productive dimension independently from their international aims;

Twa types of intet-organisational relationships emerge as distinctive. The first is with the
commercial agents or firms, that is to say the vertical connection with the units at the
lower end of the production chain. These connections permit the small units to gain
access to external commercial capabilities (an area in which they are culturally and
structurally weak). These links, besides simply being the means of distributing and
selling the product, assist the firm in gathering vital information on market demands, on
the competition, limitations and opportunities present, which would otherwise be difficult
to find. Consortia or (herizontal connections) represent yet another typical and
distinctive form of relationship among firms operating in the same or adjacent sectors.

These links permit the sharing of resources and experiences, so simplifying the access to
the foreign markets.
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IONS MANAGEMENT AND STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT:
. TOWARDS AN INTEGRATION

Alberto De Toni and Stefano Tonchia, DIEGM, University of Udine, Italy

TRACT | ) ) -~
AB§_M this paper the authors advance a proposal that attempts to link the main olgi and
new theories of corporote strategic management (from Industrial Organisation to
Competence Theory), and the different variations {Lean Production, WCM,
Strategic Flexibility, eic.) of the production paradigm that seem to have surpassed
Fordism, These "variations” can be seen as different emphases, in the ambit of
operations management, of the main constituent elements of a framework that seeks
10 unify the different strategic theories of the firm.

ODUCTION A "
'i'lmtzl:cédenﬁc debate on the connections between operations management and strategic
management has reached a crucial point. On one side we see an active reconsideration of
strategic management in general, in the ambit of which the traditional Harvard model of

Industrial Organisation (Porter, 1980) is criticised by the upholders of the theories that regard

urces and competencies of a firm as its principal source of compctitive advantage. On
g ?ﬂs\:r, in the spherep::f operations management, though faced with the recognised cnsis of
the Fordist production paradigm, the cmerging paradigm has not yet been clearly defined
{summariscd by the tesms Lean Production, World-Class Manufacturing, etc.). et o9
But what are the links between stralegic management and manufacturing suar;egy. in of lhc:r
wards, how is the corporate strategy in operations management to be interpreted? How Cﬂ[lil lhc
interpretative problems linked to different approaches both to the corporate strategy and the
manufacturing strategy be solved?

CRIT S OF TRADITIONAL STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT =~
The su!u(étltsnrconducl-perfomance scheme, typical of the Industrial Organisation, is discussed
both in regard to the origin of the firm's rent (the industry to which it belongs) and concerning

‘the sustainability of its competitive advantage (determined by five forces - rivalry among

existing competitors, threat of new entrants, threat of substitute products, bargaining power of
ml:r}s}:;leds%gﬁnrs&m industry is not a decisive facter in proﬁtabil_it_y (Run'!cll, 1991), and in
addition boundaries between industries are hazy and unstable. In addition the impact of the five
competitive forces has been altered, by the adoption of a parinership relationship with the
suppliers, and a relationship with the boyers aimed at customer satisfaction. The different
pmpglability of firms is thus to be sought primarily, not among the factors of the context,
though they have a certain amount of influence, but among the "discretional factors”, precisely
those which have the advantage of a certain margin of autonomy and permit the firm to obtain
méf l.ill::s'lndusu'ial Organisation is examined since it in fact provides two alicrnative
strategic options - cost leadership and differentiation; surmounting performance trade-off has,
on the other hand, become a leit-motiv of the new production paradigms and one of the greatest
strengths of the firms. For example, Corbett and Wassenhove (1993) distinguish between
"qualifying” performances (which are the minimal conditions for entry or remaining on the
market) and "ordes-winning"” performances (which permit to outdistance the competitors), and
maintain that at least the "qualifying” level must be reached in all the performance dimensions
and not in only one.

RNATIVE STRATEGIC APPROACH: THE COMPETENCE THEORY
'ﬁ: nl}tlélfﬁv':s‘:roposed to the Industrial Organisation, esseatially belonging to the Resonrce-
Based View (Wemerfelt, 1984) and Competence-Based Competition (Pral:n'alad ‘and Hamel,
1950), together with a few udditional concepts (such as "path dependency”, Yariety and lhaﬁ
consequent discquilibrinm as first cause of economic development, the "organisation
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roulin_cs"'.. eic.) derived from the Evolutionary Theories (Nelson and Win

peculiarities, imperfect imitability and imperfect mobility( of the resources ‘:1:1:;:1 L?)E:ﬁi):i'efg:cllhc:
possessed as the source of compelitive advantage (Barney, 1991), These theories constitut
set of principles which can be united under the term "Competence Theory". =
The Resource-Based View underlines the importance of the resources to achieve the
competitive gd\:'.antage, both in terms of resources possessed and the ability to manage them
("competencies”). The competencies explain how twao firms, though with the same obiectives
and exactly the same resources, can achieve different performances, or vice versa h'lrw two
firms can obtain the same performances even if with different resources (Grant, 1991)

The Competence-Based Competition, instead, was defined by Prahalad and 'Hnmcl'in a well
known article (1990). A core competence permit potential access to a high number of markels
is seen by the end customer as the principal source of value added to the product, and is
difficult to imitate by the competitors. Competitiveness is based on the creati'on and
development of tompetencics, and not on the products offered on the market; the fipancial
resources are d.lstpbuleq according to the need to create and develop compelcnc'ics and not to
the single strategic business units. In regard to the Resource-Based View the Com tence-
Based Competition assumes a connotation preciscly because of the emph'asis pIacege on the

"behavioural" aspect of strategic planning, that j i i i i
Mo i kg gic p ng, that is, on their dehbe_rauvcness. the proactive

LIMITS OF THE COMPETENCE THEORY
Thfhl;mlts lnnd cor_lsequcmfcriticisdms made to the Competence T hcory' are;
- exclusive interest focused on a single firm, considered separately from the j |
3nw§l {(several authors have tried to surmeunt this limit, bf consige:i?:: th: iﬁguussg::ll
o ganisation and Competence Theory jointly - see the following paragraph);
- thelack of a thcorcucal_ modelization which clearly defines the links between resources and
:gg‘lg’e&ntl:lfs onfonc s:‘de. and the sfusla.inablc competitive advantage on the other: typical
cl-type firms do not exist mi
:ll:tf‘mition. ok or the Competence Theory, because each firm is, by
€ unclearly defined relationship between deliberateness and chance: i i
various innovations and imponant competencies were unexpecwfd'l‘;?digcf)?cl;:(‘ipc e
- the application of the theory exclusively 1o large, advanced, diversified firms which
::l?énrli);'lgi cl:n 3‘ u;olgd scale (firms typical of business school, almost miythical); .
. ity that the competencies can bring to 2n organisati idated "routines”
also be an obstacle to the introduction of ingmmlicmsr)g isation (consolidaied Yiopinesiing

Table I Comparative analysis of the Industsial Organisation and Competence Theory

_ INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATION COMPETEN
Object of analysis; the industry the I'u1110 2
;’nrm charncr teristics: typical of the industry V
ource of rent: the ind fresources and competencies
Industry: fixed, l_he strategy must conform to0 it _| in evolution and difficalt to define
Managgmcnl: _ portiolio of businesses folio of competencies
Strategical options: cost Jeadership and differentintion depend on competencies and core
products
Respurces; allocated to the business units i i
£ transversal 1o the bus|
Cnmg‘ uu.v'e advantage: based on the vafue for the cusiomer based on the value fo:l:h?c::::ﬁmr
Susmun;;p;lny of the dcpem!s on five foeoes (current and depends on the heterogeneity, the
competitive advantage: potential competitors, substitute imperfect mobility, imilabili;y and
prochucts, bayers and suppliers) substitutability of the resources

INDUSTRIAL ORGANISATION AND COMPETENCE THEO

( RY
As already seen, both the Industrial Organisation and the Competence Theory have limits
which denive from their typical features, frequently too radical and opposed, surnmarised in
Table I. Articles can be found in the literature that aim at overcoming such ga'ps and critically
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reconsider both approaches, integrating them as far as possible into 2 coherent scheme. Among

the most significant articles, are those by Porter (1991) and Amit and Schoemaker (1993).

Porter, who with good reason can be considered one of the founders of the Industrial

Organisation theory, could not remain indifferent to the criticisms and the innovative proposals

made by the upholders of the Competence Theory. According to Porter (1991), the Competence

Theory brings new answers to the "longitudinal problem”, which singles out the conditions that

enable a firm to reach and sustain a competitive position favourable over time. However this

problem cannot be detached from the "cross-sectienal problem”, aimed at understanding causes
of superior firm performance at a given point in time and explained by the industry analysis.

Porter befieves that the industry or business must remain the principal unit of analysis: it

follows that the firm profitability depends both on the attractiveness of the industry in which the

firm competes and on its relative position in that industry. If «the essence of strategy is
choosing to perform activities differently than rivals do», the core competencies enable the

choice of diversity to be followed. .

Porter (1991) presents a framework in which the activities are the source of competitive

advantage. Performing an activity requires tangible assets (physical and financial) as well as

intangible ones (embodied in human resources and technology). While the tangible assets
normally depreciate, the intangible ones can cumulate over time. The assets originate from

external acquisitions or the practice of the activities themselves, and thus have, as a

background, the managerial choices made over time, starting from certain initial conditions of

the firm.

Amit and Schoemaker (1993) maintain that the profitability of a {irm derives from the amount of

overlapping and convergence between "stratlegic assets” and "strategic industry factors”:

« the "strategic assets” (technical abilities, brand management, control of diseribution channels,
etc.) coincide with the resources/competencies according to the Competence Theory, in other
waords, they are specifics of a firm, difficult to imitate or transfer, they confer competitive
advantage, derive from the incomplete rationality of the managers and their predisposition to
risk (otherwise the firms, apart from their initial conditions, would operate in a regime of
stability, copying the best firms, and thus there would not be any substantial difference in
profit between the firms);

« the "strategic industry factors" are resources and competencics at the industry/market level,
thus they mare or less characterise all the firms to which they belong, and explain the
success in respect to other industries/markets.

THE DEBATE INSIDE OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT: MANUFACTURING
STRATEGY AND NEW PRODUCTION PARADIGM

The theoretical confrontation at the corporate level is confirmed also in the field of operations,
where the production paradigm emerging from the abandonment of that conceming mass
production (Tayloristic-Fordist paradigm) has been interpreted in different ways.

However it must be said that the different proposals for a new production paradigm have been
generally advanced disconnected from the corporate strategic management, most maintain the
re-evaluated imponance of the production function with the aim of pursuing the competitive
advantage. So on one hand there is a great amount of literature concerning the manufacturing
strategy, its conient and relationship with the corporate strategy (Minor et al., 1994); while on
the other, there are papers about the emergence of a new production paradigm, its
characteristics and diffusion capacity. But how many of these contributions clearly define the
role that this production paradigm would play in relation (o strategic management, corporate
strategy and manufacturing stralegy? Sometimes one gels the impression that where the
presentation of the new production paradigm is concerned, there is difficulty in speaking about
stratcgic planning, and vice versa.

Manyfacturing strategy is the deployment of the corporate strategy extended to the production
function, which however should have a supportive - not passive - role. There exists a content
and a process of the manufacturing strategy: the content regards the sclected competitive
priorities and the intervention choices made to realize them; the process regards the formulation
and implementation of the strategy (Swamidass and Newell, 1987). However, the different
manufaciuring strategies are generally distinguished by the chosen competitive privrities; for
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example, Miles and Snow (1978) distinguish between "defenders” (who pursue efficiency).

“prospectors” (oriented towards product development and market), "analysers" (who try to

pursue efficiency like the "defenders” when the contexts are stable but otherwise they behave as

“prospectors™), and "reactors” (without a clearly defined stratepy).

On the other hand in regard to the emergence of a new praduction paradigm, starting from the

recognized limits of the mass-production paradigm (or the Tayloristic-Fordist one), there are

seme basic common principals that characterise the different proposals advanced to define it:

* arepetitive production ("Just-In-Time") versus an intermittent one, based on a pull logic (on
the part of the market} versus a pish one (on part of the fim);

* amanagement-by-process organisation versus a functional one, aimed at the confintous
improvement versus standard achievemenr,

* with performance compatibilitylcumulativeness versus trade-aff;

+ with the synergeric effect of the various choices and practices versus isolated interventions,
and with the involvement of the human resources versus the traditional antagonism between
employces and management.

In contrast to the "one best-way" (standardised production, economy of scale, physical

concentration of the activities) typical of Fordism, previously Skinner (1974) had set up the

concept of the “focused factory”, in other words the manufacturing strategy must be focused on
only one key successful factor. But this is not yet the new preduction paradigm, which,

instead, seems to be based on the aforementioned principals and so once again scems to be a

"one best-way". This “"one best-way" has been called Lean Production (all must be lean?) by

some, World-Class Manuofacturing (we must be the best in the world!) by others.

Lean Production (Womack et al., 1990) is concentrated, above all, on the practices, indicating a

series of «techniques for relentlessly and continuonsly ¢liminating wasie from an operations,

such as Just-In-Time, Total Quality Management, Concurrent Engineering, etc., up to the
concept of Lean Enterprise (which include advanced relationships with the suppliers, more
direct relationships with the customers, etc.).

The World-Class Manufacturing (Schonberger, 1986), on the other hand, concentrates,

mainly, on the performances (adopting the principle of “simplicity” along the entire length of

the “chain of customers™): the manufacturing strategy must be targeted at optimal positioning
within the industry, more than on streamlining the operations themselves.

Hayes and Pisano (1994) assert that being "world-class” is not enough, but a finn must be

«able to change gear», that is, have “strategic flexibility”, maodifying with time its own key

successful factors: they re-evaluate Skinner’s concept of the focused factory, thus criticising the

“one best-way” and stating that trade-off in the exact sense cannot be surmounted, but - by

means of strategic flexibility - world-class firms can make a dynamic adjustment of the focus of

their strategies. This is also called Agile Manufacturing, meaning the capacity to move o

different businesses in a competitive environment characterised by "war of movement” (Stalk et

al., 1992), If this capacity for "being dynamic” is mainly based on the organisational
competencies and on learning-by-doing, Hayes et al. (1988) prefer to speak of Dynamic

Manufacturing.

THE PROPOSAL FOR A UNIFIED FRAMEWORK AND CONCLUSIONS

The proposal presented by the authors tries to link, in a single framework, both the main old
and new theories of strategic management, and the different variations of the new production
paradigm described in the literature. The mode! (Figure 1) has its origin in the cffort to integrate
Industrial Organisation and Competence Theory, that is, in the ambit of strategic management;
in practice, starting from the different concepts of the relationship between strategies and
competitive advantage, it attempts 1o relate the various elements that distinguish the two
theories, and shows that both must be considered in order to have a complete analysis. In
addition, the authors' proposal illusirates how the principal interpretations of the new
production paradigm do no more than consider, from time to time, several elements of the
framework. In the model, the two general strategic theories are presented separating the
constituent elements and articulating them accordin B to a sequential scheme of analysis. On the
left part of Figure 1 can be seen the scheme characterising the Industrial Organisation (1-2.1-
2.2-3), and on the right that characterising the Competence Theory (A-B-C).
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Figure 1 Proposal for the integration of Industrial Organisational and Competence Theory, and position of 1)
main declinations of the new production paraligm
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strategic analysis according to the [ndustrial Organisation resumes Porte
mkamoiclggence ftructurz-con:}yct-perfonnw?ce: %e u:éuls;stg(f .v;‘vul*ulhcltr:ai‘}t:é rlﬁ:;k::st ;
itive environment in which the firm is situated, positionin marke
ﬁ?h‘ptehtéu::rrfpﬂimrs. suggests and describes the strategic decisions. These are real:l;scd in t’
selection of competitive priosities (in other words, in the identification of the Key S u(l:‘cess.
Factors - KSF of the industry) and in the fulfilment of the intervention choices mo“rle ul;l e?p:
with the attninment of these competitive priotities. Even though representing both - adt :'s_.
competitive priorities and the intervention choices - the contents of a stratcgy, these are :1 m
according to a sequence that first examines the definition of the competitive pnonu:si) anLh n
the definition of the intervention cheices. Thesc choices regard lechn_ologyf( 0 .
incorporated into the products and productive processes, and that regarding 1{1‘ (:;'IM :lt
Information Technology), the management (including practices of Just-In-Time, | ot Oiu l
and Concurrent Engineering), and the organisation (both internal and in relation to
custo! uppliers).
The slt':'l:{cs;i:‘d mslalp}psis sc)hcmc according to the Competence Theory can, on the other hand,]
represented by the sequence: resources/competencies - potential profitability - slralfl.:gylrj.il
identifying the resources and competencies of a firm one can evaluate the potential profita
and select the strategy best fitted to exploiting, v?lxrhsnég_ang mns?])ld'?husf lll:,ca;:g;dmmé ugr :
virteal circle typical of the learning organisation (A-B-C in Figure 1). {1 resot 5, fr
i i itute the source of the competitive advantage, from the other they defi
31“: sl:roaut:g?g mgggs&t;e firm: this double role of the resources can be clearly scen u:l Fig
1, Therefore, according to the Competence Theory, the strategy cannot be .Lrlagilate. a;ol
definition of competitive priority and choices of inmtervention (as in the Indusu;xtlh ganisa -
but as the definition of the policies which are best suited to the management o : e rcsoum\:' "
Having defined and articulated the constituent elements of the two theorics, c;) us ‘.f;ec -
could be the possible points of contact, Besides the strategy and the common objective o
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competitive advantage, the link between the branch on the left (Industrial Organisation) and that
.on the right (Competence Theory) of Figure 1 is given by the comparison between competitive
priorities (or key successful factors) on one side and the rcsourcesl_com_p_elcncics on the other:

other words, the postulation of the Industrial Organisation which prescribes the derivation of
the competitive priorities from the industry analysis is insufficient and needs the confrontation
with the possessed resources/competencies, which can confirm certain priorities or re-direct
lowards others, having analysed the potential profitability of the fesources/competencies
available; likewise the resources/competencies typical of a firm are of value also in relation to
the competitive priorities selected by the firm.

Passing from strategic management lo operations management, we can ses how the principal
interpretations of the new production paradigm seem to do no more than consider, from time 1o
time, all the elements of the framework of Figure 1, with the exception of resources: the
concept of “focused factory” and straiegic flexibility {or agility} is based on the competitive
priorities; the intervention choices are accentyated especially by Lean Production/Enterprise,
while the performances are stressed mainly by World-Class Manufacturing; and Dynamic
Manufacturing is based on comperencies and learning, ]

In conclusion, in the Link between competitive priorities and resources/competencies rests the
key to setiling so much controversy regarding strategic management: not only, but a unified
framework of the type shown helps 1o clarify the numerous proposals advanced in the theme of
new production paradigms, leading them back to single underlineations of clements all
important, which should be integrated and considered together. It only remains to point out
how the lack of paradigmatic proposals for production regarding, above all, resources,
compared to the already abundant literature on strategy, indicates a research stream of the
preatest interest for the future,
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THE E AND ITS DELIVERY AT
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= LIVE EVENTS
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ABSTRACT

This paper investigates the criteria by which the spectators e.vc;rluat:rrﬁ; ::;::?Z ;}f ::e:;}
B o cone potoes o et o alr anie fsore,
:;:z;;;r:iﬁ;lﬁ:gﬁs:;:iﬁ:; e"‘::sj-ggm:mzfian” ﬁ‘::e:;,‘}zhgfozﬁ;!:slgﬁﬁ
i i iscuss the dimens. P
:‘;r‘vl;zes;::;;gflzzzfﬁzzc:;;uJ:;.g:ﬁgiricfa;glz ;r:::;tgai; ;r: :;gnﬂfazr;n‘:
far:{re;s;}?::i:ﬁ;::r::ngﬁyﬁ: ;22:;:2: e;;e results show high reliability.

INTRODUCTION

i i igni f the entertainment and leisw
i rt is an increasingly significant sector of ¢
?I:ust:yfcssmrlltalg:z:mtcs huge amount of national and international l.nlercst. Ina stu:gl b)é 1l£
lgeu ’a.Institule of Technology, it was estimated that lht? sports 11:|dustry5 ge::dr: o’ -.
(£931‘§1) billion of business and created 2.3 million job.s in the l_JS in ;99m, er: » mgb i ;irg;
thm'thg motion picture, radio/television, :n%:d:cauun sgv;::t ;nR:spon i
1997). In the Unite gdom, a - R
mg'cu;cl:dal::l:vl;f‘:z;ney s?ent on sport in UK in 1995 was £5.29 blllm.n.. The anenr((iii?;ce
esuPreuum’ersh.ip Football matches in 1996/97 season was over 10 rmlhu:.'::a dm ’ sio
CarlingNet web site (URL: http:llwww.fa—premier.comg. Ev;ne‘{or arntzﬁ-thousm(i 0
i tch reac ovel
, in the UK, the attendance for a single ma ¢ er ¢ *
2115;8‘::3:2 n:.nManchester in 1996 (Smith, 1996)..@1 mdustry‘of tlhlzss lzgousn:;cm .
closer attention. However, academic and pracuuonei a“emsl::h s focused many s
i indivi f the service package, :
marketing, individual elements o ¢ 1 ,
psychological and physiological preparation of the direct participants.

Little work has been published which takes a holistic view of the servtiﬁe paf:skﬁafc ::i i
dtl:liv during the live professional sports event, nor does much_of e e;uaf ﬂgw =
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Maguire, 1997).

The purpose of this pape
"service package” (Nommann, 1991;
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professional sport service package and

t is to identify possible dimensions of the professional spor:h a:-
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