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AbstractToday’s firms are residing in a hypercompetitive environment in which operationalsupremacy undisputedly is a fulcrum of competitiveness. However, under tough competitivecircumstances posed by globalized business milieu achieving this end apparently requires acomprehensive and systematic approach to understand and strategize operation in a superiorway. This means operation and strategy must be intertwined, co-formulated and co-implemented.Logically only in this way firms are enabled to outperform rivals and create an operationalhegemony. Despite this notion, management literature is suffering from a gap in its body ofoperational knowledge. Specifically, prior research laments the absence of a dynamic theory foroperational strategy in order to harmonize operation with the modern theory of strategy. Thispaper, hence, is designed to address this context by proposing a conceptual model. Thus, this paperis a conceptual research that follows a simple approach to develop a theoretical framework forunderstanding the dynamicity of operational strategy. Accordingly at the end implications ofthis approach are presented for researchers and practitioners.
Keywords: Operation, Strategy, Dynamic model__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
IntroductionThe face of competition in the 21st centuryhas changed drastically. Competitive forcesare increasingly becoming furious and globalhypercompetitive landscape isunprecedentedly challenging firms’operational maneuverability. Subsequentlyfollowing the classic rules of the game notonly results in a competitive disadvantage orat best disparity, but also it likely puts thefirm at the verge of collapse. This  is  duemainly  to  the fact  that, the dawn  of  thethird  millennium have corresponded  withpervasive internationalization of  firms,increasing  economic  uncertainty, high-velocity technological evolution dominanceof information technologies and

unpredictable macro-environmental changes.These universal phenomena force firms toadopt new managerial approaches andrevisit traditional models of competitiveanalysis  and strategic management such asthe static  hierarchy of  strategy in  whichperformance and competitiveness have beenplanned and led from operation as thebottom-line to strategic decision– making  asthe upper echelon (Thomson et al. 2007,P.39; Hitt et al. 2006, p. ). In this sense, thefever of a paradigm shift is heating up and arising tide of new approaches to cultivatemore competitive operation frommanagement to  strategy is readily seen (e.g.Adam and Swamidass 1989;Anderson et al.1989; Porter 1996; Ward et al. 1998; Boyerand Levis 2002; Sum et al. 2004).
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Despite this fact, the concept of strategy is anelusive being and linking operation tostrategy is therefore a ferocious beastdifficult to tame theoretically.  In  thisregard,  operation  is  now  seen  as  astrategic  priority  and  strategic  operationmanagement has emerged as a new growingdiscipline  (ward et al. 1995;Lowson 2002;Brown et al. 2004).Furthermore,environmental unpredictability and high-velocity technological evolution have givenrise to a  dynamic theory of strategy ( e.g.Porter 1991; Markides 1999; Warren2002,2007) in which strategic planning  as  asystematic set of patterns to orientate,formulate and implement strategies iscarried out dynamically in order to catchfast-moving changes and preempt furthermovements. Strategic management as anattractive multidisciplinary field of researchin the modern organizational science hasadapted congruently to this change bydevoting a bundle of new constructs thatshow the evolution of the concept of strategyin theory and practice.  Conceptually,operation  is  embedded  at  the  heart  ofperformance, and  strategy  is  to  navigateperformance  towards  a  competitiveadvantage; Hence, the relationship betweenoperation and strategy has been a criticalsubject of ongoing debate in academic as wellas  industrial communities. To settle thisdebate, this study aims to develop a dynamictheory of operation strategy in adherence torecent developments in the theory ofstrategy. To do so, first and foremost,strategy, operation and operation strategy asthe three constructs of the research must becomprehensively defined. Then,fundamentals of a dynamic theory must beelucidated and eventually a dynamic modelencapsulating these constructs must becontrived. Next sections of this articleengineer this process consecutively andstreamline the flow of conceptual findings toenhance the comprehension of the researchfor managers, commentators andpractitioners.

MethodologyBased on the objective of this study and itsresearch design, this research is explanatoryresearches that form the research philosophyperspective falls under the class ofinterpretivism. The research uses secondarydata. The research strategy is literaturesurvey and qualitative analysis. Internationaljournals, textbooks as well as proceedingswere accessed and searched throughinternational well-recognized databases(Emerald, Ebsco, Proquest). Papers fromleading journals in strategy and operationdisciplines including Harvard businessreview,  academy of management, strategicmanagement journal, California managementreview, SLOAN business review, operationmanagement journal, management scienceand many other well-known sources werecollected systematically over a three-monthperiod. Textbooks were also accessed fromlibraries and reviewed over a three-monthperiod. A Couple of discussions around thedesign, the process and the objective of thestudy were carried out by senior strategicmanagement and operation managementlecturers in three business schools as  wellas some PhD students in order to improvethe flow of data and the progress of thestudy. The arrangement of the literaturesurvey was planned to start by reviewing theconcepts of strategy, operation and exploringthe meaning of strategy through taxonomiesand classifications. In the second step, thescientific development of a dynamic theory inthe form of a cyclic model was pursued andconsequently its theoretical fundamentalswere elicited and investigated in existingliterature to date. It must be noted thatliterature in these fields is developingexponentially and also that this study islimited to a conceptual field. The findings arehence based on a roadmap which representsthe underlying analytical arguments of thismanuscript as follows:
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(1) what operation is ;( 2) what overlapsbetween strategy and operation; (3) howoperation strategy is shaped; and finally (4)how today’s dynamic landscape can becaptured by this view. So the boundaries ofsuch studies may change over time andfurther researchers are recommended to payattention to these issues carefully. In the laststep, some discussions about the model aremade and main implications of the study areproposed to managers, researchers and allother who are involved, interested orengaged in such fields of inquiry.
Contextualizing Strategy and OperationThe mass body of management literature hasbeen divided into many interrelateddisciplines, amongst them  operationmanagement  and  strategic  managementhave  coevolved  over  past  decades  (Wilson1995;Pilkington,  and  Meredith, 2009)  anda  new  view  into  strategic  operationmanagement  is academically beingpopularized through which operation andstrategy are incorporated into more effectivecompetitive weapons (Chase et al. 2001). Inthe light of this evolution, the theoreticalrelationship between two broad concepts ofoperation and strategy has long been anenduring issue of debate amongst scholarsand commentators in academic as well asindustrial communities (e.g.  Skinner  1969;Banks,  and Wheelwright, 1979;  Porter1980;  1985;  1996;  Hyes and  Upton  1998;Barnes  2001;  Pilkington,  and Meredith,2009). Notwithstanding this notion, thegeneral context of strategy encompasses thepurpose, process and content of the strategyregardless of its scope as operational orcompetitive (De wit and Meyer 2007, p 5).Therefore, to subsume this notion within theboundaries of strategic operationmanagement, first and foremost a clear andcomprehensive definition of operation andstrategy must be given in order to constitutean inclusive framework for operationstrategy. According to Cook (2000), “thereare three popular interpretations of strategy;corporate-management, institutional-

administrative and futuristic. However, thereis cross-breeding and cross-pollination butdistinctions are identifiable” (p12), Hence, inadherence to the purpose of this study, thecorporate-management approach is arguablyundertaken because it deals with the contextof strategy in organizational managementand overall performance which backs to theseminal work of Drucker (1954). In respectto this dogma, the concepts of strategy ortraditionally business policy and operationalperformance have retrospectively coalescedinto a concrete unit of interest which isknown as industrial strategic managementfor long-range planning.  This disciplinebecame attractive for academicians andpractitioners in 1950s (Ewing 1956; Payne1957; Wrap 1957; Platt and Maines 1959);but strategy as an independent managerialconcept emerged in corporate world in1960s (Chandler 1962; Ansoff 1965; Learnedet al. 1965, Cannon 1968). A gap in the bodyof management literature arose between thecontext of business strategy and businessoperation. Perhaps the first  one  whotargeted this  gap  was  Skinner (1969)whose study  was  aimed to  bridge  the gapof manufacturing  aspect  in corporatestrategy. Although, that study heralded theoperational content of strategy, it lackedintegrity in contextualizing operationaldimension of strategy. Later, Porter’s studies(1980, 1985) threw more light on thecriticality of operation in strategic planning,industrial performance and competitivenessof the firms. In respect to this theoreticalinclusion, the value chain framework andother strategic tools incorporated operationin strategy formulation, implementation andevaluation (Grant 2005, p. 145; Thomson etal. 2007, p.110; Hitt et al. 2006, p.85).However, perhaps the most famousanalytical model that embeds operation inthe heart of strategy is porter’s value chain asillustrated in figure2. In this regard, Grant(2005) attests this notion by arguing thatstrategy is in a quest for value and value canbe created through production, commerce orin an integrated approach (p.39). So, strategyand operation are, in this sense, seamlesslyintertwined. Furthermore, in pursuit of
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strategic operation management, authors inlate 1980s and early  1990s began to paymore strategic attention to operationparticularly  from  the  manufacturing  anglemainly due to  technological  changes  anddevelopments in an international scale (Fineet al. 1985; Porter 1987;  Adam andSwamidass, 1989; Anderson et al. 1989;Anderson et al. 1991). However,globalization and intentional fiercecompetition confirmed and underlined theinseparability of operation from strategy.This school attracted more attention in themid and late 1990s (Porter 1996; Flynn et al.1997; Gianesi 1998; Mills et al. 1995 and1998, a,b). The dawn of the 21st century andthe emergence of a hypercompetitiveenvironment re-signified the role ofoperation in strategy (Barnes 2001; Beckmanand Rosenfield 2007). Having taken thesepoints into a  careful   consideration,  it  isstrongly argued  that  operation  andstrategy  have co-evolved harmoniously, anddeploying an integrative view of operation-strategy correlation in modern managementmakes a real sense.On the other side, comprehending the co-evolution of operation and strategy first andforemost requires an in-depth understandingof strategy and operation. This approachis then utilized in defining the perplexingconcept of operation strategy andstreamlines the process of contriving atheory for operation strategy. It illuminateshow dynamic this theory is. With respect tothis issue, Barnes (2001) clarified theconceptual distinction between operationand strategy and stated that operationdeals with how but strategy determineswhy for the firm. Therefore, operationalstrategies are normal strategies (why) inessence while pursuing operationalobjectives (how). This conceptualizationreveals that the firm must firstly identify itsobjectives and then formulate properstrategies to attain these objectives basedon the operational activities the firmundertakes through implementation ofstrategies.

Next chapter of this study fleshes thisparadigm out and expounds two concepts ofstrategy and operation in an epitomizedtheoretical structure in order to clarify theconcept of operation strategy precisely.
Operation Strategy: A Strategic DichotomyOperations strategy is the total pattern ofdecisions which shape the long-termcapabilities of any type of operation andtheir contribution to the overall strategythrough the reconciliation of marketrequirements with operations resources(Slack and Lewis 2002). Therefore,technically operational resources are themain input of operation strategy and theseresources are being deployed to createoperational capabilities and competencies tocreate value leading to a competitiveadvantage for the firm to outperform andoutcompete rivals. This simple dogma isbased on the principles of resource-basedtheory or resource- based view (Barney2001; Barney et al. 2001; Crook et al.2008) of the firm (RBV) which isinterchangeably used as resources basedview of strategy. This theory claims that therationale behind the formulation of anystrategy is to create a heterogeneous set ofstrategic resources that are valuable, rare,inimitable and non-substitutable (VRINcriteria). Subsequently develop capabilitiesand result in cultivation of corecompetencies as the cornerstones ofcompetitiveness (Hitt et al. 2006, p.72, Hameland Prahalad 1990; Collis and Montgomery1995). Integrating this paradigm with valuechain denotes the position of operation intothis strategic model.In spite of this archetype in the body ofmodern management and organizationalscience, the operation management hasalways been in quest for operationaleffectiveness and efficiency (e.g. Kelly 1995,Porter 1996; Hyes and Upton 1998; Jeongand Phillips 2001).
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These two concepts directly influence thecompetitive position, survival and growth ofthe firms that are planned, executed andassessed across three classical levels ofstrategy in a hierarchical paradigm(Thomson et al. 2008, p.39; Dewit and Meyer2005, p.9). This view of strategic planningputs operating strategies at the bottom ofplanning process and underlines the role ofoperating strategies as functional activitieswhich are designed and executed to supportupper level strategies.Given this  archetype,  it  is  arguablyillustrated that  operation has  beensubsumed in  foundation of strategiesactivities, behavior and movement of theorganizations and ongoing technologicalevolutions, developments and  competitivedisruptive and destructive challenges are allstrategized and cultivated from operationallevel. This  level deals with operationaleffectiveness and efficiency which result insuperior implementation of upper levelstrategies. Therefore, at the bottom-line ortechnically functional level, strategicplanning is twofold: strategy for  operationaleffectiveness and strategy for operationalefficiency. In this sense, Kumar and Harms(2004) nicely argue that effectiveness isdoing right things through processoptimization, whereas operational efficiencyis, on the other hand, doing things right byimproving procedures and functions(process improvement).In this regard, scholars have  consensuallyagreed that operation and its strategicplanning  towards effectives and efficiencymust take five strategic strands intoaccount (Chase et al. 2003; Kumar andHarms 2004 and Russell and Bernard 2006;Sum et al.2004) including:1. Cost (minimizing operational costs);2. Quality (maximizing quality of productsand services while reducing costs);3. Flexibility (adaptability to environmentalchanges);

4. Speed (maximizing the speed ofcompetitive response, production anddelivery);5. Learning and intellectual capitaldevelopment (developing human capital,expertise and innovativeness).This notion has been supported by authorsin strategic management discipline (Porter1996; Hitt et al. 1998), but, radicallyaddressing the above concerns covers abroad range of areas in organizationalstrategic decision-making from productand service mass customization, totalquality improvement , process andtechnology management ,human resourcedevelopment to cultivating capacities andfacilities (Russell and Bernard 2006).Moreover, Jeong and Phillips (2001)believed that operational effectivenesscomes from three improvements inoperational efficiency known as: availabilityor superior resources and capabilities,performance and quality. Therefore,operational strategy field must be in linewith optimizing these three efficiencies.Therefore, operational effectiveness coversoperational efficiency and strategy dealswith effectiveness in which efficiency isspontaneously being altered and improved.In spite of this point, Porter (1996)theorized strategy from an outside-in viewbased on industrial drives (porter 1978)and opines that strategy is not operation.Operational effectiveness is doing thingsbetter but strategy is doing things differentlyor doing different things. So, the Porterianview of operation strategy sees operationfrom a different angel through whichoperation and strategy must beharmoniously orchestrated to enable the firmto create a sustainable competitiveadvantage.  This  school  separates  operationfrom  strategy and  puts  strategy  over  theoperation  by formulating and  executingstrategy in a superior systematic way ofnavigating operational activities towardsinnovation ( doing things differently or dongdifferent things ).
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From  another perspective,  later,  Hyes  andUpton  (1998)  opposed  this  view  andcriticized  the argumentations  of Porter.They otherwise state that strategy isformulated and executed based on operationand  the  operation-based  strategy  is  acompetitive weapon  for  the  organization.Hence, operational  effectiveness erects the

pillars of strategy. This thesis shows thatgeneric business level strategies and  upperechelon strategic  movements  are  in  pursuitof  five  aforementioned  criteria  of operationmanagement (cost,  quality, flexibility,learning and speed). To comprehend thisdoctrine, figure 1can be sketched.

Figure1: Operation-based Strategy and Operational ObjectivesThis inside-out approach explains that afirm’s operational resources and capabilitiesare managed and deployed  to  createeffectiveness  and  then  this  effectivenessenables  the  firm  to  craft  competitivestrategies. This effectiveness-basedorientation of strategic planning necessitatesunique amalgamation of operationalresources that are potential to meetrequirements of today’s hypercompetitivelandscape. This creed constitutes thebuilding blocks of operation strategy as astrategy to acquire, develop and utilizeresources, capabilities and competenciestowards operational effectiveness. In thisrespect more recently, Lopez (2005)retrieved the study of Teece, Pisano andShuen (1997) who emphasize the key role ofmanagers in appropriately adapting,integrating and reshaping organizationalskills and resources as well as internal andexternal functional competences to render anoperational advantage. Thus, operationalstrategies  in  today’s  erratic  environmentdemands  dynamic   capabilities  to  adapt  toenvironment effectively. Accordingly, the

term ‘dynamic capabilities’ refers to thefirm’s ability to integrate, build upon  andreconfigure  internal  and  external  resourcesand  functional   competences  to  deal  withenvironments which are constantly evolving(Teece et al., 1997, p.515). Moreover,Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) talked similarlines when they defined dynamic capabilitiesas organizational routines of strategic naturethrough which firms obtain newconfigurations of operational resources toachieve operational effectiveness. So,operational strategy undisputedly deals withoperational effectiveness and this processcan be formulated and executed apart frombusiness strategies, as Porter (1996)asserted, or contrarily is in line with upperstrategies (Hyes and Upton 1998) and thefirm’s strategic orientations. In line with thisfact as previously elaborated, today’sdynamic business milieu ties operation tostrategy and this bond voids the school ofPorter and signifies the operation-based viewof strategy that is consistent with resource-based theory of the firm (figure 2).
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Figure2: Operation Strategy a Dichotomous TheoryFurthermore, as earlier discussed, the thirdmillennium is universally characterizedwith high-velocity changes, technologicalevolutions and chaos. These factorsunderline the centricity of operation instrategy formulation and implementation.Operational effectiveness hereunquestionably demands a dynamictheoretical archetype to explicate itsmechanism. In adherence to this need, thenext section of this study tries to develop thistheory.
Towards a Dynamic View for Operation
StrategyAccording to the Merriam-Websterdictionary, the term “theory” isetymologically defined as the analysis of aset of facts in their relation to one anotheror a set of beliefs, policies or proceduresproposed or followed as the basis of actionto explain a phenomenon. Theory can bealso considered as an ideal or hypotheticalset of facts, principles or circumstances in theform of a plausible or scientifically acceptableoffered to explain phenomena for the sake ofargument or investigation. In the businessresearch context, scholars (Zikmund 2000;Yahna et al. 2000; Sekaran 2003; Aaker etal. 2007; Cooper and Schindler, 2008 andChurchill and Brawn 2007) argue thattheory comes with propositions andconcepts. More radically, Zikmund (2000)explains these factors as a ladder of

abstraction in which theory is shaped frompropositions and constructs. In thisprocedure, construct is defined as ageneralized idea about a class of objects,attributes, occurrences or processes that hasbeen given a name (p.37). Proposition is astatement concerned with the relationshipsamong concepts (p.38-39) and eventually, atheory is a coherent set of generalpropositions, and the goals of theory are topredict, explain and understand thephenomena (p.38).Therefore, for thepurpose of this study, a dynamic theory is acoherent set of propositions which aredynamically related, and hence, to rendersuch theory, first of all, concepts must bedescribed subsequently, propositions areshaped and then their dynamicity areexplicated.Since this study is carried out to develop adynamic theory of operation strategy, thebuilding of blocks of this body in modernview of strategic management must beclearly determined and illustrated.Accordingly, literature review andconceptual analysis unveil the mainconstructs of this theory as operation andstrategy; these constructs encompass sub-concepts which can be stated in threepropositions for this study as follows:1. Operation is the process of creating valueby converting input into output and this
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value itself comes from superior quality,cost minimization, flexibility and learning2. Strategy is the stretchable link betweenthe firm’s resources (capabilities andcompetencies) and its environmentalopportunities in order to render acompetitive advantage and this link isbuilt on operational   foundation   of   theorganization.  Constructing   this   linkrequires   a   dynamic simultaneousprocess of identifying environmentalopportunities, evaluating them andcommitting resources through strategicoperation to exploit them (proposed byFeurer et al. 1995and Porter 1991).3. Operation management seeks operationaleffectiveness and efficiency which areattained  by optimization  andimprovement  in  operational processesof  the  organization through  carefulintelligent deployment of operationalresources and dynamic capabilities.These propositions shape the theoreticalbody of a model for conceptualizing adynamic theory of operation strategy. Suchdynamic theories have been a subject ofan attractive discussion if strategicmanagement over the past years (e.g.Porter 1991, Markides 1999) .Hence, asystematic model of operation strategy is adynamic interaction of operational resourcesthat are allocated to four areas of qualityimprovement, cost minimization, flexibilityand learning. These four areas arecollaboratively aimed to boost operationaleffectiveness of the firm. This operationaleffectiveness (efficiency is embedded ineffectiveness) provides a safe ground forformulating effective strategies andimplementing them competitively based onrecognized and valued opportunities inbusiness environment through a dynamicparadigm. Therefore, a schematic model shall

be proposed to exhibit this archetype as infigure 3.
Discussion and ImplicationsOrganizational resources, capabilities andcompetencies are building blocks ofcompetitiveness and operation as thecornerstone of competitive positioning of thefirm is planned and executed based on theorganizational strategic resources andoperational capabilities and competencies.In this sense, strategy has long been a way tolink these resources to environmentalopportunities in order to create and sustain acompetitive advantage and thus operation issubsumed in strategy from formulation andexecution. But current turbulentenvironment and its volatility requires aconstant scanning for strategicopportunities, formulation andimplementation of resources in a preemptiveaggressive manner. This strategic behavior isbased on a dynamic continuous intelligentdevelopment, refinement and utilization ofresources, capabilities and competencies infour interrelated areas of value as learning,flexibility, cost minimization and qualityimprovement. Superior operation in thesefour domains equips the firm with acompetitive comprehensive operationaleffectiveness to outperform and outflankrivals and outstrip them in exploring andexploiting opportunities. This mechanismis a continuous dynamic process whichrequires a full alignment of operation andstrategic management at a top managementlevel. The proposed model demonstrates thisdynamic model is a multifaceted complexopen system. Comprehending this dynamictheory and its conceptual model offers ahandful of beneficial insights for themanagers of today’s enterprises. Thesepoints are synoptically stated in the form ofmanagerial implications as follows:
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Figure3: A Dynamic Model for Theory of Operation Strategy1. Technological innovations, disruptionsand accelerating evolution haveintertwined operation with strategy andthus operational effectiveness is astrategic priority in today’s competitivelandscape. So, operational effectivenessmust be strategized in sync with businessstrategies.2. Operational strategies are in pursuit ofoptimization and improvement equalimportantly in the four interrelateddomains of cost minimization, qualityimprovement, flexibility and learning.Therefore, these four fields must besimultaneously strategized and

organizational resources must beharmoniously allocated to them in abalanced way in order to achieve the mosteffective competitive position based onoperational supremacy.3. An in-depth and also broad understandingof environmental happenings is astrategic objective for planningoperational activities and formulatingcompetitive operational strategies.4. Developing a value-driven vision andconsequently setting value-orientedmission and objectives incorporateoperation into strategy smoothly and
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enhance the further realignments andexecution of operation-based dynamicstrategies.5. In the third millennium competition isbecoming tough unprecedentedly and theonly way to prevail and neutralizecompetitive boisterous changes is todevelop intensive dynamic plans.Principles of the model developed by thisstudy can be holistically used indeveloping such plans and assessing thecurrent planning of the enterprises.6. The conceptual model of this studyconfirm the notion of deliberate (intentional) and emergent strategies inthe context of operation strategies whichare based on operational capabilities andare formulated  according toenvironmental changes and trends; so,managers and practitioners must payenough attention to this issue and becomecognizant of their strategic thinking.

ConclusionThis study as a conceptual research reviewsthe existing mass body of literature in thefield of operation and strategic managementin order to render a dynamic theory forformulating operation-driven strategies fororganizations that are competing in the 21stcentury. To do so, the concepts of strategy,operation and also the structure  of adynamic theory were explored and definedcomprehensively to clarify the buildingblocks of the research  .It is found that, therelationship between operation and strategyhas been conceptualized  across  twodimensions  of  operational  strategy  andoperation-based  strategy  and operationaleffectiveness and efficiency have been longsubsumed in both schools but contrarily. It isalso excavated that operation must strategizefour interrelated strands of organizationalperformance which are: cost minimization,quality improvement, learning and flexibility.A dichotomous perspective of operation-strategy relationship was explained and thenthe pillars of operation strategy wereexplicated. Finally, a dynamicity of these

factors in the form of a dynamic theory ofstrategy was discussed and a conceptualframework was sketched to illustrate thisdynamic theory. Eventually, somenoteworthy implications of this theory wereexplained and discussions around the mainfindings were made and proposed in order toenhance the understanding of the study andfacilitate the conceptualization of theconstructs for managers and practitioners.
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