
Abstract - Managers are faced with challenges to 
improve competitive advantage.  Growth and 
operational improvement philosophies are apparent as 
strategies to improve competitive advantage.  Growth 
philosophies include organic and inorganic 
mechanisms.   Organic mechanisms are operational 
whereas inorganic mechanisms extend beyond the 
current boundaries of the firm.   Inorganic growth 
focuses on growth through strategic alliances mergers, 
acquisitions, and joint ventures, etc.  Operational 
growth includes adoption of methodologies like 
different problem solving approaches similar too just 
in time (JIT), total quality management (TQM), 
theory of constraints (TOC), etc.   The objectives of 
these philosophies are firms outperform their 
competitors.  This paper addresses some of the organic 
and inorganic methodologies that firms utilize to 
overcome challenges when striving towards  
competitive advantage.  This paper focuses on four 
case studies showing how some firms may strive to 
achieve competitive advantages.  
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I.  INTRODUCTION 
 
 This paper makes a contribution to knowledge by 
showing the complexities that exist in firms. A systematic 
methodology is developed showing how a structured 
approach can reduce complexity.  The methodology is 
supported by four case studies showing proven benefits 
that can be tracked financially. 
 
      To understand complexity we need to understand the 
current business arena.  The business arena is changing; 
people are talking of seamless integration across the value 
chain from buyers (customers) to sellers (suppliers).  
Managers are to become effective in using new 
technological tools.  Ref [1] argues from a digital 
economic perspective, where technology is a dominant 
force then information technology will become the key to 
success.  On the other hand [2] list barriers to entry in 
terms of electronic business i.e. security of financial 
details, concern about lack of privacy, security of 
information, lack of legal protection for buyers, lack of 
transparency in transactions by customers, clarity about 
liability issues, regulatory framework, lack of appropriate 
culture nationally.  Against this backdrop it can be seen 
that complexities arise. Those managers who recognize 
the technologies of tomorrow and use them today may be 

assured of competitive advantages.  Together with new 
technologies comes the possibility of a different model of 
the firm.  In adopting newer technologies it is necessary 
that an understanding of a model of the firm be 
developed. 
 

Many researchers have tried to build models of the 
firm.  The closest attempt at modeling a complete firm 
was proposed by [21], the model proposed by [21] 
emphasizes two aspects.  Firstly it refers to the shifting 
character of the environment; secondly it emphasizes the 
key role of strategic management in appropriately 
adapting, integrating and re-configuring internal and 
external organizational skills, resources and functional 
competencies towards a changing environment.  
However, even this model does not address all the 
conditions for a complete model of the firm.  Some of the 
different models proposed range from the competitive 
forces to transaction cost economic and resource based 
models of the firm.  

Given the different models of the firm, complexities 
arise as researchers try to accommodate the necessary 
conditions for a complete model of the firm.  Some of the 
conditions for a complete model of the firm include:  The 
purpose of the firm, the output of the firm, the 
transformation process of the firm in transforming the 
inputs (material, labor and capital) into the outputs (goods 
and services), the internal and external environment of the 
firm, and the firm’s strategy with regards to 
diversification and growth.  At least the following authors 
have argued either for the competitive forces model, 
resource based view (RBV) or transaction cost economic 
(TCE) view: 
• Competitive forces model: 

o Ref [12] the competitive forces model is aimed 
at altering a firm’s position in industry by 
focusing on competitors and suppliers.  He 
points out for a firm to hold an attractive relative 
position with industry structure being constant 
the firm should posses’ sustainable competitive 
advantage. 

• RBV: 
o Ref  [23] defines a resource to mean anything 

that could be thought of as a strength or 
weakness of a firm.  He quotes the following 
examples as resources: brand names, in-house 
knowledge of technology, employment of skilled 
people, trade contacts, machinery, efficient 
procedures, capital, etc.  The author also says 
these resources are difficult to imitate. 

o Ref [9] argues from a RBV, they say it is the 
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unique resources from which firms derive 
sustainable competitive advantage.  The author’s 
term these ‘core resources’ and the strategies that 
are based on them, ‘core strategies’. 

o Ref [10] argues from a resource-based 
perspective they say it is the special blend in a 
firm’s pool of resources, which constitutes its 
competitive advantage. 

• TCE:  
• Ref [24] maintains that business strategy is a 

complex subject and spans the different functional 
areas of the business including marketing, finance, 
manufacturing, etc and in addition is 
interdisciplinary.   

As can been seen from the above discussions, there is 
debate about the different models of the firm.  This debate 
is further compounded by authors arguing from an 
innovation perspective.  At least the following authors 
subscribe to a competitive model from an innovation 
perspective viz. 
• Ref [8] argues the modern organization is driven by 

radical innovation.  They describe innovation as 
either incremental or radical.   

• Ref [11] categorizes innovations as either 
discontinuous or continuous.  In terms of Moore’s 
analysis the following definitions apply: 
o Continuous innovation refers to the normal 

upgrading of products that does not require one 
to change one’s behavior. 

o Discontinuous behavior on the other hand 
requires one to change ones behavior or to 
modify other products or services that we rely 
on. 

As a result of the different models proposed by various 
authors, overlaps between models arise.  As a result of 
these overlaps redundancy occurs.  Managers however try 
to reduce these redundancies in a cost economizing way.  
Hence against this background this paper tries to identify 
some of the complexities that exist in modern firms and 
how managers may overcome some of these complexities 
and redundancies when trying to achieve competitive 
advantage. 
 Ref [17] quotes [6], they argue industry selection and 
positioning within an industry are important contributors 
to performance but good administrative practices are more 
important.  In terms of this paper good administrative 
practices are seen as the integration of technologies, 
systems and people, which refer to the broader context of 
technology and operations management.    To obtain a 
better understanding of the operational complexities 
involved in managing firms, it is necessary that we 
discuss the traditional black box view of the firm. 
  

II. TRADITIONAL BLACK BOX OF THE FIRM 
 
 Traditionally the black box view of the firm saw the 
firm with a set of inputs and outputs.  Ref [17] has 
expanded this model to include other activities.  The 
model has been changed to include the activities within 

the firm, into subsets.  These subsets include technologies, 
technological resource skills, transaction processes, firm 
competencies, technological sourcing, knowledge 
management, organizational learning and relationship 
management. Ref [17] links these subsets in a competitive 
environment.  Ref [19] tested the model in a high 
technology environment and found links between the 
different subsets.   

To become successful in a competitive environment 
customers are continually looking closer at firms to 
understand the workings of the firm.  This leads to closer 
collaboration between buyers (customers) and sellers 
(suppliers).   This closer collaboration includes links 
between technology management, transaction processes 
and governance structures.  Ref [17] cites various authors 
when defining technology management, transaction 
processes and governance structures.  Some of these 
definitions include the following viz.: 
• Ref [3] describes technology in a broad sense as the 

process of transforming basic knowledge into useful 
application.  Ref [22] cites Rosenberg (1972) who 
defines technologies as those tools, devices and 
knowledge that mediate between inputs and outputs 
(A: process technology) and/or create new products 
or services (B: product technology).  These two 
complementary definitions are used. 

• Transaction processes occur through the 
transformation process as firms exchange goods and 
services.  Transaction processes may be necessary to 
build criteria like cost, quality, speed, dependability 
and flexibility.  Transaction processes are either cost 
reducing or value adding. 

• Ref [24] defines governance structures as the explicit 
or implicit contractual framework within which 
transactions occur (markets, firms, and mixed modes 
e.g. franchising).  These tasks are understood to 
encompass the tasks of administration, direction, or 
management of information flow through the 
organization by making decisions, suggestions, 
orders, etc.  In other words providing the necessary 
leadership for the business. 

 
 Given the above mentioned definitions for technology 
management, transaction processes and governance 
structures [19] describe various links.  These links 
propose closer collaboration between customers and 
suppliers to improve knowledge management in terms of 
information flow and knowledge transfer thereby leading 
to better relationship management.  Through better 
knowledge management and relationship management, 
improved organizational learning may develop.  In terms 
of effective governance this could include closer modes of 
cooperation.  These modes of cooperation are discussed 
next. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

III. MODES OF COOPERATION 
 

Ref [18] argues competitors use various mechanisms 
to improve competitive capabilities for example firms 
may form networks with other firms.  These networks 
may be formed through different modes of cooperation.   
By positioning themselves within networks firms develop 
competitive advantages.  Ref [12] defines competitive 
advantage as valuable resources or competencies the firms 
possess.  To develop these valuable resources into 
competitive advantages firms may opt to cooperate with 
other firms.  As a result firms may position themselves 
within network structures to form different modes of 
cooperation to achieve competitive advantages.  These 
modes of cooperation may give rise to inorganic growth, 
which may include:  Strategic alliances, joint ventures, 
technology partnering, social networks, embedded ties, 
supplier, closeness, communications trust and goodwill. 

In addition some researchers have taken cooperation 
to a different level; they speak of clans and cliques.  Ref 
[7] says clans are long-term relationships, carried out 
through specified contracts within the formal environment 
of an organization.  Clannish type relationships have been 
proposed by [5] who cities Ouchi (1980).  Other 
researchers have noted formations such as cliques [4].  
These modes of cooperation may lead to the formation of 
networks through which firms may develop competitive 
advantages.  However even through cooperative 
relationships, risks may arise as a result of opportunistic 
partners, where firms are sometimes in a relationship 
merely to absorb the knowledge of the other partner and 
thereafter dissolve the partnership.  Firms therefore have 
to safeguard against the risks associated with the different 
modes of cooperation either through contractual 
safeguards and/or the development of trust between 
partners.  

Together with modes of cooperation comes the firm 
in a changing economy.  The changing economy has 
called upon managers to look at enterprise engineering.  
Enterprise engineering needs to focus on many aspects.  
These aspects include the challenges of change and 
readiness assessments.  The first step in an enterprise 
engineering model is strategic visioning.  The firm needs 
to develop a strategic vision.  The strategic vision is then 
followed by a readiness assessment.  Here the firm needs 
to ascertain how ready the organization is for the vision at 
hand?  Thereafter steps around business process 
reengineering, continuous improvement and information 
engineering need to be followed.  Finally the firm should 
not underestimate the challenges of change through the 
process.  Ref [18] gives additional challenges that need to 
be considered in a changing economy these challenges 
include: Shorter windows of opportunity, faster redesign 
of products, extended enterprise (wide area technologies), 
participative management and entrepreneurship. 
 Using the enterprise engineering model it may be 
argued that technology is fundamentally altering the way 
business is conducted and the way business will be 
conducted in the future.   Therefore technology is 

fundamental to the modern organization.    Ref [15] 
argues, new technology can be a curse, making a process 
worse rather than better and locking the company into a 
way of doing business that it will be hard to change.  The 
author argues customer feedback and measurement go 
hand in hand with the evolutionary nature of this 
relationship.  Important aspects to consider for the future 
is that customers will still be fundamental, however the 
focus will be on improvements in criteria like, cost, 
quality, speed, dependability and flexibility.  Ref [20] 
refers to these criteria as manufacturing mix criteria. 
 
 
 

IV. TODAY’S BUSINESS SCENARIO 
 
 Some of the questions focus around; what can be 
done to make firms radically more effective? How to 
overcome the challenges of change regarding changing 
technologies, changing marketplaces and changing firms?  
In view of these changes can we make the shift from 
industrial worker to knowledge worker?  The key seems 
to be around participative management styles with 
technology being the glue holding things together.  There 
is a shift in thinking from a results now approach to a new 
paradigm thinking.   Therefore a participative 
methodology is required.  In section V the process 
methodology used in the four case studies, is presented, 
thereafter each of the four case studies are presented in 
section VI. 
 
 

V.  PROCESS METHODOLOGY 
 
 When adopting or implementing a resource like a new 
technology, system or process it is imperative that the 
buy-in of all stakeholders be rallied.  Often the person 
responsible for the implementation of the resource is not 
the same person that will be responsible for the day-to-
day running of resource.  The person responsible for the 
day-to-day operation of the resource and success 
thereafter is referred to as the resource or process owner. 

The person responsible for acquisition and 
implementation of the resource is referred to as the project 
manager or project champion.  There are often conflicts of 
interest between the resource owner and project champion 
and effective/ineffective management of this conflict can 
lead to the success or failure of the project or task at hand.  
Methodologies may be formulated to effectively manage 
the objectives for the implementation of resources.  This 
involves the setting up of project teams. 

The top down model is used to ensure all stakeholders 
are involved in the process.  It is a mechanism ensuring a 
participative approach is taken rather than a more 
adversarial approach.  In this way the commitment from 
stakeholders may be obtained. The basic methodology 
used consists of setting up a steering group as shown in 
Fig. 1.  A steering group is necessary to ensure the 
success of any value-adding proposition in terms of 



 

incremental or radical innovations.  The steering group 
structure shown in Fig. 1 was used in the case studies 
presented in this paper.  

The roles of each of the groups in the structure are 
next discussed.  Some of the roles have been adapted from 
[14] i.e. (project champion and sponsor), the other roles 
have been defined through refining the process 
methodology. 
• Step 1: Project champion initiates the project, he is a 

person who recognizes, proposes, motivates, and 
demonstrates a new idea, approach or procedure for 
formal management approval.  This step also 
involves identifying the project sponsor. 

• Step 2: The project sponsor is assigned, he is a person 
who guides and develops less experiences personnel 
in their critical roles, he provides behind the scenes 
support, protection, advocacy and sometimes 
‘bootlegging’ of funds.  In addition he also gains 
other executive management support.  Thereafter the 
project champion and sponsor should consider the 
appointment of the steering group. 

• Step 3: The steering committee is commissioned; 
they are a group of people responsible for ensuring 
that the project is aligned towards the project 
objectives in terms of specifications, cost and time 
requirements.  Furthermore they provide guidance in 
ensuring the project is delivered as per the project 
guidelines.  Next the project champion and sponsor 
should consider the appointment of the cross 
functional team and review group.  

• Step 4: The cross functional team is appointed, they 
are the group responsible for the development of the 
project and ensuring the project deliverables are met. 

• Step 5: The review group is appointed, they are a 
peer group used to verify that the solutions generated 
by the cross functional team are realistic and 
achievable.  They act as a feedback loop to the 
project team. 

 

Fig 1: Steering group structure 

 
 
 
The steering group may consist of members both internal 
and external to the organization.  In addition it is also 
important that the steering group consists of relevant 

members from across the organization. This is further 
shown in the case studies.  Added benefits from having 
members that are cross disciplined and internal and 
external to the organization include bringing different 
perspectives to the problem analysis and solution. 
 
Having defined the team that will be responsible for 
delivering the project, the next step is to follow a defined 
process.  A stepped approach  adapted from a systems 
engineering perspective is used in analyzing problems; 
this approach is next discussed viz. 
• Step 1; is the problem definition that is identifying  

and defining the problem, setting up the boundaries, 
objectives and deliverables.  This step involves 
obtaining a rich picture of the present situation.  Also 
identifying and appointing the resources required to 
deliver the project.   

• Step 2; is to develop a rich picture from systems 
engineering perspective. That is identifying the inputs 
and outputs to the system.  Analyzing the necessary 
activities in the system and building conceptual 
models.  Thereafter finalize the conceptual model.  
There are many operations management and 
continuous improvement tools that could be used at 
this stage.  Some of these tools include JIT, TQM, 
TOC, value engineering, business process re-
engineering (BPR), systems engineering, TRIZ1 
(Russian phrase meaning “Theory of inventive 
problem solving.”), etc. 

• Step 3; make a formal comparison between the 
results of step1 and step 2.  Generate a set of possible 
alternatives.  Here operations research techniques 
could also be utilized. 

• Step 4; allow the project team to select a relevant 
feasible solution to improve the present situation 
within the problem definition in step 1. 

• Step 5; allow the project team to test the possible 
solution against a review group. 

• Step 6; appraise and approve the implementation. 
• Step 7; implement the solution. 
• Step 8; perform benefits tracking to ensure the 

project objectives have been met.  This step also 
serves as a continuous feedback loop.  This step will 
also necessitate any further reengineering should this 
be required. 

 
Having gone through the steering group processes 

each of the case studies are next discussed.  However, it is 
imperative for the success of any project that there is a 
benefits tracking process to ensure that the financial 
benefits of the project are being tracked and are in line 
with the expected results.  This process assists in giving 
credibility to the project team and their successes can be 

                                                        
1 TRIZ is a theory for problem solving developed in 
Russia.  Interested readers may refer to Rantanen and 
Domb (2002) in the reference for further information on 
the methodologies of TRIZ. 



 

monitored for future projects.  In addition this would 
remove any bias should the project team be rewarded 
through some kind of incentive scheme. 
 
 

VI. CASE STUDIES 
 

Given the theoretical framework and methodologies 
proposed, four case studies are presented to demonstrate 
the effectiveness of the methodologies.   The framework 
gives an indication of the various complexities involved 
in modern firms, the methodologies proposed show ways 
managers may use to maneuver around complexities to 
reduce problems to manageable sizes so practical and 
workable solutions may be achieved.  The case studies are 
referred to as A, B, C and D to ensure the confidentiality 
of the firms concerned. The four case studies are: 
• Case study A; looks at an IT integration project for a 

major technology company in the electronics and 
electrical engineering industry. 

• Case study B; looks at integration between a logistics 
provider (freight forwarding, warehousing and 
distribution) and one of its major customers. 

• Case study C; looks at development of a high 
technology business through an incubation process. 

• Case study D looks at integration of supply chain 
management and maintenance in a mining 
environment. 

 
In each of the case studies a financial benefits case 

was proposed to the executive management of the firms 
concerned.  The benefits case clearly defined the project 
objectives, deliverables, resources required and benefits in 
financial terms to be obtained from successful completion 
of the project.  Furthermore a project structure was 
proposed for reviewing and overseeing the project from 
conceptualizing to project implementation, as indicated in 
Fig 1.  A defined communication and mobilization plan 
was adhered to throughout the duration of the projects.    
 
 
Each of the case studies is discussed next viz. 
 
Case Study A: IT Integration in a major technology firm 
 

This case study looks at the integration of IT systems 
in a major technology company operating in South Africa.  
The case study is broken down as follows: 
• Problem definition; the organization is made of many 

different business units 7 in total.  These business 
units were operating on a common IT system but 
each business unit was segregated and the IT systems 
were partitioned into separate firms and as result 
common cross functions could not exist.  In addition 
as a result of the different systems, there were huge 
costs associated with maintenance, programming, 
system standardization etc.  The CFO decided to 
embark on a project to optimize the current situation.  
A Steering group structure as defined in Fig. 1 was 

set-up, it consisted of participants from within the 
organization. 

• Objective; to integrate the 7 business units into a 
single IT platform with reduced costs and improved 
reliability and maintenance between the systems. 

• Constraints; the constraints were resistance to 
change, inability of people to recognize the benefits 
of single IT platform, resources in terms of 
manpower and funds required to complete the 
project.   

• Achievements; to date include full reengineering of 
IT systems to successful migration into a single 
platform.  This resulted in the project being 
completed within time and budget requirements.  
Further financial benefits included 78% cost 
avoidance in terms of maintenance costs. 

• Benefits tracking; throughout the project a benefits 
tracking system was maintained to ensure that the 
project was completed on time and within budget. 
 

Case Study B:  Integration with a logistics provider and 
it’s major customer 
 
• Problem situation; as a result of a recent relocation of 

a major customer decentralized operations between 
the customer and its logistics provider have lead to 
poor service levels and increased transport costs. A 
project was initiated by the Logistics Director to 
optimize the current situation. A Steering group 
structure as defined in Fig. 1 was set-up, it consisted 
of participants from within and external to the 
organization. 

• Objective; to setup a centralized warehouse 
management operation between a logistics provider 
and one of its customers in order to improve 
customer service levels. 

• Constraints; delays in agreeing to a service level 
contract and quantifying the risks and rewards in 
terms of outsourcing warehousing and freight 
management.  Issues surrounding labour relations in 
terms of making staff redundant in one organization 
and thereafter transferring the business over to 
another organization (freight forwarder) with the 
option of reemploying the staff concerned. 

• Achievements; to date, a joint warehouse has been 
constructed with cost reduction in terms of 
operational costs in the region of 30% and an 
additional transport saving of 20%. 

• Benefits tracking; throughout the project a benefits 
tracking system was maintained. 
 

Case Study C: Development of a high technology business 
through an incubation process 
 
• Problem situation; as a result of the success achieved 

in case study B, the responsible unit director believed 
that a profitable business in supply chain 
management and logistics and assembly systems 



 

could be established as a result of the competencies 
developed through the methodologies developed in 
case study B. A Steering group structure as defined in 
Fig. 1 was set-up, it consisted of participants from 
within the organization. 

• Objective; to setup a high technology business 
through a bootstrapping approach and thereafter 
transfer the business over into an operational unit or 
alternatively to set up a standalone operational unit. 

• Constraints; being a new concept and a new business 
with totally different product and process offering the 
executive management of the organization concerned 
was skeptical about the new venture.  However the 
proposal submitted by the responsible director was 
financially encouraging and therefore the proposal 
was given the nod from the executive management 
concerned. 

• Achievements; to date include a separate business 
unit that has been setup with a market share of 10% 
in 2 year period.  In addition the new venture has 
plans to be number 1 or number 2 within the next 2 
years with a total market share of 21%.   

• Benefits tracking; throughout the incubation process 
a benefits tracking system was maintained. 
 

Case Study D:  Integration of supply chain management 
(SCM) and maintenance in a mining environment 
 
• Problem situation; as a result of poor procurement, 

logistics  and maintenance procedures the firm had 
developed poor internal customer satisfaction levels 
coupled with low inventory turns of 3 per annum. 
The general manager of the mine initiated a project to 
optimize the current situation. A Steering group 
structure as defined in Fig. 1 was set-up, it consisted 
of participants from within and external to the 
organization. 

• Objective; to setup new systems and procedures to 
ensure improved customer satisfaction levels and 
improved inventory turns. 

• Constraints; resistance to change from the current 
management in terms of believing what can be 
achieved.  

• Achievements; an integrated supply chain 
management system has been set up.  Inventory turns 
have exceeded 6 within 2 years.  Plans to achieve 
inventory turns of up to 8 are proposed for the next 
financial year.  Better forecasting of maintenance in 
terms of planned and preventative maintenance has 
improved inventories tied up in work in progress.  
Better inventory models have reduced inventories by 
30%.   

• Benefits tracking; throughout the re-engineering 
project a benefits tracking system was maintained. 
 

 In each of the cases a steering group structure as 
indicated in Fig. 1 was set-up in addition the methodology 
as outlined in section V was utilized.  It may therefore be 

concluded that the methodology used in the 
abovementioned cases has proved beneficial, however 
further refinement of the model can be done through 
further testing and additional case studies.  The major 
critical success factors were:  The top down approach, the 
structured methodology, the project structure, continuous  
benefits tracking, continuous communication and 
awareness, and service level agreements.  The cross 
disciplined approach and the team composition was 
crucial to the success.  The methodology utilize favored a 
problem solving approach towards understanding the 
problem, clearly defining the problem, setting up the  
objectives, understanding the constraints, developing  
alternatives and selecting the relevant solution, together  
with a team approach. 
  
 
 

VII. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 
 
 Against the background of complexity of firms, four 
case studies were presented showing how managers cope 
with complexity.  Complexity was discussed within the 
framework of models of the firm. The complexity 
frameworks proposed give an indication of the various 
factors that managers have to consider.  These factors 
demonstrate the complexity evident in firms.  Firms have 
to keep abreast of these complexities to stay ahead of 
competitors.  In essence the process methodology 
presented builds on the basic premise presented by [18] of 
simplifying, systemizing then automating. 

 
Yes, complexities in modern organizations exist, it is 

how one works within these complexities that may give 
rise to competitive advantages.  Adopting a wait and see 
approach sometimes may be the best stance.  Ref [16] 
argues technological implementation is not a competitive 
advantage as it is available to the competition as well.  It 
is how a firm applies technology that will make it more 
competitive than others.  Technologies and process are 
linked.  It is the link between the tangible technologies 
and intangible resources that create competitive 
advantages.  The ability to link tangible and intangible 
technologies is crucial to achieve sustainable competitive 
advantage, which in addition will lead to organizational 
learning so firms can develop new ways of improving 
competitive advantage. 
 
 

VIII. CONCLUSION 
 
Having discussed the complexities surrounding 

modern firms the following conclusions may be drawn: 
• Linking technology management, transaction 

processes and governance structures are fundamental 
towards understanding the complexities in modern 
firms. 

• Even though the modern firm is flooded by 



 

technologies and systems, customers are still 
fundamental to success customers are seen as both 
internal and external.  Technologies and systems are 
only tools required to meet customer requirements. 

• The modern firm requires cohesive interaction 
between technologies, systems and people. 

• Sections of the firm are required to function in a 
synchronized manner so firms can meet their goals, 
i.e. the sum of the parts is greater than the whole. 

 
Finally it may be argued that the modern firm is a 
complex, no sooner have you mastered a technology or 
system or process to gain competitive advantage, 
competitors have done so too, therefore you are in a rapid 
state of change.  The only thing that organizations of the 
future can be sure about is being in a constant state of 
revolutionary change.  The idea is to be smarter and to 
keep ahead of competitors in a race to profitability and 
increased market share. 
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