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I. LITERATURE REVIEW AND PROBLEM STATEMENT  

“Power is central to organizational life (Clegg, 1989) and underpins the strategy-making pro-

cess. Understanding of strategy necessitates an engagement with power and politics.” (Clegg, 

Carter, & Kornberger, 2004: 25) 

The recent turn in strategy research (Jarzabkowski, Balogun, & Seidl, 2007; Johnson, Melin, & 

Whittington 2003; Johnson, Langley, Melin, & Whittington 2007; Whittington, 2006) has 

strongly been influenced by contemporary social scientists such as Anthony Giddens and 

Michel Foucault (Whittington, 2006). Many scholars draw on Giddens’ (1984) structuration 

theory and on Foucault’s (1994) works in order to analyze issues of power in the context of 

strategizing. For instance, Knights and Morgan (1991) examine strategic discourse as a mech-

anism of power while Mantere and Vaara (2008) focus on power relations and social identities 

in order to explain participation in strategy work. Also other authors such as Laine and Vaara 

(2007) and Hardy and Thomas (2014) look at issues of power by analyzing strategic discourse 

and power relations. However, the authors Clegg, Carter and Kornberger (Clegg, Carter, & 

Kornberger, 2004; Carter, Clegg, & Kornberger, 2008) argue that the role of power in strategy-

as-practice research remains under-researched. Another point of criticism is that the practice-

based research on strategy conceptualizes power as a commodity of top managers while ne-

glecting the potential ability of lower-level employees to influence strategy work (McCabe, 

2010). Motivated by this critique, this thesis aims to contribute to strategy-as-practice research 

by examining issues of politics and power in strategy meetings.  

Since strategy meetings do not only have large effects on the future of the organizations by 

shaping its processes (Boden 1994; Schwartzmann, 1989) but also provide an opportunity for 

participants to exert influence through different meeting functions (Dittrich, Guérard, & Seidl, 

2011), they serve as a unit of analysis to study power and politics in the context of strategizing. 

Dittrich et al. (2011) suggest that strategy meetings can be classified according to five different 

functions: Coordination function, symbolic function, social function, cognitive function, and 

political function. According to the literature review of Dittrich et al. (2011), strategists can 

politically use meetings to influence the strategy process by setting and advancing the agenda 

(Adams, 2004; Tepper 2014), exerting influence (Clifton, 2009; van Praet, 2009, Wodak, 

Kwon, & Clarke, 2011), bargaining (Boden, 1995; Mintzberg, 1973), keeping topics on the 

agenda (Jarzabkowski & Seidl, 2008; Tepper 2004), suppressing new ideas (Jarzabkowski & 
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Seidl, 2008; Schwarz 2009), and forming alliances and building support (Adams 2004; Kan-

gasharju, 1996, 2002). These six dimensions of the political function of meetings are of partic-

ular interest for this thesis. However, also the other functions of meetings allow employees to 

influence other participants and therefore the whole strategy process (Dittrich et al., 2011). For 

instance, different studies analyzed how purposeful behavior and discursive practices (Clarke, 

Kwon, & Wodak, 2012; Kwon, Clarke, & Wodak, 2014) as well as sense-making in meetings 

(Weick, 1995) can have profound consequences for strategy work. Furthermore, Seidl and 

Guérard (2015) point out that the different meeting functions are not mutually exclusive and 

that they are related to each other. For this reason, meeting functions besides the political one 

should not be neglected for the analysis of power and politics in the context of strategizing.  

During these two sections, relevant research findings on power, organizational politics and 

meetings in the context of strategizing have been outlined. However, the political verbal as well 

as nonverbal behavior that different types of strategists use in meetings is currently under-re-

searched. For instance, Seidl and Guérard (2015) argue that meeting practices should not only 

be analyzed regarding top managers but also regarding middle managers and other employees. 

Based on these findings, it can be expected that the way how strategists politically use meetings 

to influence the strategy process differs significantly from the top management level to the 

middle management level (Seidl & Guérard, 2015). In addition to this, the recent coronavirus 

outbreak has accelerated the trend towards online meetings. According to the Work Trend Index 

of Microsoft, the meeting minutes in one day have increased from approximately 900 million 

to nearly 2.7 billion within a few weeks (Spataro, 2020). The author of this thesis claims that 

this massive trend towards online meetings changes the political function of them. On the one 

hand, various power mechanisms that strategists mobilize in physical meetings might disappear 

in online meetings. One the other hand, online meetings offer the participants new power mech-

anisms such as the invisible chat to politically use meetings and, thus, to influence the strategy 

process. 

As one can see, we need to dive deeper into the concepts of practices and practitioners in order 

to fully explain how different strategists can make use of power and politics in physical and 

online meetings.  
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II. RESEARCH QUESTION AND RELEVANCE 

Given the theoretical background and the need for future research, this thesis poses the follow-

ing research question:  

How do strategists politically utilize online and offline meetings to influence strategy work? 

More precisely, this thesis focuses on two aspects: On the one hand, it examines how strategists 

mobilize different sources of power and rely on different power mechanisms in order to pro-

mote their ideas and gain control over the discussion during strategy meetings. On the other 

hand, it explores how the strategists’ political tactics are changing due to the increasing trend 

towards online meetings. Hereby, it is focused on a wide range of strategists working in differ-

ent companies on different hierarchical levels in order to capture differences across positions 

in the hierarchy.  

The purpose of this work is to close the research gap between power and meetings in the context 

of strategizing by integrating existing organizational and social theory into the analysis of strat-

egy-as practice. According to Carter, Clegg, & Kornberger (2008) “studies of power and strat-

egy would advance our understanding of the practice perspective” (Carter, Clegg, & Kornberger 

(2008: 93). Therefore, by integrating a micro-political approach into the theoretical basis of the 

strategy-as-practice perspective, this thesis contributes to the existing literature. According to 

Hansen and Küpper (2009) this “offers a power related contextualization of strategizing” (Han-

sen & Küpper 2009: 24). Furthermore, the way in which technology, which is fundamental to 

contemporary organizations, can be used has not been sufficiently explored from a strategy-as-

practice perspective (Golsorkhi, Rouleau, & Vaara, 2010; Vaara & Whittington, 2012). Hence, 

this thesis stresses the importance of focusing on the political function of online meetings from 

an activity-based view. In practical terms, this work aims to improve managers’ understanding 

of the psychology of the political function of physical as well as online meetings.  

III. METHOD 

In order to answer the research question mentioned above, the following method is proposed: 

First, the strategy-as-practice perspective and the practice-practitioner-praxis framework is in-

troduced. Second, the central terms of power, politics and strategy meetings are defined and the 

respective literature in the context of strategizing is presented. This is done by integrating the 

concepts of power and politics into the strategy-as-practice perspective. After this literature Kommentiert [TR3]: Quite quickly focus on meetings. In-
troduce perspective briefly.  
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review, a qualitative research approach follows to answer the research question. A qualitative 

approach seems to be suitable for this study since it serves to analyze the complexity of a phe-

nomenon more deeply from the perspective of the researcher (Williams, 2007). The political 

function of physical meetings is compared to that of online meetings within the scope of a case 

study (Eisenhardt, 1989). More precisely, it is planned to compare audio recordings of a phys-

ical meeting to the findings of semi-structured interviews with people that experienced the pol-

itics of online meetings [At this point in time it is not yet clear how many audios will be made 

available and how many interviews will be conducted]. In addition to this, it is proposed to 

record at least one online meeting on video in order to see whether the answers of the inter-

viewees match with the author’s observation. The findings of the empirical data are presented 

using a first- and second-order analysis as suggested by van Maanen (1997). The results are 

then set in relation to the theoretical background. Last but not least, theoretical contributions 

and practical implications are highlighted, and limitations of the research design are discussed.  

The following important literature has not yet been used in this research proposal:  

(Balogun & Johnson, 2004) 

(Hendry & Seidl, 2003)  

(Hope, 2010) 

(Hodgkinson, Whittington, Johnson, & Schwarz, 2006) 

(Küpper, 2004) 

(Küpper & Ortmann, 1992) 

(Mintzberg, 1983) 

(Murnighan & Brass, 1991) 

(Pettigrew, 1977) 

(Pfeffer, 1992) 

(Samra‐Fredericks, 2003) 

(Samra-Fredericks, 2005) 

(Whittington, 2014) 

(Yin, 2003) 
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