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Strategy Self-Analysis


Lukaszewski’s articles on strategic thinking were enlightening to me in some ways, and not surprising in others. I have faced many of these questions and challenges on either side of the table. In my professional experience as staff in a function often considered non-essential, and does not contribute to the bottom line, in an IT department, I am aware of the little time management has to understand the job of the IT department, except for the value of the operations itself. They are not concerned with the details of a project or anything besides their options in a crucial project and a recommendation on a course of action, along with the costs and benefits. 


I am also, as a small-business owner, aware of the precious little time I can dedicate to understanding or dedicating time to certain functions of my own business. While I could certainly spend time practicing my PR skill by creating a function of my own business that does that – I cannot spend the resources to do so myself because it does not directly contribute to my own bottom line. Like the article’s author mentions, for management, the most attractive choice to be considered is most often the one that proposes we do nothing.

 
Some of the ideas he has about being a strategist, however, might be flawed. The author doesn’t provide a lot of support to back up his assertion that to find a strategic seat, one would have to be inconsistent. It might be just a change in the word choice I would use, but inconsistent to me doesn’t mean the same as being able and willing to change your own ideas. Consistency is important, and a strategist should be able to consistently deliver on projects, for example. I have a good reputation for solving problems and being available to offer good advice. People consistently come to me in my own business because I have consistently maintained good relationships with the people I work for, and consistently deliver good work. Those relationships have strategically allowed me to expand my network of clients and grow my business. Inconsistently doesn’t equal strategy to me, unless you are trying to create a reputation as some kind of wild maverick.


Lukaszewski’s second principle is to recommend conclusive action increments. This can be overlooked in strategy as minutae and irrelevant to a whole strategy, or as merely tactics. Those increments are important points of measurement and evaluation in the process of a strategy being executed, and points at which you can make adjustments, or judge how well something is performing at that point. This can give you an opportunity built-in at which you can revise a strategy or ensure that it is staying on the path. I can pinpoint this as a major point that is important to me, strategically, but a personal failure as well. I often use the tools available, and try to incorporate project-management strategies that employ this method, and create timetables and incremental actions, but find myself failing to stick to the plan or update the tasks appropriately, which robs me of the ability to re-assess progress. I can agree that this approach to problem solving is absolutely crucial and I’ve often counted on other people to make sure this aspect is being watched. I doubt I’ll be as lucky in the future, and I hope to make great strides in being able to manage this.


To drive a project, or a strategy forward, there must be momentum that comes from the architect of the strategy and the team that supports it. I think that strategy demands leadership, and an essential quality of leadership is enthusiasm and intensity. Substantive intensity, as the article’s author puts it, is important to solving problems. If there is no motivator, or drive to make a strategy work, there is little likelihood it will see completion or gain the support it needs to succeed. If the strategist can’t focus substantial intensity on the strategy, they will likely fail. If I do not provide enough support for any technology project or strategy I’ve proposed to one of my clients, there is little doubt that it will not ever get done – I have the primary responsibility to make sure that the effort is there.


Lukaszewski’s assertion about believing in laggership and entropy as strongly as action and solutions just seems completely off the point of being a strategist. I don’t believe it’s always strategic to have the last word in any situation, especially not in the context he frames it in as an effort to be heard by management. Controlled chaos is a part of any creative process, but as a crucial benchmark of being a strategist? Surely, one must be prepared for this to arise, but to actively seek laggership and entropy as strongly as action and solutions seems negative. The author does nothing that I can see to support this claim that these are desirable traits for a strategist. I cannot think of an example or a situation in problem-solving where this would have been helpful. In fact, the author contradicts himself in another article where he speaks about the only progress that can be made is forward progress. Laggership and entropy as I define them cannot promote that goal in the slightest, especially where action and solutions are substituted.


A pragmatist is well oriented, however, to be a strategist. Business is not done in a vacuum or a world of theory, and the successes and failures of a strategy cannot be measured without some kind of risk. Knowing the real opportunities and risks and being able to assess them pragmatically is an essential strategy skill. Knowing what is important in terms of risk and reward is helpful in knowing what kinds of strategies are worth trying, and those that carry a high probability of failure. A pragmatist will think on the margins, of what can be reduced or expanded to ensure the successful outcomes of their strategies. This is, as the article’s author states, a primary concern of management.


Management’s concerns are as important as their goals, perception, and vision. To be aware and focused on this is a strategist’s way forward. A strategy must at least appear to be aligned with top executive’s vision to create any kind of momentum or support. Without executives to back a strategy, it will wither from lack of resources allocated from them. Their perception of a strategy affects how they believe it will help the company’s overall goals and vision, which is their own primary concern. A strategist makes management’s concerns as important as their own, because executives may be unable to see the importance of a strategy without knowing how it helps them, and their focus of creating a business that functions operationally. Having a strategist that can understand the core elements of the business and the concerns of management, and use strategy to address the pressing problems of management will greatly improve a business in ways that are obvious to anyone. Problem-solving should not be the realm of just operations, but incorporate all elements of a company.


The final point the author makes is that not all news is good news. I believe this is similar to being a pragmatist, and the point about action increments. A strategist or problem solver is prepared for the possibility of entropy, a point also mentioned earlier. The chaotic nature of a creative process, or unforeseen events or a change in situation can all occur at any time. A strategist must realize that at times, things must change or be adjusted in response to bad news. However, it is good news in the sense, that if someone is aware that there are potential roadblocks, they may have accounted for them, or will take them into consideration at an action increment of self-evaluation. Those built-in qualities of a strategist can make the bad news something that will inform a future strategy, or a shift in their existing strategy. Being prepared for bad news just makes sense. There is no such thing as a perfect plan where no factors ever change. The reality of business is that it is always changing. I know that not all news is good news, but I find this an overly pessimistic point of view. The good news is that we are aware of the bad news and can find ways to use it to our advantage in the right situation. 

