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Studies show that the average lifesp&tame companies is decreasiagd that companies of
today face digher degree of markstaturation caused by globalization. In order for companies
to stay alivethey need to scan for trends outside their business scope, which can be done by
adoptingcorporate foresightThis thesisnvestigateghe uniqueness of corade foresight in
large Swedish companies when compared to a European sample. The focus lies dngneasur
differences with regards teeed capabilitiesand maturity of corporate foresightThis thesis
establishes that there is an egeowing interest irstudying corporate foresight from a Swedish
perspective due to thegh rate of innovatioim the countryBased oratheoretical framework

a method is establishédr measuring the three am dimensionf need, capabilitiegand
maturity. The data for the Swedish companie empirical datafrom 11 Swedish companies
gathered using a survey provided thye collaborator Rohrbeck Heger GmbHhe Swedish
data is themompared to a European samipjeusing an existing dabase. Throughhe useof a
guantitative method with two statistical testee norparametric testMannWhitney U-tes)

and one parametric tedVelchOstes), several interesting differencegre found For need it

was found that Swedish firms act in a less dynamic enwieot than its European
counterparts, but that Swedish firmsO environment is more compleapadilities Swedish
firms have stronger internal capabilities with regardsutiure, method sophisticatiomand
information usageFinally, for maturity, Swedish firms have stronger perceiving abilities but
weaker prospecting abilities than European firmsummary, it is not possible to say that the
overall need or maturity with regards to corporate foresight is greater a& adwanced for
Swedsh firms However,a conclusionis that Swedish firms have stronger capabilities for
corporate foresight than its European counterparts.

Keywords: Corporate foresight, Strategic foresigl8trategy, Sweden, Europe, Maturity
model, Business culture, Organipaial culture,Future preparednes§hange management
Foresight maturity
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Studier visar att genomsnittslivstiden fSr stora bolag minskar, samt att dagens fSretag mster en
hdgregrad av marknadsmSttnad orsakad av globalisering. F3r att fSretag ska Sverleva behver
de skanna efter trender utanfSr deras nuvarande verksamhet, vilket kan gSras genom att arbeta
med affSrsfSrutseende | detta examensarbete undersSlunika egenskaper ligde
affSrsfSrutseendestora svenska bolag jSmfsrt med stora europeiska bietagis igger i att

mSta skillnaderna behoy fSrdigheter samt mognadsgradav affSrsfsrutseende Detta
examensarbet&onstaterar genom flertalet kSllor att intresset ochowethav att utforska
affSrsfSrutseend&r svenska bolag finns, eftersom Sverige Sr ett av vSrldens mest innovativa
ISnder.FrEitteraturstudienetablerasen metod f3ratt mSta niv@Eer pE de tre dimensionerna
behoy fSrdighetesamtmognadgrad Empirisk data har samlats ip(EL1 stora svenska bolag
genom en enkStbaserad intervii§r tilgEnghar erhEllitsill en granskad enkSt genom
samarbetspartnerRohrbeck Heger GmbH, samt tillgEng tilladedatabas med europeiska
bolag.Den svenska datan jSmf&iSefter mot ett europeiskt datasetSr en kvantitativ metod
anvSnds f&r att j[Smfsra dessa grupper; ett-izk@metriskt test (Manwhitney Utest) samt

ett parametriskt test (WelchGtegt). Genom dessa tester erhElls flera intressanta skillnader
mellansvenska och europeiska bol&Sllandebehoy visade resultatedtt svenska bolag har

ett ISgredynamiskt affSrsklimatnendSraffSrsklimagt Sr mekomplext. GSllandefSrdigheter

skilier sig svenska bolagp@E de interna fSrdigheterkaltur, metodraffinering samt
informationsanvSndningSlutligen, @llandemognadsgradsr affSrsfsrutseendeSr svenska

bolag starkare pCEatt uppfatta trender men svagare pdatt analysera trender
Sammanfattningsvis Sr det inte msjligt att av@gorslutsatsSverlag huruvida behov och
mognadsgradSllan@ affSrsfsrutseend&r mer avancerdtiand svenska bolag. DSremot kan
slutsatsen dras att svenska bolag har starkardigheterfsr affSrsfSrutseendeSn dess
europeiska motsvarigheter.

Nyckelord: AffSrsfSrutseende Strategisk fSrseende, AffSrsstrategi, Sverige, Europa,
Mognadsgrasmodel| FSretagskultur, Organisationskultur, Framtidsberedskap,
FSrSndringsarbet®ognadsfSrutseende
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1.'Introduction

This chapter onsiss of an introduction tothis thesis. It begins with a brief
background, which is followed by problematization, purpose and aim, research
qguestios and delimitations.The chapter ends with stating expected research
contribuionsas well aghe outline of the thesis

1.1! Background

A well-known fact is thatcompanies aim to be profitable. For a company to be
profitable, revenues must be greater than céstsompany that fails to be profitable

will eventually go out of busines€onsider the following examplén 578 AD, a
construction company named Kongo Gumi was founded in matirrdapan. The
construction company specialized in construction of Buddhist shrines, and was the
world@ longest surviving family business. In 2006e firm was forced to liquidate

due to high debt levels and an unfriendly business climate, and thus, théworld
oldest family business came to an €Hditcheson2007) Unfortunately, the story of
Kongo Gumi is not unique.

Two recent examples from Swesd are the automobile manufacturer SAAB that
declared bankruptcy in 20land the shipbuilding yard GStaverken that went out of
business in 2015Carlsson 2015). These three companies illustrate tlubdlpm that

most companies facehdt it is impossibldor a company to not expara develop

new production methods or strategies atitiremainin businesgSchumpeter, 1943)

All companies are eventually forced to adapt to their environment, whether it takes 60
years as with SAAB or 1500 years as with Kongo Gumi.

This adaptation of companies to their environment is a cornerstone in the Austrian
philosopher Joseph Schump@srview of companies in anokitionary economy
(Schumpeter1943).Using theSchumpeterian approach to explaidustrydynamics

it is possible to view the world of companies as a world of constant disequilibrium but
in constant evolution. Each firmoninuously strivesto obtainthe most efficient
producton method or strategy (Iwai, 1984Given a long enough timeline, all
companies will either adopt the most efficient production metbodjo out of
business (Iwai, 1984 However, the evolution of compigs hasno fixed endstate

and it is likely thabver timea more optimal product or a better production method is
created by one of the companiBgming a new goal for the rest of the firms to adapt

to. Those who fail will go out of businesthus cotinuing the cycleof Ocreative
destructionSchumpeter, 1943 However, companies not only need dadaptto
gradual changes in the industry, but adbouldbe aware of discontinuous as well as
radical changes and try to manage thiegennovation management and corporate
strategy (Tushman et al., 1986). The ability to detect, analyze and act upon these
discontinuous and sometimes radical changes is naowgdorate foresight
(Rohrbeck, 2011).

H¢jland and Rohrbeck @17) definecorporate foresight abethreestepsperceiving
prospectingand probing Perceving is the first step in the foresight process, where
the company sms and retrieves information abargnds Prospecting is the second
step, where the gathergdormationis interpreted to the companyOs strategy by using
methods such as scenario planning. The third and final step, probing, is to transfer the
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information todifferent parts of the organizaticand taking actionssuch agesting

new value propositions and arket acceptancéH.jland and Rohrbeck, @L7). To

clarify the concept of corporate foresighty example will be demonstratdd 2004,

the American ompany General Electric (GE) discoverswater scarcity as an
upcoming megdrend, whichis the perceiving phase. During the next phase, the
prospecting phase, GE found that this trend had a lot of synergies with the existing
energy businesd\ext, in the probing step, a R&D pilot plant for water scarcity
business was constructed and throughous acceleration programs the energy and
water business constituted 31% of GEOs EBITA in 2013, where the water business
stood forapproximatelytwo-thirdsof this percentagéRrohrbeck, 2017).

A positive companyexample where the importance of being able to respond to
discontinuous change becomes cleathe Finnish company Nokia. Founded in 1865

as a paper mill company, the company later moved into rubber tire and boots
production onward to become the telecommunicatioompany it is today (Nokia,
2017). This amazing adaptabilitypsrhapsvhat has saved Nokia from a fate similar

to SAAB or GStaverkeninterestindy, Nokia can also be viewed as a company slow
to detect and act upon important trends in one aspeandXhe rapid progression of
smarphones, Nokia was too late to adapt to this change resulting in a massive
revenue decrease from which the company has not yet recovered.

As highlighted by the examples above, a key component in a companyOs ability to act
upon radical changas innovation Enkel et al., 2009Rohrbeck and Schwarz, 2013

This importance of innovation becomes interesting when viewing the issue in a
Swedish settingln 2016, Sweden was votedor being European UnionOs most
innovativecountry (European Commission, 2016y 2017, Sweden was voted to be

the second most innovativeconomyin the whole world (Jamrisko and Lu, 2017).
According to Magnus Henrekson, director of the Research Institute of Industrial
Economics, which is a privat foundation in Stockholm, Swedes promote an
atmosyhere of great personal ambition and a culture where people are very interested
in pursuing their ideas in a way for them to become weaklso, Henrekson states

that Sween focuses a lot on R&@amriskocand Lu, 2017)

Since Sweden appears to be at the global top of innovative countries, are Swedish
companies more able to act upon discontinwang radical changes their business
environment? Are Swedish companies more developed in the area of t®rpora
foresight when compared to similar companies from other countries?

1.2! Problematization

As of today, the average lifespahlarge companies is decreasidgstudy made by

the Boston Consulting @up Reevesand Pueschel2015)shows that the average
lifetime of 35,000 listed companies in the US has significantly decreased from 55
years to 35 years or lesStudies done by Richard Fos{@011)on the longevity of
companies on the S&P 500 index found that the averagediiesp the S&P 500
index has decreased from 60 years in thesa@Conly 20 years todaypoane and
MacGillivray (2001) find a similar result on the FTSE 100 with increasing company
churn rate on the indeXVhile the company does not necessarily go out of business
after leaving tk index, it still implies that theyr@a not as prominent as before.
FosterOQ011) projections that this lifespan will continue to decreasdich implies

that in thefuture, companies will last even shorter before dyingdappearing
However, Daepget al (2015) statehat a company death is not always similar to the

2



biological concept death. Instead, they find most companitsCafa due to mergers
and acquisitions or similar processes. Nevertheless, this still riestrnise acquired
companyOs biness will change. For companies to avoid these increasingly frequent
mortality events theycould strive to maintain their competitive advantage by
increasingheir pace of innovation (Rohrbeck and Schwarz, 2013).

One important factor thatomplicatesodayOs business environment is globalization
(Jonsson and Fos2011). Markets areno longer dominated by local actors, but
insteadof large multinational corporations who turnface a higher degree of matke
saturation than before (Mora@013). Thisleads these companies to an increasing
degree having to continue to expand and find new business opportunities (Botha et al
2014. If a market is saturated, there is a need for securing future revenue streams
whereone way of doing this is biyirtherinternational expansion (Yoder et,&016).
However, asroder et al (2016) notethis is accompanied by a largeount of risk

and uncertainty. Thus, othevays of increasing revensienight be attractive for
companiesOne other way is through increasi®&D, and by that expanding the
product or service offeringfaghe company (Kim, 2011)t should be noted that the
R&D of companies is rapidly expanding, both in scope, but also in buthykspret

al., 2002). However, companies must make sure that &i2 éonducted is relevant

for the business, and noécome victims obverinvesting (Kim 2011).

In Swedenthere are maniarge companiewith both local and global operationss
above mentioned trends showegmpanie®lifetimes havedecreased, as well as the
difficulty to seare future revenues and profitshé&senegative factors can affect
Swedish companies as w@lntreprensrsskapsforum, 201Even though Sweden is

a world leader when it comes to innovation (European Commis3id§; Jamrisko

and Lu, 2017),it does not necessariljnean that Swedish companiase more
proficient in dealing with discontinuous and radical changes. Thus, it becomes of
interest to study Swedish comparfdesrporate foresight abilities when compared to
other companies with different nationalitidsstudy made by Rohrbeck and Schwar
(2013) investigated the overall corporate foresight abilities among European
companiesThe study showed that the companies that were the most likely to survive
in a longertime frame were companies that showed nameancemenin corporate
foresight.

To summarize, it is possible to outline two current trends strengthening the need for
corporate foresight. One trend is the shrinking lifetimes of companies and the other is
the need to secure future revenues in an increasingly saturated market. Combined with
the innovation levels of the Swedishsiness climate, this leads to an interest to study
the current corporate foresight need, capabilities and maturity of large Swedish
companies.

1.3! Purpose and aim

The purpose with this thesis is to examine difeerences inneed, capabilitiesind
maturity for corporate foresight irlarge Swedish companies compared large
EuropeancompaniesThe goal is to find whether there existsifiedlence in any of
these dimensions. If so, how do they differ, and what are the underlying reasons?



1.4!] Research question
The research questisthat this thesis will answere the following

RQ1: Are there any differences betwdarge Swedish companiesmpared tdarge
European companieshen it comes toneed, capabilities and maturityf corporate
foresigh®?

RQ2: If yes, low and why are they different?

1.5! Delimitations
The following delimitations havéeen made to conduct the research in the given
timeframe:

¥ This thesis is done in collaboration withe Germarbased consultancy firm
Rohrbeck Heger GmbHThe collaboration with enablethe use ofthar peer
reviewed survey fothis thesis@atacollection, which will be further explained in
the method section 3. Also, the collaboration githes opportunity to use their
database consisting of large European compawniesh will be useds thepeer
group sampleFurthermore, the collaboration dies the use of Rohrbeck Heger
GmbHOs analytical tool when aggregating the survey questions, which will be
further explained in sectio®.3.

¥ Thethesisis delimited to Swedish companibscause of threeeasonsThe first
and main reason ithat the authors of this thes&e based in Sweden and
Stockholmmore specifically. This givesasier access to interview respondents
and minimizespossible cultural clashes that can arise when doing research
abroad. Secondly, the fact that no study so far has been made focusing primarily
on the role of corporate foresight within Swedish companies plays an obviously
important part.Thirdly, Rohrbeck Heger GmbH is im&sted in learning more
aboutcorporate foresight in Swedish companigsis creating great synergy with
the previously mentioned reasons.

¥ The thesiswill solely focus onlarge companigsand the definition of darge
company accordyg tothe European Union (2008 definedas:
o! At least 250 employees
o! At least! 50 million turnoveror at least 43 million in total balance sheet

Also, it interesting toinvestigatelarge Swedish companies whether they are
publicly traded or not, and there®it is not of relevance to select companies
from the stock exchange list.

Above decisionsvas based on an agreement with Rohrbeck H8gdrH, as well

as an earlier research made by Rohrbeck and Schwarz (201&e midsized
companies where included in the sample selection but was later removed because
it was difficult to grasp relevant data from them.

¥ The sample selection of Swedish companies will be compared to an already
existing sample oflarge European cmpanies. This peer group comes from
Rohrbeck Heger GmbHOs database, where European comipathissthesisare
defined as Wstern European compani€Xountries that are defined asegtern

4



Europe areAustria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany,eGae
Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland andhe United Kingdom (WorldBank, 2017).More details on the
European sample will be described in sec8¢h4

¥ Each interviewed company has owolye respondent the Swedish sample due to
time restrictions.

1.6! Expected contributions

This thesis about corporate foresight concerns a spegbgraphiaegion, namely
Sweden, but also its European countergartsomparison purposekarlier research
haspreviouslybeen done in specific regions for the subject of corporate foresight. For
example Kononiuk and SacieSzymad ska (2015 performeda study among Polish
companies regarding assessing the maturity level of foresight. Another example is the
research done by Vishnevskiy et &015) where they investigated in integrated
roadmaps and corporate foresight as tools of innovation managenamy &ussian
companies. A third example & research conducted I®san (2008), where he
examined corporate foresight in emerging markets, in this case a multinational
company in Turkeyln general, most corporate foresight studies have been conducted
in developed markets, where the majority has been done in Europe, which is further
explained in the theoretical framewarksection2.

This thesis is expectad cantribute to todayOs research on corporate foresight in three
ways. Firsty, it aims to give more knowledge about corporate foresight among
Swedish companies, sines of today this area is underexplor&terefore, concrete
conclusions about Swedish comjEs® need, capabilities and maturity in comparison
to European companies will be one of the goals with thesisCcontribution.
Secondly,this thesisaims to contribute by using a quantitative method of research,
which will be further explained in the method sect®8 Since quantitative methods
within corpoate foresight halseenperformed in a very limited way before, this thesis
wants to prove that it is possible use such a method and still obtaiteresting
results Thirdly, this thesis aims to validate the survey used for collecting empirical
data, wich will be further explained in the method sect®A.2 If the survey can be
validated, in the sense of it measuring the right variables to be able to drasamhpo
conclusionsthis thesis will confirm the usage of this survey and encourage future
researchers to reuse it as well.

Overall, corporatdoresight is a rather new research topic with a limited number of
articles published in the field. This thesisoaims to contribute to this research field

by adding additional perspectives, insights and arguments outlined in this master
thesis.



1.7! Outline

The thesis outlinean be viewed iTablel.

Chapter

Content

1. Introduction

This chapter includes a background tois thesis
followed by problematization, purpose and aim as v
as the research questions that have been investic
Furthermore, delimitations and contribution to exist
research are acknowledged and discus¥bd. chapter
ends with a thesis outline.

2. Theoretical framework

This chapter is the theoretical framework of whible
method is based on. The literature starts with connec
corporate strategy with corporate foresighthich is
followed by a thaough review ofcorporate foresight
The chapterends with aspects that are wmiqg for
Swedish business culture and a research hypothesis

3. Method

In this chapter, the overall research design is descri
where the data collection and data analysis «
thoroughly explained. Lastly, ethics and quality
analysisare discussed through reliability, validity ar
generalizability.

4. Empirical results

In this chapterthe results of theesearchare presented
where he results are presented in three blqgc
environmental dynamicgneed) internal capabilities
and corporate foresighimaturity) At the end of the
chaper, a summary of the resultsgeesented.

5. Discussion and analysis

In this chaptera discussion isnade ofthe resilts and
the chosen method for thieesis. Firstthe discussion o
the results from the two statistical tes¢smade, anc
then a discuston on each sample grqu is made
separatelyFinally, adiscus#on of the statistical tests i
done

6. Conclusion

This chapter is divided in three part-irst the answer
to the research questions atiek research hypothesis

made Secondly, a discusfon on sustainability
implications for corporate foresights made Thirdly,

research contributions and proposition to future
researchs made

Table 1 BDThesis outline



2! Theoretical framework

This chapter contains literaturen the connection between corporateastgy and
corporate foresight. Furtherthe concept of corporate foresighs thoroughly
examined,and how Swedish companies potentially differ in their appgrofiom
European companies. Thaim with the theoretical framework is to eate an
understanding of what corporate foresightand whyt is needed, not to completely
cover the implementation of corporate foresightte chapter ends with a research
hypothesis.

2.1. Paradigms of strategic thought

Corporate strategycan roughly be defined dmsvestigating the field ohow firnms
handle strategic challengeéccording toTeece et al(1997),there can be said to be
four distinct paradigmsf strategt thoughtregarding corporate strategyrhese are as
follows:

1.! Competitive forcesperspective

This paradigmbuilds upon the work of Porter (1980) wlwoeateda five-forces
framework which became sastrategic paradigm for industry analysis. The five
different forces influencing a sopanyOs behaviare barriers to entry bargaining
power of suppliersbargainingpower of customershreat of substitutiomndinternal
rivalries (Porter, 1980). There are sormitations to the model, since it performs
poorly in the aspects of path dependency and market trajectories (Teece, 2007).

2.! Strategic conflict perspective

In 1989, Carl Shapiro laid out a new s&gac framework based on game thedfhe

theory concludes that corporate strategypnotonly be seen in the light of a single
company doing what is optimal for itself. Instead, the strategic view should be based
around how companies interact with each other in a complex environment (Shapiro,
1989). Shapiro (1989) further argues that there is a strong argument to be made by
utilizing a gametheoretical approach for understanding the relationship between
strategic deisions and tactical competition.

3. Resourcebased perspective

The resourcéased perspective states that the main factor that influences a companyQOs
ability to gain a competitive advantagge access to certain resources (Wernerfelt
1984). It is thus not how firms act against each other that isotieeot strategy, but
instead whatuniqgue resources a company has its disposal (Wernerfelt, 1984).
These resources should yield a competitive advantage, be rare, hard to imita¢e and
non-substitutable (Barney, 199 However, the resurcebased perspective often fails

to explain how firms are able to gain a competitive advantage in dynamic markets
(Teece et al 1997).

4.! Dynamic capabilities perspective

Teece et al(1997) are one ohe first to introduce aynamic capability framework

with the purposdo identify the foundations necessary for a company to be able to
maintain, create and enhance advantages that are distinct and difficult to replicate.
Compared to the competitive forcparadigm, the dynamic capabilities perspective
does not only consider the relevant industry, but the entire business environment
ranging from competitors to legislators, from suppliers to research fimstgwand so

on (Teece, 2007). Furthermore, the framework takes better into account
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Schumpeterian dynamics, trajectories and path dependencies not covered by the other
paradigms (Teece et.all997). Teece (2007) argues that the framework of dynamic
capabilities can be broken down iritwee parts. First, to sense and shape trends, both
positive and negative. Secondly to seize the opportunities and thirdly to maintain
competiveness through continuous enhancement, protection and reconfiguration of a
firmsO total assets (Tee2807).Thenames used for these phasesseesingseizing

and transforming As H¢jland and Rohrbeck @17) argue there are three distinct
phases of corporate foresigiperceiving prospectingand probing Through these
principles, a clear connectiorwith Teece€ (2007) earlier established dynamic
capabilitiescan be seerrhus putting the concept of corporate foresight in line with

the dynamic capabilities paradigm of strategmught. AsSRohrbeck (B11) notes, the
concept of corporate foresight is closdigked to achieving success withithe
dynamic capabilities paradigm.

2.2!1 Corporate foresight

Corporate foresights a relatively new research topuehich is explained in different
ways. It has been argued that the terstisategic foresightorganizationalforesight
business foresight and prospective thinkarg used synonymously with corporate
foresight (Liebl and Schwarz, 2010; Rohrbeck and Schwarz, 2013). Thatsois
some debate whether or not to separate thecowmeptscorporate foresightand
strategic foresight Veachiato and Roveda (2010) prefer usethe term strategic
foresight as compared to foresight to highlight the close relationship between
foresight work and strategy, but it has been argued that strategic foresight should be
used as a tar for the study of macreconomic processes, for example the study of
national and governmental decisioraking, while corporate foresight is the
definition of the application of strategic foresight oorporate organizations
(Rohrbecket al.,2015). Inthis thesis, only the nomenclaturerporate foresighuill

be used

2.2.1Background
The origin of corporate foresight traces back to the 19500s, wherschwols
emergedat the same time. @rof themwas theprospective thinking schoblsed on
the French philosopher Gaston Befgerthought@erger et a] 2008) and thether
was the RAND school in the US based on the thoughts of Herman &alled the
Foresight schoofRohrbeck et al., 2015Yhe main difference between these diffiére
ways of thinkingwas thatthe prospective school to a greater degree involved
decisionmaking stakeholderm the foresight procesand perhaps this is the reason
for its dominancen todayOs research (Rohrbackli Schwarz2013). Over time, the
field evolved, for example scenario planniegolved during the ©0s andoad
mappingdevelopedduring the 800s. Today, the foofi€orporate foresight research
is the process oincorporating it as a corporate capabilijor example, just as a
company has a anketing as well as a R&D function, the company should also strive
to incorporate a corporate foresight functiantheir organizationRohrbeck et al
2015).

Corporate foresight is a rapidly expanding research field. According to Rohebeck
al. (2015) over 100 research papers regarding the field were published in the time
period between 2005 and 201&hile this is not a huge number of research papers, it
should becompared to therevious decadbetween 1995 and 2004hich saw only

eight published réicles in the field and the decadbefore thatbetween 1985 and
1994 when only one single article was published (Rohrbetlal., 2015). What

8



corporate foresight does, is that it allows organizations to lay a founddtioture
competitive advantagdéy identifying, observing and interpreting factors. These
factors induce change, determine possible organizapenific implications and help
trigger appropriate organizational responses. Wakk with corporate foresight often
involves multiple stakedlders,since it requires large and different parts from the
organization to work togethéRohrbeck 2011; Rohrbeek al, 2015).

In summary, the concept of corporate foresight emerged from Europe, and to some
degreefrom the US However, as H¢jlandndRohrbeck (2017) noteéheresearclon
corporate foresight has only focused on Western markets. Thus, it is natural that the
company examples previous researcire from a Western perspective.

2.2.2!1Definition
The term corporate foresigrggardsesearch activities in organizatgXutures(von
der Gracht et al 2010). BRit as a research topit, has been defined mainly in two
different ways; as procesgBecker 2002; Horton 1999) and asadility (Slaughter
1998; Tsoukas and Shepheg?@04) However the definition of corporate foresight as
an ability is more widespreadR@hrbeck, 2011) and therefoitewill be used in this
thesis.

The definition of corporate foresight as an ability is based on three assumptions.
Firstly, there are multiplpossible futures and thus the future is uncertain. Secondly,
change and its drivers are possible to study and document. Thirdly, it is possible to
influence the future (Rohrbeck et.,aR015). Rohrbeck (2011) summarizethe
definition of corporate foresigt according to the following:

CCorporate foresight is an ability that includes any structural or cultural element that
enables the company to detect discontinuous change early, interpret the consequences
for the company, and formulate effective respotsessure the longerm survival
and success of the comp&BRohrbeck (2011)

2.2.3!Need for corporate foresight
As argued irsectionl.2, companiesO life dgs have decreased dramaticalhdwill
keep decreasing in the future (Foster, 20Reeves and Pueschel 2015.
Furthermore, the globalization trend forces large mafliomal companies to face a
higher degree of market saturation, which in turn leads to reduced growth
opporturities in their ordinary market€lonsson and Foss, 2011; Moran, 2013). In
addition, onlya few organizations are able to maintain a high levehobvation in
order to prolong the companyOs life cycle (Winby and Worley, 2014). Teece et al
(1997) note that in order for a company to sustain a competitive advantage, a
company needs to exploit both internal as well as externalsfiecific capabilits.
Firms that are aware that the strategy of today might not be the one of tomosow oft
strive towards maintaining the necessary organization, knowledge and experience in
order not only to implement the current strategy, but also to explore distant ones
(Winby and Worley, 2014). However, as Teece (2007) notes, the need for different
levels of dynamic capabilities varidsased on thdusiness environmenfA more
hostile and rapidly changing environment requires a higher level of dynamic
capability.

During the latest decades, the relatively stable, smooth and significant growth in the
world economy has led to higirofits for businesses in theastern world. However,
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this is unlikely to continue the upcoming years. An ageing population resulting in
lower growth together with rapid technological change as well as fdwalenges

due tothe large amounts of government debt will likbbBve a negative impact ¢ime
years to come (Ringland, 2010). Staying afloat by maimtgiai higher evolutionary

fit is mae difficult nowadays than it was before the millennisinift, and firms need

to use multiple different perspectives and tadticerder to succeed in their respective
markets (Somaya and Teece, 2008

Ratcliffe (2006) argues that a new mindset is negliby corporate organizations to
anticipate and prepare for the futuréhe mindset shdd address societal,
environmental and economic essentials. Most importattiéy mindset shoulthckle
complexity, uncertainty and changehere Ratcliffe (2006)argues that maybe the
secret to success is a futures orientation with strong ftwtesagpability. Winby and
Worley (2014) argue that amcreasingly complexbusiness environment favors
innovation and agility and that organizational chamtpse correctlyis necessarfor
doing business Teece (2007) argues that for a firm to survive in an increasingly
volatile business environment, firms need to be innovative and adapt to a changing
environment.As such, there is strong argument for the firms and comiesnof
today to be increasingly aware thhanges and disruptions, due to the speed and
impact of these events.

Moreover, the rapidly changing markets with compressed product life cycles and new
product entrants create a less secure company productiporfieich combined with

a firmOs need for expldat of new business modelsadto a strong need for
corporate foresight (Hammoud and Nash, 2014). As of today, multiple firms report
that the primary use for foresight is either innovation or competdanhantages
(Hammoud and Nash, 2014). As suchhReck and GemYnden (2011) fiticht by

using corporate foresight in three different rdiestrategist innovatorandopponent

bthe overall innovation ability of a firm can be improved.

Day and Schoemakg2005) are among the first to propose théitra must not only
consider i actual strategi@bility, but also how great the need is for different
strategic alternatives. A company that acts in a more stressful environment will have a
higher reed for coporate foresight thaa firm actingin a simpler environment. They
propose two different dimensions for measuring need for corporate foresight
environmental @latility andenvironmental cmplexity(Day and Schoemaker, 2005).
Calantoneet al. (1997highlight the importance of a dimension calleadvironmental
hostility, which focuses omtenserivalriesbetween firmsRohrbeck and Kum (2017)

build on these needs for corporate foresightt summarizes them as the mentioned
three environmental need$he only difference is that they nane@mvironmental
volatility as environmental dynamisnin summary, it is possible to measure a
companyOs need for corporate foresight through the use of the following dimensions
(Calantoneet al., 1997Day and Schoemake2005; Rohrbeck and Kum, 2017):

¥ Environmental Dynamisnm® For example matters regarding the speed and
direction of change in the industry, the speed and direction of market growth and
the predictability of the industry itself.

¥ Environmental Complexit{) Measures among others matters regarding industry
definition, supply chain structure, regulatory environment and re@yaomic
dependence.
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¥ Environmental Hostilityb For example how risky the industry in itself is, the
funding climate in the industry as ivas the possibility of singlérm dominance.

Finally, it can be said that due to the rapidly changing business environment and the
increasing competitive landscape, there is a need for companies to work proactively
and have a long time frame for thartivities.Several researchers argue that the key

to succeed with this is to increase the focus on corporate for¢RBigtdiffe, 2006;
Rohrbeck 2011; Hammoud and Nash, 2@Rdhrbeck et al 2015).

2.2.4!1Capabilities for corporate foresight
For a corporaterganization to be able successfullywork with corporate foresight,
it is importantthat it has the proper internal capabiliti€sece et al(1997) note that
in order for a company teffectively use the dynamic capabilities concepere is a
needfor a solid foundation for these concepts to thriieece (2007) calls tke
internal capabilitiesmicro-foundationsand argues that these must be in placea
firm to successfully be influenced by the ndynic capabilities frameworkTo
conclude the tlree main micrdoundatiors can be roughly summarized asalytical
systemsenterprise structuregndcontinuous alignmen(Teece, 2007)Furthermore,
Day and Schoemaker (2005) propose five differepabaities for detecting change;
Leadership, knowledge management systems, strategy making, organizational
configurationandculture. Rohrbeck (2011) builds on tmicro-foundationsof Teece
(2007) and Day and Schoemaker (2008)t widens the scope and defines these
capabilities as fiventernal capabilities:

¥ Organizationb for example if future insights are triggered @vn and issue
driven or both toglown and bottorup. This capability examines the leadership
of the company.

¥ Information usag® how the company gathers informatiohtdugh what sources
and what time horizon they use as well as tlmsvinformation is interpreted

¥ CultureDhow open the companyOs culture is, for example if the people within the
organization are willing or allowed to share information across differactiins
and divisions.

¥ Method sophisticationb what methods the company uses when determining a
company strategy. Examples can be fo@pping, scenario analysis and
backcastingwhere backcasting is to imagine yourself in a certain future, and then
considering which stepthatwhere necessary to take in order to get thEherZn
and Vendel, 2017)

¥ People & retworksD How good the companyOs internal and external network is.
Does the company collaborate with other companies or are they isolated? Are the
employees encouraged to build netwsobetween departments or outside the
company or is this not encouraged?

Thesefive capabilitiesin accordance with Rohrbeck (201dre summazed inFigure

1. Kononiuk and Sack$zmanska (2015lso refer and ustheseinternal capabilities
in their research on corporate foresight.
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Organization Culture

@ O

Figure 1 BFive internal capabilities (Rohrbeck, 2011)

Daheim and l&rz (2008) findthat the underlying success factors for corporate
foresight ischaracterizedn six different dimensionsguality of results strategic
relevance participation, communication culture and commitment These success
factors have a high degree of overlap with RohrbeckOs (2011) proposed capabilities.

Heger and Rohrbeck (20)L2arguethat the key to success for corporate foresight
activities is to integrate top management in the process, and to integrate key
stakeholders and multiple perspectives from different sources. Furthermbrbe&lo

and GemYnden (2011) fiildat it is importat that it exists a broad knowledge base
together with a strongxternal and internal network. Additionallidorling et al

(2000) mentionthe importance of havingmployeeswith relevant experience and
skills when dealing with matters regarding corporfeesight. This view is also
shared by Ratbeck (2011). Lastly, Ruff (20)5argues that the foresight process
needs to be closely integrated in the rest of the strategic work and that it needs to
accompany the innovation process until the strategic dasisice made. All these
findings point towards a companyOs internal capabilities being important for the
foresight process.

2.2.5!Maturity of corporate foresight

From the previous sectiors2.3 and 2.2.4 the conclusion can be drawn what
influencea companyOs need and usageogiorate foesight are enviranental need
and internal capabilitiedNow, the focus lies on investigatinghat the processes for
corporate foresight actually are, and how the maturity of these can be assetsed.
literature it is foundthat almet all literatureusethe same steps when identifying
corporate foresight processes. Presented in ttiesisis the corporate foresight
maturity process given by six different scholars.

H¢jland and Rohrbeck @17) usethree steps in corporate foresight caledlceiving
prospectingand probing The first step, @rceiving means sensing and identifying
key trends that will mak#he business more successflihe second stepr@specting

is understanding the importance of the identified key trends and putting it in a time
frame in order to act on iThe third step, probing, is tmake practice out ofb@ve
throughfor exampleR&D, innovation, partnerships amMd&A activities.

Ratcliffe (2006) argues that the three distinct phases of any OfuturesO exercise
calleddivergence, emergencand convergenceDivergence is the first phase where
companies are exposed to a multitude of different ideas, trends and perceptions.
Emergence is the second phase where companies are trying to make semsé of w
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trendsthat are relevant. Convergence is the thplthsewhere companies decide on
methods of action

According toKononiuk and Sackszmanska (2015) there are three major steps of the
foresight process. The first stepasllection of informationwhich isthe usage of
different sources to scan and gather data in order to identify trends. The second step is
interpretation which istranslating the data intthreatsand opportunities and then
integrating these with the firmOs stratdye third step isitilization, which is acting

upon the identified opportunities and threats.

Will (2008) mentions five steps for corporate foresigttording to the following:

1! Scoping - to know where to get information, for example defining what
industries to examine or technologies.

2! Gathering information- to actually gather the information from the scoping
stage.

3. Scenarios- to plan multiple futurescenarios in order to be prepared regardless
of what the actual scenario will be in the future.

4! Backcasting is to imagine one future drto track ObackwardsO in time in order
to understand how to get to that specific future scenario.

5! Transfer of information- to take the insights of what was retrieved in the
previous steps and push it out in the organization to different departments
order toact on it.

Sarpong et a(2013)use @rameworkin that they suggest four steps

1! Prospective sensmakingba problemdriven search where the goal is to gather
relevant trends for the organization.

2! Multilateral participation B when consideringpotential alternatives and
competing future pathways of the organization.

3. Application of analytical foresight techniqueB to creatively explore and
evaluate different alternatives regarding the future and limit the number of
alternatives in order twack possibilities.

4! Cooperation and practical judgemer® involves negotiating and selecting
among the alternative paths into the future.

A research byHammoud and Nash (201d3esfive steps of corporate foresight

1.! Guiding question®the process afdentifying specific concesithatarerelevant
to the industry or departmetttat is involved in the foresight activity.

2.! External environmenb internal and external scanning, where the focesdn
picking up early indicators of changed to develop geeral trends.

3.I Anticipating changeb how observations create meaningshich means howo
translate the gathered information fréine scanning processto insightsthat will
create valuéor the company.

4! Senariosand stories of futureb here the company agrees on a few preferred
future states that are in line with their common vision.

5.I Shaping the futur®here the scenarios and preferred futures tlea¢eonstructed
before are turned into action plans on the possible opportunitieseatgthat
were identified in the foresight process.

All six approaches on corporate foresight above are majpppEdjure 2, wherean
attempt is made to ftach scholarOs approach in three steps of the corporate foresight
process, where the aim is to show the similarities with all scholarsO approaches
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compared toH¢jlandOs and RohrbeckO81@ approach of perceiving, prospecting
and probing.

Perceiving Prospecting Probing

Divergence Emergence Convergence

Collection of

; ; Interpretation Utilization
information
. atherin . Back-
Scoplng G . g Scenarios . :TranSfer_Of
information casting information
Prospective Multilateral an;\lp?ilngtfl:rré:if’h . Cooperation and
sense-making participation ilechniques & practical judgement

Guiding External Anticipating Seenarios and / Shaping the /

questions environment change Stgﬁii;’f future

Figure 2 BCorporate foresight methods compared to each other

When comparingH¢jland and Rohrbeck @17) with Ratcliffe (2009, clear
similarities can be seemetween perceiving and divergence prospecting and
emergenceand finally probing and convergencein accordance with the descriptions
of each approach above. the comparison dkononiuk and Sackszmanska (2015)
with H¢jland and Rohrbeck @17), collection of informationmatchesperceiving
interpretationmatchegrospectingandutilization matchegrobing Further onwhen
comparingWillOs (2008) anHjlandOs and RohrbeckO81@@ methods for corporate
foresightit canbe clearlyseen thatscopingandgathering informatiorcan be seen as
a part of theperceiving processcenariosandbackcastingare types oprospecting
andtransfer of informations equal tgorobing Moving on to the comparison between
Sarpong et al(2013)andH¢jland and Rohrbeck @17), prospective sensmakingis
described similarto perceiving multilateral participation and application of
analytical foresight techniquesan be summarized asrospecting and finally
cooperationand practical judgemens in line with probing Lastly, Hammoud and
Nash (2013 andH¢jland and Rohrbeck @17) are similar sinceguiding questions
and external environmendre comparable withperceiving anticipating changeand
scenarios and stories @iiiture are theprospectingpart, and finallyshaping the future
matchegrobing
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In summary, there are different names on similar approaches for corporate foresight.
As argued irthis sectionthere is astrong supportor corporate foresigho at least be
divided in three distinct phaseshe conclusions that it is possible to measure a
firmOs maturity of corporate foresight by measuring the proficienepdh of the

three dimensions of the corporate foresight prodessrder to avoid confsion, and

for the sake of simplicitythe definition by H¢jland and Rohrbeck @17) of
perceiving prospectingandprobingwill be usedfor thisthesis

2.2.6!Impact of corporate foresight
Rohrbeck (2011¥tatesthat a companyOs ability to identify, prepare for and respond
to change is what determines thervival of that company. Day and Schoemaker
(2005) conclude that there are large dféa for companies that manage
successfully make use of corporate fayes Hines (2003) and Ratcliffe (2006)
suggest that the key to success for a given business is a strong foresight capability
connected with a future orientation, all being based on adaptable systems. Further on,
as Rohrbeck (2011) concludes, from a resebased pepgective it is possible to
view corporatedresight as a resource yielding a competitive advantage.

Rohrbeck (2012) identifies three main value contribution areas for corporate
foresight. Firstly, a successful foresight practice improves a comfenybility to
trigger responses. Secondiy,facilitates strategic discussions in order to embrace
change andhirdly, it identifies the need for the acquisition of future strategic
resources (RohrbecR012). Other benefits of a strong use of corporate foresight is
that corporations are often slawoving entities that need a lot of time to act on any
information given. Use afjood foresight activities givasore time for a company to
act upon the findingsfahe foresight activities (Hammoud and Na3014).

There are several studies linked to the expimpact of having a strong foresight
practice. One of the largest ones was a benchmark study m&hdyeck and Kum

(2017 in 2008 and 2015, representing one business cycle, with a sample of large
European companies. The same companies were studied in 2008 and 2015 in order to
investigatenow corporate foresight impacted their profitability and valuation growth.

It was conclded that firms with a higher level of maturity with regards to corporate
foresight had larger profit growth as well as a larger increase in market capitalization.

Figure 3 shows that for all firms, regardless of their future preparedness when it
comes to corporate foresighlyeragelyincreased their profivith 16% between 2008
and 2015. Gmpanies that wereaegorizedas preparedin the benchmark studies
meaning that they had a highatarity of corporate foresighhad a mean increase in
profit of 19% (Rohrbeckand Kum, 2017)
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All firms Prepared
Figure 3 BProfitability growth between 2008 and 2015 (Rohrban Kum, 201y

Figure 4 shows that the valuation growth for all firms, regardless of their future
preparedness when it comes to corporate foredigiat ameanincrease in valuation
growth of 50% between 2008 and 2%, while companies that wemategorizedas
prepared in the study had averageancrease in valuation growth 68%.

All firms Prepared
Figure 4 bValuation growth between 2008 and 2015 (Rohrtseak Kum, 201y

There are muiple evidence casdbat implythat corporate foresight activities have

led a firm towards a more prosperous future (Heger and Rohrbeck, 2012). Corporate
foresight is said to be a success if it makes the organization more able to learn, to be
more creative regarding strategyd initiatives and if it makes the implementation of
these strategies more efficient and effective (Bezold, 2010). Rohrbeck (2012) argues
that corporate foresight has strong value contributing properties andotipatrate
foresight activities ara sendile investment that may yielagitive resultsVecchiato

(2019 argues that especially in more turbulent environments, firms that are proficient
in their foresight activities tend to have easier preventing new hostile market entries
by using preemptive methods to make these entless profitableVecchiato(2015

also stresses the importance that when working with corporate foresight
organizations tend to foster a Oplanned learning® about the future. This implies that the
value creation is not merely about different future outlooks, but also creates value in
improving a companyOs learning ability.

Most companies follow a form of path dependence for theimi@ogy or products
(Geels, 200 Corporate foresight activitiemablea company to break free from this
path dependencynd gain a competitive advantag®ohrbeck 2012). Lastly,
Corporate foresight has the possibility of positively impacting emgn strategy and
innovation processes in a company (Daheim aed,2008).
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2.2.7! Challengesof corporate foresight
There are also examples of when neglecting corpdi@esightleadsto negative
results. Hammoud and Nagh014)give the example of a company whose foresight
unit found a new technology together with a stgxt This new technologhad the
possibility to challenge the products of one of their business lines. The executive
management brushed the threat aside, but they failed to stay informed of the progress
of the technology direction and the stapt itself. This redted in that tle new
technologyled to severe decreasetbht business ur sales, resulting in layoffs for
the neglecting company (Hammoud and Nash, 2014).

Somescholars recommend companies to have a separate foresight unit (Rohrbeck,
2011; Rohrbeck et aJ 2015; Rif, 2015. Some firms have a special dedicated
foresight unit that works across all functions with foresigidated questions, while

others have the foresight activities embedded in the original, but separate, business
areas and functions (Vecchiato andvRda, 2010)Rohrbeck (2011¥ound that a

large amount of corporate foresight activities is not done in an overarching function,
but instead each separate business unit manages its own foresight process. Since
foresight is crossectional, and not limitethb only a certain business unit, it is crucial

that the foresight unit works across aWéls of the company (Ruff, 20115

Ruff (2019 argues that one of the difficulties with having a foresight unit is that the
unit must deliver results that are compntary, but at the same time unique from the
rest of the organizati@ functiors, for example strategymarketing and product
developmentTheunit needs to continuously prove that it adds value distinct from the
rest of the firm, and that the insighteated have a longer perspective from the rest of
the irm@ strategic units (Ruff, 2015In conclusion, the foresight team needs to be
open to different inputs and changing organizational environments. Thus, the
foresight team needs to be open to a deeange of informainh coming from both

the outsideand thanside of a company (Ruff, 2015

Another challengewith corporate foresight is that corporate foresight requires long
time horizons, often beyond 10 years, and needs a bread of the business
environment and the organization itsélbwever, most firms often fail to grasp more
than a few different sets of narrow factors (Bezold, 2010). Often foresight is neglected
due to a perceived lack of time, a perceived lack of inté@sttop management or a
doubt about its effectiveness (Bezold, 201@).turbulent times of discontinuous
change, many companies find it difficult to adapt their business model and products to
ensure survival in the new environment (Stubbart and Knifltg; De Geus, 1997).
Lastly, anothertime-relatedconsequence when conducting foresight analysis is that
guantitative projections based on historical data tend to be inaccurate and unreliable
due to the rapidly shifting business environment (Hammoud aash N2014),
especially in industries withfasttechnologicapace.

2.31 Uniqueness of Swedish companies

In order to answer the research questiminf there are any differences between large
Swedish companies compared to large European companies witanei$ to nes
capabilities and maturity aorporate foresight, and how and why they are different,
is relevant to first learn more about wihadkesSwedish companies unique.

To fully understand the corporate culture in Sweden, it is important to nfew
historical facts. Some researchers arghat the Swedish tradition of consensus in
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groups has a long tradition going all back to the age of Vikimgs A ting was a
juridical court in which perpetrators of a crime were judged. The uniqueneks of t
ting was that the verdict delivered by the court was taken not by one single individual,
but a group of peers. It is from this tradition that the American jury system has its
roots. This led to consensus early being a part of the Swedish ¢@tssen 2016).

Another impact regarding the Swedish approach to authority can be found during the
middle ages. Some researches argue that since there was not a strict feudal society in
Sweden, as was the case in France for example, there was no strong aotlobety

in everyday situations. This led to the avertagener having a strong decision power

in his or herown life, and that decisions continued to be based around consensus
(Myrdal and Morell, 2011).

There is also of interest to stuthe evolution ofSweden as a modern welfare state
This vision wascalled Folkhemmettranslated tcPeopleOs homk was anticipated
near 1930 by the Social Democratic party, who was the ruling political party for more
than four decades after that tinkelkhemmets a nmetaphor of a good society where
equality, concern for otherscooperationand helpfulnessare keyvords (Chhokar et

al,, 2008). The politicians of that time developed an approach ctideedwedish
mode] which means that salaries and security on the lataoket is handled through
negotiations between the labor ursoand employers (LO, 2017). SwedenOs
development as a welfare state was therefore due to the Swedish model as well as the
mix-economy, labor unions and employers, whidve led Swedish work ctiire
being influenced with high employmesécurity and sustainable working hours
(Chhokar et aJ 2008).

According to Hofstede (1980), Swedish culture is characterized by a high amount of
individualistic attitude instead of collectivistidWhilst this mght first sound
contradictive, the implication of this is that Sweden has moved away from -a clan
based society where the collective mattefot, to a society more centered around the
individual (Hofstede, 1980). Fier on, there is a high valuation cfpects such as
modesty and concordance instead of ambition and competition. Another study done
by Massey and Lynn (1992gives Sweden a low score aompetitivenesand
valuation of moneyMoreover, Egan (1997) conducted a study between multiple
European bsiness cultures and styles of management and found several unique
aspects about Swedish business culture and Swedish mai@geis.that due to the
managerial style of Sweden with a high degree of participation, this promotes good
interdepartmental refi@ns as well as successful implementation of new policies.
Another is due to the high emphasis on teamwork, Swedish organizations tend to be
decentralized and flat, where subunits often have the possibility to make an impact
(Egan, 1997). Finally, due tine importance of technology in Swedish companies,
organizations tend to focus on innovation, product design and manufacturing methods
(Egan, 1997).

An analysis of 25 different cultures around the world caiémbe studyChhokar et

al., 2008) summarize multiple studies of different managerial cultures across the
globe. In this collection of studies, there is a separate chapter of research done on
Swedish culture done by Holmberg and <kerblom (2008). They conclude that the
defining characteristics for Bedish business culture agehigh degree of equality,
although there are not clear boundaries between different ranks. Following this, it is
clear that Sweden has a high level of both internal and external contacts in a
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company, since this is facilitated by the very culture itself (Holmberg and <kerblom,
2008). Other characteristics are vagueness, equality and consensus.

Swedish leadership values tend to benewhat similarto the rest of the world,
however somaspectsstand out. A leader whis autonomous, humane and a team
integrator is seen as a positive manager in Sweden. This emphasizes the role of the
team leader as a facilitator of teamwork, but not an authoritarian leader. Instead, the
purpose of the leader i® tfacilitate for the group to succeed togetleading to
decentralized leadership and organizatigdslmberg and <kerblom, 2008). Bad
aspects of a manager can be found in the values procedural, conflict inducer and
status conscious, which also pointsvénds the Swedish society disregarding strong
leaders that do not listen to the entire group. Sweden also scores high values for
uncertainty avoidance, seeking instead to mitigate uncertainties by social structures,
bureaucracy and rigid processes (Holngbend kerblom, 2008).

In general, a high level of digitalization, but also openness to new markets defines
Swedish businesseEuropean Commission, 2017This is due to the fact that
Sweden as a home market is rather sneaibanding companies hat&gets set on
abroad earlier than what would be the case if the Swedish market were larger. In
general, the innovation rate is high among Swedish companies. In 2016 the business
environment was classed as the most innovative irEtlrepean Unior{European
Commission 2016)and the second most innovative in the world (Jamrisko and Lu,
2017) Furthermore, Swedish working hours are rather short, but productivity per
hour is high, giving further support to the high level of digitalization and the low
authority eemands in the workplace (OECD, 2017).

In summary, Swedish culture has a large impact on Swedish businesses, and it is
reasonable to think that what sets a large Swedish MNCti(itibnal company)
apart fromanothetMNC is not mainly its productgut instead itsO OSwedishnessO.

2.41 Research hypothesis
Based on thditeraturefound in the theoreticdramework the formulated reseanr
hypothesis for this thesis will be as follaws

Hi: There will be a difference on the capability leveldorporateforesight in a
Swedish setting. Especially with regards to the culture dimension.
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3. Method

This chapter contains the chosen method for the th&sgata collecion and data
analysisis donequantitatively through a peeeviewed surveysed for examplé
Rohrbeck and Kum (2017fach dimensional score is calculated by a tool from
Rohrbeck Heger GmbH.

3.1. Research design

The purpose with this thesis was tovestigatethe three dimensionsf need,
capability and maturityof corporate foresighbetweenlarge Swedish andlarge
European companies. Because of this purpose, the selected resesigrth was a
descriptive study, where a quantitative approach was used for data collection and data
analysis After extensive research, no articles have deand from other researchers
using quantitative analysi in the area of corporate foresight before, #mads a
contribution to the research field by using a quantitative appnegiche made Other
reasongor choosing a quantitative approaehl be exdained in sectior3.2.2

3.2. Empirical d ata collection

The datacollection process involves company selection tfoe Swedish sample,
interviews and surveys, and lastly definithgg European samelfrom the database
given by thecollaborator Rohrbeck Heger GmbH.

3.2.1! Company selection
In order totest if large Swedish companies differ from European ones with regards to
corporate foresight activitieseveral criteriawere usedn order to determinghis
sample. Firstly, since theesarch questianspecifylarge companies, a definition of
large is neededUsing the approach set forward in the delimitations sedtibrithe
criterion for large companies is establishEBdrther onthere does not exist a clear
definition of how to define whether a company is Swedismair Thereforethe
assumptions madethata Swedish compang a company which hasiheadquarters
located in Sweden, and where the company is registaréghe SwedisiCompanies
RegistratiorOffice (Bolagsverket)

Since the research questoarenot limited to a certaimdustry, care had to be taken

in order to not achieve a dramatic overrepresentation of a certain business area.
Therefore, companies were selected in specific industriesenhto represent a
sample fromhe Swedish industry in general. The industry representation for Sweden
in terms of how much each industry contributes to SwedenOs GDP is represented in
Figureb.
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Figure 5 BIndustries©ontribution to GDP in Sweden (SCB, 2017

In the data collectionthe aim was tdave an industry representation as close to
SwedenOs distribution dhdustries that contributes to SwediSBDP. The
representation of theata collection is shown ihable2, where each interview had a
duration of 60 mutes

COMPANY INDUSTRY TYPE DATE FORM
A Telecom 20170310 Live interview
B Metal and mining 20170316 Live interview
C Service company 20170317 Live interview
D Finance and insurance 20170321 Live interview
E Construction 201703-23 Live interview
F Retail and consumer product  201703-24 Live interview
G Media 20170324 Live interview
H Retail and consumer product  201703-27 Live interview
I Basic materials 201703-27 Live interview
J Transportation 20170331 Live interview
K Healthcare and pharmaceutici  201704-03 Live interview

Table 2 BPrimary data collection

As shown inTable 2, the Swedish sample group consists 1df large Swedish
companiesAll companies have at least 5@ployees and at leass00 million in
revenue. They all have their headquarters in Sweden and are registaessvatdish
Companies Registration OfficEhereforethe criteria that waset when searching for
large Swedishcompaniesis fulfilled. Someindustries are not represented this
dataset such gmublic authorities municipal authoritiesandreal-estate which stands
for 29% of SwedenOs GDP. In other wothls, sample gives a representation df%s

of Swedish GDP, which is believed to giaefair representation of SwedenOs work
with corporate foresightiowever as discussed by Rohrbeekal. (2015) the work
done by public sector and governmental agencies are different enough to be separated
in an own research field (strategic foresiglaind thus these companiesthin the
sectors public authorities and municipal authorjtiepresenting 20% of SwedenOs
GDP is omitted. In conclusiothis sample thus ocers the absolute majority, ol%
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of SwedenOsonpublic sectodsGDP. It can thus bargued that the sample is
representative of Swedergosmmercialeconomy as a whole.

3.2.2! Survey
For the purpose of having a clean dsg¢h that is easy to compare between
respondents, the choice of using a surveyhmthesiswas used. When designing a
survey onemust be careful about how the questions arerded, what kind of
responses arpossible for examplebinary, ordinal, opeended etetera.Also, one
has to be highly competent in the research area to be able toeasely the right
guestiongCollis and Hussey, 2003)

Since thisthesiswas conducted in collaboration with thensultancy firm Rohrbeck
HegerGmbH, it waspossibleto useProf. RenZ RohrbeckOs survey that he developed
for measurindguture preparednessvhich can be found in appendixsection 81. As
mentioned before, this survey was also used by Rohrbeck and Kum (2017) among
others.

The survey is dided in two parts, where all questions are multgeice questions
with scale 1 to 7The construction of the survey with go@int Likert scale implies
that the data will be of ordinal typ®rdinal type data works well with quantitative
methods, especially regression and test of different mé&aedirst partof the survey
captures the external factors a company faces, in other wowi®nmental factors
In the survey thesenvironmental factorare divided irthreecategories:

¥ Environmental gnamismbfocuses on grasping topics on market growth, growth
opportunities, andehavior of key competitors, customer and channel power et
cetera.

¥ Environmental omplexityb here the complexity of the environment is captured,
where topics regarding industry structure, supply chain structure, regulations
dependence on global economycetera are raised in order tmderstand the
companyOs level of complexity in the environment they are acting.

¥ Environmental bstility B answers the aggressiveness of the environment. For
example, the industry riskiness, industry generosity and environmental
dominance.

To recall,above three environmental factors were found in the theoretical framework
as well in sectior2.2.3 Moreover, n order toanalyze how a company works with
corporate foresight, it is necessary to gather data regarding the compaego
corporate foresight. This was done in the environmental part of the survey described
above The other part of the survey measures bothirttegnal capabilitiesand the
maturity of corporate foresight in the companihe internal capabilities were also
established in the theoretical framework in secfdh4 information usage, method
sophistication, culture, people & networks and organization. The maturity of
corporate foresight was mapped in the theoretical framework as well in se&ign
perceiving, prospecting and probing.

This method for measuring corporate foresight is called riegurity model
(Rohrbeck, 2011 An illustration of the maturity model is presentedrigure6.
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In summary, one needs to measure a companyOs need and capaltiitiasle to
measure the companyOs maturity.

3.2.3! Interviews
Sincethis thesis is abowtudying corporate foresight was central to intervieva
company representatifeom top management who works with strategic questidhs
almost all companies, the interviews were conducted theéhChief Strategy Officer
(CSO) of the company, whig believedto have the best knowledge regardiheir
companyQOs strategy and corporate foresight activities. At two of tenphniesthe
interviews were made witeomeone just below the CS&ho was responsible for
their companyOs strategic wodkinterviews wee held in person at the compasiyO
headquarterand two interviews were telephone interviedable of the interviews
can beviewedin Table2.

At the interviews,the survey was filled imogetherwith the respondentThe authors

of this thesichose tde present and meet with the compaien possiblesince itis
important that the survey wdsled in correctly to minimize mistakesand missing
data Furthermore, the interviews wharet audio recordedrlhisis mainly due tdwo
reasons; firstly, sincthe data was collected quantitativelhere the survegonsisted

of multiple-choice questionshe only data analyzed whased on the survey answers.
Being present at all interviews made it possibledable to clarify any uncertainties
about the quémns, thus eaclrespondenctould fill in the survey correcthSecondly,
the interviews were not audiecordedsinceeach companyOs strategic work often is
strictly classified.However, since the answers of interest were the answers given in
the surveythis was not considered as a loss

In addition, six of the interviewed companigere reisited fora presentation of tire
individual resuls from the survey This was an opportunity to doubleheck the
answers and confirm again with each respondeheif answers were understood in a
correct manneiThis step further validates the survey answers and adds an extra layer
of validation to the data collection method.
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3.2.4! Database search and peer group
The datafrom the large European companmsere acquiredrom the database of
Rohrbeck Heger GmbH, whicimplies the data to be secondary dathis adds a
certain aspect of uncertainty, since there was no external way to validatitthis
However, since Rohrbeck Heger GmbHhemselvesused the survey for all
respondents in the databased the dtabase seemed in good order, no reason to
distrust it was foundThe companies in the datse have responded to the same
survey thatis used in thighesis,which makes the data compatibla. addition, all
companies in the database follthve criteria when defining large companies.

The database contained survey answers from 33(paaes between 2008 until
2016, where the data was registered in chunks for the years 2008, 2013, 2015 and
2016 Sincethe purpose it0 investigate the differences between Swedish companies
and European companies, all Swedish companies that were already in the database
wereremoved.The choiceto only use data from 201&hd onwardn the peergroup

was madeThis decision was based on the benchmark study made by Rolabdck

Kum (2017, where companies improvedheir corporate foresight abilities
significantly between 2008 and 2015. That is, to increasevdlhidity of the analysis,

the choice was made to ontpmparethe Swedishrsample with data from 201®

2016. This narrows down theergroup size to 214ompanieswhere the Swedish
companies in the database are not included in the gmapldition,companies in the
database were found frooutsideof Europe. These were also removed sitiee peer

group was supposed to consisEnfropean companies. Therefore, the final number of
companies in the peer group was counted to Hédever, the data fanvironmental
hostility only counted up to 56 companiesdatte probing data to 50 companigso

there might be a risk to not be abledraw any conclusions for these twategories
sincethere will befewer data points when comparing the Swedish group in these two
specific sections.

As mentioned in sectiod.5 the Europeansample consists of @étern European
countries.All Western European courgs according to the World Ba@k(2017)
definition are represented in thmeer groupsample except fra Sweden, Greece,
Luxembourg, Iceland and Portug&@weden is not included becauge Swedish
companies in the database were remawvedrderto comparethe Swedishsample
group consisting obnly Swedsh companies with the rest ofdstern Europe. The
other countries not represented in the database are not included simply because there
are nodata collected frontompaniesin those counties. Overall, the majority of
Western Europe is captured in the peer groupchvis a good representation of
Western Europeln Figure 7, an illustration of Véstern European countriéisat are
included in the database are presented, in dodethe reader t@et an overview of
what parts of Europe that will represéim¢ peer group.
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Figure 7 DWestern European countries represented ifEtihrepean peer group

The country distribution ithe peer group is according tigure8 below. Asseen in
Figure7, over 60% of the data com&om Germany and Denmark, which give®it
skewed representation oféstern Europe, and the perfect scenario would be to have a
more equal distribution of counds in the peer group. Howevatr,is bdieved that

this data will sti be a fair representation of &gtern Europe, andan reveahow
Sweden is different from the rest\WWesternEurope

Germany e 37,4%
Denmark 25,9%
UK — 0%
Finland (3%,
France T 5 7%
Netherlands 3 4%
Belgium 3 4%
Switzerland -2 9%,
Spain -2 3%,
Austria .- ) 30,
Norway == 1,7%
Italy ®0,6%
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Figure 8 BDCountry distribution in peer group
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When it comes tthe industry distribution in thpeer groupit should preferdly be a

fair representation of Astern EuropeOs GDP contribution. A good approximation
would be to see the how much each industry sectatribates to EUOs GDP
according to Eurostat (2012). In 2011, the distribution among the different industries
was described ahown inFigure9.

. Other Industrie’g‘gm;'l fture Public Sector
Construction 2%

4% ST
% / 9%

Manufacturing

Retail and
Transportation
19%

Finance and/

Insurance Service
6% Companies ‘-Real Estate

10% 10%
Figure 9 BContribution to GDP in EU by industry sector (Eurostat, 2012)

In the peer group, the industry distribution is accordind-igure 10. All industries

are covered excepbff construction agriculture, public sectoy arts, entertainment

and recreationsreal estateand service companiesThese add up t61% of total

GDP contribution in EU. However, the public sector consists of 19%, and as argued
in section3.2.], the public sector can be ignored when measuringocate foresight.

The Oother industriesO sectorFigure 10 consiss of the industriesautomotive
chemicals energy and utilitiesand healthcare and pharmaceutical®verall, about

70% of EUOs GDP mepresentedn the peer group, whicls believed ¢ bedecent
enough.

Finance and  Transportation
Insurance 3,5%
5,2%

Manufacturing

34,3%
ICT

16,9%

Other Industries
27,9%

Figure 10 BIndustry distribution in peer group
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Finally, when comparing the distribution in the peerugravith theSwedish sample,

it is seenthat the distribution of the European companies roughly resembles the
distributions for the Swedish companies, and therefore the two sample groups can be
compared.

3.2.5! Literature review
A literature review is used to gain knowledge on corporate foresighediSkv
corporate culturegorporate strategy and topics related to th&bke literature review
will be used together with the survey results to be able to answer the research
guestios. The literature review included multiple kinds of sources ranging from
books to reports to journal articles. These were found using KTH Library search
Primo, the Royal National library searthBRIS aswell as Google ScholaKey
search words whesearching for literature were

Corporate foresight, Strategic Foresightoresight Sweden, Foresight Europe,
Corporate climate Sweden, Corporate climate Europe, Corporate culture Sweden,
Corporate cultureEurope, Corporate strategy, Business strategsat&gic thought
Organizational cultureandChangemanagement

3.3! Data analysis

The data gathered through the survey responses were cormpdecompared with

the sample for European companidie compilation was made by calculating
numerical scores for each dimension from the respective answers in the survey. This
was done byising an analytical tool provided by Rohrbeck Heger Gmbhkich isa
classified method of aggregating the survey questions to each dimension in the
survey.Moreover,to determine if theres a difference between the responges the
Swedishsample and #apeer groupample the choiceto analyze the sample groups
using aquantitativeapproachwas madelt would theoretically be possible to do the
assessment throba qualitative analysisiowever, due to the-@oint Likert scale of

the survey used, a qu#ative method was chosen instead.

There exista multitudeof different methods for analyry quantitative data, but since
the purpose is to examine differences in two different populatiantest that is
constructedor that purposevill be used In statisticalanalysis, one stawith a null
hypothesis bland eitherejectit or fail to reject itusing statistical dattMontgomery
et al, 2012. It is crucial to understand that tiest hypothesiused in the statistical
tests are fundamentally different from tresearch hypothesisstablished earlier in
the thesidrom the theoretical frameworBy usage of the test hypothgghe hope is
to be able to begt answer the research hypotkesn this case, the selectetest
hypothesis Hlis:

Ho: Thereis no differencdetweerlarge European anthrge Swedish companies.

Sincethe null hypothesiswill be testedfor each dimension of the surveyy must be
stated in a general fashidhthe null hypothesis kK gets rejectedhe conclusion can

be madethat thereis statistical support for a difference between the populations
(Montgomery et a) 2012)

The selected statistical tesised ar&nown as aMannWhitney UtestandWelchOs
ted. The purpose of using two different tests ik@mineif the same results can be
achievedrom both tests, in order to increase vadidity of theanalysis.The software
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programsused wereExcel, VBA andMATLAB in order to construct the statistical
tess needed. Excel and VBA were used for the Maffritney Utest andVATLAB
was used fowelchOstest.

3.3.1! Mann-Whitney U-test
The MannWhitney U-testis a norparametrictest, whichcompaes two samplesy
their rank(Corder and Foreman, 2011his means thait is not necessary that the
data has a specific parametric distribution to be able to uSkattest is also called
WilcoxonOs rarkum testand U-test (Lang, 2014).The MannWhitney Utest is
actually theKruskalWallis Htest but with the name Mankhitney Utest since
there areonly two sample groups, in other words the test is called Krosladlis H-
test when there are more thiavo sample groups (Corderdiforeman, 2011 ang,
2014). Inthis thesis only two sample groupsre used and therefore onlythe
description of howo conduct a MariwWhitney U-testwill be explained

The algorithm of conducting MannWhitney Utest is as follows (Mann and
Whitney, 1947)

¥ Sortthe sample group togethein one groupand rankthe data This means that

the smallest valuén the whole dataset receives rank 1, the second to smallest

value is ranked as 2 et cetefae sum of the ranks equals to

N(N + 1)

2
where N is the total number of data points.

¥ After thedata ha been sorted andhnked,separate the dataset in the two giou
that will be compared. In thisasethe own gathered data on Swedish companies is
separated from the rest of the data, which is the European dataset.

¥ Construct thewo U variabledJ; and U. U; is obtained by

n(n; +1
U = R, — M

2
where 1 is the sample size for sample 1 and®the sim of the ranks in sample
1. U, is obtainedoy:
n,(n, +1
U, = g, — M2t D

2
where n is the sample size for sample 2 andfthe sum of the ranks in sample
2.Nis known as

N == Tl1 + le.

¥ Now, sumU;and U according to the following

ny(n; +1 n,(n, +1
U1+U2:R1_ 1(12 )+R2_ 2(22 )

whereit is known that thesum of the ranks, Rand R is equal to N(N+1)/Zand
that N = n + np. This gives the equation
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U1 + U2 = nlnz.

¥ From this,it is possible tdind the meanu and standard deviatianof U as:

u:

mn,  mnp(nitny +1)
2 '° 7 12 '

If there ardies in ranks, meaniniipat several data points shaine same rank, the
standard deviation is calculated as follows

k
n1n2 t3 - t
Scorr = 12 n+1) - n(ln — ]f)
i=1

where n = n+ m, t is the number of subjects that shares ramakdk is the
number of different ranks.

¥ Note that for large samples, U is approximately normally distributed according to
the central limit theoremwhich states that for the random variablewhere | =
1,E, n with mearu and standard deviatianit holds for Y,= X1+ E+ X, that

Y, —nu
P("
ovn

whered(b) is the standard normal distributionO\), meaning thgi=0 ande=1
(Blom et al, 2005).

Sb)—> ®d(b),if n >

For the ManAWhitney Utest there is no upper or lower limit of how many data
points that is necessary in order to conduct the test (Mann and Whitney, 1947; Lang,
2014). Inthis casethe Swedish sample consists1df data points anthe European
sample consists df74data points

3.3.2! WelchOs-test
The twosample ttest or WelchOs-test for unequal varianceis a parametric test
designed for finding differensen means between two populations with unknown or
unequal variances (Welch, 1947). The main difference between this test and the test
known asStudentOstéstis that there are no underlying assumptions that both the test
distribution and th@eerdistribution musthave identical variances. Also, the number
of data points for the tested variables and the reference variables do not have to be the
same (Welch, 1947).

There are some key assumptions to this test. Most importantly, there is the assumption
that the unddying distributions come from an approximat®rmal distribution
(Welch, 1947). This implies that the tested distributions have to be approximately
normal in order for the test to be efficient (Ruxton, 2006). There is no lower bound on
how many atapoints thatare needed for the test, however, in order for the normality
assumptions to hold for th@eerdistribution, at least 30 data points is recommended

for thepeer grougRuxton, 2006).
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The test uses astatistic compute as follows(Ruxton, 2006)

U — Uy
=
2 2
51 _ 5%

n, n

Here,!; and!, are the sample means from the test data and the reference data
respectively, sand s are their standard deviations andamdn, are the amount of

data points in each sample. Thistatistic is then compared to-distribution with a
certain degree of freedom in order to determine the significance level (Ruxton, 2006).

The degrees of &edom are calculated as follolgoser andStevens, 1992)
1 u\?
(s +7,)

1 + u?
n% (n, —1) n% (ny—1)

52
whereu = =% .

S

1

The WelclDs-test performs significantly better than the ordinary studentOs t test with
regards to reductioin Type | statistical errorshat is a incorrect rejetion of a true
null hypothesiswhen the variances of the samples are unequal (Ruxton, 2006).

3.41 Quality of analysis
To ensure the quality dhe analysis a description is made below on tteiability,
validity and generalizability.

3.4.1! Reliability
Reliability is the measure of thteesis@ccuracy and precisipand alsathe lack of
difference if the studyvas to be repeated by another researcher. In summary, if the
same research is conducted using the same methods and the same data, which
generateghe same result, the study can be said to have high religlila§is and
Hussey, 2003)The primary data gatheringwhich this thesis relies on is survey
interviews with selected persons from selected gammes. With respect to this, this
study has low reliability, since not only are thespondentsanonymous, the
companies themselves are also anonymsunge information concerning company
strategyis extremely sensitive. As such, thesudy is hard to replicat&urthermore,
the compilabn from the survey questieito each respective dimension was made by
using Rohrbeck Heger GmbHOs analytical tool. Since this tool Mpsiccessible
through thecollaboration, the dg possible way to replicate thesearch exactly
would be to also cdborate with themMoreover,to the quantitative approach used
for comparison between the Swedish and the European compangsfistical
reliance on the resultsill be retrieved since thissamplegroup will consist ofl1
companies in comparison with datdbase with174 companiesAlthough it will be
hard to repeahis study because of the impossibility to know what compathigtsare
in the samplesthe belief is hat if the next researcher repetis research but uses
other companies with the same industry distribution, the result shousinar
because afhesample size and reliable data analysis methods.
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3.4.2! Validity
Validity means if a studyOs results can be said to be an accurate measureimaint of w
was being investigateg@ollis and Hussey, 2003n order to achieve as relevant data
as posible, certain methodsvere used The surveyused in this thesiss peer
reviewed anddeveloped byProf. Rohrbeck during his dissertatiorhe surveyhas
beenused for research published peerreviewedjournalsand used byRohrbeck
Heger GmbH for all survey answers in their tatse of large European companies.
Therefore, the validity of the survey has been proven to be very high. They survey
was created in s way that all companies from different industries should be able to
answer the mulble-choice questions. What have beentnessed during the
interviews is that all companies were able to answer all questiatis exception
from those companies that dwt sell products and needed to leave the section
regarding product innovation blank in the survey.

Furthermorethe authors of this theswgereinvolved during all interviews when the
respondentdilled in the survey.This increases the validity dhe data collection,
sincethere was a possibilitior therespondentto askquestiongegardingthe survey
guestions or discuss a certain tofdiberefore|t is believed that the surveyas filled

in correctly and can be used for data analydswever, tle data collected for the
Swedish sample was seHported, andherewasno other way to validate the data
besides whenevisiting six of the respondents to present their results. Furthermore
cannot bevalidated how the data was collesd inthe databse thatwas useds the
peergroup. Thereforgthe validity of the data collectiomay belower for thepeer
group, butsince the peer group includes 13drvey answers, the validity is still
acceptable.

3.4.3! Generalizability
Generalizability means to which degree a study can be applietther cases as well
(Collis andHussey 2003). In thiscase, since thiaesisis done only fotarge Swedish
companies compared targe Europearones there willfor certainbe adifferenceif
choosing anotherountry for comparison. Since tlatireresearchypothesis is that
Swedish comanies differ from European ones especially wébards tdhe cultural
aspectthe results will only describe the difference between Swedish and European
companieslf the next researcher chooses to compare for example Finnish companies
with Europearonesthe resultsnaybe different.

3.5! Ethics

Whenconductinga research project, omeustconsider the aspect of resdaethics.

The Swedish Researcho@nhcil (Vetenskapsr@Ede2017) has created four main
principles with regards to research ethicgormation consent confidentiality and

good useThis thesis has been made in compliance with thpaeciples The first

code information was fulfilled since all interviews that were conducted were
explicitly explained to theresponderst The person who was supposed to be
interviewed and answer the survey was firstly informed by phone about the purpose
of the thesis This was complemented by a confirmatory engailfirming the time

and dateand containing an informatiobrochureabout thethesis The second code
consentwas fulfilled since b respondentvas forced to participate in the study, and
the interviews were done on a voluntary baSise third codeconfidentiality was
fulfilled through assuring the company representatives that they, the company and the
survey answers was confidential inforneatiand would be anonymous in thieesis.

A promise was made &ach company to not publish the data in a way that the reader
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of the thesis can understand what comptiiay is referred tin the thesisonly what
industry it is about. Alsathe results presented ihet thesis arelustered andvhat is
interesting is aslely the differences betweehe two sample and not each company
by itself. The fourth and last codpod usewas fulfilled since the authors diis
thesiswill not use the collected data for any other purpose than the purposis of t
thesis

The thess was conducted in collaboration with the consulting firm Rohrbeck Heger
GmbH. This fact wasonfirmedin writing, and as such, the information brochure sent
out to the companies contained this fact stated explicitly. This brochure also contained
informaion about the survey, the anonymity of both respondents and answers as well
as the expected amount of time required for the survey.
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4! Empirical r esults

In this chapter the results of the thesis are preserigdt, an overview of the survey
answers is illustrated. Thetthe results from thdwo different quantitative methods
are presented. Lastly, a summary of the quantitative resufteesentedTo remind
the reader, European companies are in fact Western European companies.

4.1. Survey results

Before presenting the actual results, it is interesting to see how the difareples
scored on the survey gt®ns. As mentioned before, tBavedishsampleconsists of
11 companies and tHeuropeansampleconsists of 174 companies. From all survey
answers for each company iach sample an average of all answers were taken
each section, where the compiled survey answers are shdwguire 11, Figure 12
andFigurel3.

In Figure 11, the need for corporate foresigistexaminedAs seenSwedsh firms
scorelower on environmental dynamism, higher on environmental complexity and
higher on environmental hostilityThe barcharts give the reader a descriptive,
illustrational overview of howSwedish companieand Europen companiesliffer

4,0

when answering the survey questions.
41
35 37 3,9
3,0
2,5
2,0 |
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5,0
4,5

“Europe ®Sweden

Figure 11 DAverage survey answers for Eurapeand Swedish companies®@ironmental factors

In Figure 12, Swedish firms scorénigher on all internal capabilities. Théargest
difference in how Euro firmsandSwedishfirms score seems to be in information
usage and culture.
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Figure 12 BAverage survey answers for Eura@peand Swedish companies internal capabilities

33



In Figure 13, with regards to corporate foresight maturByyedish firmsscorehigher
on perceiving, lower on prospecting and higher on pgbAmong the European
companiesa sinking linear trend frorperceiving to probings seenwhile among the
Swedish companiesslight U-shapéds seen

6,0
5,0

4,7
4,0
3,0 33
2,0

1,0

0,0
Percieving Prospecting Probing

Europe ®Sweden

Figure 13BAverage survey answers for Eur@peand Swedish companies corporate foresight
maturity

4.2 Results from theMann-Whitney U-test

Below the results from using the Makivhitney U-test are presented as three separate
blocks; the environmental factor®eed) internal capabilities and the corporate
foresightmaturity. To recap outesthypothesignull hypothesis):

Ho: There is no difference between large European and large Swedish companies.

Ho was testedn each of the three main dimensioaavironmental factorgneed)
internal capacities and foresigmaturity) and on eaclsub-dimension of theseAs
noted byearlier researchers, there is no strict consensus about what constitutes an
acceptable confidence level in statistical te€safnZy 1955; Cowles and Davis,
1982) However, the pralue for each test will be stated in the results, giving the
reader the gportunity to decide on what confidence level they find reasonable for this
researchThis thesis uses the following appch due to the data availahleit can be
saidthat there is a differendsetweerthe sample groups with a caaénce level of at
least 90%, thenull hypothesigs rejectedandthe conclusion is madiat there is a
differencebetweenthe sample If a differencas seenn the samplebut only with a
confidence level below 90%he rejection of thenull hypothesidails, and thusthe
conclusion is that kannotbe saidhat there is any difference between the groups.

4.2.1!Environmental factors - need

In Table3 the resul of the environmental factoeseshown when comparg the two
sample groups; Swedish firmred Europan firms As shown when it comes to
environmental dynamismand environmentatomplexity, it isstatel that there is a
significant difference between Swedigimd Europan firms, where Swedish firms
have lower environmental dynamism and higher environmental comp|exitych
can be seen ifigure 11. When it comes to environmental hostilityjs statedthat
there is no sigficant difference between Swedish firasd Europan ones
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Significant
Environmental difference p-value Confidence Interpretation of result

factors between level
groups
Environmental Swedish firms havower
dynamism Yes 0.0681 >90% environmental dynamism
than Europan firms
Environmental Swedish firms havaigher
complexity Yes 0.0213 >905% complexity than Eurog
firms
Environmental No signficant difference
hostility No 0.1673 <90% between Swedisand

European firms

Table 3 BDResults from the Mankvhitney Utest- Environmental factors

In conclusion, H is rejectedon environmental dynamism and environmental
complexity, andHo fails to be rejectedor environmental hostilityThus,it cannotbe
saidthat there is any differene@th regards to environmental hostility.

4.2.2'Internal capabilities
Table4 shows the resudtof the internal capabilities when compay the two sample
groups Swedish firmsand Europan ones |t is statedthat there is a significant
difference when comparing Swedistnd Europan firms on information usage,
method sophistication and culturéhe test shows that Swedish companies have
strongerinformation usagestrongermethod sophistication anstrongerand more
suitable cultureghan Europan firms which can be viewed ifigure 12 It is also
statedthat there is no sigficant difference between Swedisind Europan firms
when it comepeople& networks and organization.

Significant
Internal difference p-value Confidence Interpretation of result
capabilities between level
groups
Swedish firms havstronger
Information Yes 0.0714 >90% information usage than
usage European firms
No signficant difference
People& No 0.3201 <90% between Swedisand
networks European firms
Swedish firms havstronger
Method Yes 0.0998 >90% method sophistication thar
sophistication European firms
Swedish firms havstronger
Culture Yes 0.0143 >95% andmoresuitable culture

than Europan firms

No signficant difference
Organization No 0.4354 <90% between Swedisand
European firms

Table 4 BResults from the MankVhitney Utest- Internal capabilities
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In conclusionHpis rejectedor information uage, method sophistication and culture,
andHpo fails to be rejectedor people &networks and organizatiomhus,it cannotbe
saidthat there are any differencesthese two internal capabilities.

4.2.3!Corporate foresight - maturity
When it comes to the corporate foresigtdturity, Table5 shows the resudtof each
of the three steps in guorate foresight between Swedishd Euopen firms It is
statedthat there is significant difference prospecting, where Swedish firms have
weakerprospecting ability than European firras seernn Figure13. It is also stated
that there is no significant difference between Swedish and European firms when it
comes to perceiving and probing.

Significant
Corporate difference p-value Confidence Interpretation of result
foresight between level
abilities groups

No signficant difference
Perceiving No 0.1434 <90% between Swedisand
European firms

Swedish firms haveveaker

Prospecting Yes 0.0862 >90% prospecting ability than
Europanfirms
No signficant difference
Probing No 0.1168 <90% between Swedisand

European firms

Table 5 BResults from the ManrkVhitney U-test- Corporate foresighhaturity

In conclusion, His rejectedon prospectingaind Hy fails to be rejectean perceiving
and probing.Thus, it cannot be said thahat there are any differences between
Swedish and European firms when it comes to perceiving and probing.

4.3, Results fromWelchOg-test

In order to conduct a Welch®sest, the Swedish and European sampleust
approximately follow a normal distributiorOne way of checking for this is to
construct quantilguantile plots (QQ plots), where the empirical san{gl@xis) is
plotted againsta parametric distribution, in thisag anormal distribution(x axis)
which is shownin Figure 14 and Figure 15. To see if thissample follows a normal
distribution, he blue dots should lay on or close to the red khét(et al., 2012).

The Swedish sample consisiE 11 companies, and asn besea in Figure 14 it
approximately follows the ck line, which indicates that thempirical sample
approximately follows a normal distribution, and réfere permits the usage of
WelchOstest.In this particulafigure, the people & networkslatais plotted
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QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal
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Figure 14DQQ plot for the Swedish sample against a standard normal distripBtople &
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In Figure 15 the Europeamsampleconsisting of 174 companies the sectiompeople
& networksis plotted as well. Asea in the figure, it almost follows the red linand
thusit is statel thatthe European sample approximately follows a normal distribution.

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal
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Figure 15BQQ plot for the European sample against a standard normal distrilietiople and
Networks

Now that it has beenshown that the sample approximately follow a normal
distribution, WelchOstéstwill be constructedThe rest of the QQ plots for the other
subdimensiongan be viewed in appendix in secti®@.

4.3.1! Environmental factors - need
In Table 6, the results foenvironmental dynamism, environmental complexity and
environmental hostilitycan be viewedHere,it is statedthat there is a significant
difference in environmental complexjtyvhere Swedish companies haaehigher
environmental complexity than Eurape oneswhich can be seein Figure1l. For

37



environmental dynamism and environmenrtaistility, it is statedthat there is no
significant difference between Swedighd Europan firms

Significant
Environmental difference p-value Confidence Interpretation of result
factors between level
groups
No signficant difference
Environmental No 0.1274 <90% between Swedisand
dynamism European firms
Swedish firms havaigher
Environmental Yes 0.0470 >95% environmental complexity
complexity than Europan firms
No signficant difference
Environmental No 0.3355 <90% between Swedisand
hostility European firms

Table 6 DResults from th&VelchOstest- Environmental factors

In conclusionHypis rejectedon environmentatomplexity, and H fails to be rejected

on environmentatlynamismand environmental hostility, in other wordscannot be

said that there are any differences between Swedish and European firms when it
comes to dynamism and complexity.

4.3.2! Internal capabilities
Table7 shows the resudfrom the internal capabilities,vereit is statedthat there is
a significant differencen method sophisticatioand cultue. According to theest,
Swedish firms havetrongermethods for corporate foresigand strongerand more
suitable culture than Euroge ones which can be viewed ifrigure 12. It is also
stated thathere is no sigficant difference between Swedisind Europan firms
when it comes to information usage, peadplaetworks and organization.

Significant
Internal difference p-value Confidence Interpretation of result
capabilities between level
groups
No signficant difference
Information No 0.1460 <90% between Swedisand
usage European firms
No signficant difference
People & No 0.5939 <90% between Swedisand
networks European firms
Swedish firms havstronger
Method Yes 0.0857 >90% method sophistication thar
sophistication European firms
Swedish firms havstronger
Culture Yes 0.0340 >95% andmoresuitable culture

than Europan firms

No signficant difference
Organization No 0.7131 <90% between Swedisand
European firms

Table 7 DResults from th&VelchOstestDInternal capabilities

38



In conclusion, H is rejectedor method sophisticatioand culture, andH fails to be
rejectedfor information usagepeople &networks and organizatioifhus,it cannot
be saidhat there are any differences for these three internal capabilities.

4.3.3! Corporate foresight - maturity
In Table8, the results from the corporate foresighaturity can be viewedt is stated
that there is a significant difference for perceiving, meaning that iSlwédnms tend
to havea stromgerperceiving ability than Europ@ firms which can be seen Figure
13. It is also statedhat there is no significant difference between Ssfednd
European firmswhen it comes to prospecting and probing abilities.

Corporate Significant
foresight difference p-value Confidence Interpretation of result
abilities between level

groups

Swedish firms havetronger
Perceiving Yes 0.0665 >90% perceiving ability than
European firms

No signficant difference
Prospecting No 0.2547 <90% between Swedisand
European firms

No signficant difference
Probing No 0.3117 <90% between Swedisand
European firms

Table 8 DResults from th&VelchOstestD Corporate foresight

In conclusion, His rejectedor perceiving andHo, fails to be rejectetbr prospecting
and probingand conclude that cannot be saithat there are amgifferences between
Swedishand Europan companiesn thesetwo corporate foresight abilities.
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4.4) Summary of results
A summary of the presented ressllis shown inTable 9, where theoverlap column
indicates when both tests sheignificant difference.

Dimension  p-value
U-test

Significant Significant
p-value difference difference Overlap
t-test between between
groups U-test  groups t-test

Environmental

dynamism 0.0681 0.1274
Environmental
complexity**  0.0213 0.0470
Environmental

hostility 0.1673 0.3355
Information

usagé 0.0714 0.1460
People&

networks 0.3201 0.5939
Method

sophisticatiofi*  0.0998

0.0857

Culturer** 0.0143

0.0340

Organization  0.4354

0.7131

Perceiving 0.1434

0.0665

Prospecting  0.0862

0.2547

Probing 0.1168

0.3117

Table 9 BSummary of statistical results

*= Significance at 90% confidence level for one test
**= Significance at 90% confidence level foothtests
***= Significance at 95% confidence level foothtests
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5. Discussionand analysis

In this chapter,results are discussedrom the statistical tests and analgzéy
comparing them andeferring to the theoretical frameworkurthermore, thedata
collection and data analysis related tbe methodand results are discussed and
analyzed

5.1. Comparison ofresults

Since two different statistical testeere madeit will be of interest to study the results
and the differencebetween themTo recall, the European companies are Western
European companies.

As seenfrom the results, the Maswhitney U-test and WelchOsest gave slightly
different results. To be able to compare the results, the analysis will be done
separatelyor the threedimensionsgnvironmental factor@need) internal capabilities

and corporate foresiglinaturity).

5.1.1! Environmental factors Bneed
In Table 10, the diferences of the results conducted from the environmental factors
can be viewedAs shown the Mann Whitney Heg showssignificantdifference in
two of out of three dimensionsenvironmental dynamismand environmental
complexity, while WelchOs-test only showssignificant difference in one of the
environmetal complexity. This implieshat theoverlap of the two tests @ one of
the three dimensions, namely environmental glexity. None of the tests indicated
any difference with regards to environmental hostility.

Significant Significant
Environmental p-value p-value difference difference Overlap
factors U-test t-test between between
groups U-test  groups t-test
Environmental
dynamism 0.0681 0.1274 Yes No No
Environmental
complexity 0.0213 0.0470 Yes Yes Yes
Environmental
hostility 0.1673 0.3355 No No No

Table 10 DComparison of results for the two statistical tesEsvironmental factors

For environmental dynamisnit is interesting to find wt why the ManAVhitney U
test findssignificant diference between the populations, wiielchOstest gives no
suchresult If the QQ plotsin Figure16 andFigure 17 are viewedor environmental
dynamism in appendix section 8.i,can be seemhat for the Swedish samplm
Figure 16, the normal distributiorfit is somewhapoor, since the sample points have
heavy tails. WelchO4est isusefulwhen both samples follow an approximate normal
distribution, but in thixasepnly the European sample is a good fit, as seé&igure
17. Beause of thisa higher emphasisvas puton the ManaWhitney U-test in this
case.Furthermorejt is notedthat the pvalue for the groups being differentgsite
low, corresponding to an approximate 87% confidence intenvéthe case of the
WelchOs-test This is still a rather high confidence level, and the redepiit not
beng as high as the MaAwhitney pvalue can easily be explained the weakened
normal assumptions with regards to the Swedish sample. Due to ¢aseag, it is
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suspeatdthat there is difference in the dimensioenvironmental dynamisin that
Swedish fims are facinglower environmental dynamism than their European
counterparts.

Since environmental dynamism is the dimension that meafurexample market
dynamics, competitor behavior and customer po&@pendix 8.1)this implies that

the Swedish market is faiendlier market with regards to these aspects. However,
some other interesting explanatiowere found One example can be found with
regards to the number of surprises encountered by the company in the éagetrse
(Appendix 8.1) Day and Schoemakef2005 state that many companies have
experienced more than three high impact events in the last three yearver,in

this study, it wasound that most companies hadt experienced that many, if any.
Also, nmost respondents agreed that there are a lot of disruptions happening with
regards to digalization and similar events.dwever, most respondents felt that their
company had the means to detect these trends and be aware of any upcoming
surprises The condlision isthat whilst the dynamics of the Swedish market most
likely do not differ significantly from other markets, due to digitalization being a
global trend, Swedish firms tend to be more aware of that change is incoming.

With regards to the next dimgion environmental complexityit is easier to draw
conclusions from the statistical tests. Both the Matritney Utestand WelchOs t

test show a high statistical probability with confidence level over 95% that there is a
difference between Sweden and Europe. Since the confidence level for both tests are
high, it is strongly believed thahis result is significant. Thigriplies that Swedish

firms face ahigher degree of environmental complexity than their European
counterparts. This means that overall, threaiming from other industries are
greater, there are less clear market boundatiesteraThe reason for this mght be

found in the innovative business climate of Sweden. As stated in the theoretical
frameworkin 2.3, Sweden is one of the more innovative economies of thedwiorl

line with Schumpeterian thought, this implies a higher degree of Ocreative
destructionO and business disruptions. Intuitively, this is a logical conclusion since a
more innovative economy will have more disruptive actors acting in the market, thus
creating a higher environmental complexity. It is also interesting to note that this
dimension considers a companyOs dependence on the global economy. Since Sweden
is an extremely expoedependent country with a small home mayrkie¢re is reason

to suspecthat Swedish firms to a higher degree are dependent on the global economy
than their European counterpartBat often have greater access to larger home
markets. In conclusion, strong theoretical suppaas foundfor that the stastical
difference foundy thetests are indeed real differences. A more innovative economy
should face a higher degree of environmental complexity, especially one that is so
dependent on the global economy as Sweden.

When it comes toenvironmental hodtty, neither of thetests showsignificant
difference between the samgleand hus it cannot be saithat there areany
differences between Swedish and European fiwite regards to this aspecAs
mentioned before, the number dcditd pointswere only 56 companies in the pe

group. Even if the number of data points were above what both tests required as lower
limit, it maybe is still not enough data points to draw any conclusions from it. iBhere
apossibility that the testsould haveshown other resultsvith alargersanple.
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5.1.2! Internal capabilities
When it comes to the internal capabiliti#ssan be seemn Table11 thatthe different
tests overlap on method sophistication and culture. This means ¢hatclearly be
statel thata significant difference between Swedish and European éxiss$s since
both testsconfirm this fact The significant differencemeanthat Swedish firms are
more maturghan European firms when it comes to method sophistication practices
and they have a more suitable culture.

Significant Significant
Internal p-value p-value difference difference Overlap
capabilities U-test t-test between between
groups U-test Jroups t-test
Information
usage 0.0714 0.1460 Yes No No
People&
networks 0.3201 0.5939 No No No
Method
sophistication 0.0998 0.0857 Yes Yes Yes
Culture 0.0143 0.0340 Yes Yes Yes
Organization 0.4354 0.7131 No No No

Table 11 DComparison of results for the two different statistical teftsernal capabilities

Regardingnformation usagethe MannWhitney Utest statea significant difference
while WelchOs-test does notThis indicates a similar issue as with the dimension
environmental dynamism in the previous sectibhe QQ plots inFigure 22 and
Figure 23in appendix 8.Zan be viewed for clarification. It can clearly $ee that

both the Swedish sample and the European sample poorly follow the red line, which
make the approximations of following a normal distribution misleading. This could be
an explanation to whwelchOstest des not draw the same conclusion as the Mann
Whitney U-test. If their respective fvaluesin Table 11 are viewedthe confidence

level for the WelchOstést is approximately 85%, whicls inot far from 90%.
Therefore, it isbelieval that if the samples would have better followed a normal
distribution, WelchOs-test would have shown the same result as the Nghitney
U-test.As with the dimension of environmental dynamism, a stroegghasiss put

on the ManAWhitney Utest in this case. This leattsthe conclusion that Swedish
firms have astronger information usage than their Europeanunterparts. An
explanation to this might be found inetfSwedish business climate as well as the
previously mentioned dimension environmental dynamidnstronger inbrmation
usage means that Swedish firms in general tend to have a longer time horizon on the
information gathered, and thattends to be not only focusn its current business
field.

Reusing the arguments made above regarding environmental dynamissn, it
reasonable to suspect that lower perceived dynamism might actuallyeselt of a
stronger information usage. A company thatisngerat gathering information about

its environment might perceive its environment as being less dynamic than lyactua

is. The reason for the strong information usage in Sweden can perhaps be found in the
high level of digitalizatioraccording to the theoretical framewornabling firms to

easily and readily accesdaage amounbf different information sources, etfievely
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creating a competitive advantage to less digitalized firms. Another important aspect
might be the high degree of innovation. As argued before, a more innovative economy
is one where thers a higher degree dlisruptive changes.his leads to congnies

having to be more vigilant towards changes in trends and to have a wider perspective
than otherwise. In conclusioi,is arguedhat there is suppofor Swedish companies
having a more improved information usage than their European counterparts.

Regarding the capabilitpeople & networksboth statistical tests indicate that there

are no significant differences between Swedish firms and European ones. It is
believed that this is a result from European camgs being highly proficient with
regardsto both theinternal and external network$hus, the lack of significance in

this capability is not due to Swedish companies being Oas badO as European
companies, but it is believed that this is a result of the European companies being Oas
goodO as theiBwedish counterparts. This can be assumed to be a reasonable
conclusion wherexamining Figure 12, where it can be seen that thgerage for
European companies with regards to people & networks is higher than the other
capabilities.

Investigatingthe internal capabilitynethod sophisticatigrthe resultsind that both

tests are aligned in this case. Tpealue is rather smallnal a corresponding
confidence level above 90%as obtainedThis leadgo the conclusiothat there are
differences in this dimension when comparing Swedish and European Hyms.
aralyzing the answers given by trespondentst was foundthat Swedishfirms usea
higher degree of formal methods rather than relying on intuifitms is the most
likely reason of Swedish firms having stronger method sophistication than their
European counterpart$hisis in linewith the fact that Swedish society is veefiant

on formal processes and bureaucraay see in section2.3; possibly influencing
Swedishfirms towards using more formal methods. The tendency to usenovet

and creative methods might be due to the high innovation capability of Swedish firms,
using not only their innovation in external activities but also innovating the methods
of the firm itself.

With regards to the internatapability culture it is interesting to note that the
differences found by the statistical tests are in line with the research hypothesis H
stated in sectio.4. Since a majority bthe literature in sectio.3 points towards

the uniqueness of the business culture in Swadempposed thatlifferencesshould
befound in this dimension. taresting enough is that of all the tests done with regards
to the different dimensions, this is the dimension that gives the by far lowasig

for both the MansWhitney Utest and WelchOsgest Thisindicakes a high certainty

that Swedish and Euroge companieguly differ.

According tothe questions asked in the survey, a company with a higher score on
culture fosters a more tolerant business culture where insights are encouraged to be
shared across the entire organization, where you tend to care about different opinions
and also wherthere is a tradition of challenging basic assumptions. According to the
theoretical framework in sectioh.3 the obedience to authority is low in Swedish
organizations giving theoretical support to that Swedish employees do indeed have a
greater tendency of questioning known and basic assumptions than their European
peers. It is alsgossiblethat the strong &dition of consensus in Swedish culture
found in section 2.3 positively influences an organization to share information
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through the entire organization and to nsteln only to information coming from
inside the company, which make Swedish firms in general mor&ieoarchal.

When it comesto the dimensionorganization none of the tests show significant
difference between the samgldt first, this might seem kttle bit suspicious, since
the dimension of organization is closely related to the cultural dimensiw@rethe
most significance of all was foundHowever, it is likely that this is due to the
inclusion of the question regarding incentives to employeesewarding wier
vision (Appendix 8.1) Such incentives arnusual in Sweden, and all the interviewed
companies scored extremely low on this question suggesting that firms in Sweden do
not provide extra incitements for wider vision. This drags downatlerage score of
Swedish companieso it aligns with European firmslt is suspeatd that if this
guestion was disregardéa the survey it would possiblyhave ledto there actually
being a difference overall. Howevehe survey is constructed in a wdhat all
guestions must be usedcording to Rohrbeck Heger Gmp&hdthus it cannot be
argued thatorganizationalcapability is different in Swedish firms compared to
European ones.

5.1.3! Corporate foresight - maturity
For the corporate foresighbilities Table12 showsthe comparison between the two
different tests. Agan besea, nore of the tests overlap when it comes to showing
significant difference between the sample groups.

Significant Significant
Corporate  p-value p-value difference difference Overlap
foresight U-test t-test between between
groups U-test  groupst-test

Perceiving 0.1434  0.0665 No Yes No
Prospecting 0.0862  0.2547 Yes No No
Probing 0.1168 0.3117 No No No

Table 12D Comparison of results for the two different statistical te§lerporate foresight

For perceiving it can be seerthat WelchOs-test showsa significant difference
between Swedish and European firms, while the Mafmitney Utest cannot
confirm that thereis any difference.This is a rather unique situation as the Mann
Whitney Utest is often the more OforgivingO of the two tests due to the non
parametric properties of the test. However sae from the pvaluein Table 12 for
the MannWhitney Utest the pvalue corresponds to a mdence level of
approximately86%, which is not far from theequiredconfidencdevel of 90% Since
WelchOs-testindicates a difference, it is necessaryd@ve deeper into théatato
find if it is reasonable to suspect that there might be a difference after abvétad!
resultsimply that Swedish firms hav&rongermperceiving ability than European firms,
meaning that Swedish firms arstronger m scanning for trends in their current
business but also outside their current business.

In general, thesample scored well on questions related to the scope of perceiving
activities. That is, in general Swedish fgsmend to scan not only their current
business sector, but also distant ones. This is closely related to the information usage
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capabilities which were found as more proficient among the Swedish firms.
However, it was foundthat the respondentgenerallyindicated that even though
trends were perceivedhey actually went unreported or were communicated in
limited formats. This implies that Swedish firms are perhaps gathering more data than
they actually use, even though usage of this data would be dahgfithe firns. To
summarize, since one of tleatistical tests shawa high level of probability for
difference and the other one gives somewhat of a support to this arguhgent,
conclusion iswith the assistance of the arguments made altbatthere araeasons

to suspect that Swedish firms a@mewhamore mature when it comes to perceiving
trends. It should be noted that thigrsficanceis the wed&est of all, and thuturther
research isecommenddwith regards to this area.

When it comes toprospecting the MannWhitney Utest shows a significant
difference between Swetlisind European firms, whidelchOstestcannot say that
thereexistsany significant difference between the sample groAgain, if the QQ

plots in Figure 32 and Figure 33 are viewedin appendix 8.2.the Swedish sample
seems to approximately follow a normal distribution, but the European sample has a
poor fit to the normal distribution because of its right. therefore, the Mann
Whitney Utest is more reliable in this case. The result conclude that Swedish firms
areless developethan European firms on prospecting, which iepthat Swedish

firms areless proficientn translating the scanned trends inpportunities and threats
relevant to their companyrhis might sem countetintuitive giventhatthe Swedish
companies in general have a higher method sophistication capabdiyding to the
findings, which in theory should positively influence the prospecting ability.
However, there exists a crucial difference between the different dimensions. Whereas
a high score for method sophistication indicates that Swedish companies indeed are
strongerat using different methods fointling future alternativesyhile a low score

on prospecting implies that they aaetuallyless proficientat actively investigating

and analyzing these alternatives.

The implications of this result are that Swedish firms have strong methods for
generang future scenarios, but do not examine these matters further. This points
towards the Swedish firms creating more data than they ln¢eresting enougtthis

is the same problem foundh the perceiving dimension. Theonclusion is that
Swedish companiegre excellent at creating data, krgs capablat actually using it.
However, it is important to note that according to theoretical frameworkthe
solution is not to stop producing the data, but to start acting on it.

Finally, with regards to thedimension probing nore of the tests carconfirm
differencebetweenthe sampls A reason maye thatthe probingsample sizef the
European samplenly consisted of 50 data pointsven if his number is above the
upper lmit for the number of data points the peer group must have in order to perform
the testsit is possiblethat it still is not enouglfor obtaining significanceTherefore,

it is believedthat there is a chander the testdo showother results ifa large peer
group sizewas usedGiven the high level of innovation in Swedeénywas suspected

that Swedish firms should score high on the question regarding probing through
partnerships, venture activities et cetéhppendix 8.1) Furthermore, it is believed
that the strong Swedish culturtaénd of decentralizatior{section2.3) might lead to
foresight activities being delegated to the saf@business units, which according to
theory is suboptimal. In conclusiothe data indicates th&wedish firmsare both
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strongerandweakerthan their European peers with regards to probwogyeverthe
statistical tests did not allow for firm concloss.

5.2. Primary data BSwedish sample

Here, the Swedish sampig discussedvith regards to the findings in this thesis.
Factors such asample size and nesndentsO impact atiscusseds well apossible
improvements of the data.

5.2.1! Sample size
The Swedish sample consisted of [atge Swedisltompanieswhich can seem as a
small number in comparison to tipeer group of 174 compani€khe dangers with a
small sample arthat there might bdifficult to draw any larger conclusiorisom it.
However, since the sample chosen is a random sample from the Swedish industry,
which covers91% of thesectors otcommercialactivity, and that this sample is large
enough to cover more than 10% of the 181@est companies in Swedenis argued
that the sample sizas enoughin order to draw some conclusions about the state of
corporate foresight in Sweden overall. A more desirable scenario would be to
investigate a much larger sample of Swedish companiese@mdineif the main
conclusions still hold.

In this timeframe, more data could be collectatl the survey would have been
distributed through email insteaBut, it is arguel that this would not be the best
approach because oka reasons; Firstly, the quality of the overall survey amswe
would have been worse, since the authors of this thesis would n@ebent for the
respondents to clarify potential questions. To not be able to trust theod#d% is
worse when the sample size is small. Secondly, the respondenigethatteresting
werethe chief strategy officers, who are very busy individuals,iawduld probably

be tough for them to have time to read through an email and then on their own fill in
the survey to later send it. This would require several phone calls to remind them of
the survey and a bad scenario would be to collect the data too lateuandt having
thetime to do a thorough analysis on the d@reerall,emaildistributedsurveys have

low response rate, whiahight result in this approach also resulting in a sseihple

size.

In conclusionthe sample size is smalbut the data is trustedincethe authors of this
thesiswere present at all interviews and revisited six of the redgats for validation
purpose. Alsoas the results show, it was possitilaw canclusions fronmthis sample
anyway.

5.2.2!The respondentsO impact

Each company in th8wedish sample was gathered from smgle interview with a
single respondent. Even though follap meetings were held with six of the
respondents, iorder tominimize errors from misunderstandingbere is still the
possibility that the respondent did not fully understand the qusstaynthat the
respondent believed that the quany acted in differentway thananother company
representativevould say In order to ensure a highealidity with regards to this
ideally multiple interviews with multiple respondents should be made at each
company. However, due to the short timeframe ofttiesisthis would not have been
possible But to improve thevalidity of the datathe respondents were encouraged
bring some of their colleagues to the second meeting. Of the six casphai were
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revisited, three of them brought one colleague with them to the meetihigh is
slightly better for thelata validationhan if they would have been alone again.

Something thatwas noticed during the interviews was that tbenfidenceof the
respondentcould haveslightly affected the survey answerBor example, one
respondent was very confident and scored high scores on many questions, while
another respondent was more conservative in their way of answering the questions.
This could bea cultural aspect of Swedes, ksihce the respondents were from
Swedish companies, it 1ot believel that this affected the resultdowever, ifthe
Swedish sample woultdave beenmixed with companies from other countries, the
effect would have been larger. In line with the theoretical framework (section 2.3)
Swedesdnd to have a high degree of modesty and atmiorag This might have

given the survey results a downward bias, since a modest answer would for example
be picking a 6 instead of a 7 if one is not completely sure which one it is. However,
since the dataseonsisted of Western European companies with similar values to
Sweden (Hofstede, 1980) this bias is likely small compared to the rest of the data set.

5.31 Secondary databEuropean sample

Here, tle European sample is discussed and the choice of exclhdiedish data and
nonEuropean data is explaine@urthermore the consistency of the samgad the
sample size are analyzed.

5.3.1Exclusion of Swedish datan peer group
As mentioned in sectioB.2.4 the Swedish companies faiin the peer group dataset
wereremoved. Thisvasbecause theurpose with this thesis is to compare Swedish
companies against the rest of Western Europe, am@ iStvedish firmsvould have
been kepin the peer group datasé¢he data would have bedmsd Thereforethe
choice was mad® remove themThere is an argument to be made d&didng the
Swedish fims found in the database to tBe/edish samplen order to get larger
sample to compare witlEven though inclusion of these companies would more than
doublethe sample size, from 11 to 25 companigstill would have been no way to
validate the data, since the additional data would not be primaay Tais, the
overalluncertaintyof the accuracy of the Swedish sample grawgpild be larger, and
thereforethe data was omitted.

5.3.2Exclusion of non-European data in peer group

The decision was made to exclude®nEuropean dataand while this reduced the
numberof data point§rom 214 to 174, in other words wi#0 companiesit was
believed thathe researchecamemore robustThe distribution between the countries
when no data was excluded was not consistent, atie i€hoie would be madéo
keep the data as ias, the comparison witthe Swedish sample would be to
ORohrbeck Heger GmbHOs databas#@r than European companiesnce the
country distribution could not be categorizieda specific region. Furthermore, the
majority of thetheoretical frameworks made on European companies, and that there
are unclearconclusionswhether or not companies in emerging economies work
differently with corporate foresight than in developed econonfi¢gjland and
Rohrbeck, 2017)An argumentfor including the companies fronthe USin the
Europeansample as wellcould be thatthe climate for corporate foresighs$
reasonablysimilar to Western Europe. Nevertheless, to maintaimsistencyof the
country distributionthesenonEuropean firms weremitted. Moreover,it is more
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interestingto comparghe Swedish firmsvith a categorized distribution of countries,
in this case Western Europe, since tla@tual conclusions can be drawn how
Swedish firms are different in compson to a distribution thats known and
relatable

5.3.3Consistency of data in peer group
As stated in3.2.4 the database from Rohrbeck Heger GmbH consisted of company
interviews from the years 2008, 2013, 2015 and 2Bibévever the data from 2008
was omitted in thishesis Themain motivation fo this was that 2008 toolong ago
in afield as dynamic and developing as corporate foresigigrisk that theinclusion
of this data wouldead toseverely skewedesults,showingEuropean firms as worse
than what they actually areyas too greatSince the interviews for the Swedish
samplewere made in the beginning of 201it,was clearthat the most reasonable
availabledata was that from 2013 and onwards, since this sample is sufficiently large
to be able to draw statistically significacanclusionsrom the data, but at the same
time nottoo old (less than 5 yeardpr representinghe business environment of
today. There was alsdhe choice to only us¢he data from 2015 and forward.
However the availabledataset would have been a lanaller, and also not have the
same level ofrepresentativeness for the Europeannemy as a wholddeally, a
study as this should be conducted with all interviews made at the same time in order
to minimize erroneous conclusions due to improvements aver in the field of
corporate foresightBut, it is still believed thatthe selected peer group of data
between 201-2016wasnew enough for drawingonclusions.

Furthermorethe country distribution in the peer group after revision was still a bit
skewal, since approximately 60% of the data consisted of companies from Germany
and DenmarkAt first, an attempt was made ¢éwven the dataset by removing a couple

of firms from these countries, but this made the peer group sample rather small, and
the reliability of the sample would decrease. Therefore, the European seasptept

as it was, and the argument wast Germany red Denmark arsomewhatypical
Western European countries, and conclusions could stiirawn from this sapte.

Also, Germanyconstitutes22% of Western EuropeOs GDP (IMF, 20a¥hjch is an
argument of having a larger sample of German companies ipetregroup. What
would have made the sample group more consistent would be to have a larger sample
of companies from the Ukand Franceand a smaller sample from Denmark. But
overall, the sample distributiois believed to begood enough to be able to draw
conclusions from it.

When it comedgo the industry distribution ahe peer groupas seemn section3.2.4
thatcompanies arenissing from the commercial indugsiconstruction agriculture,

public sector arts, entertainment and recreatignieal estateandservice companies
Although the argument is madéat the distribution represented in the peer group is
decent enough, since many industries were represented, what would have made the
industry distribution of the peer group more consistent would be to include some of
the industries mentioned above, asply construction and service companies, since
these two industries were representetheSwedish sample.

Lastly, the data from th@eer groupconsistedof secondary dataThis made it
difficult to double check the consistency of the survey answersg the authors of
this thesisever net with the companies from thiatabaseAlthough,an argument is
madethatthis is not a great loss sinttee Europearsample wasufficiently large. If
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the number of data points would have belaser t030, theissueof not being able to
check if the respondents answered correctly wouldatger. Another indication of
the quality of datas the fact that this sampleas been used in other academic
research (Rohrbeck and Kum, 2017).

5.3.4Sample size
Thedatassetcontainedsurvey responsdsom 174 differentcompaniesin general, this
can be considered to be a large enough sample to test against. However, as noted
before, two questions have a reduced number of answansely environmental
hostility, which had 56urvey answergndprobing, which had 50 survey answers.
risk with a smaller dataset is that it can be hardee&osignificant difference between
the samples, and a larger sample might have resulted in etladugs.Therefore, as
noted from the redts, it cannot be saithat there are any differences between the two
sample groupfor environmental hostility and probingn improvement would be to
gather more data for the peer group, so the datasttdse two dimensions would be
large enoughn order toseeif the results would changélhis would lead future
researchexy to potentially be able to drawother conclusions regarding tke
dimensions.

5.4 Statistical tests

Regarding the chosen statistical tests for this thesis, some discussion shoaldebe
of their suitability to this research. In order for thi¢elchOstest to hold, assumptions
are requiredof an approximate normal distribution. Sintlee Swedish sample
consisted ofL1 data pointsthere isa possibility that the answers are not fellag a
normal dstributionfor each dimensianAccording to the Q@lots in appendix 8.2.
all questions seerto be approximately normally distrited whichis enough for the
test to hold, but in some cases the approximation is weakere areotherwaysto
test for normality than constructing QQ plot®ne of these tests is called
KolmogorovSmirnov tes({K-S testor KS tes}, which is a nofparametric test that
compares an empirical sample against a certain distrib{@ioakravartiet al., 196Y.
Although it is believed that the difference between using QQ pladKS test is
rather small, it can still be interesting to explore other options when checking for
normality.

For the ManAWhitney U-test,the assumptiorof an approximate normal distribution
is not necessary. The test is a +p@mametrical testmeaning thano parametric
distribution is assumedr required for the test to hol@iven that the ManiVhitney
U-test performs almost as well as Welch@sttunder normaty but a lot bettein
other situations,he MannWhitney U-testresult can be viewed as the more robust
test in this case. In summary, this means that in the cases where th&\Wdiney U-
test indicates a difference but Welch@esst does ot, there is a strong reason to
believe that the MankVhitney U-test is correctBut where the two tests overlap in
their resultsijt can be better validated thi#ie resultdor sureare statistically secured.

Of course, other tests could have been tsedtrieve results from the sample groups.
Some examples arthe analysis of variance (ANOVA) or analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA). But, they were not applicable ithis case, sincahe Swedish sample
would be too small ilerder to draw any conclusions.
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In summary it is arguedthat the choice of théests is very reasonable, sinte
choice of method consisted ohe norparametric test (Mankvhitney Utest) and
one parametric test (Welch@edt). The reason why this method hiaeb tests instead
of one was primary based dhe rather small Swedish sample, and ttia results
obtained would for sure lstatisticallysecured
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6.! Conclusion

Here the conclusiorof the thesisis presentedand the research questionsre
answered Also, sustainabilityimplications for corporate foresight is discussed
followed by what thighesis have contributed with to todayOs research field on
corporate foresight. The elpter ends with a proposition fature research.

6.1! Answersto research questios

The purpose with this thesis was to examine the need, capabilities and nadturity
corporate foresight in large Swedish companies coadpbao large European
companies, where European companies in fact are Western European coripanies.
research questionsill therefore be answered in this section.

6.1.1RQ1
The first research question was the following:

Are there any differences between large Swedish companies compared to large
European companies when it comes tadneapabilities and maturity aorporate
foresight?

The short but correct answer is yes. In fact, there are differences in all three corporate
foresight dimensions; need, capabilities and maturity.

From thediscussion in sectiob, the conclusionwas that if both tests shosd
significant difference between the two sanspl@ere isa strong support of stating
that there exists a difference. Aldb,was stated that ta MannrWhitney Utest is
given more weighthan the WelchOsdst, since Manwhitney does not require any
paraméric distribution of the sampte WelchOstest requires an approximate normal
distribution in both samplesand as discussed in sectiontlde approximatenormal
distribution was not perfect in ewecase From the discussigm conclusion is drawn
onthesupport levebf the statistical testwhen one testhowssignificance and when
both tests doThe support level is ranketcordingio Table13 below:

Significant WelchOs  MannWhitney Both tests
difference t-test U-test
between groups
Support level Less Strong Strong Very strong

Table 13D Support level categorization

Hence, the following conclusiorse obtainedh line with Table14:
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Corporate Statistical difference
foresight between Swedish and  Support level o
dimension European firms *= Significance at
Need Environmental Very strong 90% confidence level
) for one test
complexity***
Need Environmentablynamism* Strong **= Significance at
90% confidence level
Capability Cultures* * Very strong | for both tests
Capab?l?ty Method sophistication** Strong *= Significance at
Capability Information usage* Strong 95% confidence level
Maturity Perceiving Less srong | for both tests
Maturity Prospecting* Strong

Table 14 BDConclusion of results for RQ1

6.1.2RQ2

The second research question was the following:

If yes, low and why ar¢hey different?

First,it is establishedhowthey are different

Need

¥

Environmental dynamism: Swedish firms have a Ilower environmental
dynamism than European firms, meaning that Swedish firms actcalnaer
environmenthan European firms.

¥ Environmental complexity: Swedish firms act in a more complex environment
than European firms.

Capabilities

¥ Culture: Swedish firms have a more suitable culture with regards to corporate
foresight than European firms.

¥ Method sophistication Swedishfirms have a higher method sophistication than
European firms, meaning that Swedish firms use a wider range of methods in
evaluation.

¥ Information usage Swedish firms have stronger information usage capabilities
than European firms with regards to corperaresight.

Maturity:

¥ Perceiving Swedish firms have strongperceiving abilities than European firms,

meaning that Swedish firnae stronger isensing trends.
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¥ Prospecting Swedish firms haveless developedorospecting abilities than
European firms, meaning that Swedish firms ks proficient at analyzing
trends.

Now, it is concludedvhythey aredifferent To be able to answer this part of RQ2 the
answers were found in the theoretical framewtmdgetherwith the survey answers
from the Swedish companieghich were discussed in sectioh. The answer is as
follows:

Need

¥

Environmental dynamism: Swedish firms tend to be more aware of changes in
the market, and therefore do not easily get surprised when new events.happen
Thisleads to a lower perceived dynamism.

Environmental complexity: Swedish firms have a higher dependencyaraign
markes than on thelocal, since Sweden is an expddpendent countrwith a
small home market. The perceiveaimplexity for Swedish firms willhereforebe
higher, since the global market is more complex than the local.

Capabilities

¥

Culture: Swedishfirms are often less hieratical, whighould have a positive
influenceon information sharinghrough the entée organization.

Method sophistication Since Swedish firm®ften are highly innovative, they
tend touse methods imore creative and innovative wayhan theEuropean
counterparts.

Information usage: Due to the increased innovation rate in the Swedish business
climate, Swedish firms are more likely to have a stronger information usage with
longer time horizons and information gathering outside their ordinary business
fields. Also, the high digitalizatin rate among Swedish companies contributes to
the strong information usage.

Maturity:

¥

Perceiving Swedish firms arestrong at detecting upoming trends and
disruptions intheir industries. This is likgl due to them being active imore
disruptiveenvironmeng, requiring them to have heightened sensing ability.

Prospecting Due to a tendency to gather large amounts of information but failing
to analyze and translate them imtsights, Swedish firms perforiass proficient
in the prospecting dimension.

In summaryit is difficult to state if Swedish firms haw#rongercorporate foresight
abilities overall than European firms, therefore no conclusions can be drawn on a
general levelWhen it comes to the three dimensions need, capabilities and maturity,
it is hard to draw conclusios if Swedish firms are in great&eed overall for
corporate foresight than European firms, or the opposite. Ther@mreonclusion

can be made of the oal need level.For capabilities, Swedish firms have
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statistically strongercapabilitiesin three out of five internal capabilities, where the
two remaining (organization and people & networks) have no statistically secured
differences. Therefore, the aduasion can be drawn that Swedish firms haverall
stronger capabilities than European firms when it comes to corporate foresight. Lastly
for maturity, no conclusion can be drawn of the ovemadturity level of Swedish

firms compared to European firms.

6.21 Evaluation of research hypothesis
The research hypothesis formulated for this thesis was:

Hi: There will be a difference on the capability leveldorporateforesight in a
Swedish setting. Especially with regards to the culture dimension.

As statedn section5.1.2 theresearch hypothesis was corrégteresting enough, the
cultural cajability dimension was where thests indicated the highest probabilioy f
difference among Swedish and European firms.

6.3! Sustainability implications for corporate foresight

Sustainability can be addressed through ttivee aspects; aeial, environmental and
economical. This approach is also called thiple bottom line(TBL), where the
purpose is to create superior business value (Elkington, 1994). iScuss
sustainability in thighesis, the reasonable way would be to analyze it through TBL.

The social responsibilityefers to people in an organization being tredaadly. With
regards to corporate foresight, it is possible to view especially two of the internal
capabilities as connected to this. These twmaganizationandculture A high score

on the dimension of culture implies a tolerant culture, where diffeopinions are
welcome and encouraged, and where there is high tolerance for challenging of basic
assumptions. A high score on organization implies an organization that considers
issues coming from both the top and the bottom as important, that focuses o
integrating the entire company and that gives incentives to its employees for
stimulating wider vision. Companies that score higher in these dimensions can be said
to have stronger internal capabilities for foresighbwever, companies that score
higherwith regards to these dimensions also have a more sustainable way of working,
especially when it comes to viewing each individual employee as an important part in
the organization that deserves acknowledgements for successful work. In summary, it
can be ggued that companies with more mature internal capabilities, especially with
regards to the capabilitiesulture and organizatiorgre likely to also have higher
social sustainability.

The environmental sustainabilifyerspective creates interesting implications when
combined with corporate foresight. Will (2008) argues that simeéronmental
sustainabilityis becoming increasingly important, more companies will be forced to
adapt strategies that respond to this .fddtere are strong arguments for using
corporate foresight being appropriate since it supports the development of these
strategies (Will, 2008)As such, corporate foresight can be an excellent tool for
making companies more sustainable and aligned wittecuenvironmental macro

trends. From another perspective, new technologies and processes also tend to be
more environmeia friendly than older ones. Thus, strategic thinking, supported by
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corporate foresight should in theory lead to the adoption of maern, and thus
more climatefriendly methods.

The economical sustainabilibenefits of corporate foresight activities are perhaps the
most obviais TBL aspect As Daane and MacGillivray (2001) note, there is a need to
approach the subject from bottetimside perspective of the firm, but also the outside.
This means thdor financial performance, the firmsf@ipacts on the business climate
and the return to shareholderssiibuldbe considered. Ithe theoretical framework

the value contribution otorporate foresightvas outlined Firms categorized as
having a high level of maturity of corporate foresight were found to have a much
higher market capitalization growth (section 2.2.6). This reflects increased return to
shareholders as well as increagmofitability, and therefore it suggests stronger
financial performance of corporate foresightare firms.In summary,it can be
arguedthat firms that can be said to respond well to discontinuous archratiange,

in other worddirms with a highmatuity of corporateforesight, ardikely to becan

be economially sustainable companies.

6.4! Contribution to the research field of corporate foresight

The contribution made with this thesisttmlayOs research field on corporate foresight
can be summarized ithree points. Firstly, to in a statistically secured way state that
Swedish firms act in a more complex environment but are less sensitive to dynamism
in the environment (need), that Swedish firms have stronger capabilities in general
than European firmspecifically when it comes to culture, method sophistication and
information usage, and that Swedish firms have stronger perceiving abilities but
weaker prospecting abilities (maturity) than European firms. Secondly, this thesis has
shown that it is podlsie to use a quantitative approach when measuring corporate
foresight, which have only been done in a very limited way before. Thus, the authors
of this thesis encourage future researchers to also use quantitative methods. Thirdly,
the survey from Rohrb&cHeger GmbH is validated, which is also used by for
example Rohrbeck and Kum (2017) for measuring corporate foresight, where it is
encouraged to explore this survey further by future researchers.

6.5! Future research

One interestingaspect ofthis thesis is thait successfully implementguantitative
research methods in the research of corporate foregigiecommendtion tofuture
researchersis therefore to consider expandintheir research byconducting
guantitative analysis. It should be not& that this kind of research is resource
intensive,and therefordarge datasets arequired This thesis would nbhave been
possible to conduatithout accesso Rohrbeck Heger GmhB! database.

Most of the current research is centered around the YWesteld, but with emerging
markets facing similar disruptions it is interesting to see if there is a possible
successful use of corporate foresight in this setfiferefore, further studies on
corporate foresight in emerging economies is recommentigding to this,even
though thisstudy wasconductedin Sweden this subject is notonsideed to be
exhaustedThus, aditional studiesare recommendedn the Swedisimarket where
more companies should logerviewed to establish a more definite resuk.cGurse,

this argument applies to other coungpecific studies as well.
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Another possiblefuture research fieldis the continued exploration of the use of
corporate foresight as a tool and strategy to increase sustainability across the whole
triple botom line. One interesting topic would be thieeoretical study fotinking
economic sustainability tdynamic capabilitiesSchumpeterian dynamics as well as
corporate foresightAnother topic worth pursuingvould bethe empirical study of

how corporate foresight activities can contribute to companies creating more
environmentally sustainable business plans and products.
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8.! Appendix

8.1. Survey

Survey and Benchmark on
Organizational Future Preparedness

Dear participant,

Aarhus University invites you to participate in a study to investigate and benchmark your organization's future
preparedness and how it goes about competing for markets of the future.

Completing the survey will take approximately 20 minutes. Your answers to the survey will be treated as confidential.
Thank you very much for your participation!

All data gathered through this survey will be made available in a form that will make it impossible to determine the identity of the
individual respondents or their organizations. Confidentiality of all survey responses is guaranteed.

General information about your o rganization

| ORGANIZATION/ POSITION

Please provide us with your organization's name, business unit name if applicable, and your position within
your organization:

This data is only used for internal administrative purposes. Confidentiality of all survey responses is guaranteed.

Your organization’s name

Your business unit’'s name (if
applicable)

Your position/function

If you have entered that you are part of a business unit:

e Inany of the questions, the word ‘organization’then refers to your business unit  specifically.
e Please answer all the questions specifically for this business unit and not for the entire
organization

Prof. Dr. René Rohrbeck 1
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Corporate environment of your organization

n NATURE OF YOUR STRATEGY

Choose one of the statements below that most closely describes your current organization:

Strategy 1

This organization typically operates within a broad product-market domain that undergoes periodic
UHGHILQLWLRQ 7KH RUJDQL]DWLR@ QBDSHR EXEW IDQIGUN WU N
of these efforts prove to be highly profitable. The organization responds rapidly to early signals
concerning areas of opportunity, and these responses often lead to a new round of competitive
actions. However, this organization may not maintain market strength in all of the areas it enters.

Strategy 2

This organization attempts to locate and maintain a secure niche in a relatively stable product or
service area. The organization tends to offer a more limited range of products or services than its
competitors, and it tries to protect its domain by offering higher quality, superior service, lower
prices, and so forth. Often this organization is not at the forefront of developments in the industry 2
it tends to ignore industry changes that have no direct influence on current areas of operation and
concentrates instead on doing the best job possible in a limited area.

On this page, we ask you to evaluate how the corporate environment of
your organization / business unit can be characterized on a range of
dimensions.

Please indicate in the following scales which best describes your organization's business environment. The scale permits
you to give nuanced answer which description (left or right) matches best your organization's business environment. You
may also choose an option in between the two statements depending upon your best estimate of an intermediate

position.

[ 1| COMPLEXITY OF YOUR ENVIRONMENT

1 Industry structure (circle a number)
Few, easily identifiable 1234567 Many competitors from
competitors unexpected sources
2  Supply chain structure
Simpleanddirect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Long and complex
3  Market structure
Fixed boundaries and simple 1234567 Fuzzy boundaries and complex
segmentation segmentation
4  Enabling technologies
Few ;nd mature 123456 7 Manyconverging
(simple systems) (complex systems)
5 Regulations (federal, state, etc.)
Few or stable 12 3 45 6 7 Manyorchanging rapidly
6  Public visibility of industry
Prof. Dr. René Rohrbeck 2 of 11
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7

8

Largely ignored

1234567

Closely watched by media or
special-interest groups

Dependence on government funding and political access

Low: operates largely
independent of government

Dependence on global economy

Low: affected principally by
domestic conditions

1234567

1234567

High: sensitive to politics and the
funding climate

High: affected by global
conditions

n DYNAMISM OF YOUR ENVIRONMENT

1

10

1

Number of surprises by high-impact events in the past three years

None

Accuracy of past forecasts

High: small deviations from
actual forecasts

Market growth
Slow and stable

Growth opportunities

Have decreased dramatically in
the past three years

1234567

1234567

1234567

1234567

Speed and direction of technological change

Very predictable

1234567

Three or more

Low: results differs greatly from
forecasts

Rapid and unstable

Have increased dramatically in
the past three years

Highly unpredictable

Behaviour of key competitors, suppliers, and partners

Very predictable

Posture of key rivals

Live-and-let-live mentality

1234567

1234567

Susceptibility to macroeconomic forces

Low sensitivity to price
changes, currencies, business
cycle, tariffs, etc.

Dependence on financial markets

Low

Customer and channel power

Low

1234567

1234567

1234567

Sensitivity to social changes (fashion and values)

Low: mostly gradual change
from the past

1234567

Highly unpredictable

Hostile (aggressive)

High sensitivity to price changes,
currencies, business cycles,
tariffs, etc.

High

High

High: good chance of major
disruptions and changes in
business models

“HEYO&IHEI () H($,4-)./ |
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12 Potential for major disruptions in the next five years

Low: few surprises expected,
mostly things we can handle

1234567

High: several significant
business shocks are expected,
without knowing which in
particular

HOSTILITY OF YOUR ENVIRONMENT

1  Industry riskiness

Very safe; little threat to the
survival and well-being of my
firm

2 Industry munificence

Rich in investment and
marketing opportunities

3 Environment dominance

An environment that my firm
can control and manipulate to
its own advantage, such that a
dominant firm has in an industry
with little competition and
hindrance

(circle a number)

1234567

1234567

1234567

E Corporate foresight capabilities

On the next 4 pages, we ask you to evaluate how well your organization /
business unit undertakes activities and is organized to detect, anticipate,

and respond to longer -term future trends or issues.

Very risky; a false step can
mean my firm’s undoing

Very stressful, exacting, hostile;
very hard to keep afloat

A dominant environment in
which my firm’s initiative counts
for very little against the
tremendous competitive,
political, or technological forces

Please indicate in the following scales which best describes your organization. The scale permits you to give nuanced
answer which description (left or right) matches best your organization. You may also choose an option in between the

two statements depending upon your best estimate of an intermediate position.

INFORMATION SCOPE IN SCANNING

1 Reach

Almost all of our scanning
attention is directed towards
our current business

2  Scope

Focus on one environmental

area (technology, political, competitor,
customer and socio-cultural environment)

(circle a number)

1234567

12345617

We systematically scan our
entire environment including our
current business, adjacent
business and in far away fields

We systematically scan all

environmental areas (technology,
political, competitor, customer and socio-
cultural environment)

“HEYO&IHEI () H($,4-)./ |
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3 Time horizon

Emphasis on short term
(e.g. 1to 3 years)

4 Usage of sources

Few open access sources

1234567

1234567

We systematically scan all, the

short and medium to long-term
(medium beyond 4 years)

Many sources including sources
that are difficult to access and
yield a competitive advantage

ﬂ METHOD SOPHISTICATION

1 Integration capacity

Low; we rely mostly on
experience-based intuition
rather than explicit methods to
interpret our environment

2  Communication capacity

Low; we rely primarily on formal
reports that are distributed to

explicate the strategy
(including vision, mission, milestones)

3 Choosing of methods (problem fit)

We usually do not know what
methods we can apply and
when to apply these, thus most
of the time the choice of
methods is guided by which
have been used in the past

4 Choosing of methods (context)

We have used methods in the
past that did not lead to the
wanted results

(circle a number)

12345617

1234567

1234567

12345617

High; we systematically utilize a
range of formal methods (such
as scenario analysis and
roadmapping) to create
alternative future outlooks

High; we use a large variety of
communication mechanisms to
paint motivating pictures of our

strategic ambitions
(we may utilize videos, strong narratives,
pictures of desirable future states)

We carefully evaluate the
situational needs for methods
and employ regularly novel
methods and develop our own
approaches

We know about limitations of
methods we use and often
systematically plan on how to
overcome the limitations by
using multiple methods that
complement each other

1 Sensing capability
Our sensors are able to identify

a small number of important
trends

2 Report capability

Trends are identified but not
systematically reported

(circle a number)

12345617

123456717

Our sensors ensure that we
detect 80% of all trends that will
shape our industry in the next 5-
10 years

We report trends regularly and in
formats that are adequate to the
internal stakeholders. We use for

“HEYO&IHEI () H($,4-)./ |
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3

Response capability

We provide the original
information that we collected
when detecting the trend

1234567

example trend radars, trend
briefs and trend reports, which
are also available through the
Intranet

We provide the information
about why the trend matters to
our company; how we could act,
and provide examples of suitable
actions

n PEOPLE & NETWORKS

1

External network

Weak
(Some employees have external personal
networks)

Internal network
Weak

(Some employees have formal and informal
contacts to other units within the
organization)

(circle a number)

1234567

1234567

Strong

(Building and maintaining a network of
external partners is encouraged and
perceived as important for every employee)

Strong; employees are expected
to build and maintain formal and
informal networks to other units

Traits of personnel that engages in corporate foresight

Weak
(e.g. analysts have only deep knowledge in
their domain)

1234567

Strong

(Analysts have strong internal and external
networks, deep and broad knowledge, and
are passionate, curious and open minded)

H ORGANIZATION

1

Mode of gaining future insights

Mostly triggered top-down and
issue-driven

Integration with other processes

Weak

(circle a number)

1234567

1234

Formal diffusion of future insights

Emerging issues are
occasionally presented at
dedicated meetings

Accountability

No defined responsibility for
detecting emerging issues

1234

1234

5

5

5

Both continuous and issue-
driven scanning that can be
triggered bottom-up and top-
down

Strong (corporate foresight activities are
directly linked to other processes in the
organization, e.g. to the mid-term strategy
process)

Discussion of emerging issues is
part of central meetings in all
relevant units

We have a dedicated unit that
performs scanning duties and
serves as a hub to collect future
insights generated by others
inside and outside the

“HEYO&IHEI () H($,4-)./ |
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5 Incentives to reward wider vision

No incentivesinplace =1 2 3 4 5 6 7

organization

We employ a large variety of
incentives to encourage
employees to contribute to a
wider vision of the organization

SENSEMAKING SUCCESS

1  Number of alternatives (circle a number)

Single. We typically identify the

one best strategic alternative 1234567

2  Distance of alternatives

Low. We typically select the
most feasible over the most 1234567
desirable alternative

3 Exploration capability

We are best at exploring our
current markets and/or adjacent = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
to our current markets

Multiple. We often consider
multiple futures and have
systematic ways for defining
strategy in environments with
different levels of uncertainty

High. We have in the past
repeatedly acted upon ambitious
strategic alternatives that were
distant to our current strategy

We have in the past repeatedly
explored new markets that were
distant to our current business
and typically feel that we have
had an information advantage
over our competitors

CULTURE

1  Willingness to share across functions

Poor "9 5 3 4 56

(Information is ignored and hoarded)
2 Readiness to listen to scouts and external sources

The organizationisclosed = 1 5 3 4 5 g 7
(Contacts to the outside are discouraged)

3 Organization’s attitude towards the environment
Limited and myopic = 1 5 3 4 5 g 7

(Few people care)
4 Willingness to test and challenge basic ~ assumptions
The basic assumptions are

neither known nor made 1234567
transparent

Excellent
(Ongoing information sharing on multiple
levels)

The organization is open
(Brining external information into the
company and maintaining an external
network is encouraged)

Active and curious
(Scanning the periphery is commonplace)

We are not afraid to reflect
critically on the shared
assumptions we have about our
market, customers, and the way
we do business

“HEYO&IHEI () H($,4-)./ | | |
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PROBING IN NEW MARKETS

1 Dedicated unit

We rely mostly on existing
business units to explore new
markets within their market
scope

2  Scope

Low. Our activities for exploring
new markets are limited to low-

risk probing (for example through
showing new offerings to existing
customers)

(circle a number)

1234567

1234567

We have a dedicated unit that
has the mandate to explore and
develop new markets that can
become a significant contributor
to our overall revenues

High. Our activities for exploring
new markets can take the form
of venture investments,
alliances, acquisitions, mergers,
and substantial investments in
assets such as factories

Prof. Dr. René Rohrbeck
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n General information about your organization

On this page, we ask you to provide us with information about your
organization, such as its size, industry, recent performance, and
expenditure patterns.

B YOUR ORGANIZATION OR BUSINESS UNIT

1 Please indicate the size of your organization (in employees):
(circle a number)

Less 1000- 5000- 10.000- 50.000
than1o 1049~ 50-249  250-499 500999 5505 10000 50000  or more
O O O O O O O O O
2 Please indicate your organization's principal industry:
Telecom / Digital & Business .
Od Services Od Automotive
O Energy & Utilities O Manufacturing
Od Healthcare & Pharmaceutical Od Retail & Consumer Business
O Chemical O Transportation
Od Finance & Insurance Od Other:

3  Revenue of your organization over the last fiscal year (2015) (in million EUR):

Less €5 €1 million €5 million €1»0. €50 €1.0.0 €500
than€5 milion- - €5 -€10 million - million - million - o
milion €1 milion milion  milion €20 €100 s00 EUR or
EUR EUR EUR EUR mition mition mition more
EUR EUR EUR
Od Od Od Od O O O O
4  Revenue of your organization in 2010 (in million EUR):
Less €5 €1 million €5 million r€n1iﬁ)ion : r€n5il?ion } r€n1il?ign } €500
th_an €5 m||||0'n.— - €5 - €_1_0 €50 €100 €500 million
million €1 milion  million million afliem T e EUR or
EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR EUR more
Od Od Od Od O O O O

5 If your organization has grown considerably over the last 5 years, please indicate to
which extent that was inorganically (through acquisitions):

What is your annual R&D expenditure* as a percentage of sales (if applicable)?
6 * All expenses associated with the search of new knowledge as well as new
products/services/process development.

<1% 1-3% 4-6% 7-9% 10-12% 13-15% >15%
O O O O O O O
"HPU&IH&N()*+1($,#-)./ ! ! ! 0! $%!11!
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements referred

74

7 toyour organization over the last three years:
(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree)
Neither
Strongly q Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
disagree Diszg/ee disagree ad?;:;r:g agree Ry agree
We have uncommitted resources that can be
used to fund strategic initiatives at short notice o o (] o o o (]
We have large amount of resources available in
the short run to fund our initiatives o o o o o o o
We will have no problems obtaining resources at
short notice to support new strategic initiatives o o (] o o o (]
To what extent does each of the following factors describe your organization's most
8 recent product development activity? (if applicable)
(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree)
Neither
;gggrgelz Disagree S;?azvr‘/geat agree nor Sog;:g'at Agree S;rgorr;%\y
disagree
The product offered was new to the firm and
iy O O O O O O O
The customer or client needs served were new
to the firm o o (] o o o (]
It was a breakthrough innovation O O O O O O O
The users of the products or services were new
to the firm o o o o o o o
The new product was based on a revolutionary
change in technology ] ] (W ] ] ] (W
Please indicate your extent of agreement about how well your organization has
9 performed over the last year relative your two key competitors __ on each of the
performance indicators mentioned below.
(1 = much worse; 7 = much better)
Much  Moderately Slightly ~ Aboutthe  Slightly Moderately — Much
worse worse worse same better better better
Sales growth O O O O O O O
Profitability O O O O O O O
New product success O O O O O O O
Sales share of new products/services (i.e.
products or services introduced in the last 5 O O O O O O O
years)
Market share O O O O O O O
Return on investment O O O O O O O
"HE%&IH&! ()*+($,4#-)./ ! ! ! 01! $%!00!



8.2 QQ plots

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal
+

Quantiles of Input Sample

2 15 -1 05 0 05 1
Standard Normal Quantiles

1.5

2

IS Ey

Quantiles of Input Sample

©

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

- 0
Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 16 BEnvironmental dynamisrfBweden Figure 17 BEnvironmental dynamism Europe

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

o
\e

Quantiles of Input Sample
IS
o

-~

3 L L . L

2 15 - -05 0 0.5 1
Standard Normal Quantiles

Quantiles of Input Sample

o

N

w

S

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

e
o+
A
~
+
+ i
2 1 2 3

Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 18 BEnvironmental complexity SwedenFigure 19 BDEnvironmental complexitEurope

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

55-

o

&
o
\

IS

Quantiles of Input Sample

©
o

25 L L L L L .
2 15 -1 -05 0 0.5 1
Standard Normal Quantiles

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

.
6 PR
o+
o
asr
£
5
&
=1
g p
=L s
2 prn—
£ p
g
3 HE
++
4+
2 A4
+
4L . . . . . . .
25 e 05 [} 05 1 15 2 25

Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 20 DEnvironmental hostility Sweden Figure 21 BEnvironmental hostility Europe

75



Quantiles of Input Sample
o

S

IS

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

-05 0 0.5 1
Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 22 BInformation usage Sweden

6.5

& o
o o o

Quantiles of Input Sample

IS

35

2.5

Quantiles of Input Sample

35

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

e - +
.
/A-' +
7
///
//+
A
+ A
///
y
,//
A
5
e ’
+ 7
/"
-2 -15 -1 -0.5 0.5 1 1.5 2
Standard Normal Quantiles
Figure 24 BMethod sophistication Sweden
QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal
s
+
/ - +
A
L /‘t/
+ +/
I .
//
///
//
p
+7 4
7
+

Foo+
2 15 -1 -05 0 0.5 1 15 2

Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 26 BCulture Sweden

76

Quantiles of Input Sample

Quantiles of Input Sample

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

4 ’ﬁ‘#—
4:#
i

Py L L L L . ,
3 2 -1 0 1 2 3
Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 23 BInformation usage Europe

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

1 L . . L L ‘
E 1 2 3

-1
Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 25 bMethod sophisticatiokurope

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

8
7 -+
Py
h
T
6 o
2
S
£
3
=5
5
3
£
5
8a
z
§
S
<}
3
2
s+ *
1
3 2 1 2 3

- 0
Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 27 BCulture Europe



QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

+

6 .

S
o
25
£
5
3
5
2
£a
5
2
2
£
S
3 .
+
2
| . . . . . . .
2 15 4 05 0 05 1 15

Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 28 BOrganization Sweden

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

o

.5

Quantiles of Input Sample

3 L L . L L
-2 15 -1 -05 0 0.5 1 15

Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 30 BPerceiving Sweden

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

@

Quantiles of Input Sample
o IS

0 L L L L L
2 15 -1 -05 0 0.5 1 15

Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 32 BProspecting Sweden

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

Quantiles of Input Sample
- o

©

1 L L L L L L

2 -15 -1 -05 0 0.5 1 15
Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 34 BProbingSweden

77

Quantiles of Input Sample

Quantiles of Input Sample

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

0 L L L L L

-3 2 - 0 1 2
Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 29 BOrganization Europe

QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal

Standard Normal Quantiles

Figure 35BProbing Europe

8
7
s
g
Ee
H
3
=
=
Ea
§
(<]
3
2
.
-3 2 - o 1 2 3
Standard Normal Quantiles
Figure 31BPerceiving Europe
s QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal
7
o
s
2
5
2 5
£
S
84
=
g
i<
o
2+ » _;_+¢-
Ptad
P
: ‘
-3 2 -1 o 2 3
Standard Normal Quantiles
Figure 33BProspecting Europe
N QQ Plot of Sample Data versus Standard Normal
+ o+
.
b ++
F+ +
R
-25 2 -15 -1 -0.5 0 05 1 15 2 25






