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4 Stepping on the toes of giants, or 
how to review the future of strategy 
research

Martin Kornberger

Which questions will preoccupy strategy research during the next decade? One 
way to answer this question would be to climb on the shoulders of giants in the 
field. From such an elevated position one could comfortably survey the field, and 
perhaps be lucky enough to identify one or the other line of flight that would point 
towards unchartered territory and new horizons. One would probably see strategy 
as practice scholars busily ploughing away, extending the reach and scope of what 
a practice approach to strategizing might entail (Vaara and Whittington, 2012); 
one would see an increasing emphasis on all things material based on the idea that 
‘matter matters’ (Orlikowski and Scott, 2014, referencing Barad, 2007); resource- 
based strategy researchers would still be in search of managerial capabilities and 
their impact on performance (Teece et al., 1997).

At the other end of the spectrum one might see neo- institutionally inspired 
researchers working their way through the strategy field to show that basic con-
cepts of strategy including rivalry and competition are framed by institutional pro-
cesses (Durand and Paolella, 2012); and perhaps one would spot some renegades, 
scattered critical spirits that follow the emergent nature of strategizing search-
ing for inspiration in anything but Mintzberg (Chia and Holt, 2011). And if one 
climbed further up, from the shoulders to the heads of those giants, one could 
see adjacent fields, such as accounting studies (Carter et al., 2010), media studies 
(Plesner and Gulbrandsen, 2015), ANT- inspired accounts of strategy (Whittle and 
Mueller, 2010), military strategy (Freedman, 2013) and others cultivating pastures 
in an interdisciplinary dialogue with strategists.

Standing on the shoulders of giants is one way to contemplate the future of 
strategy, but it assumes that the future stretches out ahead of the present much 
like the land that can be seen from a hill- top castle. Of course such a future does 
not exist: what the surveyor does is to extend the axis that structures the present 
onto an imaginary future space, assuming a more or less linear evolution over 
time that connects the present with the yet- to- come. Strategy research itself has 
repeatedly pointed out the fallacies of such an assumption, showing that today’s 
assets and competencies are tomorrow’ s liabilities and rigidities (Levitt and 
March, 1988).
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Doubting the standing- on- the- shoulders- of- giants method, how to develop a 
research agenda for strategy? Perhaps by stepping on the toes of giants – and in 
doing so, making them move, jump, jolt. Their movements, so one can hope, will 
reveal cracks underneath their feet, cracks that might provide just about enough 
space for something new to emerge. Yet perhaps it would be more accurate to 
say that what one gets to see are old questions – questions that point towards the 
foundations of strategy research but have been taken for granted and forgotten. The 
giants of strategy have been placed like black boxes right on top of these questions 
so these questions would not trouble the daily business of strategy research. It is the 
contention of this review of the future that it is worth the trouble to re- examine some 
of these foundations, which is attempted below along the lines of three leitmotifs.

Leitmotif 1: strategy and space

Jomini, advisor to the Russian tsar and Clausewitz’s intellectual adversary, wrote 
down a wonderful definition of strategy. For him, strategy was ‘making war upon 
a map’ (de Jomini, [1838] 2007: 62). The locus of strategy is the map, placed on the 
desk in the strategist’s bureau. The map provides the representational space from 
where to advance first in thought and then in action towards the enemy. Indeed, 
from its beginnings, strategy- making assumed a space proper in which to gather its 
resources and from where to launch its expansion. De Certeau elaborated on that 
space proper as the defining element of strategy:

I call a strategy the calculation (or manipulation) of power relationships that becomes 
possible as soon as a subject with will and power (a business, an army, a city, a scientific 
institution) can be isolated. It postulates a place that can be delimited as its own and serve 
as the base from which relations with an exteriority composed of targets or threats (cus-
tomers or competitors, enemies, the country surrounding the city, objectives and objects 
of research, etc.) can be managed. As in management, every ‘strategic’ rationalization 
seeks first of all to distinguish its ‘own’ place, that is, the place of its own power and will, 
from an ‘environment’. (de Certeau, 1984: 35–36)

De Certeau’s analysis holds true for much of the writing on business strategy. It 
starts with defining an inner sanctum of strategy, and demarcates it from a more 
or less hostile environment. Take Porter’s five- forces model, which represents first 
and foremost a spatial ordering that depicts a focal firm, surrounded by a field of 
powers shaping its prospects of survival (Porter, 1979). Resource- based approaches 
and theories of core competencies suggest an innermost core as space for strategy 
development (Prahalad and Hamel, 1990). Strategy- as- practice proponents identify 
the locus of strategizing in organizational routines and rituals (Whittington, 2003). 
Whilst these approaches differ in important aspects, they implicitly share the quest 
for the locus proper of strategy.

Perhaps over the next decade that defined space may shift towards more fluid, less 
territorial forms of strategizing. In short, the suspicion is that in an increasingly 
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networked economy, strategy defined as ability to mobilize collective action will 
become an increasingly distributed and decentralized activity itself.

The ontological assumption on which this argument rests is far from novel. Studies 
of collective action in the context of the city (also one of de Certeau’s examples, 
by the way) problematized the notion of a discrete locus of strategy. In a paper 
published by the Urban Institute, Garn et al. (1976) posited that when services are 
produced

the person being served . . . is inevitably part of the production process, if there is any 
production whatsoever. Therefore, the resources, motivations and skills brought to bear 
by the client or consumer are much more intimately connected with the level of achieved 
output than in the case of goods production. The output is always a jointly produced 
output. (Cited in Parks et al., 1981: 1001; emphasis in original)

Accomplishing ‘outputs’ in a city means that value is co- produced within a network 
of actors. Recycling of garbage or safety measures are but two obvious examples: 
none of them could be achieved by the city administration alone; both requite the 
collaboration of citizens. This line of thinking extended into management research: 
studies on innovation found users to be effective generators of ideas (von Hippel, 
1976), network studies diagnosed a shifting locus of innovation from firms to net-
works (Powell, 1990), strategy scholars reframed markets as business eco- systems 
in which consumers play a productive role (Normann and Ramirez, 1993), and 
marketing research discovered consumers as a resource (Vargo and Lusch, 2004).

What is of interest – and perhaps some common ground between these diverse 
literatures – is that the locus of strategy shifts: it is no longer the Cartesian mind 
of the strategist that devises answers to problems found outside; rather, new forms 
of distributed strategizing are emerging. Public bodies such as cities, firms embed-
ded in multiple networks but also terrorist organizations (Mayntz, 2006) act as 
parts of larger eco- systems in which the capability to think and act strategically is 
distributed across the entire network. What questions might arise for the strategy 
researcher from such a view?

First, how can we rethink the notion of resources? Much of current strategy theo-
rizing is based on the idea that a firm is a bundle of resources, and that the config-
uration and development of these resources enables a firm to adapt to changing 
environments. In an eco- system, however, relevant resources are located out-
side organizational boundaries. Think of mobile phone applications that make 
a mobile a valuable multifunctional companion in the first place, but which are 
produced by independent third parties. In this case, value creation is decentral-
ized across a network of co- producers that are neither hired nor can be fired by a 
firm. This begs the question: how do strategies evolve in settings where no single 
player has the sole authority to author their version of the future? One conse-
quence might be that organizations become increasingly public, in other words, 
they are confronted by what public administration researcher Moore (1995) has 
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analyzed as ‘ authorizing environments’ in which a multitude of actors exercise 
voice (Hirschman, 1970).

Second, what are the implications for understanding competition? The German 
word for competition, Konkurrenz provides an important hint: it points to its Latin 
origins, con for together, and currere for running. Hence competition means run-
ning together.1 Competition assumes a space proper in which to identify rivals, so 
individual firms know to whom they should orient themselves, consumers know 
between what to choose, regulators know who to include in their laws and so on. 
Yet in networks this notion of competition is difficult to sustain. Who is competing 
with whom, against whom? How come that a car manufacturer such as Ford sees 
itself competing with Google (Boudreau and Lakhani, 2013)? The deeper, underly-
ing issue is that spaces for rivalry are being reconfigured along new lines, which 
research has conceptualized as interpretative schemata (see Porac et al., 1995), or 
market devices creating new calculative spaces (Callon and Muniesa, 2005). These 
conceptualizations offer different spatial understandings of the how, where and 
why of competition (one example is city rankings; Kornberger and Carter, 2010).

Third, if strategy is a distributed activity that emerges across networks, how to 
study something that cannot be located and kept in place? Research on cogni-
tion as distributed activity could provide inspiration and guidance. Studies such as 
Hutchins’s (1995) well- known analysis of navigation show how an assemblage of 
actors, technologies and artifacts contributes to problem solving that is more intel-
ligent than any of the actors could achieve alone. Indeed, Callon and Law (1997: 7) 
argued that, ‘the capacity for strategy is an effect of a more or less stable arrange-
ment of materials’, which makes strategic action an inherently ‘collective property’. 
Assemblages from which strategy emerges form structures of intentionality that 
underpin distributed strategizing. In order to analyze them, and their inherently 
powerful structuring effects, researchers may find concepts such as thought- styles 
(Fleck, [1935] 1980), epistemic cultures (Knorr- Cetina, 1999) or knowledge infra-
structures (Edwards, 2010) helpful. They point towards the structural conditions 
that organize distributed cognition, including distributed strategizing.

Leitmotif 2: strategy and time

Stepping on the toes of giants to make them move reveals a second shortcoming of 
earlier strategy theories that future research may want to address: time. Ironically, 
and despite all its future orientation, time has been of little concern to strategy 
theorists. Sticking to common sense, time is conceived of as linear movement from 
the present towards the future, producing the past behind it. Such a linear notion 
of time cannot capture the complexities and subtleties of strategy in action. Take 
a simple definition of strategy, one that most strategy practitioners would endorse: 

1 English etymology is a little more complicated, but essentially points towards the same origin: competition comes 
from the Latin competere which means to strive in common, to come together, to agree, to be qualified.
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strategy is tasked with predicting the future in order to change it. Therein lies the 
raison d’être of strategy: it is aimed at enhancing future performance; and in order 
to do so it must contain (1) assumptions about (stronger: predictions of) determi-
nants of future performance (such as industry constellation, resource configura-
tion, managerial capability or technological change) and (2) tools to change these 
determinants in order to achieve superior performance.

In this commonsensical account, time plays two impossible roles. On the one hand, 
the future is thought to exist objectively out there, independent of the strategist’s 
analysis, ahead of her – otherwise the idea of predicting it would not make sense. 
On the other hand, the strategist claims to be able to change this future through her 
action: she will produce a different version of the future, one that is more favorable 
and has come about as result of her strategic thought and action. Thus the strate-
gist is operating with two mutually exclusive assumptions about time. As Dupuy 
(2000: 329) put it, ‘if we accept the principle of the reality of the future, then it is 
nonsensical to believe that the future can be changed’.

Perhaps strategy researchers should invest in a more complex notion of time, one 
that escapes Dupuy’s dilemma. Rather than assuming the linear sequencing of 
past–present–future, one could image time as more reflexive, more circular. This 
means that the future does not exist independently of the present, waiting to be 
annihilated by the present to become past; but that the future is always a present 
future, that is, the future is always our ‘current anticipation of the future’ and 
always different from the future present (Esposito, 2011: 24). In other words, the 
future only ‘exists’ in the present. One can only speak of the future as a present 
future, as an imagined future, which does not exist but, as Javier Marías has written 
so beautifully, holds power over us nonetheless:

perhaps the future has more influence and imposes more obligations on us than the past, 
the unknown more than the already known, the as- yet- untried more than the tried and 
rejected, the still- to- come more than what has already happened, the possible more than 
what has already been. (Marías, 2005: 142)

For the mundane world of strategy, this means that the future exercises power 
because it is a present future, a here- and- now imagined future that causes people 
to act in one or the other way, in the hope that they can change that present future 
when it becomes their future present. Following this line of thought, strategy can 
be conceived of as an organizationally sanctioned and societally institutionalized 
mode of creating legitimate present futures (Kornberger, 2012). The metaphorical 
big picture is the imagery of a future made visible in the present. Thus strategists 
create present futures that become the resource and constraint for action in the 
present. Strategy, so to speak, is a way of consuming the future in the present. 
Strategy construction reverses the arrow of time: the imagined future becomes 
the reason for action in the present, something Esposito (2011: 16) described as 
‘ retrospective causation’. The most well- known example of such retrospective cau-
sation is the self- fulfilling prophecy: people who are worried about the imminent 

CZARNIAWSKA TEXT.indd   42 02/06/2016   09:23



STEPPING ON THE TOES OF GIANTS 43

collapse of a bank will start a run on that bank, which causes its collapse. The 
present future (‘the bank will collapse’) motivates people to act in the present (‘let’s 
get our money out as long as we can’) which makes the imaged future the future 
present (run on the bank causing its collapse).

Thus the necessity to explore more complex notions of time as bedrock for strategy 
research. Time is not linear but knotted, a circular, reflexive movement where the 
present always creates imagined (present) futures that struggle to alter the future 
presents. And as many different actors are engaged in this consumption of the 
future in the present, the complexities increase dramatically: because my rivals’ 
present future looks like this, I will adapt my strategy to change the future present 
in my favor, which leads my rivals to re- assess their present future and so on, just 
like in Keynes’s famous beauty contest.2 Where will a more complex notion of time 
lead strategy research? Several possibilities open up.

To begin with, sociologists of finance (for example, MacKenzie, 2006) developed a 
refined analytical vocabulary to research the circularity of time. They show that the 
models, practices and tools bring about conditions they were meant to monitor, 
evaluate or describe in the first place – the phenomenon known as performativity. 
Other research, such as work on university rankings, also shows that a device can 
become ‘reactive’ and induce change (Wedlin, 2006; Espeland and Sauder, 2007).

This leads to another, yet closely related set of questions around the politics of 
strategy. If strategy is about big picture issues that make the future visible in the 
present, it is implicitly about framing, and framing means including and exclud-
ing, highlighting and making disappear, remembering and forgetting. From this 
perspective it becomes interesting to study strategy’s potential to mobilize people 
and engender collective action, something the social movement literature is study-
ing without much recourse to strategy research. What the big picture metaphor 
alludes to is the important aesthetic dimension of strategy: it has to make the 
present future somehow visible and tangible, turn it into an object of consumption 
in the here- and- now. Strategy features a whole array of diagrams, models, pictures, 
an imagery and aesthetic language that remains to be studied, not only as symbolic 
order but also from a political perspective (Rancière, 2004).

I am – finally – arriving here at the most constructive definition of strategy for a 
future research agenda, borrowed from a military historian: strategy is the art of 
creating power (Freedman, 2013: xii). Understood this way, strategy is the art of 

2 In the Keynesian beauty contest one has to guess who the majority of people will find most beautiful, which means 
that one’s decisions cannot be based on one’s own tastes, but on the anticipation of how others will vote – who 
themselves calculate an imaginary average as the basis for their decision: ‘It is not a case of choosing those [faces] 
that, to the best of one’s judgment, are really the prettiest, nor even those that average opinion genuinely thinks the 
prettiest. We have reached the third degree where we devote our intelligences to anticipating what average opinion 
expects the average opinion to be. And there are some, I believe, who practice the fourth, fifth and higher degrees’ 
(Keynes, 1936: 156).
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turning objects (including the future) into allies that shift the game in one’s favor. 
No doubt, this definition of strategy will advance our understanding of how stra-
tegic outcomes are achieved, but, as Hirschman (1981: 270) cautioned, increased 
understanding may lead to a decreased (belief in) ability to predict the future.

Leitmotif 3: strategy and value

A third emerging theme around which strategy scholarship might productively 
re- organize itself is the concept of value. Perhaps paradoxically, whilst value is 
one of the most frequently evoked notions in the strategy discourse (value propo-
sition, value creation, value add, shareholder value, etc.), it is simultaneously one 
of the least theorized concepts. Usually, strategy writers take for granted that 
value equates economic value, and that economic value is articulated using the 
‘measuring rod of money’ (Coase, 1978: 210). Even when and where the concept 
of value is explicitly reflected upon – such as in Porter and Kramer’s (2011) influ-
ential piece on ‘shared value’ – value remains the correlate of profit: value is an 
economic construct and produced inside the firm as result of superior strategic 
foresight.

There are two troubling assumptions hidden in this simplistic view of value: first, 
that value is a singular construct, and, consequently, that all values can be trans-
lated into economic value; and second, that the firm is the locus of value creation. 
Like those giants’ feet, these assumptions keep out of sight what might be part and 
parcel of an interesting research agenda.

Let’s begin by looking at the idea of value as singular construct. There is a growing 
body of literature that is concerned with the relations between economic, social 
and other values. For instance, Lawrence and Phillips (2004) argued that, for there 
to a be a ‘market’ for whale- watching, the cultural meanings and understandings of 
whales had to be fundamentally transformed from the monstrous Moby Dick to the 
loving, social, almost human creature in Free Willy. Only after that socio- cultural 
change could whale watching become an object for the strategically minded entre-
preneur. The corollary of this story is that economic value and its creation is con-
tingent upon other, non- economic values – which leads from the little crack in 
strategy’s vernacular to a wide field of economic sociology. Economic sociologists 
do study the relation between different values and especially how disputes and 
dissonances mount and are reconciled (Stark, 2009). Zelizer (1979) for instance 
explored how markets for life insurance became a morally acceptable business in 
the second half of the nineteenth century rather than an immoral betting on peo-
ple’s lives and deaths. Granovetter (1973, 1985) focused on the social structure that 
underpins economic exchange. His central assumption is that the social character-
istics of networks are the determinants of economic performance. In other words: 
there exist distinct ‘value spheres’ (Weber, [1915–1920] 1989; Polanyi, [1944] 2001) 
or ‘orders of worth’ (Boltanski and Thévenot, [1991] 2006) that cannot be collapsed 
into a single construct of economic value, measured in money.
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These insights have interesting implications for a future strategy research agenda. 
If value is a plural construct that can neither be reduced to economic value nor 
ignored by strategists, it is necessary to rethink what it means to ‘create value’. 
Once again, inspiration might come from the periphery: for instance, research on 
social entrepreneurship in developing countries stresses sociality as infrastructural 
commons (Elyachar, 2012) upon which business strategies are built: because in 
developing countries the taken- for- granted yet invisible infrastructure of Western 
countries is missing, business capitalizes on the few existing and stable struc-
tures. In the case of microfinance these structures are the social relations between 
people or what Elyachar (2012) called the ‘social infrastructure of communicative 
 channels’. This social infrastructure represents a collective economic resource akin 
to a commons that enables microfinance and other social innovations to occur.

Several researchers have explored this idea in relation to strategy. For instance, 
Prahalad and Ramaswamy’s (2004) book on the ‘bottom of the pyramid’ implicitly 
draws on social values as a precondition for economic value creation. Scholars 
studying social movements take socio- cultural values as a precondition for suc-
cessful collective action (for example, Klaus Weber et al., 2008). Research at the 
interstices between strategy and branding depicts consumers’ cultural competen-
cies and meaning- making abilities as co- constitutive of value creation (Ravasi et al., 
2012). Studies of open source and peer production such as Wikipedia or Linux 
see the commons as key resource and organizing mechanism for economic activ-
ity beyond the visible hand of the manager and the invisible hand of the market 
(Benkler, 2002). Despite the important differences between these works, they all 
share the idea that ‘values’ are a plural construct that cannot be reduced to a sin-
gular economic value, and that the creation of economic value is contingent on 
strategizing non- economic values.

Further (and in accordance with the first leitmotif) there is the question of the 
locus of value creation. Traditional strategy research assumed that value is created 
inside organizations. For instance, RBV- inspired researchers spoke of the notion of 
core competencies as ‘roots’ deep down in the innermost parts of the organization 
(Prahalad and Hamel, 1990). Simultaneously, and paradoxically, strategy research 
defines value as utility, which is defined as subjective value in use. In this reading, 
value is not produced in the ‘roots’ of an organization but is a function of consum-
ers’ ability to make a product or service a valuable part of their lives. For instance, 
Priem emphasized that a good is only the mediator of value, not its sole source:

aficionados of rugby or cricket experience more entertainment utility when attend-
ing these games than would an out of place baseball fan. Therefore, the benefit expe-
rienced through the same product or service is different for each consumer, and each 
consumer’s human capital determines how much value he or she actually experiences. 
(Priem, 2007: 224)

Yet if value is not ‘in’ the product or service, how do consumers as the arbiters 
of value go about doing their job to ‘validate the value of products and services’ 
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(Priem, 2007: 219)? A promising line of inquiry would seek to understand how 
such valuation processes actually happen (attempts have been reported in Berthoin 
Antal et al., 2015 and Kornberger et al., 2015). Focusing on valuation processes 
means studying rankings, ratings, awards, categorizations, classifications and a 
whole array of other devices that facilitate the work of valuation.

The shared assumption is that the value of a good is not established by a kind of sov-
ereign consumer- king who would be able to assess the qualities of a product. Rather, 
as Karpik (2010) has shown, goods such as university education, fine wine, therapy, 
consulting, art and many others are extraordinarily difficult to judge – unless the 
consumer is equipped with a university ranking, expert wine ratings expressed in 
stars, critics’ assessments and a plethora of other valuation devices. These devices 
offer cognitive support in consumers’ decision-  and sense- making, and play a piv-
otal role in organizing supply and demand. The interesting twist in the story is that 
these devices are not neutral instruments but mechanisms that constitute the value 
of a good in the first place. Espeland and Sauder’s (2007) work on university rank-
ings provides a good illustration: rankings turn qualities (such as quality of research 
or teaching) into quantities and commensurate them, making universities compa-
rable with each other in the form of league tables. These rankings become impor-
tant guides for valuation and decision- making for prospective students looking for 
master programs to enroll in, professors looking for jobs, philanthropists looking to 
donate money, etc. And because rankings influence the decisions these important 
groups make, university managers will adjust their strategies to do well in the rank-
ings. What was meant to be a camera that reports on a field becomes an engine that 
changes that field, a process that Espeland and Sauder describe as reactivity.3

For strategy scholarship, the implications of a turn towards valuation are poten-
tially productive. If value is the corollary of valuation devices, it follows that com-
petition takes place at the level of valuation devices. Put simply, if valuation devices 
become the ‘arbiters of value’ (Priem, 2007), then strategy concerned with value 
creation will have to focus on influencing, co- authoring and manipulating these 
valuation devices. In practice, the huge amounts of resources poured into lobbying 
might indicate how seriously corporations take the game of establishing stand-
ards, classifications and definitions against which their products will be evaluated. 
Consequently, strategic action might be understood as an actor’s capacity to influ-
ence valuation regimes (Karpik, 2010).

Conclusion

How to conclude an essay that is meant to open up? With two remarks, perhaps. 
First, the tenet of this paper is, paraphrasing Kierkegaard, that the door to the future 
opens inwards: no matter how hard one runs against it, it will not open unless one 

3 The metaphor of camera and engine was coined by Friedman (1953) and was taken up by MacKenzie (2006).
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makes a step or two back. The same holds true for strategy research: by going back-
wards, to basic notions of space, time, value and others such as intentionality or 
collective action (which could only be mentioned in passing in this short essay), one 
might be able to derive at interesting and relevant research agendas – which brings 
me to my second and last point: relevancy – in which way, for whom?

Much of the strategy literature, including more critical strands such as strategy- as- 
practice defines as its ultimate purpose helping business to perform better. Strategy 
knowledge, so says the mantra of strategy scholarship, has to be useful for practice. 
Yet because strategy deals with competitive situations on the firm level, this claim 
for practical relevancy is self- defeating. Let’s assume that there can exist a strategy 
model that prescribes a certain way of managing resources that would lead to 
higher performance. When adopted by firm A, it would help it to perform better 
than firms B, C and D. Now assume that firms B, C and D read the same journals 
as firm A’s managers and use the same consultants: it would only take a couple of 
months until they would find out about the strategy model that made A successful. 
They would adopt it, and after a while A’s competitive advantage would be history. 
Here’s the problem: how can the truth of a theory be contingent upon its dissemi-
nation and consumption? What kind of knowledge is it that turns from true to false 
as it is being translated into practice and put into action?4

To avoid this impasse, the role of strategy scholarship might be imagined differ-
ently. Clausewitz, concerned with practice to the point of obsession, was rather 
critical of a positive theory of strategy, and concluded that the ‘possibility of a 
theory lies in the point of view that it does not necessarily require to be a direc-
tion for action’ (von Clausewitz, [1816–1831] 2005: 76). Strategy theory plays a 
distinct role in the education of the future strategist: ‘[theory] should educate the 
mind of the future leader in war, or rather guide him in his self- instruction, but 
not accompany him to the field of battle’ (ibid.). This is an important point: whilst 
strategy’s preferred genre, a case study, claims to identify key success factors and 
suggests itself as guide for future action, Clausewitz proposed to use the past to 
understand difference, nuances, idiosyncracies. It is very likely that the strategist- 
to- be would learn more from Tolstoi’s description of the Battle of Austerlitz in War 
and Peace than any abstraction or model- building attempt by the business school 
strategy professor. In this view, strategy is more concerned with the past than with 
the future; it is about understanding, not explaining away, the unique factors that 
contributed to a specific situation. To conclude with a quote from Raymond Aron’s 
(1983: viii) book on Clausewitz (1983: viii), just like On War itself, strategy is not 
normative but critical in that it equips the student of strategy to understand the 
task at hand ‘without entertaining any absurd claim to communicate the secret of 
victory’.

4 For a more detailed analysis of Clausewitz and the last two paragraphs see Kornberger (2013).
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