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Abstract

Strategic foresight is a growing field that attracts scholars aiming to reduce the uncertainty of volatile business environments.
However, the field must address crucial challenges to advance theory and practice. To achieve this, the thesis presents a sys-
tematic, Al-based literature review that structures the foresight field, displays the status quo, and offers research trajectories. A
sample of 243 journal-published articles is analyzed to create an organizing framework as well as provide narrative syntheses
on foresight capability and its impact on firm performance. This analysis points out that foresight research often lacks theoret-
ical foundations, mixes epistemological dimensions, and does not work toward a shared objective. Still, six research themes
and their connections were identified for an organizing framework. Further, the review points out capabilities for success-
ful foresight: Distinct processual and contextual capabilities developed in accordance with a firm’s environment can ensure
success. Lastly, the paper emphasizes that “successful foresight” manifests in practice through a positive impact on strategic,
organizational, and performance outcomes. Those findings support the efforts of establishing foresight in management studies

and improving academic progress.
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1. Introduction

In a global business environment with high uncertainty
and disruptive innovations, firms find themselves in a sub-
stantially unstable competitive landscape (Tapinos & Pyper,
2018). This requires them to develop capabilities and log-
ics that allow them to succeed despite the faced complex-
ity (Haarhaus & Liening, 2020). This directed the atten-
tion of researchers and professionals to the idea of reduc-
ing the presently faced uncertainty by understanding possi-
ble future scenarios and their consequences (Iden, Methlie,
& Christensen, 2017). The concept of “strategic foresight”
captures this idea as a practice of using information about
the future to systematically learn, improve decision-making,
and gain a competitive advantage (Rohrbeck, Battistella, &
Huizingh, 2015). Put another way, strategic foresight aims
at understanding trends and changes before the competition
and capitalizing on this knowledge through superior perfor-
mance (Yoon, Kim, Vonortas, & Han, 2018). The interest in
this idea resulted in a rapidly growing field of management
research (Rohrbeck, Thom, & Arnold, 2015).
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However, while strategic foresight became a prevalent
topic in research (Burt & Nair, 2020), several publications
point out issues in the still nascent field (e.g., Piirainen &
Gonzalez, 2015). The main concerns are that the field is
weakly organized, unstructured, and insufficiently linked to
relevant debates in management journals (Rohrbeck, Battis-
tella, & Huizingh, 2015). This hampers theoretical progress
and the advancement of foresight practices since the field
lacks a clear, combined objective (Hines, 2020; Iden et al.,
2017; Snyder, 2019). Further, research to date focused
mainly on antecedents and foundations for foresight while
findings on necessary capabilities and outcomes are scarce
despite their perceived importance (Iden et al., 2017). This
paper addresses these issues through a systematic, Al-based
literature review that creates orientation in the developing
field and bridges the existing gaps to improve future research.
In doing so, the paper answers the following three ques-
tions: Q1: “What is the current state of strategic foresight
research?”, Q2: “Which capabilities do firms need for suc-
cessful strategic foresight?”, and Q3: “How does successful
strategic foresight reflect itself in overall firm performance?”.


www.jums.academy
https://doi.org/10.5282/jums/v8i3pp658-681

S. G. Taferner / Junior Management Science 8(3) (2023) 658-681 659

These three questions will be answered through a sys-
tematic literature review. This review consists of three dis-
tinct parts that are interconnected but focus on one individ-
ual question each. First, a quantitative overview of strategic
foresight research is provided to structure the field, identify
gaps and opportunities, and ultimately answer the first re-
search question (Q1). Then, two qualitative reviews are con-
ducted, that focus on the current knowledge on necessary
capabilities for successful strategic foresight (Q2) and fore-
sight’s impact on firm performance (Q3). In sum, this will
advance the foresight field by adding the lacking structure,
displaying the status quo on important frontiers, and provid-
ing guidance for future research and practice.

The data for this review is gathered primarily by the Al-
based search engines Iris.ai and Semantic Scholar and will be
cross-checked with the established databases ScienceDirect,
JSTOR and Sage Journals to ensure exhaustiveness and to as-
sess the maturity of the Al search engines. For the quantita-
tive component of the review, 243 journal-published articles
were compiled and nominally categorized to point out trends
and themes in the field. For the two qualitative components,
the findings of relevant papers are presented through nar-
rative syntheses that create well-founded bases for further
research. First, foresight capability, which research suggests
as a mediator for foresight’s success and outcomes, is ana-
lyzed regarding the capabilities that compose it in different
conceptual models/frameworks. Second, the possible impact
that successful strategic foresight can have on firm perfor-
mance is displayed through collected empirical findings. The
insights of those three components are contextualized in the
final discussion.

Following this introduction (1) the next chapter further
defines the concept of strategic foresight and displays the
evolution of the research field with its gaps and challenges
(2). Then, the research approach and methodology of this
paper are explained in detail (3) as a basis for the following
chapters. In those chapters, a tripartite systematical litera-
ture review is conducted and the findings of each part are
presented. First, a quantitative review displays the existing
foresight research and creates structure in the field through
a comprehensive framework (4.1). Then, the existing find-
ings on strategic foresight capability (4.2) and foresight’s im-
pact on firm performance (4.3) are showcased thoroughly in
qualitative reviews. The information presented in those three
literature review components create the basis to answer the
paper’s research questions (Q1-3) which will be done in the
subsequent discussion (5). To round the paper off, the most
important findings, contributions, and limitations of the pa-
per are concluded (6).

2. Theoretical Background

This chapter discusses the concept of strategic foresight
as well as its existing research and will function as a founda-
tion and context for the thematical literature review in the
main body of the paper. The following sections do not aim
to develop a general theoretical model for strategic foresight

but rather provide the necessary information to understand
the subsequent analyses, frame the discussion, and implicitly
point out the academic and practical relevance of the paper.

2.1. Conceptual Definition of Strategic Foresight

Futurism captures the idea of studying the future, learn-
ing from it, and integrating the acquired knowledge into
present-day decision-making (Burns, 2021). This concept
emerged due to the velocity, uncertainty, and complexity of
environmental changes of our time which lowered scholars’
and professionals’ confidence in the effectiveness of decisions
based solely on past data (Bennett & Lemoine, 2014; Hobday
etal., 2020). Instead, they started to integrate evaluations of
trends and environmental discontinuities into their decision-
making in an effort to reduce the faced complexity (Rohrbeck
& Kum, 2018). One especially prominent and increasingly re-
searched example of such futures studies is “foresight” (Bal-
landonne, 2020).

Fundamentally, the concept of foresight builds on the
assumption that while there are multiple possible futures,
drivers of change can be identified, studied, and used to influ-
ence the future (Berger, de Bourbon Busset, & Massé, 2007).
This epistemologically differentiates foresight from forecast-
ing, which rather tries to predict one, scientifically justifi-
able future (Martin, 2010). “Strategic” foresight connects
this idea to corporate organizations and describes a firm-
level process of “identifying, observing, and interpreting fac-
tors that induce change, determining possible organization-
specific implications, and triggering appropriate organiza-
tional responses” (Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh, 2015).
In practice, firms facilitate this with the aim of understand-
ing change before the competition to proactively shape their
behavior and achieve better firm performance (Yoon et al.,
2018).

2.2. Evolution of the Strategic Foresight Field

Despite some challenges, the study of (strategic) foresight
has a long tradition and is constantly growing and evolving
(Hines, 2020). Over time, the number of yearly publications
steadily increased while the focus of researchers shifted sig-
nificantly (Gordon, Ramic, Rohrbeck, & Spaniol, 2020). Re-
views about the evolution of the field (e.g., Gordon et al.,
2020; Hines, 2020; Iden et al., 2017) point out that histori-
cal research mostly focused on “methods applied, organizing
practices, and experiences gained” (Iden et al., 2017) while
current research concentrates on corporate integration, and
foresight’s impact on competitive and innovation capabilities
(Gordon et al., 2020).

In particular, many recent studies focused on how suc-
cessful foresight can grant a competitive advantage and how
that affects firm performance (e.g., Arokodare & Asikhia,
2021; Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). Others covered the an-
tecedents, challenges, and opportunities of firms trying to
implement strategic foresight practices in their organization
(e.g., Hamel, Ims, & Yoccoz, 2022; Mastio & Dovey, 2021;
Wright, O’'Brien, Meadows, Tapinos, & Pyper, 2020). Further,
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a new stream of foresight research emerged which focuses
on how technology can be leveraged to improve strategic
foresight and its outcomes (e.g., Miihlroth & Grottke, 2018;
Schoemaker & Tetlock, 2017). However, many researchers
argue that the theoretical progress addressing these topics
is slow due to the field’s weak organization and structure
(Hines, 2020; Iden et al., 2017). Therefore, a detailed re-
search overview will be presented in this paper to resolve
this issue and refine future research output.

2.3. Academic Challenges in Foresight Research

As indicated, the foresight field faces some crucial chal-
lenges due to its developing state (Rohrbeck, Battistella, &
Huizingh, 2015). Firstly, there is no single, generally ac-
cepted “theory of in within foresight” which results in a miss-
ing theoretical basis (Piirainen & Gonzalez, 2015). While
several publications addressed this issue by providing coher-
ent conceptual definitions (e.g., van der Laan, 2021; Gor-
don et al., 2020; Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh, 2015),
many new studies still differ in their theoretical founda-
tion. Secondly, confusion arises from the fact that various
terms in the foresight field are used for related, overlapping
concepts: Specifically, “strategic foresight”, “corporate fore-
sight”, “managerial foresight”, and “organizational foresight”
are often used synonymously while some scholars argue that
differentiation is necessary (Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huiz-
ingh, 2015). Thirdly, building on other scholars’ findings can
be difficult because researchers discuss strategic foresight
in different dimensionalities: Some see it as an individual
phenomenon, while others describe it on an organizational
level (Sarpong, Maclean, & Davies, 2013). Those factors
combined cultivate an opaque research field with slow theo-
retical progress (Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh, 2015).

The last issue makes it especially difficult to build a
shared understanding of foresight due to competing epis-
temologies (Paliokaité, Pacéesa, & Sarpong, 2014; Sarpong,
Maclean, & Alexander, 2013). While some researchers sug-
gest that organizational and individual foresight processes
could be considered as isomorphic (Hines, Gary, Daheim, &
van Der Laan, 2017), others emphasize that differentiation is
necessary (Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh, 2015). Also, it
is unclear how individual foresight capability translates to an
organizational level and how this effects overall firm perfor-
mance. To prevent this uncertainty, this paper focuses mainly
on organization-level foresight as the unit of analysis. How-
ever, individual-level foresight is covered in the organizing
framework (Ch. 4.1.3) and discussion of foresight capability
(Ch. 4.2.2) due to its potential role as a micro-foundation
for foresight outcomes.

Also, despite significant contributions to foresight method-
ology and organization, other frontiers that are highly rele-
vant to advance academia and practice have not sufficiently
been tackled (Gordon et al., 2020). In particular, findings
on foresight capability and foresight’s advantages for firms
are still relatively limited despite their practical importance
(Gordon et al., 2020; Hines, 2020). Therefore, this paper
does not only provide a recent, structured overview of the
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field but also displays the current knowledge on the two
mentioned topics to showcase the theoretical status quo in
those areas. Those two objectives combined aim to create
a well-founded, state-of-the-art foundation and reference
point for future strategic foresight research.

3. Research Approach and Methodology

The following sections explain the scientific approach of
this paper and point out how the process of gathering and
analyzing data was conducted. Further, the differentiation
and interconnection between the quantitative and qualita-
tive components of the literature review are displayed. This
aims to build an understanding of the paper’s research pro-
cess as well as to provide transparency on its findings, their
scientific basis, and potential limitations. Figure 1 illustrates
the overall approach that will be discussed in more detail in
the following sections.

3.1. Approach and Source Selection

The scientific approach in this paper is twofold and differs
between the quantitative and qualitative sections: First, a
quantitative review of foresight literature systematically and
statistically displays the existing research to provide struc-
ture and orientation in the field. The aim here is to identify
and classify existing publications to point out opportunities
for future research. This part aims to answer the first re-
search question (Q1) and functions as a foundation for the
subsequent qualitative review. There, a systematic literature
review focusing on existing research regarding strategic fore-
sight capability and (successful) foresight’s impact on firm
performance is conducted. This review displays and summa-
rizes the theoretical progress in those subfields to ultimately
answer the second and third research question (Q2-3) of this
paper.

Regarding source selection, the quantitative review in-
cludes a broad spectrum of strategic foresight research and
does not set a content-related focus. It covers all English,
journal-published, and peer-reviewed articles that the used
search engines identify. Other sources like books or confer-
ence papers are omitted to minimize quality concerns and
keep the sample in a manageable size. This does not entail
a significant risk of excluding important scholarly contribu-
tions because researchers typically publish their work in aca-
demic journals first. The review will focus mainly on papers
published in and after the year 2000 because environmen-
tal uncertainty and complexity increased significantly dur-
ing that time which spiked the interest in business-related
(strategic) foresight (Gordon et al., 2020). Prior research fo-
cused mainly on quantitative forecasting in less volatile en-
vironments (Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh, 2015) and
is, therefore, less relevant for this paper (Djuricic & Bootz,
2019). The search keywords are “strategic foresight” as well
as its previously introduced related “synonyms” (chapter 2.3)
and are intentionally formulated broadly to cover a large
spread of academic literature. However, articles that describe
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Discussion and Implications

Figure 1: Research Approach (Own Illustration).

foresight that does not occur in corporate organizations (e.g.,
governmental foresight) will be excluded.

For the qualitative literature review, most criteria for in-
and exclusion are the same as in the quantitative part. How-
ever, the thematical focus is narrower and only covers the
stated topics (capability and firm performance) while unre-
lated foresight research will be excluded. Additionally, the
quality of the analyzed articles is relevant in this part and
only well-respected research will be integrated into the final
discussion (AJG Ranking 2021: >= 2). This differentiates
the qualitative literature review from the preceding quanti-
tative review that includes all journal-published articles (re-
gardless of their rating and reputation). In the chapter about
foresight capability (Ch. 4.2), an exception is made for two
book-published models that conceptualize foresight capabil-
ity (Miller & Sandford, 2019; Rohrbeck, 2010) since they are
frequently referenced but never fully explained in reputable
journals. This is necessary due to a lack of specific, evidence-
based findings on strategic foresight capability (e.g., because

of confidentiality agreements) which results in a small knowl-
edge base overall (Daheim & Uerz, 2008).

3.2. Data Gathering Methodology

The data in this paper is primarily gathered by the Al-
based research engines “Iris.ai” and “Semantic Scholar” but
cross-checked with the traditional databases Elsevier (Sci-
ence Direct), JSTOR (Journal Storage), and SAGE Journals.
The reason for this selection, the potential benefits of the Al-
based engines, the motivation behind the cross-checking ap-
proach, and an explanation of which data will be extracted
for the literature review are described below.

In short, the two primarily used search engines use ar-
tificial intelligence to understand the semantics of scientific
literature to improve the research process and its findings
(Extance, 2018). In theory, the tools offer the potential to
increase the breadth of data and make the findings more
reproducible while enabling a faster data gathering process
(Extance, 2018). Iris.ai does that by receiving a paper or a



662 S. G. Taferner / Junior Management Science 8(3) (2023) 658-681

problem statement as an input and then “fingerprinting” the
information based on extracted keywords, contextual syn-
onyms, and hypernyms (Iris.ai, 2022). This fingerprint is
then matched against >200M papers to create an “explore
map” of connected papers that can be narrowed down into a
precise reading list (Iris.ai, 2022). Semantic Scholar resem-
bles traditional search tools but provides additional, more
focused information (Extance, 2018). It advances search
through capturing popularity metrics, indirect citations, data
sets, methods, and connections of relevant articles (Extance,
2018). It uses NLP to extract information from papers to
build a reading list that can be adapted iteratively (Extance,
2018).

In addition, Elsevier, JSTOR, and SAGE Journals are used
as secondary sources to find relevant research for two main
reasons: Firstly, the two Al research engines are not fully es-
tablished yet which makes their exhaustiveness questionable.
Therefore, those databases that cover “the vast majority” of
foresight literature (Iden et al., 2017; Marinkovi¢, Al-Tabbaa,
Khan, & Wu, 2022) are used to ensure that the literature re-
view in this paper provides a comprehensive overview. Sec-
ondly, the two Al engines are used in an effort to assess the
current maturity and convenience of such search tools as a
methodological innovation. Cross-checking the covered liter-
ature with the traditionally recognized databases will allow
conclusions on this matter (see chapter 5.3).

The type of data gathered for the literature review dif-
fers between the quantitative and qualitative components:
For the quantitative review, the title, author/s, publishing
date, thematical focus, research design, and theoretical ba-
sis of each identified paper are extracted. This information
is collected in an excel sheet and functions as the basis for
a statistical display (chapter 4.1). For the two qualitative
components, the findings of relevant papers covering the ob-
served topics are extracted, summarized, and contrasted to
build well-founded answers to the research questions. Here,
the data is not used in isolation but in the context of its re-
spective study.

3.3. Data Analysis Methodology

The analysis of the gathered data will be done manu-
ally, due to the engine’s limitations in that aspect. Here, it
must again be distinguished between the methodology for
the quantitative and qualitative components of the literature
review. The following paragraphs explain how the analyses
for each part are conducted and how the findings of this pro-
cess are synthesized.

Firstly, the analysis in the quantitative review will be
a statistical assessment that aims to showcase trends and
gaps in the existing literature based on a nominal categoriza-
tion of identified articles. More precisely, the extracted data
is used to display how the number of yearly publications
changed over time as well as how those publications are
distributed among different journals and researchers. Fur-
ther, the articles are categorized according to their research
design and thematical focus to point out what researchers
have historically focused on and how they achieved their

findings. The categorization of the research design follows
the schema of Orlikowski and Baroudi (1991): The contribu-
tions are grouped into either conceptual (frameworks, mod-
els, reviews) or empirical designs (surveys, interviews, case
studies, experiments). The different thematical foci were es-
tablished by reading (parts of) the articles in the sample and
split into antecedents, foresight capability, organizational
foundations, individual micro-foundations, moderators, and
outcomes of foresight. The analysis of this categorization is
done in Excel and displayed graphically in the text while the
raw data is shown in Appendix A. In addition to its objective
of organizing the field, this analysis functions as the basis for
the succeeding qualitative analyses since the categorization
filters out papers on capabilities for successful strategic fore-
sight (capability) and its impact on firm performance (firm
performance).

Those papers are then analyzed in more detail and syn-
thesized in the qualitative, systematic literature reviews. The
qualitative analysis of the papers’ findings is done deductively
by reading text elements word by word. Then, narrative
syntheses are created due to their suitability to create com-
prehensive overviews of heterogenous fields (Marinkovi¢ et
al., 2022). This enables a display of the combined research
findings in a “storytelling-manner” (Bailey, 2006) that is con-
tinued iteratively until well-founded answers to the two re-
search questions (Q2-3) are found. Since empirical research
on necessary capabilities for successful strategic foresight is
limited, the analysis builds on conceptual frameworks rather
than practical evidence: Competency / Capability models
that suggest components of foresight capability and measure
the level of individual or organizational foresight capability
are introduced and compared to draw conclusions on over-
arching strategic foresight capability. If those models were
already tested empirically on their connection to firm per-
formance, those results are also presented. Next, the paper
provides an analysis regarding the findings on strategic fore-
sight’s impact on firm performance. Here, firm performance
is not confined to external results but also includes internal
outcomes like improved innovation capabilities that do not
yield instant (external) returns. The objective of this analy-
sis is to build a theoretical basis for future research on these
frontiers as well as to contextualize the findings within the
organizing framework developed in chapter 4.1.3. However,
the paper does not aspire to provide a complete overview that
includes all studies but rather aims to incorporate respected
ideas and defining trends. While the thematical literature re-
view presents those ideas, the subsequent discussion will put
them into perspective.

4. Themes in Strategic Foresight Research

This systematic literature review is split into three differ-
ent components: First, the current state of strategic foresight
research is displayed quantitatively to point out trends, dis-
play gaps, and create an organizing framework of the field.
Second, qualitative findings on necessary capabilities for suc-
cessful foresight as well as moderators for foresight’s success
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are explained. Third, findings on successful foresight’s im-
pact on firm performance are compiled in the final section.

4.1. Current State of Strategic Foresight Research

In this first part of the review, the existing literature on
strategic foresight is displayed in an effort to provide more
transparency in the developing field. In the first two sections
(4.1.1 and 4.1.2), the goal is to quantitatively show the ex-
isting research and point out research streams. In the third
section (4.1.3) the aim is to contextualize this existing liter-
ature in an organizing model to showcase links, gaps, and
trajectories. In combination, the sections provide the basis
to answer research question Q1 (“What is the current state
of strategic foresight research?”).

4.1.1. Descriptive Trends in Strategic Foresight Research

Similar to preceding reviews (e.g., Iden et al., 2017;
Singh, Dhir, Das, & Sharma, 2020), this study finds that
the number of yearly publications has been steadily in-
creasing since environmental uncertainty created interest
in strategic foresight (Gordon et al., 2020). Overall, this
literature review compiles 243 journal-published articles on
strategic foresight and finds a CAGR of 9% in yearly pub-
lications between 2000-2022. Of those articles, only 18%
were published before 2010 while around 57% of all pa-
pers were published from 2015 to 2000. The year with the
most yearly publications is 2020 with 26 articles (11%) fol-
lowed by 25 articles in 2015 (10%). When combined, the
timeframe 2010-2022 constitutes 82% of all publications on
strategic foresight which is congruent with other studies that
point out the growing scientific importance of the topic (e.g.,
Marinkovi¢ et al., 2022; Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh,
2015). Figure 2 illustrates this development.

Those publications stem from a variety of different pub-
lishers ranging from business- and management reviews to
technology journals. In this paper’s sample, around a third
of all identified articles (n=80) were published in the journal
Technological Forecasting and Social Change (33%). Follow-
ing that, around 19% were published in Futures (n=46) and
8% in Technology Analysis & Strategic Management (n=20).
Those three journals historically offer the highest research
output on strategic foresight and constitute approximately
60% of all articles in the sample. The remaining publications
span a total of 66 different journals with various foci. Table 1
briefly illustrates the literature’s split between some of the
journals while the full breakdown can be found in Appendix
A. Here, it must be noted that a significant number of publi-
cations (n=142) stems from journals with a comparatively
low ranking (AJG Ranking 2021: <= 2) while only very
few (n=4) were published in highly reputable (management)
journals (AJG Ranking 2021: > 3). This is in line with the
critique that foresight research is insufficiently linked to rel-
evant debates in respected management journals (Rohrbeck,
Battistella, & Huizingh, 2015) and again points out that the
still nascent field must develop its foundations (Piirainen &
Gonzalez, 2015).

The authors of those articles are numerous with a to-
tal of 419 different researchers that contributed to journal-
published articles. Some of the researchers with the highest
quantitative output are Rohrbeck (n=14), Sarpong (n=12),
Vecchiato (n=7), and Wright (n=6). A more extensive break-
down of the different authors is displayed in Table 2. Con-
gruent with Iden et al. (2017), this breakdown indicates
that historically a dominant proportion of foresight research
was conducted by European scholars. Regarding research
designs, this paper uses the categorization of Orlikowski
and Baroudi (1991) into conceptual and empirical designs.
Here, the conceptual design groups all articles that create
concepts, frameworks, or models (including literature re-
views) while empirical research covers all approaches that
utilize some form of empirical data (e.g., surveys, inter-
views, case studies, experiments, or data mining). In the
sample, the most prominent research design are conceptual
approaches (n=107) followed by case studies (n=88) and
surveys (n=26). For mixed approaches (e.g., case study with
interviews) the studies were categorized according to the
“dominant” approach. The breakdown of used approaches is
illustrated in Table 3. This breakdown implies that strategic
foresight research mostly builds on qualitative approaches
which seems logical since foresight was developed as an ad-
dition to traditionally quantitative forecasting (Marinkovic¢
et al., 2022; Martin, 2010).

Overall, this display of trends in the foresight field is in
line with existing reviews but provides an updated, more
extensive picture. The display shows that publications on
strategic foresight are becoming more frequent and span a
broader range of journals and researchers. While the topic
is gaining importance, its relevance for the general manage-
ment discourse is still limited. Many scholars attribute this
to differing or unclear theoretical foundations between stud-
ies (Piirainen & Gonzalez, 2015). Thus, some of the most
relevant foundations are explained next.

4.1.2. Theoretical Research Streams in Foresight Studies

As mentioned in the introduction, researchers argue that
many articles in the foresight field lack a clear theoretical
foundation (Piirainen & Gonzalez, 2015). This argument is
supported by the observations of this paper which found that
around 35% (n=85) of the articles in the final sample do
not build on a specific theoretical concept. For the remain-
ing articles, the authors based their work on various theo-
ries with network theory, dynamic capabilities, and organiza-
tional learning as the most frequently used examples. Those
theories and the frequency of their usage are illustrated in Ta-
ble 4 and briefly put into context in the following paragraphs.

Firstly, dynamic capabilities theory explains how or-
ganizations can ensure competitiveness through develop-
ing certain organizational capabilities (Teece, Pisano, &
Shuen, 1997). This theory conceptualizes foresight as a
micro-foundation or antecedent for such capabilities (e.g.,
Haarhaus & Liening, 2020) or even suggests foresight as
a distinct organizational capability in itself (e.g., Pulsiri
& Vatananan-Thesenvitz, 2021; Rhisiart, Miller, & Brooks,
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Figure 2: Yearly Publications from 2000-08/2022 (Own Illustration).

Table 1: Number of publications in different journals.

Journal Articles Percentage
Technological Forecasting and Social Change 80 33
Futures 46 19
Technology Analysis & Strategic Management 20 8
Foresight 11 5
World Futures Review 4 2
IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management 4 2
Journal of Futures Studies 3 1
Long Range Planning 3 1
Other Journals (number of articles per journal <= 2) 72 29
Total 243 100

Table 2: Most frequently published Researchers.

Researchers Country Contributions
Rohrbeck Denmark 14
Sarpong UK 12
Vecchiato Italy 7
Von der Gracht  Germany 6
Wright UK 6
Burt UK 5
Gordon UK 5
Others (n=412) - 466

Table 3: Used Research Designs.

Research Methods Articles Percentage

Conceptual 107 44
Empirical 136 56
- Case Studies 88 36
- Surveys 26 11
- Interviews 13 5
- Experiments 5 2

- Data Mining 3 2
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Table 4: Theoretical Foundations and Research Streams in the Foresight field.

Theoretical Foundation # Articles Percentage Influential Studies

Dynamic Capabilities 36 15 Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Pulsiri & Vatananan-Thesenvitz, 2021;
Ramirez, Osterman, & Gronquist, 2013

Network Theory 21 9 Calof, Arcos, & Sewdass, 2018, Adegbile, Sarpong, & Meissner, 2017,
Heger & Boman, 2015; Nugroho & Saritas, 2009; Van der Duin,
Heger, & Schlesinger, 2014; Weber, Sailer, & Katzy, 2015

Organizational Learning 45 18 Bootz, Monti, Durance, Pacini, & Chapuy, 2019; Bootz, 2010; Eskan-
dari, Mohammadi, & Rahimi, 2020; Peterson & Wu, 2021; Pulsiri &
Vatananan-Thesenvitz, 2021; Yoon et al., 2018

Others 56 23 -

No Theoretical Foundation 85 35 -

2015). Therefore, foresight is either understood as an indi-
vidual phenomenon (micro-foundation) or on an organiza-
tional level (capability) which again illustrates the problem
of competing epistemologies (Sarpong, Maclean, & Davies,
2013). Regardless, this theoretical foundation sees the cul-
tivation of foresight and other organizational capabilities as
a desirable outcome that can grant a competitive advantage
(Vecchiato, 2015).

Secondly, network theory explains an organization and
its environment as a network of relationships and views fore-
sight as a facilitator for such relations (e.g., Heger & Bo-
man, 2015; Nugroho & Saritas, 2009). This is a newer the-
oretical foundation that was initiated by more collaborative,
open foresight activities in practice that contrast with ear-
lier, less participative foresight processes (Wiener, Gattringer,
& Strehl, 2020). Research on this foundation covers both,
inter-personal and inter-organizational relations and is often
connected to observing foresight’s impact on innovation ca-
pabilities (Heger & Boman, 2015). Therefore, it tries to un-
derstand the consequences of process designs and organiza-
tional integration which suggests an organization-level anal-
ysis of foresight (Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh, 2015).
In the organizing framework developed in the next chapter, it
would consequently be categorized as a foundation for fore-
sight capability.

Thirdly, organizational learning theory explains how or-
ganizations generate knowledge (through foresight) and
how this knowledge is then transferred between its members
(Bootz et al., 2019; Yoon et al., 2018). It covers how foresight
influences an organization’s learning curve and illustrates
how knowledge is created and retained over time (Bootz,
2010; Peterson & Wu, 2021). Research based on this the-
oretical foundation often observes how foresight processes
should be organized to ensure the best learnings for both
organizations and individuals (Gattringer & Wiener, 2020).
Organizational learning, therefore, analyzes foresight at an
organizational level but also includes the individual level as
a micro-foundation (Hines & Gold, 2015).

While those three theories are examples of used founda-
tions for foresight research, more than a third of the studies
(n=85) in the paper’s sample do not build on one clear theo-

retical concept. Earlier reviews also pointed this fact out and
emphasized that it is a major issue that hampers theoretical
progress in the developing field (Adegbile et al., 2017; Iden
et al., 2017). Therefore, creating a unified theoretical foun-
dation is an important, unsolved issue for future research.

4.1.3. Organizing Framework of Strategic Foresight Re-
search

The screening of articles in this quantitative review en-
abled the identification of theoretical foci of papers in the
foresight field. This knowledge was used to develop an or-
ganizing framework for strategic foresight research which
is displayed in Figure 3. The identified foci/themes are
(1) antecedents of strategic foresight, (2) foresight capa-
bility, (3) organizational foundations, (4) individual micro-
foundations, (5) moderators, as well as (5) foresight’s impact
on firm performance. The relations between those topics are
displayed through arrows. Here, dotted lines suggest un-
certain relations with little conducted research while solid
lines show an intensively researched connection. The main
quantitative (number of articles) and qualitative insights
(subtopics) of the six themes are explained below while the
findings on foresight capability, moderators, and firm per-
formance are discussed in more detail in chapters 4.2 and
4.3.

This process model organizes existing research on strate-
gic foresight and emphasizes that the different themes are
interconnected. Once again, this model shows that differen-
tiation between individual-level and organization-level fore-
sight is necessary and that the exact relation between those
dimensions is uncertain. While the model suggests that the
organizational level builds on individual micro-foundations,
research does not attest to how exactly the dimensions influ-
ence each other (Sarpong, Maclean, & Davies, 2013). Never-
theless, the organizing model presents a research-based per-
spective of the relevant relations and points out what schol-
ars have historically focused on. Those six themes and their
components are explained in the following paragraphs.

First, multiple journal-published articles focus on orga-
nizational antecedents for strategic foresight. To be exact, a
total of 63 publications out of the sample (n=243) dealt with
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Figure 3: Organizing Framework for Strategic Foresight Research (Own Illustration).

antecedents which can be differentiated into organizational
and environmental factors. Organizational factors mostly
concern the structure (e.g., Ahlqvist & Kohl, 2016; Battistella,
2014), culture (e.g., Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Wiener, Gat-
tringer, & Strehl, 2018), and resources (e.g., Ghayoor, Raste-
gari, & Hosseini, 2020; Greenblott, O’Farrell, Olson, & Bur-
chard, 2019) of an organization with foresight practices. Fur-
ther, environmental antecedents are split into external (e.g.,
Costanzo, 2004; Vecchiato, 2012) and internal environments
(Savioz & Blum, 2002; Wiener et al., 2018) and try to under-
stand the faced uncertainty. These types of antecedents affect
foresight activities (and their success) and were, therefore,
sometimes not only analyzed in isolation but also in their
moderating role (see chapter 4.2.4).

Second, a thematical focus in the foresight field is or-
ganizational foresight capability and its mediating effect for
foresight’s outcomes. In the sample, 9 articles were iden-
tified that primarily deal with foresight capability and pro-
vide frameworks that conceptualize and measure the phe-
nomenon (e.g., Day & Schoemaker, 2005; Rohrbeck & Kum,
2018). Those articles conceptually propose what overarch-
ing capabilities are necessary to conduct foresight success-
fully and offer approaches to measure the maturity of those
capabilities (e.g., Grim, 2009; Rohrbeck, 2010). Some arti-
cles go further and empirically investigate how the attained
maturities impact outcomes of foresight activities manifested
in firm performance (e.g., Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). However,

there is limited empirical evidence on the exact effect that the
proposed capabilities have on firm performance in isolation
and it is unclear how the (foresight) capabilities of individu-
als affect foresight capability at an organizational level (Da-
heim & Uerz, 2008). Overall, foresight capability is a theme
with comparably low research output despite its perceived
practical relevance (Hines, 2020). More research was con-
ducted on foundations and micro-foundations that affect the
attained capabilities. They are explained in the following two
paragraphs.

Third, the organizational foundations for foresight capa-
bilities are a prevalent research topic. In total, 88 articles
in the sample with this thematical focus were identified
and differentiated between foresight methodology, process
design, and organizational integration of foresight. Regard-
ing foresight methodology, research focused mainly on used
tools (e.g., Godet, 2000; Idoko & MacKay, 2021), technolog-
ical aids (e.g., Boe-Lillegraven & Monterde, 2015; Gibson,
Dime, Garces, & Dabich, 2018), and information systems
that guided foresight (e.g., Arokodare, Makinde, & Fakun-
moju, 2020; Von der Gracht, Bafiuls, Turoff, Skulimowski, &
Gordon, 2015). Studies on process design rather focused on
how foresight activities are organized and differentiate be-
tween non-participative (e.g., Djuricic & Bootz, 2019; Dufva
& Ahlgvist, 2015), participative (e.g., Heger & Boman, 2015;
Heger & Rohrbeck, 2012), collaborative (e.g., Gattringer,
Wiener, & Strehl, 2017; Weigand, Flanagan, Dye, & Jones,
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2014), and network foresight processes (e.g., Nugroho &
Saritas, 2009; Van der Duin et al., 2014). Finally, studies
investigated how foresight is institutionalized and integrated
into an organization (e.g., Paliokaité et al., 2014). Those dif-
ferent factors are believed to directly affect firms’ foresight
capability and indirectly impact the achieved final outcomes
as moderators (Rohrbeck & Gemiinden, 2011).

Fourth, a theme in foresight research are the individual
micro-foundations for organizational foresight capabilities.
Here, a total of 40 articles in the sample were identified
that cover individual foresight capabilities as well as other
personal factors like motivations, mindsets, experiences,
and leadership in foresight activities. Articles on individual
foresight capability assess which capabilities individuals re-
quire to be “good futurists” and sometimes propose models
to measure the maturity of those individual capabilities or
“overall capability” (e.g., Hines et al., 2017; Rhisiart et al.,
2015). Here, it is still unclear how those capabilities trans-
late to organizational foresight capability when aggregated.
Regarding personal factors, the most frequently researched
subtopics are mindsets and motivations for foresight (e.g.,
Reid & Zyglidopoulos, 2004; Vecchiato & Roveda, 2010a),
experiences in practice (e.g., Costanzo, 2004; De Smedt,
Borch, & Fuller, 2013), as well as leadership styles and their
relation to foresight (e.g., Luzinski, 2014; Moore, 2018;
Reimers-Hild, 2018). Those factors are sometimes not only
seen as direct micro-foundations for organizational foresight
capability but also as moderators for foresight’s impact on
firm performance (e.g., Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Wiener
et al., 2020).

Fifth, a thematical focus in foresight research are modera-
tors for the relation of foresight activities and their outcomes
as well as the potential effects those moderators can have.
In total, 31 articles in the sample were identified that study
different types of moderators that can broadly be categorized
as structure-related, culture-related, and technology-related
moderators. Regarding structure-related moderators, promi-
nently mentioned themes are hierarchical structures, the
institutionalization of foresight activities, and their process
designs (e.g., Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Vecchiato, 2020).
Culture-related aspects that are considered as moderators
are shared values, managerial mindsets, and the overarching
organizational culture (e.g., Wiener et al., 2020; Yoon, Kim,
Vonortas, & Han, 2019). Lastly, technology-related modera-
tors are the technologies used directly to conduct foresight
activities and also information technologies that indirectly
affect the process (e.g., Heger & Boman, 2015; Rohrbeck
& Gemiinden, 2011). Generally, research suggests that all
those moderators can facilitate or inhibit positive outcomes
of foresight activities (Sarpong, Maclean, & Davies, 2013).
While the research output on such moderators is also rather
limited, the number of publications has steadily increased in
recent years.

Sixth, a focus of foresight research lies on the outcomes
of foresight activities and their impact on firm performance.
In the sample, a total of 35 articles with a focus on such
outcomes were identified. Those articles do not only cover

foresight’s impact on external performance but also concern
foresight’s internal impact on a firm’s strategy, organization,
and innovation. Researched subtopics of the strategic im-
pact are decision-making, strategic planning as well as strate-
gic flexibility and agility (e.g., Gershman, Bredikhin, & Vish-
nevskiy, 2016; Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Schwarz, Ram, &
Rohrbeck, 2019). The research on organizational outcomes
focused mainly on learning, communication, and innovation
(e.g., Paliokaité & Pacésa, 2015; Schweitzer, Hofmann, &
Meinheit, 2019; Wiener et al., 2020). Lastly, the impact
on external performance was researched less frequently but
some studies do examine foresight’s impact on competitive-
ness and profitability (e.g., Arokodare & Asikhia, 2021; Boe-
Lillegraven & Monterde, 2015; Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018).

Overall, those six themes organize the current knowledge
on strategic foresight and the mediating role of foresight
capabilities for organizational performance. Since the the-
oretical progress on foresight capabilities, moderators, and
firm performance is rather slow while the other themes have
already intensively been researched, the following chapters
will explain the state of the three mentioned themes in more
detail. This is done in an effort to provide a solid founda-
tion for future research to accelerate research output. The
aim here is to display driving ideas and concepts that schol-
ars can use in their (empirical) studies to advance research
and practice.

4.2. Necessary Capabilities for Successful Strategic Fore-
sight

Research on necessary capabilities for successful strate-
gic foresight is rather limited and opaque. However, some
studies conceptualize foresight’s success and provide practi-
cal implications through developing conceptual models that
suggest necessary capabilities and their measurement. These
models, categorized into frameworks for (1) individual and
(2) organizational foresight capability, are explained and
contrasted in the following paragraphs. Since research (im-
plicitly) suggests foresight capability as a mediator for fore-
sight’s outcomes, this chapter is rounded off with insights
on relevant moderators that also affect this relationship.
Through this display, the chapter aims to provide the basis
to answer the second research question Q2 of this paper
(“Which capabilities do firms need for successful strategic
foresight?”).

4.2.1. Conceptualization of Successful Foresight

In order to discuss necessary capabilities for successful
strategic foresight, it must first be established what success
in the foresight field consists of. While there is no clear defini-
tion or measurement of successful foresight (Amsteus, 2008),
there are articles that provide conceptual descriptions and
suggest different components of success in foresight. The
following paragraphs describe those components before the
measurement of overall success in foresight activities is ex-
plained. This poses as the foundation for the discussion of
foresight capability.
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Table 5: Foresight Capability Research Structure.

Research Theme

Topic

Influential Studies

Conceptualization I.

of Successful

Components of Successful

Strategic Foresight

Aichouni, Touahmia, Kolsi, Alghamdi, & Al-Homaid, 2021; Iden et
al., 2017; Maertins, 2016; Aichouni et al., 2021; van der Laan &

Foresight Erwee, 2012; Bezold, 2010; Rasmussen, Andersen, & Borch, 2010;
Amsteus, 2008; Wright, Van der Heijden, Burt, Bradfield, & Cairns,
2008
II. Measuring Foresight’s Success Rincén & Diaz-Dominguez, 2022; Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018; Boe-
Lillegraven & Monterde, 2015; Vecchiato, 2012; Amsteus, 2008
Individual I. Foresight Competency Model Hines et al., 2017; Rincon & Diaz-Dominguez, 2022
Strategic (FCM)
Foresight II. Futures Literacy Framework Miller, 2018; Miller & Sandford, 2019; Hines et al., 2017; Rincén &
Capability (FLF) Diaz-Dominguez, 2022
Organizational 1. Peripheral Vision Capabilities Day & Schoemaker, 2005
Strategic II. Foresight Maturity Model Grim, 2009; Day & Schoemaker, 2005
Foresight (FMM)
Capability III. Maturity Model of Corporate Rohrbeck, 2010; Grim, 2009; Day & Schoemaker, 2005
Foresight
IV. Future Preparedness Model Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018; Rohrbeck, 2010; Grim, 2009; Day & Schoe-
(FP) maker, 2005

Moderators for I. Structure-related Moderators
Strategic
Foresight’s

Success II. Culture-related Moderators

Vecchiato, 2020; Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018;
Peter & Jarratt, 2015; Farrington, Henson, & Crews, 2012; Rohrbeck
& Gemiinden, 2011

Wiener et al., 2020; Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Yoon et al., 2019;

Schwarz et al., 2019; Sarpong & Maclean, 2016; Peter & Jarratt,
2015; Daheim & Uerz, 2008

II. Technology-related Modera-
tors

Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Heger & Boman, 2015; Rohrbeck, Bat-
tistella, & Huizingh, 2015; Van der Duin et al., 2014; Rohrbeck &

Gemiinden, 2011

Research points out that the main motivations for fore-
sight are improving decision-making, long-term planning,
and innovation capabilities as well as earlier identifica-
tion and reaction to environmental changes (Rasmussen
et al.,, 2010). Therefore, many articles define success as
the achievement of those objectives through employing or-
ganizational foresight (e.g., Aichouni et al., 2021; Iden et
al., 2017; Maertins, 2016). Others focus on final outcomes
and describe successful foresight as foresight activities that
have a positive (financial) impact on organizations overall
(Bezold, 2010; van der Laan & FErwee, 2012). Therefore,
whether foresight is “successful” depends on subjective or-
ganizational goals and their attainment (Maertins, 2016).

Further, it is often difficult to measure whether those
goals are attained due to their predominantly qualitative na-
ture (Rasmussen et al., 2010): Success of foresight activi-
ties is often only vaguely assessed in the long term (Boe-
Lillegraven & Monterde, 2015; Vecchiato, 2012). However,
scholars suggest that certain capabilities can ensure that fore-
sight activities are conducted in a way that makes success
more probable either way (e.g., Hines et al., 2017; Iden et
al., 2017; Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). Therefore, this paper
defines “successful foresight” as foresight that yields positive

outcomes for an organization’s objectives and sees “necessary
capabilities” as capabilities that make such positive outcomes
more probable. Conceptual frameworks, in which such ca-
pabilities were defined, are introduced in the following sec-
tions.

4.2.2. Individual Foresight Capability

As mentioned in the introduction, research either concep-
tualizes strategic foresight as an individual or organizational
phenomenon (Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). Therefore, foresight
capability is currently assessed and measured in different di-
mensions by different models. While the paper mainly fo-
cuses on organization-level foresight, this section provides
information on individual foresight capability to ensure ex-
haustiveness since this concept, on aggregate, also affects
foresight’s impact on firm performance (Hines et al., 2017;
Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). The two most influential models in
this category, the “Foresight Competency Model” by Hines et
al. (2017) and the “Futures Literacy Framework” by Miller
(2018), are described below.

Hines et al. (2017) see foresight as an individual, cog-
nitive phenomenon as opposed to an organizational activity.
They developed the Foresight Competency Model (FCM) to
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identify capabilities necessary for individuals to become “suc-
cessful futurists” and to measure individuals’ foresight capa-
bility (Hines et al., 2017). In this model, they define fore-
sight as an innate ability to “develop images of the future”
that can be improved over time (Hines et al., 2017). Fore-
sight capability is defined as a set of distinct individual capa-
bilities needed to successfully conduct foresight (Hines et al.,
2017). Those capabilities are segmented into six “core com-
petencies” which are supported and contextualized by three
“foundational competencies” and two “professional compe-
tencies” (Hines et al., 2017). The model suggests that at
the core, a futurist must be able to scope projects (framing),
explore change signals (scanning), identify possible futures
(futuring), commit to a preferred future (visioning), develop
results based on this information (designing), and stay flexi-
ble to alternative futures (adapting) (Hines et al., 2017). In
addition, futurists require academic, personal and workplace
skills (foundational competencies) as well as occupation and
sector knowledge (professional competencies) to fully attain
foresight capability (Hines et al., 2017). This is illustrated in
Figure 4.

Overall, the Foresight Competency Model by Hines et al.
(2017) sees foresight capability as an ability that is attained
through the development of the above-mentioned competen-
cies. By achieving proficiency in those competencies, indi-
viduals build foresight capability which can result in positive
organizational outcomes (Hines et al., 2017). Hines et al.
(2017), therefore, see foresight capability as a mediator for
the activity-outcome relationship of foresight and suggests
distinct capabilities that individuals can improve to facilitate
positive outcomes.

The Futures Literacy Framework (FLF) by Miller (2018)
also describes foresight as an individual phenomenon. In this
model, “futures literacy” is defined as a capability that al-
lows individuals to deliberately “use-the-future” and adapt
the usage depending on its context and goal (Miller, 2018).
In contrast to the Foresight Competency Model, this frame-
work differentiates between non-conscious anticipation and
conscious, learned anticipation which constitutes futures lit-
eracy (Miller & Sandford, 2019). According to Miller (2018),
this perspective reinforces the idea that foresight capability
as a skill can be developed and improved over time. This skill
does not only involve dealing with the future itself but also
further situational decisions: Individuals must know why and
how they use the future based on the specific context (Miller
& Sandford, 2019). Foresight capability, in this sense, de-
scribes the ability to utilize the future for distinct goals and
to flexibly adapt the approach if necessary (Miller, 2018).
Based on this definition, the Futures Literacy Framework pro-
vides a range of anticipatory systems to assist individual’s
foresight activities in different contexts (Miller, 2018). Over-
all, the model describes foresight capability more descriptive
and theoretical than the Foresight Competency Model and
does not mention specific capabilities necessary for success.
Nevertheless, it offers practical implications by emphasizing
the importance of foresight’s context.

In conclusion, both discussed models on individual fore-

sight capability see it as a developable ability that consists of
distinct elements necessary to conduct successful foresight.
While the models cover foresight capability on an individual
level, research suggests that aggregated skills of individuals
could hypothetically result in organizational foresight capa-
bility and influence the activity-outcome relationship of fore-
sight processes. However, it is uncertain how the capabil-
ity translates from an individual to an organizational level.
Research on organizational foresight capability is presented
next before moderators for foresight’s success are introduced.

4.2.3. Organizational Foresight Capability

Other scholars define foresight as an organizational phe-
nomenon and develop models to measure and understand its
capability on this overarching level (e.g., Day & Schoemaker,
2005; Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). The four most prominent
models in this category are “Peripheral Vision Capabilities” by
Day and Schoemaker (2005), the “Foresight Maturity Model”
(FMM) by Grim (2009), the “Maturity Model of Corporate
Foresight” by Rohrbeck (2010), and the “Future Prepared-
ness Model” (FP) by Rohrbeck and Kum (2018). They con-
ceptualize organizational foresight capability and offer prac-
tical implications for its development and outcomes. The fol-
lowing paragraphs introduce those models to draw conclu-
sions on necessary capabilities.

The first model on this matter, developed by Day and
Shoemaker (2005), describes organizational foresight capa-
bility as “Peripheral Vision Capabilities”. Foresight capabil-
ity in the model consists of two distinct elements: capability
and need for peripheral vision (Day & Schoemaker, 2005).
With this differentiation, the scholars emphasize that capa-
bility results from matching ability with need: While com-
plex, volatile environments require high peripheral vision,
stable environments have lower requirements (Day & Schoe-
maker, 2005). Further, “too much” peripheral vision for the
specific environment can even be a disadvantage due to re-
sulting neuroticism and inefficiencies (Day & Schoemaker,
2005; Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). Day and Schoemaker (2005)
propose that organizations must understand their need for
peripheral vision by assessing the nature of their strategy as
well as the volatility and complexity of their surroundings.
Then, the organizational capability for peripheral vision can
be assessed to determine the (relative) foresight capability
(Day & Schoemaker, 2005). Peripheral vision capability in
this model consists of five contextual elements: leadership
orientation, strategy making, knowledge management, or-
ganizational configuration, and culture (Day & Schoemaker,
2005; Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). The combination of those
elements is illustrated in Figure 5.

In practice, the maturity of those elements is quantified
through management surveys and compared to the organi-
zation’s need for peripheral vision. This comparison results
in an assessment of foresight capability and offers implica-
tions on areas to improve (Day & Schoemaker, 2005). Over-
all, an organization’s match of peripheral vision capabilities
needed and attained is assumed to determine foresight’s ef-
fect on firm performance (Day & Schoemaker, 2005). There-
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Figure 4: Foresight Competency Model by Hines et al. (2017) (Own Illustration).
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Figure 5: Peripheral Vision Capabilities by Day and Schoemaker (2005) (Own Illustration).

fore, Day and Schoemaker (2005) regard foresight capability
as a mediator but imply that firms should not try to maximize
the maturity of the mentioned elements (contextual foresight
capabilities) but rather adapt it to its specific context in order
to attain positive outcomes.

Second, Grim (2009) developed the Foresight Maturity
Model (FMM) which defines best practices in foresight activ-
ities to assess organizational foresight capability. Those best
practices are defined within six different “disciplines” (nec-
essary capabilities) in the strategic foresight process which
are leadership, framing, scanning, forecasting, visioning, and
planning (Grim, 2009). Those disciplines are inspired by the
early work of Hines et al. (2017) “Thinking about the Fu-
ture” who later co-developed the previously introduced Fore-
sight Competency Model (FCM). However, Grim (2009) cov-
ers those disciplines on an organizational level while Hines et
al. (2017) described them as individual (“core”) capabilities.
In the FMM, Grim (2009) provides up to five best practices for
each discipline and a maturity index with five levels. Those
levels range from “ad hoc” to “world-class” maturity and aim
to measure the performance and capability in each practice
(Grim, 2009). This differentiation can be seen in Figure 6
below.

Foresight capability is then assessed by adding up the low-
est score of each discipline to a total numerical score (Grim,
2009). This suggests that each discipline is only as mature
as its weakest practice (Grim, 2009). Therefore, the Fore-
sight Maturity Model defines foresight capability as a state

that is achieved by developing high maturity among all rel-
evant practices and disciplines (Grim, 2009). Overall, the
model developed by Grim (2009) identifies necessary pro-
cessual capabilities (disciplines) and describes their compo-
nents in more detail (best practices). In contrast to Day and
Schoemaker (and more recent models), the FMM suggests
that maximized proficiency (instead of relative) leads to pos-
itive performance implications (Grim, 2009). However, apart
from this significant difference, the identified necessary capa-
bilities (disciplines) are very similar to the suggestions of Day
and Schoemaker (and more recent models).

Third, Rohrbeck (2010) created the Maturity Model of
Corporate Foresight to further advance the assessment and
development of organizational foresight capability. This
model builds on insights from the existing models and adds
complementing criteria identified in practice (Rohrbeck,
2010). As illustrated in Figure 7, the framework consists
of three parts which are context, capabilities, and impact of
foresight activities. “Context” is based on the idea of Day
and Schoemaker (2005) that an organization’s foresight re-
quirements depend on its surroundings (Rohrbeck, 2010).
However, further components like the size of the company,
the corporate culture, and competitive dynamics are added
(Rohrbeck, 2010). “Capabilities” are necessary abilities for
successful foresight activities and are assessed on their matu-
rity for dealing with discontinuous change (Rohrbeck, 2010).
The different capabilities in this model are (1) information
usage, (2) method sophistication, (3) people and networks,
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Figure 6: Maturity Index by Grim (2009) (Own Illustration).

(4) organization, and (5) culture (Rohrbeck, 2010). The
maturity of each of those rather contextual capabilities is
measured and summed up to draw conclusions regarding
the foresight capability of a firm (Rohrbeck, 2010). The
insights of this measurement are then used to assess fore-
sight activities’ “impact” and “value contribution” on firm
performance to conclude whether foresight capability has a
facilitating or inhibiting effect (Rohrbeck, 2012; Rohrbeck &
Schwarz, 2013).

Overall, this model advances the existing frameworks by
directly connecting foresight capability to foresight’s success
and impact on firm performance (Rohrbeck, 2012). There-
fore, it does not only implicitly suggest foresight capability as
a mediator for firm performance but conceptually and practi-
cally showcases the activity-outcome relationship. While this
maturity model also emphasizes the importance of foresight’s
context, the proposed necessary capabilities differ from ear-
lier models and focus on contextual rather than processual
capabilities.

Most recently, Rohrbeck and Kum (2018) developed the
Future Preparedness Model (FP) to further advance the con-
ceptual models on organizational foresight capability. In this
model, they tried to improve the measurability of existing ele-
ments and increase the link to firm performance (Rohrbeck &
Kum, 2018). The model assesses two components which are
the maturity and the need for foresight. The attained rela-
tive levels of those elements define the “future preparedness”
of an organization (Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). The maturity
element builds directly on the Maturity Model of Rohrbeck
(2010) but separates “people and networks” into two compo-
nents and adds a supporting process layer (Rohrbeck & Kum,
2018). The processes in this layer are perceiving, prospect-
ing, and probing and they group the practices (formerly ca-
pabilities) into three categories (Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018) as
displayed in Figure 7.

On the other hand, the “foresight need” is assessed with
an approach similar to Day and Schoemaker (2005) but nor-
malized to a four-level scale (Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). In
combination, the optimum future preparedness is achieved
when the needed foresight level is equal to the attained ma-
turity level. Deviations from this optimum can occur with a

Description of long-term outcomes that ~ |----- Collection of appropriate and relevant

Scanning

information

maturity that is either lower or higher than needed (Rohrbeck
& Kum, 2018). Like Peripheral Vision Capabilities by Day and
Schoemaker (2005), the model emphasizes that both, a lack
of foresight and too much foresight, can harm firm perfor-
mance (Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). Once again, foresight ca-
pability is, therefore, not determined only by the maturity of
foresight activities but by the match of need and maturity.
Overall, the Future Preparedness Model provides adapted
capabilities compared to the Maturity Model by Rohrbeck
(2010) and integrates processual as well as contextual el-
ements. Also, it directly links foresight capability to firm
performance and empirically assesses its impact in a longi-
tudinal study (Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). This study identifies
foresight capability as a mediator for foresight’s success and
shows that attained capability can lead to higher profitability
and market share growth (Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018).

This concludes the existing findings on foresight capabil-
ity. Research suggests that certain processual and contex-
tual capabilities can facilitate successful foresight and lead to
positive outcomes (e.g., Rohrbeck, 2012; Rohrbeck & Kum,
2018; Yoon et al., 2018). Foresight capability is identified
as a mediator for foresight’s impact on firm performance.
However, it remains unclear how foresight’s foundations and
micro-foundations affect organizational foresight capability
and how individual capabilities translate to an organizational
level. Further, the exact mediating impact on firm perfor-
mance is unclear because of relevant moderators and limited
empirical studies. To increase transparency, those modera-
tors are discussed in the next chapter.

4.2.4. Moderators for Strategic Foresight’s Success

While foresight capability influences the outcomes of
foresight practices, some moderators also positively or
negatively affect this relationship. According to Sarpong,
Maclean, and Alexander (2013), they can either be facil-
itators or inhibitors for positive outcomes from strategic
foresight and are, therefore, important to consider in prac-
tice. Those moderators are broadly separated into structural,
cultural, and technological moderators in this paper and are
displayed in detail below.

First, structure-related moderators capture all elements
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related to organizational design or process structures. Exist-
ing research displays that such formal structures influence
the outcomes of foresight practices (e.g., Daheim & Uerz,
2008; Peter & Jarratt, 2015). Regarding organizational de-
sign, findings suggest that flat hierarchies facilitate positive
outcomes while complex, hierarchical designs can impede
foresight’s success (Costanzo, 2004). Further, research em-
phasizes that foresight’s impact is improved by institution-
alizing foresight activities (e.g., in separate organizational
units) since this allows unbiased processes with little de-
pendence on individuals (Milshina & Vishnevskiy, 2018;
Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018; Wiener et al., 2020). Meanwhile,
research also suggests that some flexibility is necessary since
strictly institutionalized foresight practices can lead to orga-
nizational blindness that results in foresight failures and fur-
ther disadvantages (Costanzo, 2004; Ruff, 2015). Regarding
process structures, research suggests that the linkage of fore-
sight activities and strategic processes crucially affects fore-
sight outcomes (Farrington et al., 2012; Rohrbeck & Kum,
2018). In particular, missing structure and integration nega-
tively influences achieved results and can cause uncertainty
regarding foresight legitimation (Daheim & Uerz, 2008; Mil-
shina & Vishnevskiy, 2018). This can lead to dissatisfaction
among involved individuals and cause organizational inertia
(Daheim & Uerz, 2008; Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Vecchi-
ato, 2020). In contrast, research shows that if foresight is

embedded in strategic decision-making and backed by the
management, final outcomes are improved (e.g., Battistella,
2014; Rohrbeck & Schwarz, 2013; Tapinos, 2013).

Second, culture-related moderators comprise the open-
ness of organizational culture, shared values, and manage-
rial mindsets as elements that affect foresight’s outcomes.
Regarding cultural openness, research suggests that open-
minded cultures facilitate successful foresight and positive
implications while a restrictive culture can have a negative
effect (Daheim & Uerz, 2008; Major & Cordey-Hayes, 2000;
Ruff, 2006). This is in line with the finding that more com-
munication and collaborative foresight positively influence
the achieved outcomes (Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Sar-
pong & Maclean, 2016; Savioz & Blum, 2002; Wiener et al.,
2020). Further, research on shared values in strategic fore-
sight processes emphasizes that they moderate the outcomes
of foresight activities by positively or negatively affecting
them. Several publications show that organizations require
a shared set of values to develop a basis for successfully ap-
proaching the future together (Gattringer & Wiener, 2020;
Sarpong, Maclean, & Davies, 2013). Here, different views
and values are still possible as long as organizations have a
shared overarching mindset (Boe-Lillegraven & Monterde,
2015). If this is not the case, different values can inhibit suc-
cessful foresight and be a disadvantage (Sarpong, Maclean,
& Davies, 2013). Lastly, research emphasizes the importance
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of managerial mindsets for strategic foresight outcomes (Li &
Sullivan, 2022). Findings suggest that a positive managerial
attitude toward foresight, change, and the future enables
positive outcomes from foresight activities (e.g., Haarhaus &
Liening, 2020; Klos & Spieth, 2021; Peter & Jarratt, 2015;
Rohrbeck & Schwarz, 2013). In contrast, negative mindsets
and past-focused management styles negatively impact fore-
sight’s success (Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Major & Cordey-
Hayes, 2000). Research points out that the mindsets of
middle managers are particularly important since they ac-
tively implement the strategies developed through foresight
and, therefore, heavily affect the impact on organizations
and their performance (Darkow, 2015; Sarpong & Hartman,
2018).

Third, technology-related moderators play an increas-
ingly important role for strategic foresight activities and their
outcomes (Von der Gracht et al., 2015). Research shows that
technology can facilitate positive results of foresight prac-
tices by making them more transparent and collaborative
(Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh, 2015; Von der Gracht et
al., 2015). More precisely, technology can open foresight
activities up to more participants, ease communication be-
tween them, and facilitate a supportive culture for successful
foresight (Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh, 2015). This
suggests that the moderating effect of technology is rather
indirect and influences the activity-outcome relationship of
foresight by affecting structure and culture (Marinkovi¢ et
al., 2022). In addition to this indirect effect, technology also
directly moderates the outcomes of foresight by improving
the processes of foresight activities: research emphasizes that
modern technology can improve the quality and efficiency
of foresight activities, especially when they are data-driven
(Yoon et al., 2019). Disparately, technology is not only a
moderator for foresight processes but can also be the initial
motivation for such practices or a (positive) outcome in itself
(Marinkovic et al., 2022). Broadly, this can be seen in the
organizing framework introduced in chapter 4.1.3. Addi-
tionally, details on technological outcomes of foresight are
presented in chapter 4.3.2.

4.3. Strategic Foresight’s Impact on Firm Performance

The range of strategic foresight’s implications for firm
performance is broad and includes external as well as inter-
nal outcomes. The differentiation of those outcomes made
in the organizing framework (chapter 4.1.3) is once again
shown in the following table (Table 6). The findings regard-
ing those different categories will be displayed in detail in
the following sections. This display aims to provide the basis
to answer the third and final research question of this paper
Q3 (“How does successful strategic foresight reflect itself in
overall firm performance?”).

4.3.1. Strategic Impact

One research stream in the strategic foresight field shows
that successful foresight practices can improve decision-
making, strategic planning as well as overall strategic agility

and flexibility (e.g., Rohrbeck, 2012; Ruff, 2015; Vecchi-
ato, 2015). The detailed findings on such strategy-related,
qualitative outcomes are presented and discussed in the
paragraphs below.

Firstly, several publications emphasize the idea that
strategic foresight positively impacts decision-making (e.g.,
Battistella & De Toni, 2011; Heger & Rohrbeck, 2012; Ring-
land, 2010). As explained in the introduction, understanding
the implications of environmental changes to adapt decision-
making is one of the theoretical motivations for organizations
to employ foresight practices (Calof et al., 2018; Yoon et al.,
2018). Research demonstrates that this can be achieved in
practice and attribute this to strategic foresight’s outside-in
perspective which allows firms to identify trends and changes
(before the competition) (Peter & Jarratt, 2015; Rohrbeck &
Schwarz, 2013). As a result, decision failures are reduced
significantly in firms with mature strategic foresight practices
(Chermack, 2004). While some scholars argue that this im-
pact is too generic and hard to quantify (Iden et al., 2017),
research does support foresight’s positive impact on decision-
making through several qualitative studies (e.g., Gershman
et al., 2016; Heger & Rohrbeck, 2012; Rohrbeck, 2012).

Secondly, findings showcase that foresight practices can
improve strategic planning (e.g., Ringland, 2010; Von der
Gracht & Stillings, 2013; Yoon et al., 2019). This is attributed
to the fact that strategic foresight makes the future more tan-
gible through developing and illustrating potential scenarios
(Lehr, Lorenz, Willert, & Rohrbeck, 2017; Weber et al., 2015).
In particular, distinct scenarios and roadmaps developed in
foresight activities are believed to have a positive impact
on strategic planning (Milshina & Vishnevskiy, 2018; Yoon
et al.,, 2019). As indicated through the organizing frame-
work (chapter 4.1.3), technological aids and process tools are
moderators that can facilitate foresight’s success and improve
strategic planning as well as strategy development (Farrukh
& Holgado, 2020; Tapinos, 2013). While researchers agree
on a positive outcome here, exact effects are only observable
in the long term (Iden et al., 2017; Rohrbeck, 2012).

Thirdly, the findings of scholars show that foresight can
positively impact the strategic flexibility and agility of organi-
zations. This is again connected to the outside-in perspective
of foresight that allows firms to better anticipate and respond
to external changes (Battistella, 2014; Peter & Jarratt, 2015).
Here, several researchers point out that strategic foresight
can lead to significant flexibility/agility improvements (Ger-
shman et al., 2016; Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Vecchiato,
2015), due to increased organizational reactiveness that re-
sults from a better environmental understanding (Battistella,
2014; Battistella & De Toni, 2011; Rohrbeck, 2012; Vecchiato
& Roveda, 2010b). Studies show that this improved ability
to (proactively) respond to change is connected to enhanced
organizational learning that results from foresight activities
(Rohrbeck, 2012). This concludes the findings on the three
main strategic impacts that successful strategic foresight can
have on (internal) firm performance.
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Table 6: Foresight’s Impact on Firm Performance Research Structure.

Research Topic Influential Studies
Theme
Strategic L. Str'ategic Decision- Yoon et al., 2019; Schwarz et .al.., 2019; Milshina & Vishnevskiy, 2018; Gershman et
Impact Making al., 2016; Von der Gracht & Stillings, 2013; Rohrbeck, 2012; Ringland, 2010
II. Strategic Plan- Yoon et al., 2019; Gershman et al., 2016; Peter & Jarratt, 2015; Von der Gracht &
ning Stillings, 2013; Rohrbeck, 2012; Ringland, 2010

III. Strategic Agility
/ Flexibility

Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Wiener et al., 2020; Gershman et al., 2016; Peter & Jarratt,
2015; Vecchiato, 2012

N I Organizational
Organizational .
Learning, Consensus

Wiener et al., 2020; Burt & Nair, 2020; Schweitzer et al., 2019; Bootz et al., 2019;
Ruff, 2015; Paliokaité & Pacésa, 2015; Boe-Lillegraven & Monterde, 2015; Van der

Impact and Communication Duin et al., 2014; Rohrbeck, 2012; Ringland, 2010; Costanzo, 2004
II. Technology Inno- Wiener et al., 2020; Schwarz et al., 2019; Ho & O’Sullivan, 2018; Gershman et al.,
vation 2016; Scheiner, Baccarella, Bessant, & Voigt, 2015; Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh,
2015; Paliokaité & Pacésa, 2015; Battistella, 2014; Von der Gracht & Stillings, 2013;
Rohrbeck & Gemiinden, 2011
III. Portfolio Innova-  Schweitzer et al., 2019; Ruff, 2015; Vecchiato, 2012; Battistella & De Toni, 2011
tion
Performance 1. Competitiveness Arokodare & Asikhia, 2021; Eskandari et al., 2020; Ho & O’Sullivan, 2018; Nkuda,
Impact 2017; Vecchiato, 2015; Reid & Zyglidopoulos, 2004

II. Profitability

Arokodare & Asikhia, 2021; Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018; Boe-Lillegraven & Monterde,

2015; Rohrbeck & Schwarz, 2013; Vecchiato, 2012; Rohrbeck, 2012

4.3.2. Organizational Impact

The second cluster of research regarding foresight’s im-
pact on firm performance focuses on the organization- and
innovation-related outcomes of foresight practices. Research
suggests that it facilitates organizational change and influ-
ences how individuals work (together) (Rohrbeck, 2012;
Paliokaité & Pacésa, 2015; Van der Duin et al., 2014), while
those changes and the outside-in orientation of foresight can
improve firms’ innovation capabilities (Adegbile et al., 2017;
Paliokaité & Pacésa, 2015). The findings are differentiated
into organizational change, technological innovation, and
portfolio innovation will be displayed below.

While foresight’s organizational impact is often regarded
as a side effect, the perceived importance of such outcomes
is growing rapidly (Marinkovi¢ et al., 2022). Research, for
example, suggests that foresight’s sensitization to environ-
mental changes induces increased reflection and organiza-
tional renewal (Burt & Nair, 2020; Ruff, 2015; Wiener et
al., 2020). Also, research shows that the collaborative tools
used for foresight can improve communication and consen-
sus within organizations (Bootz et al., 2019; Ramirez et al.,
2013; Rohrbeck & Schwarz, 2013). On one hand, this is the
case because foresight requires communication within an or-
ganization and stimulates discussions (Rohrbeck, 2012). On
the other hand, foresight tools often integrate multiple stake-
holders and open the discussion for members from differ-
ent hierarchy levels which increases collaboration and con-
sensus according to scholars (Boe-Lillegraven & Monterde,
2015; De Smedt et al., 2013; Ho & O’Sullivan, 2017). Over-
all, research shows that foresight can improve organizational

change, communication, and consensus which positively im-
pacts organizational efficiency and effectiveness (Ilmola &
Kuusi, 2006; Wiener et al., 2020).

Generally, studies show that strategic foresight has a
positive impact on the ambidexterity of firms (Paliokaité &
Pacesa, 2015; Sarpong, Maclean, & Davies, 2013). Focused
on technological innovation, one research stream attests that
early assessment of new technologies, weak signal identifi-
cation, and the improved ability to create radical innovation
are positive impacts of foresight practices (Gershman et al.,
2016; Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh, 2015; Scheiner et
al., 2015; Wiener et al., 2020). A different research stream
implies that firms with foresight capability are better at
strategically integrating technological innovations in their
businesses due to better process understanding (Battistella,
2014; Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh, 2015; Paliokaité &
Pacesa, 2015; Schwarz et al., 2019). Therefore, foresight
can have a positive impact on the technological innovation
capabilities of a firm due to an improved understanding of
its processes and surroundings.

Lastly, research indicates that strategic foresight can have
a positive effect on portfolio innovation which includes prod-
ucts, business models, and markets (Von Der Gracht, Ven-
nemann, & Darkow, 2010). Here, research points out that
successful foresight can improve organizations’ capability to
develop new products and fulfill customer needs through en-
visioning scenarios with future preferences (Acikgoz, Giinsel,
Kuzey, & Zaim, 2016; Ho & O’Sullivan, 2018; Schwarz et al.,
2019; Un & Price, 2007; Wright et al., 2008). Further, schol-
ars show that firms with foresight capability develop a better
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market understanding and are more successful in identify-
ing new business fields due to environmental scanning ac-
tivities (Boe-Lillegraven & Monterde, 2015; Fritzsche, 2018;
Rohrbeck & Gemiinden, 2011). Also, research suggests that
incorporating foresight in the creation and evaluation of busi-
ness models can improve the result (Farrington et al., 2012;
Hgjland & Rohrbeck, 2018; Van der Duin et al., 2014). In
sum, strategic foresight can, therefore, have a significantly
positive impact on an organization’s portfolio innovation.

4.3.3. Performance Impact

Due to strategic foresight’s qualitative nature and long-
term orientation, most of the existing research focused on
internal, qualitative outcomes (Boe-Lillegraven & Monterde,
2015; Vecchiato, 2012). However, recent studies attempted
to show the external performance impact of foresight activi-
ties by assessing their effect on the competitiveness and prof-
itability of firms (e.g., Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). The findings
in those two categories are displayed below.

In practice, it is very difficult to isolate the quantitative
impact of foresight (Rohrbeck, 2012; Rohrbeck & Schwarz,
2013). Therefore, many studies on foresight’s impact on
external firm performance rather focused on non-financial
competitiveness (Milshina & Vishnevskiy, 2018; Wiener et
al., 2020). According to those studies, firms that apply
strategic foresight perform better compared to their compe-
tition which is attributed to the strategic and organizational
benefits of foresight activities that were introduced above
(Marinkovic et al., 2022). One study, for example, suggests
that strategic foresight enhances competitiveness through
improved organizational efficiency and optimized offerings
(Eskandari et al., 2020; Ho & O’Sullivan, 2018) while other
scholars point out that the strategic agility that results from
foresight practices can lead to sustainable competitive ad-
vantages (Arokodare & Asikhia, 2021; Nkuda, 2017; Vec-
chiato, 2015). Inversely, research suggests that a lack of
foresight can lead to negative competitive outcomes (Reid
& Zyglidopoulos, 2004). In conclusion, research, therefore,
indicates that successful strategic foresight can improve the
competitive dynamics of an organization.

Recently, a new research stream further investigated the
quantitative, financial impact of strategic foresight on orga-
nizational profitability (Rohrbeck, 2012; Rohrbeck & Kum,
2018). This research indicates that strategic foresight activi-
ties can be a good investment and increase firm profitability
over time (Rohrbeck, 2012). However, since outcomes are
mostly observable in the long term, investments in foresight
are often neglected in favor of other ventures (Iden et al.,
2017; Rohrbeck, 2012). To capture those long-term effects,
a longitudinal study was conducted which attests that firms
with foresight capability show up to “33% higher profitabil-
ity and a 200% higher market capitalization growth” than the
average of compared firms (Rohrbeck & Kum, 2018). Other
studies also suggest that foresight activities can lead to supe-
rior firm performance and market share growth (Arokodare
& Asikhia, 2021). In these studies, researchers generally see
foresight’s impact on profitability as an indirect result of the

mentioned qualitative outcomes (Marinkovi¢ et al., 2022).
Consequently, there still seems to be a lack of evidence for the
direct effects of foresight on profitability and competitiveness
which needs to be addressed in future research. Still, first
studies already exhibit empirically that successful foresight
can improve quantitative, financial performance (Rohrbeck
& Kum, 2018).

This concludes the potential impacts strategic foresight
(capability) can have on firm performance. For many of
those outcomes, measurement is rather difficult and the root
cause for the (positive) effect is uncertain (Iden et al., 2017,
Rohrbeck, 2012). Still, research clearly suggests that fore-
sight capability can be a facilitator for successful foresight
and positive implications for firm performance (e.g., Gersh-
man et al., 2016; Heger & Rohrbeck, 2012). Nevertheless,
further (empirical) research is necessary to quantify exact
outcomes and make foresight’s impact on firm performance
more tangible. This can help practitioners in directing their
efforts to certain topics in foresight practices and advance
academia through more empirical evidence.

5. Discussion

The preceding chapters descriptively displayed the cur-
rent state and knowledge on different topics in strategic fore-
sight research. This chapter builds on this display and dis-
cusses the provided information to answer the paper’s re-
search questions (Q1-Q3). In doing so, this chapter aims to
point out theoretical and practical implications as well as the
limitations of the findings. Overall, the systematic literature
review in this paper offers an updated, more extensive pic-
ture of existing research, structures the field through the or-
ganizing framework, and provides a state-of-the-art founda-
tion for future research on foresight capability and foresight’s
impact on firm performance. The following paragraphs ex-
plain those contributions in detail.

5.1. Theoretical and Practical Implications

First, the quantitative review in this paper organized ex-
isting foresight research and showcased trends. Regarding
the question of what the current state of strategic foresight
research is (Q1), the following two insights were gathered:
(1) Research on strategic foresight is becoming more rel-
evant in the scientific discourse (increased yearly publica-
tions in higher-ranked journals) but must still develop its
foundations. Many publications don’t have a clear theo-
retical foundation (n=88) and are untransparent regard-
ing the analyzed epistemological dimension (individual- or
organization-level). (2) The organizing model developed in
this paper points out that existing research mostly focused
on antecedents and foundations of foresight (n=191) while
findings on capability, moderators, and firm performance are
still scarce (n=75) despite their practical importance. There-
fore, this paper identifies those themes as relevant trajecto-
ries for future research and suggests this as an opportunity
to transition foresight into management journals.
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An important contribution of this quantitative part is the
comprehensive overview of existing research that was cre-
ated based on a sample of 243 journal-published articles.
While prior research included some literature reviews (e.g.,
Iden et al., 2017; Singh et al., 2020), the field lacked trans-
parency and research was never fully consolidated. There-
fore, this paper extends prior work by providing the most
comprehensive and most recent picture of the field to date
which supports the effort of developing one unified under-
standing of strategic foresight. A second contribution is the
developed organizing framework of strategic foresight re-
search that displays relevant research themes and their con-
ceptual connections. Prior research was unstructured and
had not identified a clear pattern of studies (Hines, 2020;
Iden et al., 2017; Rohrbeck, Battistella, & Huizingh, 2015;
Snyder, 2019). Thus, the organizing framework advances
the field by uniquely consolidating the most relevant research
themes, displaying their connections in a clearly structured
manner, and pointing out trajectories for future research.
Further, this display uncovers the importance of mediators
(foresight capability) and moderators for foresight’s impact
on firm performance which adds an important research fron-
tier. Overall, the quantitative review creates a better under-
standing of the foresight field and enables more targeted fu-
ture research.

Second, the qualitative review on strategic foresight ca-
pability displayed and contrasted existing conceptual models
on foresight capability to understand its components and out-
comes. Regarding the question of which capabilities are nec-
essary for successful foresight (Q2), the following three find-
ings were made: (1) Conceptual models to date do not have
a unified understanding of foresight capability and differenti-
ate between organizational or individual capabilities. While
some studies suggest that individual capability can poten-
tially result in an isomorphic organizational capability, this
hypothesis must be viewed skeptically since it lacks empirical
evidence. (2) Different models suggest different necessary
capabilities for successful strategic foresight. Those capabili-
ties can be grouped into processual (e.g., framing, scanning,
forecasting, etc.) and contextual capabilities (organizational
configuration, culture, leadership, etc.). Developing a com-
bination seems most fitting to ensure successful foresight in
practice. (3) Several models imply that the maturity of those
capabilities should not be maximized but rather adapted to
an organization’s environment and context. Contingently,
highly developed capabilities can have a negative impact on
firm performance if the environmental requirements for fore-
sight are low. Matching maturity and need is expected to
result in the best outcomes.

One contribution of this qualitative review is the raised
awareness regarding different epistemological dimensions of
foresight capability. Prior studies often neglected this dis-
crepancy and built on studies that had different units of anal-
ysis (e.g., Hines et al., 2017; Grim, 2009). Therefore, this pa-
per advances foresight studies by enabling a more conscious
and differentiated handling of preceding studies which can
improve the quality of overall foresight research. Also, this

paper contributes to foresight studies by extensively consoli-
dating the current knowledge on foresight capability. Prior to
this, different capability models were published in isolation
and not compared or contrasted with each other (e.g., Day
& Schoemaker, 2005; Grim, 2009; Rohrbeck, 2010). This
paper, therefore, extends prior research by uncovering simi-
larities and differences between existing models and by cat-
egorizing necessary capabilities into processual and contex-
tual elements. Overall, this is the first literature review that
extensively showcases findings on distinct capabilities that
compose foresight capability which lays the foundation for a
productive discourse about foresight capability. However, the
suggested capabilities and their potential impact on firm per-
formance were derived from conceptual studies and have of-
ten not yet been empirically tested (in isolation). Therefore,
while those findings already offer theoretical and practical
implications, they must be verified further in future research.

Third, the qualitative review on foresight’s impact on firm
performance provides a comprehensive list of potential out-
comes. Regarding the question of how successful foresight
reflects itself in firm performance (Q3), the following two in-
sights were gathered: (1) Successful foresight activities can
have a significantly positive impact on internal and exter-
nal firm performance. This positive impact manifests itself
in strategic, organizational, and performance outcomes that
can allow firms to gain a competitive advantage and achieve
superior performance in volatile business environments. (2)
Most existing studies concerning foresight’s outcomes build
on qualitative research designs and suggest qualitative, long-
term results that are difficult to measure. Only very few arti-
cles in the paper’s sample (n=4) quantify foresight’s impact
on firm performance and empirically assess it over a longer
period. Thus, it is still difficult to determine and quantify the
exact, isolated impact of foresight (capability) on firm per-
formance.

The main contribution of this part is the extensive
overview of potential qualitative and quantitative impacts of
foresight on firm performance. Prior research mostly dealt
with qualitative, internal outcomes and lacked a consolida-
tion of all potential impacts (e.g., Gershman et al., 2016;
Peter & Jarratt, 2015; Paliokaité & Pacésa, 2015; Yoon et al.,
2019). Therefore, this paper extends existing research by
providing a comprehensive overview that includes internal,
qualitative as well as external, quantitative outcomes from
foresight (capability). This enables scholars to empirically
test and quantify the exact activity-outcome relationship of
foresight. Exploring those topics further can advance the
field by making the rather qualitative and opaque topics of
foresight capability and foresight outcomes more measurable
and tangible.

5.2. Limitations and Shortcomings

While the research approach and methodology for this
paper were selected carefully, there are limitations that need
to be considered to fully understand the paper’s implications.
The two main limitations are discussed in the following para-
graphs to create more transparency.



S. G. Taferner / Junior Management Science 8(3) (2023) 658-681 677

First, there are limitations regarding the sample of arti-
cles used in this paper. The sample included only journal-
published articles (with two exceptions) and omitted other
sources like books or conference papers. Therefore, the find-
ings presented in those other research outlets were not con-
sidered in this paper’s analyses which limits the exhaustive-
ness of its findings. Further, the sample excluded papers pub-
lished prior to the year 2000 which also limits the finding’s
exhaustiveness since there might be relevant articles dated
earlier. Also, it cannot be guaranteed that all relevant publi-
cations were included due to the selective usage of Al-search
engines and research databases as well as broadly specified
search keywords. Adaptions to those aspects could poten-
tially change the final sample and result in more refined out-
comes. However, the most relevant contributions are ex-
pected to be included either way due to the reproducing na-
ture of research which suggests that the impact of those lim-
itations is minor.

Second, a limitation of this paper’s practical implications
arises from the nature of the employed research approach.
More precisely, findings on foresight capability mostly build
on conceptual articles (e.g., theoretical frameworks, models,
etc.) that often do not offer (extensive) empirical evidence.
For example, while there are studies that connect foresight
capability to firm performance and empirically observe cer-
tain outcomes, it cannot fully be inferred how distinct capa-
bilities (and overall foresight capability) influence those out-
comes in isolation. Therefore, more empirical research must
be done to determine which capabilities are necessary for
successful foresight. Similarly, the findings regarding fore-
sight’s impact on firm performance are mostly based on quali-
tative studies that do not allow conclusions on the exact root
of outcomes. Since the literature review in this paper only
compiled and discussed this information, it does not resolve
this problem by empirically verifying the findings. Therefore,
the findings do not offer proven implications for practice but
should rather be seen as well-founded hypotheses that re-
quire verification. Important research trajectories, therefore,
are to measure and quantify the outcomes of foresight capa-
bility on firm performance as well as the influence of moder-
ators on this relationship. This paper’s findings can be used
as the foundation for that.

5.3. Evaluation of Methodology and Al Search Engines

The paper used the Al-based search engines “Iris.ai” and
“Semantic Scholar” as the primary sources for data gathering
and cross-checked the identified articles with the traditional
databases Elsevier, JSTOR, and SAGE Journals. This method-
ology was not only employed to utilize the potential upsides
of modern Al engines but also to assess and evaluate the cur-
rent maturity of two very promising examples. The second
objective was pursued by comparing the articles identified
by the Al engines to the mentioned databases which are con-
sidered very exhaustive (Iden et al., 2017; Marinkovic et al.,
2022). This comparison was done both for the full sample
and for the 20 most frequently cited articles according to Di-
mensions Al (App. C).

Overall, this comparison draws the conclusion that Al en-
gines can be a good addition to existing tools but lack com-
prehensiveness when used in isolation. While Iris.ai devel-
ops visual representations of existing literature that can be
very helpful at the start of a research project (see Appendix
C), the engine only identified 98 out of the 243 articles rel-
evant for the final sample (40%) including 18 out of the 20
most frequently cited articles (90%). Therefore, this engine
alone does not yet seem to be mature enough to enable a
complete, extensive research project. Semantic Scholar, on
the other hand, covered 159 articles of the full sample (65%)
and 19 of the most frequently cited articles (95%) which sug-
gests significantly higher comprehensiveness. Nevertheless,
this engine’s database does still omit around a third of rele-
vant articles and did not display clear advantages compared
to the traditional databases used for cross-checking.

Therefore, the maturity of Al-based search engines as a
methodological innovation for literature reviews is currently
deemed too low for independent usage. While they do pro-
vide some of the advertised benefits, they are still far from
exhaustive which can significantly decrease the output qual-
ity. If a literature review aims to provide a full, comprehen-
sive overview of a research field, this would be a particularly
severe problem. Building on the intensive usage of those en-
gines for this paper, the two core recommendations are (1)
to use them only in combination with other, more established
engines and (2) to utilize them for specific objectives rather
than full studies. For example, the visual “explore maps” cre-
ated by Iris.ai can be very helpful at the beginning of a study
but are insufficient for an extensive data gathering process.

6. Conclusion

The systematic literature review on strategic foresight
conducted in this thesis aimed to structure the developing
field and build a theoretical basis for future research and
practice. This was done through a quantitative display of de-
scriptive trends and a comprehensive organizing framework
of existing research as well as qualitative, narrative synthe-
ses of the current knowledge on strategic foresight capability
and its impact on firm performance. By answering the three
research questions of this paper, it contributes to the effort
of advancing the foresight field by enabling more targeted
future research and accelerating theoretical progress.

The review covered 243 journal-published articles on
strategic foresight between 2000 and August 2022 which
is the most extensive and most recent display of research to
date. By analyzing those articles, the paper identifies that the
field still lacks clear theoretical foundations, mixes different
epistemological dimensions (individual and organizational
foresight), and builds mostly on explorative case studies or
conceptual frameworks that do not work toward a clear,
shared objective. Themes in foresight research were identi-
fied and used to develop an organizing framework that con-
sists of antecedents, capability, organizational foundations,
individual micro-foundations, moderators, and outcomes of
foresight. The model points out the connections between the
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themes which can be utilized to structure scholars’ efforts
to collaboratively advance the field. Through this, a uni-
fied scientific discourse on strategic foresight can be started
which increases the maturity of the field and leads to tenable
practical implications.

Also, the review compiles and contrasts existing knowl-
edge on necessary capabilities to ensure successful foresight
activities that can grant firms a competitive advantage. Here,
the paper finds that distinct processual (e.g., framing, scan-
ning, forecasting, etc.) and contextual (e.g., organizational
configuration, culture, leadership, etc.) capabilities should
be developed in accordance with an organization’s faced en-
vironment to ensure success. Since those suggested capabili-
ties build on the assumptions of conceptual frameworks, the
paper proposes that those assumptions should be tested em-
pirically through future research. This is also the case with
existing research on foresight’s impact on firm performance
since those findings are often (arbitrarily) derived and aggre-
gated from case studies but not verified and discussed on an
overarching scale. Nevertheless, the paper clearly identifies
potential positive impacts of strategic foresight on firm per-
formance which manifest in strategic (decision-making, plan-
ning, and flexibility), organizational (communication, con-
sensus, change, and innovation), and performance outcomes
(competitiveness and profitability) in practice. This supports
the underlying hypothesis that strategic foresight practices
can provide firms with a competitive advantage by reducing
the uncertainty that complex, volatile business environments
put upon them.

While there are limitations that arise from the method-
ology of this paper, it does provide a comprehensive picture
of existing research with its trends and gaps. This can guide
future research and support practitioners in discussing and
implementing foresight. In particular, it points out the fol-
lowing two broad trajectories: (1) Empirical testing of the
exact (quantitative) outcomes of foresight practices with all
its facets. More precisely, it is still unclear which effects re-
sult directly from foresight capabilities and which outcomes
are rather indirect results from organizational changes that
enable foresight. Also, the impact of moderators has not
yet been assessed in isolation which reduces the significance
of practical implications. (2) Conceptual and empirical re-
search on foresight capability is another frontier. This paper
only identified 9 articles in the sample that primarily focused
on this concept and, therefore, built on a very limited founda-
tion even though understanding the capabilities necessary to
enable success is highly relevant for organizations that en-
gage in strategic foresight activities. Here, more research
must be done to build a unified understanding of foresight
capability’s components and their empirical foundation. Fu-
ture research should practically identify and validate neces-
sary capabilities and try to quantify effects that result from
overarching foresight capability.

Overall, this paper offers the foundation to tackle those
research frontiers and provides indicative practical implica-
tions. The mentioned influential studies (e.g., in Table 5 and
Table 6) can be used by scholars to build on others’ contribu-

tions and work toward a combined objective. Through this,
future research can be more structured and collaboratively
advance the still developing strategic foresight field. This will
support the effort of integrating strategic foresight research
into discussions in respected management journals and im-
prove research and practice.
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