge of chaos and which Kirby (2003:216) points out as the ideal position that lies between this “edge of chaos”.
The role of entrepreneurial activity is to provide required diversity, whereas order can be achieved through planning and structuring. The task of strategic management (planning) is to maintain a balance between fundamentally different processes (Ferreira 2002:5). However, creativity is not encouraged by planning and structuring and diversity is  a result of entrepreneurship (creativity).

Michael et al. (2003:61) view strategic planning and corporate entrepreneurship as “substitutes” and they point out that tension between the two creates “a conflict potentially fatal for the business”. Operating results of real businesses demonstrate that continued reinvention of the corporation through entrepreneurial activity is necessary for its survival.

The term substitute means to replace one thing with another. The “things” replace each other because they serve the same purpose. The authors’ deduction therefore is that strategic planning should be entrepreneurial and entrepreneurship should be strategic.

Herbert and Brazeal (1999:4) confirm the findings by Barringer and Bluedorn (1996) that the extent of corporate entrepreneurship is highly dependent on a variety of strategic management activities, such as environmental scanning, planning flexibility, broad locus of planning and an emphasis on strategic controls.

The authors argue that this balance is the “middle ground” that fuses the extremes by making both relate and work. Emphasising the positives minimises the negative effects of the inherent disadvantages or contradictions. This is so because situations can and should always be created to develop, direct and manage behaviour towards end desirables. 

Schendel and Hoffer (1979:6) suggested that entrepreneurship is the foundation from which strategic and functional integration emanates. They point out that the entrepreneurial mind is the central concept without which there is no business; “This entrepreneurial choice is the heart of the concept of strategy and it is a good strategy that ensures the formation, renewal and survival of the total business that in turn leads to an integration of functional areas of the business and not the other way round.”

To ensure survival, it is important that a business performs well. A discussion on performance, the result of strategic entrepreneurial behaviour concludes the study’s literature review.

Performance:

The performance construct is part of the “paradox debate” since it is the primary end result of any business. It is an important element of this study.

Meyer and Happard (2000:8) note that businesses pursuing entrepreneurial strategies experiment more, are futuristic and their portfolios of products and services have more new risky elements than typical businesses. In addition the entrepreneurial strategies focus primarily on the internal business, on how people can be innovative and creative and on building responsibilities and trust. 

Research by Kreiser et al. (2002:8) show that entrepreneurial businesses maximise overall performance by matching levels of innovative, proactive and risk-taking behaviours with characteristics of strategic planning. Effective strategic planning, not only the process, is also associated with performance.

The supposedly opposing constructs, strategic planning and entrepreneurship are not mutually exclusive. Instead of viewing them as opposites they should be practiced conjointly in order to optimise performance.

Research: 

The study used the census or population of the businesses that were registered on the JSE Securities Stock Exchange South Africa as at 1 September to 30 November 2005, the period of data collection. The population consists of 340 businesses.

The Public Companies as defined in the South African Companies Act 61 of 1973 are businesses that are basically profit seeking and trade their shares publicly on the JSE Securities Stock Exchange, South Africa. Some companies are also dually listed on foreign stock markets. The data list of all the companies listed at the JSE Securities Stock Exchange South Africa was sourced from the internet, http://www.profile.co.za where a profile of each listed company is provided. The list of companies was then crossed checked with the JSE Securities Stock Exchange South Africa membership list. Total membership was 340 companies comprising all sectors such as financial services, mining and retailing.
The total population of 340 which include the main bourse as well as the alternate bourse (composed of mainly small companies) was conducted telephonically to arrange the administration of the research instrument. A total of 232 companies responded to the questionnaire which was e-mailed, faxed or administered physically according to the prior agreed arrangement.  The response rate is very good at 68%. The whole census was contacted telephonically and responses received across all business sectors and geographical locations making the “sample” normal and random.

A total of 22 companies were approached initially for a pilot study. It served as training for the research team and to improve the content of the research instrument. The instrument used for data collection was constructed from Parnell and Karger (1996:48) for the strategic planning component of the instrument and from Morris and Kuratko (2002:292) for the entrepreneurial orientation component. The performance element of the instrument measures financial aspects in terms of returns on; investment, equity, sales; net profit after tax and present value.

Descriptive statistical analysis:
In order to have a broader appreciation of the data collected, descriptive statistical techniques were used to analyse the data and obtain research results.

The descriptive statistical analysis findings show that the shape and spread of the data is normal and therefore acceptable. This finding is consistent across the data set. Data reliability and validity were further tested through factorial designs.

Factor analysis which isolated five factors, strategic planning, control, entrepreneurial orientation, new product introduction and performance was carried out. 

Factorial Design:

Factor analysis is carried out to further understand the data, whose characteristics were found to be normal through descriptive statistical analysis. Factor analysis is used in this study for data reduction, easy usage of data and structure validation and reliability checks. It also assists in classifying variables and developing / refining research questions, ensuring meaningful results.

The two component instruments used in the study, strategic planning Parnell & Karger (1996:48) and entrepreneurial orientation Morris and Kuratko (2002:292) were all re-validated in order to determine structure and reliability using factor analysis.

· Eigenvalues > 1.00 were identified.

· The differentiation of possible factors was identified through clear breaks in the screen tests between eigenvalues >1.00.

· Variables were subjected to Exploratory Data Analysis (EDA) and where 

               variables loaded were found to be < 3.00, they were removed and 

               another round of exploratory analysis carried out.

· The procedure was repeated until five (5) “clean” structures emerged, 

            namely; two factors under strategic planning, two under 

            entrepreneurial orientation and one factor under performance, as 

            earlier stated.

The isolated factors are named, “strategic planning”, “strategic control”, “entrepreneurial orientation”, “new product introduction” and “performance”.

Rotated, unrotated and sorted rotated factor analysis was carried out for “strategic planning”, “strategic control” and the “entrepreneurial orientation” factors. Item analysis was carried out for the “new product” and the “performance” factors. The variance explained percentages, Cronbach’s coefficient alpha and eigenvalues results are shown in Table 1 and then discussed briefly. 

Table 1. Factor Cronbach’s alpha, percentage variance and eigenvalues

	
	Strategic planning
	Strategic control
	Entrepreneurial orientation
	New product introduction
	Performance

	Cronbach’s alpha
	0.85947
	0.76218 


	0.7317
	0.92
	0.879

	Percentage variance
	0.21
	0.26
	0.23
	
	

	Eigenvalue
	5.8656
	1.5361


	2.3244


	
	


The Cronbach’s alpha for strategic planning of 0.85947 and 0.76218 for strategic control are greater than 0.7 (Cronbach’s alpha > 0.7), which shows a good factor structure and reliability. The percentage variance explained, of 21% for strategic planning and 26% for strategic control is favourable in both cases. 

The Eigenvalue of 5.8656, for strategic planning and 1.5361 for strategic control are both greater than 1.00, which shows that the factor is relevant. Eigenvalues are used to determine which factors are relevant and should therefore be analysed. Both factors are therefore appropriately analysed.    

Factor loadings for entrepreneurial orientation, its percentage variance explanation and the Cronbach’s alpha show that the variance explained of 23% is favourable. The Cronbach’s alpha of 0.7317 is good and reliable since it is bigger than 0.7. (Cronbach’s alpha > 0.7).

The Eigenvalue for entrepreneurial orientation, 2.3244 is greater than 1.00, which shows that the factor is relevant and should therefore be analysed. 

The Cronbach’s values for new products (0.942) and performance (0.879) are both favourable because they are above 0.7 and therefore the factor structures are good and the measures reliable.

The instrument used was validated for reliability and consistency as reflected by the respective factor Cronbach’s alphas, variance percentages and the eigenvalues. The five factors are structurally sound and reliable. 

The study’s propositions are presented next after which the research findings are analysed.

Study propositions:

The propositions are based on the 5 factors, namely strategic planning, strategic control (as sub-constructs of strategic planning) entrepreneurial orientation, new production introduction (sub-constructs of corporate entrepreneurship) and performance. They are derived from the research problem which is studying the relationship between strategic planning and entrepreneurship. The sub constructs of strategic planning, entrepreneurship and performance were isolated using factor analysis. The propositions are as follows;

Proposition 1: Businesses that practise strategic planning do not show significantly higher levels of;                  -    strategic control (P1.1)

· entrepreneurial orientation (P1.2)

· new product introduction (P1.3)

· performance (P1.4)

Proposition 2: Businesses that practise strategic control do not show significantly higher levels of;                          -    entrepreneurial orientation (P2.1)

· new product introduction (P2.2)

· performance (P2.3)

   Proposition 3: Businesses that are entrepreneurially oriented do not show    

   significantly higher levels of; -    new product introduction (P3.1) 

                                          -    performance (P3.2)

Proposition 4: Businesses that have a high product introduction rate do not show significantly higher levels of performance (P4)

Findings:

Pearson’s correlation is carried out on five factors: strategic planning (strpl); strategic control (strco); entrepreneurial orientation (entor); new product introduction (newpr); and performance (perfm). 

The results of the correlation test carried out are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Pearson’s correlation coefficient

Pearson Correlation Coefficients

                       Prob > |r| under H0: Rho = 0

                       Number of Observations

           1         2            3            4            5

1 strpl    1.00000   0.46929      0.35156      0.23844      0.16419

                     <.0001       <.0001       0.0023       0.0232

           195         195          189          161          191

2 strcon   0.46929   1.00000      0.27585      0.20532      0.23761

           <.0001                 0.0001       0.0090       0.0009

             195       195          189          161          191

3 entor    0.35156   0.27585      1.00000      0.25632      0.18183

           <.0001    0.0001                    0.0010       0.0118

             189       189          194          161          191

4 newpr    0.23844   0.20532      0.25632      1.00000      0.22493

           0.0023    0.0090       0.0010                    0.0039

             161       161          161          166          163

5 perfm    0.16419   0.23761      0.18183      0.22493      1.00000

           0.0232    0.0009       0.0118       0.0039

             191       191          191          163          197

Strategic planning factor:
The Pearson’s correlation, in Table 2 above, shows that there is a relationship between strategic planning (strpl) and each of the following factors:

· strategic control (strco)

· entrepreneurial orientation (entor)

· new product introduction (newpr) and 

· financial performance (perfm)

This is shown by the respective p-values of, < 0.0001 (strcon), < 0.0001 (entor), 0.0023 (newpr) and 0.0232, (perfm) as reflected in Table 2. All the p-values are within the range -1 to +1, showing the existence of the correlation.

However, though correlations exist between strategic planning and each of the factors, the relationships are weak, as reflected by the correlation values of 0.46929 for strategic control, 0.35156 for entrepreneurial orientation, 0.23844 for new product introduction and 0.16419 for performance. The relationship is weak because each of the values is far less than 0.6 which is regarded as a minimal level measure of a strong correlation. 

Each of these correlations in relationship to the relevant propositions is discussed in detail, starting with the strategic planning factor.
Proposition P1.1 stated that businesses that practise strategic planning do not show significantly higher levels of; -   strategic control (P1.1)

· entrepreneurial orientation (P1.2)

· new product introduction (P1.3)

· performance (P1.4)

The relationship is not significant and Proposition P1.1-P5 is therefore accepted. The correlation between the factor strategic planning and each of the other factors: strategic control; entrepreneurship orientation; new product introduction; and performance are weak although positive.

This result does imply that those businesses that practise strategic planning are more closely related to the practice of strategic control than to the other three factors. The finding (close relationship) is expected, considering the fact that strategic control is an integral part of the strategic planning process, while the factors entrepreneurial orientation and new product introduction are more associated with entrepreneurship. However the non-significance of the relationship between strategic planning and strategic control is somewhat surprising, considering that control is part of strategic planning. 

The result shows that the practice of strategic planning does not significantly lead to higher performance levels. It confirms the finding by Lumpkin, Hills and Shrader (1998:1), Ensley and Banks (1994:4) and Wickham (2004:320), which shows that empirical investigations of established businesses have failed to find a strong link between business planning and performance. It however shows that strategic planning leads to higher performance though not in a significant way.

Though Wickham (2004:320) also points to an inconclusive relationship, he concedes that this should not be taken to mean that performance is not affected by planning, but that these studies (inconclusive correlations) would have reduced complex organisational phenomena to simple variables. 

This may imply that those businesses that practise strategic planning may not be doing so properly. As stated by Drejer (2004:504) it is not the planning that is important, but the quality thereof. The deduction from this result could be that businesses that practise strategic planning do not do so in an entrepreneurial way, what Legge and Hindle (2004:169) term entrepreneurial strategic planning.

This is also an indictment of South African businesses and suggests why the country has a relatively low entrepreneurial orientation score (GEM reports).The results clearly show that businesses do not build in entrepreneurship in their strategic planning. 

Proposition 2, stated that businesses that practise strategic control do not show significantly higher levels of; entrepreneurial orientation (P2.1), new product introduction (P2.2) and performance (P2.3).

The results reflect weak but positive correlations between strategic control and the factors, entrepreneurial orientation, new product introduction and performance as reflected by the correlation values of 0.27585 for entrepreneurial orientation, 0.20532 for new product introduction and 0.23761 for performance, as shown in Table 2. The relationship is weak because each of the values is far less than 0.6 which is regarded as a minimal level measure of a strong correlation. 

The results of the study show that businesses that practise strategic control do not necessarily show high levels of entrepreneurial orientation. This finding is consistent with the literature, which shows that control tends to restrict entrepreneurship in a business. As Morris and Kuratko (2002:220) put it, “one should give up control in order to gain control” as a way of cultivating an entrepreneurial culture. The result shows the weak practice of entrepreneurial strategic control as a management style. This is a management style where employees are empowered in order to allow their entrepreneurial spirit to flourish. Morris and Kuratko (2002:220) term this as the entrepreneurial domain as opposed to the administrative domain.

The finding of a weak relationship between control and new product introduction is consistent with the weak link between strategic planning and entrepreneurial orientation. However one should note that the correlation is positive and not negative.

The relationship between strategic control and performance is not significant, as discussed above. There is a weak correlation between strategic control and performance as reflected by a p-value of 0.0009 and a correlation value of 0.23761, which is far below the significant measure of 0.6. Propositions 2.1 to 2.3 are accepted.

Proposition 3 stated that businesses that are entrepreneurially oriented do not show significantly higher levels of; new product introduction (P3.1) and                                performance (P3.2).

However, the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and each of the factors: new product introduction (0.25362); and performance (0.18183) is weak, as shown in Table 2. The above values are far below the measure of 0.6, a level which would reflect a minimally strong correlation. There is therefore not a significant relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and each of the factors new product introduction and performance. Propositions P3.1 and P3.2 are therefore accepted. The relationships are all positive.

This finding of a weak relationship is surprising, considering the fact that new product orientation is supposed to be one of the key elements of an entrepreneurial business. Entrepreneurially orientated businesses should reflect a high level of new product introduction. This is because new product introduction results from high levels of innovation and creativity. The result is a reflection of the low entrepreneurial orientation of South African businesses, as reflected also in the GEM reports throughout the period in which the country was included in the survey, beginning in 2001.

The need for new product introduction / entrepreneurial orientation cannot be overemphasised, if businesses are to be global players. 

Research has shown that entrepreneurial businesses are expected to perform better than non-entrepreneurial ones (Robinson & Pearce 1984:133). In addition, Pearce and Carland (1996:3) note that several researchers have found links between performance and the presence of entrepreneurship. Research by Antoncic and Hisrich (2003:533) found that entrepreneurial orientation is strongly, positively and significantly related to profitability, thereby indicating that entrepreneurship tends to be a good predictor of performance. 

However Wickland and Shepherd (2005:87) found that entrepreneurial orientation “generally” leads to improved performance. The fact that their finding was not without exceptions is consistent with the weak relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance found in this study.

A weak relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance is consistent with the weak relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and new product introduction. New product introduction is usually associated with high performance. As shown by Durant and Coeurderoy (2001:475), the propensity to innovate (employ new product introduction) enabled businesses to achieve competitive advantage and performance.

Proposition 4: Businesses that have a high product introduction rate do not show significantly higher levels of performance (P4)

A correlation exists between new product introduction and the performance factor, as reflected by the p-value of 0.0039. However that relationship is weak, as reflected by the value 0.22493, which is far below 0.6. There is therefore not a significant relationship between new product introduction and performance. Proposition P4 is therefore accepted.
The result is surprising given that empirical studies by Antoncic and Hisrich (2004) and Hitt et al. (2001) have linked the introduction of new products to wealth creation for shareholders or to better business performance. 
Zhao (2005:28), researching perceptions of entrepreneurship and innovation, also found that entrepreneurial businesses that were continuously creating new products and services, projects, new business opportunities and markets, regardless of size and the industry, showed a positive performance.

New product introduction is associated more with entrepreneurship than with planning. If businesses are not entrepreneurial and do not build in entrepreneurship into their planning, as discussed above, then the prevalence of new product introduction is likely to be low. This also shows that businesses do not use new product introduction as a competitive tool, since strategic planning is about building competitiveness. New product introduction has to do with innovation and creativity, so this weak correlation shows that businesses do not emphasise or build creativity and innovation into their planning and activities. The result also supports the GEM report findings on South Africa’s low entrepreneurial activity.

Policy implications

The fact that all the correlations are positive (though insignificant) and not negative, mean that strategic planning and entrepreneurship are practiced together in organisations. This practice results in improved performance. The quality of application and not just the practice should be emphasised to individual entrepreneurs as well as those involved in entrepreneurship development. It might be the poor application of this concept that brings about the weak correlations.

The joint practice of the two constructs (strategic entrepreneurship) should be considered an investment (time and resources) and be viewed in terms of returns it offers the business. It should be promoted in all businesses irrespective of size and sector.

Strategic entrepreneurial control which is premised on self control, through employee empowerment should be promoted in all businesses. This type of control promotes entrepreneurship instead of curtailing it as is the case with “normal” control. Strategic entrepreneurial control results in improved financial performance.

It should also be emphasized that entrepreneurship is not the domain of small businesses and planning that of big businesses. The respondents in this research though mainly big businesses also included small businesses. Big businesses should build in entrepreneurship in their planning to enhance flexibility, (overcome inertia) and small businesses should be encouraged to plan so as to stabilise operations within the context of entrepreneurial strategies.

New product introduction has first mover advantages. All businesses big and small should utilise this competitive tool, critical in today’s dynamic environment where product life-cycles are very short.

Since the strategic planning, entrepreneurship paradox is not supported in the study’s findings business should understand that they should strategically plan and be entrepreneurial in-order for them to derive the benefits brought about by both strategic planning and entrepreneurial activities.

Research Limitation:

One limitation of this study is that it covered only listed companies, thereby excluding many other business types and sizes. Studying only public companies left out other business ownerships forms. The study did not delineate the different type of businesses or sectors which would have vastly improved the focus and application of results. This would have improved the quality of the research.

More empirical research on the relationship between the two constructs is needed, more so given the mixed results. A cross cultural study is called for.

Conclusion:

The study shows that there is a positive but weak relationship in the practice of strategic planning and entrepreneurship in South Africa. The two diametrically opposed constructs can both be executed jointly as one concept for the competitiveness of the firm.

The results did not show a strong (significant) and / or opposite (negative) relationship, but a mild (weak) positive correlation between strategic planning and entrepreneurship. The strategic planning, entrepreneurship paradox is therefore not supported.
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