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[bookmark: _Toc239981525]Abstract
This report tackles three related tasks in the field of business strategy. The first assignment explores strategic positioning frameworks in the definition of a competitive advantage for organizations in an industry that is highly competitive industry using Porter’s Generic Strategies, Resource-Based View (RBV), and Blue Ocean Strategy. Assignment 2 examines the international growth process of Starbucks and how the company overcame cultural, regulatory, as well as competitive pressures in international markets while preserving brand consistency. Assignment 3 will explore the nature of disruptive innovation transforming traditional business strategies and determine how existing companies can respond successfully to disruptive innovation by transforming the business model on the basis of innovation. In all three assignments, the theoretical frameworks are implemented on the practical examples of corporations to show that they are real and practical. The analysis stands on both academic literature and empirical evidence that are part of the contemporary literature in offering a holistic representation of competitive dynamics, global strategic decision-making and how innovation has contributed towards ensuring long-term organizational performance. All findings confirm that competitive advantage is not a permanent commitment or even assured, yet has to be earned and maintained in the process of ensuring that the company is strategically clear, commits resources over time, analyses its environment, engages in lifelong learning, and organizational adaptability that allows the company to change before competitors discontinue it.


[bookmark: _Toc239981526]Introduction
The analysis of business strategy has never been so topical in times of escalating globalization, blistering technologies development, and changing consumer demands. All organizations, regardless of field, have the mixed problem of having to learn to compete adequately in the present and at the same time prepare and respond to future shocks. Strategic management is the intellectual equipment required to help negotiate this complexity, and it offers structures to balance internal capabilities and capabilities with external opportunities and threats.
This submission will be discussing three different dimensions of business strategy that are interrelated but different. The initial one is concerned with the processes that companies use to promote and maintain their competitive advantage and, specifically, the Generic Strategies proposed by Porter (Porter, 2008), the Resource-Based View (Barney, 1991) and Blue Ocean Strategy (Kim and Mauborgne, 2023). The latter investigates the challenges of strategic decision-making in global expansion, with Starbucks as a case study to explain all the intricacies of internationalization. The third focuses on the topic of disruptive innovation and its consequences for established organizations.
Combined, these tasks indicate the plurality of modern strategic thought and illustrate the need to combine theoretical models and empirical research. All the assignments are built on the presentation of a literature review, methodology, findings, and discussion to guarantee analysis rigour and scientific conciseness.


[bookmark: _Toc239981527]Assignment 1: Competitive Advantage and Strategic Positioning
[bookmark: _Toc239981528]Literature Review
The whole idea of strategic management revolves around competitive advantage. According to Porter (2008), competitive advantage is the capability of a firm to develop excellent value for its customers compared to its competitors, and this could be done either by cost leadership or differentiation. Porter's Generic Strategies model recognizes three main strategic positions, which include: cost leadership, differentiation and focus. Cost leadership entails a company being the manufacturer with the lowest costs in its industry, which is evident in firms like Ryanair and Walmart. Differentiation is about products or services that customers feel are exclusive and are at a premium price, as in the case of Apple. Focus strategy is a market segment with either differentiation or cost as the competitive basis.
Porter (2008) also cautions against being ambivalent, claiming that companies that do not invest in a distinct strategic stance have a chance to be neither economical in terms of expenses nor do they feel different, which ultimately kills their profits. The given insight is still fundamental to the modern strategy literature and helps practitioners to maneuver in tricky competitive landscapes.
Whereas in Porter’s model the structure of the industry and the positioning by exterior influences are the focal point, in the Resource-Based View, the focus turns inward. According to Barney (1991), competitive advantage is made possible by a set of valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable resources. This view is further explicated by Grant (2022), who focuses on organizational capabilities, where he says that it is easier to have long-term competitive advantage when firms create complex bundles of resources that can hardly be created by competitors. RBV has guided the focus of managers towards building internal capabilities as the core of long-term high performance.
Blue Ocean Strategy puts a challenge that firms should not just be part of the competition but instead develop uncontested market space. Kim and Mauborgne (2023) believe that sustainable advantage would be best attained through redefining market boundaries in such a way that competition becomes irrelevant. Their four-action guide, which challenges companies to drop, cut, raise and develop value factors, has viable tools of value innovation that would cut costs and, at the same time, raise utility to buyers.
[bookmark: _Toc239981529]Methodology
This part uses a qualitative, case based approach with the basis of secondary research. The applicability of each strategic framework is evaluated based on peer-reviewed scholarly sources, company reports, and industry analyses that could be published between 2020 and 2026. The examples of Apple, IKEA, Amazon, and Cirque du Soleil are chosen, as they are commonly used in strategic literature as examples of differentiation, cost leadership, multi-dimensional strategic integration, and blue ocean thinking, respectively. Compared approach helps to reveal similar strategic premises in other and different industry settings.
[bookmark: _Toc239981530]Findings
The Generic Strategies formulated by Porter are very relevant in the modern competitive landscape. Effective differentiation is evident in Apple in terms of high product design, its own ecosystem, and a solid brand name. According to Grant (2022), Apple has intangible assets, in particular its brand and design competencies, which are hard to imitate by competitors, which allows the company to continue to set a higher price and retain customers in its product range. On the contrary, IKEA exhibits cost leadership through its self-service retail model, vertically integrated supply chain, and low-cost logistics of flat-pack. According to Johnson, Whittington, Scholes, Angwin and Regner (2020), the strategy of IKEA is a calculated series of trade-offs, which strengthens its low-cost strategy in all functional tasks, including product design and in-store customer service.
When looked at in the context of an RBV, organizations like Google can maintain a competitive advantage due to resource-based sources that are rare but cannot be easily copied (such as proprietary search algorithms, large sets of behavioural data, and a digital advertising ecosystem that is difficult to scale to the same extent), among others. According to Barney (1991), such resources can be the source of above-average returns being considered lasting because the results of the activity in the technology sector are also empirically supported (Statista, 2024). The uncopyability of Google data assets and algorithms is the kind of resource that is creating a sustainable competitive advantage as per the RBV paradigm.
An example of Blue Ocean Strategy is Cirque du Soleil that reinvented the circus business format by removing both animal acts and star performers and establishing a theatrically enriched entertainment experience, directed at (and sold to) adult customers who were able to pay premium prices. According to Kim and Mauborgne (2023), this is value innovation, cutting the costs and adding value to buyers, making competitors in the traditional circus a relic and forming a completely new market segment in the entire entertainment process.
[bookmark: _Toc239981531]Discussion
All of the frameworks provide different yet supplementary takeaways on competitive advantage. The Generic Strategies put forward by Porter are the most effective in situations when one is tasked with analyzing competitive firms working in the frameworks of the existing industry so as to get a clear path on positioning decisions and the trade-offs involved in ensuring strategic coherence. Nevertheless, they have been faulted for being too static and not taking into consideration the dynamic capabilities needed in the fast-changing competitive environment (Teece, 2007). The RBV mitigates this shortcoming by focusing more on the internal building of capability, but has little prescriptive advice on how companies should really construct the necessary resources.
Blue Ocean Strategy is the most radical yet it offers yet other firms a need to get out of competitive logic. Nonetheless, blue oceans may not be sustainable over time because competitors ultimately get to share new market frontiers and eliminate the first-mover advantage of the initial companies. This weakness implies that the blue ocean strategies should be accompanied by continuous improvement of capabilities and investment in innovations to preserve the long-term advantage (Kim and Mauborgne, 2023).
Best practices in practice have proven to apply the insights behind all three frameworks. Amazon also seeks cost leadership (its operational efficiency and cost efficiency), differentiation (its Prime ecosystem and customer experience) and blue ocean thinking (with the establishment of new types of services completely new to the service market, like cloud computing via AWS). This multi-level strategic coherence, as termed by Johnson et al. (2020), is one of the factors making Amazon maintain a competitive advantage in various competitive experiences worldwide, where frameworks are most effective when implemented in an integrated and not individual fashion.
The strategic implication of this is that competitive advantage is not created as a result of mechanical application of one of the analytical frameworks but through careful combination of different analytical lenses. The critical skill of successful strategists is to both be knowledgeable of their industry structure, recognize and develop distinctive internal strengths, and be willing to reinvent competitive lines in situations when the market has developed real opportunities that can be based on value creation and the breakdown of existing industry standards.
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[bookmark: _Toc239981533]Literature Review
Global expansion is one of the most challenging strategies of contemporary organizations. According to the internationalization theory, companies will internationalize because they aim to leverage competitive advantages that are not fully realized in their home markets, new markets, and economies of scale (Johnson et al., 2020). Nevertheless, another drawback of global expansion is that companies face high risks such as cultural mismatch, regulatory risks, and competitive risks posed by local incumbents who have extensive knowledge of the market and have formed customer relationships.
Glocalization, adjusting global strategies to local market conditions, is the key to the idea of successful international expansion. According to Bartlett and Beamish (2023), companies need to strike a balance between international integration and sensitivity to local regionalities. Companies which perform well in both are considered to be transnational organizations, those that can utilize the extent of global scale and that are sensitive to the specifics of local markets. Such a transnational model is becoming the benchmark of multinational corporations which conduct business in cross-cultural markets.
In the case of internationalization, Grant (2022) stresses that the process must be done with careful market selection, as well as with careful arrangement of resources and capabilities to facilitate functioning in different cultural and institutional environments. These involve choices on the entry mode of entry, local alliance strategies as well as the level of standardization as compared to adaptation in products, services, and marketing communications.
[bookmark: _Toc239981534]Methodology
A one-case study approach and Starbucks have been chosen to analyze this company due to its rich and more than well-documented history of international expansion in over 85 countries and its history of both great success and significant failure in the international markets. The data is based on annual reports of Starbucks, literature of strategies peer-reviewed, business media published between 2020 and 2026. The analysis assesses the strategic decision-making of Starbucks in three aspects which are market entry strategy, local adaptation and brand consistency.
[bookmark: _Toc239981535]Findings
Starbucks case of international expansion shows the opportunities of global expansion as well as the challenges of global expansion. Starbucks has expanded to have more than 38,000 stores in 86 countries since coming to Japan in 1996 (Starbucks Corporation, 2024). Its international approach is typified by a loose market entry, which involves wholly owned subsidiaries in certain markets, joint ventures in others and licensed alliances where local cultural or regulatory factors have dictated local knowledge and relationships.
Starbucks in China is its biggest overseas market, where the firm has been engaging in deep localization. It launched tea-based drinks, offerings of moon cakes, and interior designs of the stores that represented local building and cultural designs, including the Shanghai Reserve Roastery that used the traditional Chinese design characteristics (Starbucks Corporation, 2024). This strategy is associated with the transnational model by Bartlett and Beamish (2023) that advocates global brand standards but with valuable local adaptation that will appeal to Chinese buyers.
Starbucks has also overcome considerable hitches. Its first move to Australia incurred the shutting down of 61 out of the 84 stores as it failed to recognize the advanced coffee culture in Australia. Such failures, Johnson et al. (2020) explain by the inadequacy of environmental scanning and the absence of a realistic understanding of the local market, which confirms the paramount value of in-depth external scanning and cultural intelligence before entering the market.
More lately, Starbucks has been targeting digital innovation as a source of international expansion. Its mobile ordering service, loyalty program, and capability for data analytics allow it to engage with customers through customized customer experiences and reinforced repeat purchase behaviour across the globe. According to Grant (2022), such digital capabilities are becoming critical competitive advantage providers in the retail and food service industries and allow companies to establish direct customer relationships and overcome physical store limits.
[bookmark: _Toc239981536]Discussion
The international success of Starbucks suggests that long-term international success necessitates a complex strike between brand soundness and local sensitivity. High flexibility to localize products, its store design, and models of service delivery in line with local taste without compromising its core value proposition of high-quality coffee and a community show area is indicative of the transnational strategy outlined by Bartlett and Beamish (2023).
The Australian failure has served as a sharp lesson in that uniform global-based approaches would not suffice in markets where the local competitive forces and consumer behaviour are vastly different than the market it was created in. A broken global strategy will entail sustained environmental scanning, actual cultural savvy, and organizational openness in order to tailor products and processes to the local realities instead of forcing a one-size-fits-all strategy.
In the future, Starbucks will encounter increasing competition in its core markets, with one notable example being Luckin Coffee in China who has taken over Starbucks in terms of number of stores in the Chinese market (Financial Times, 2024). This competitive pressure lays emphasis on continual strategic change and the necessity to constantly invest back in local market insights, product innovation, and online capabilities to maintain competitive advantage in an ever-changing global environment.
Digital capabilities as a source of global competitive advantage are an additional feature of the case study of Starbucks that has been highlighted as very critical. Switching costs and repeat-buy behaviour become a geographically and culturally crossing ability to personalize customer experiences using data analytics and customer loyalty programmes. Competitors can create analogous value online at a quicker pace, yet, as Grant (2022) observes, digital resources and capabilities provide a long-term source of differentiated value in the international retail and food service sectors.


[bookmark: _Toc239981537]Assignment 3: Innovation and Disruption in Business Strategy
[bookmark: _Toc239981538]Literature Review
The concept of disruptive innovation, as coined by Christensen (1997) and since elaborated by other scholars, has been used to describe how new entrants with initially inferior products, which are eventually more accessible or affordable, push out the market leaders. In contrast to sustaining innovations, which enhance existing products on performance attributes already developed and within established performance dimensions, disruptive innovations initially appeal to new, ignored, or underserved segments, then proceed to move gradually upmarket to attack and replace the leaders.
Johnson et al. (2020) identify technological disruption, business model disruption, regulatory disruption, and market disruption and state that a response based on each of these types of disruption is different. Technological disruption changes the cost system and logic of value creation of whole industries. The essential trends of value creation, delivery and capture in market ecosystems are significantly changed by business model disruption; for example, the platform economy and subscription model.
Teece (2007) believes that a firm that has gained experience can react favourably through the formation of dynamic capabilities, which is the ability to perceive changes in the environment, exploit any emerging opportunities and remodel current resources to suit those opportunities adequately. According to this framework, disruption may not inevitably make incumbents irrelevant but force them to take the lead in organizational flexibility and innovation culture, as well as the leadership vision needed to disrupt the current business models.
[bookmark: _Toc239981539]Methodology
This part presents a comparative case study with three firms that have addressed the disruptive pressure differently: Netflix, which was able to shift its values from a DVD rental company to become a digital streaming service and a producer of original content; Kodak, which could not adjust to digital photography despite the invention of the digital camera; and Microsoft that managed to reposition itself as a leader in cloud computing under the leadership of Satya Nadella. The analysis is informed by secondary data, including academic literature, annual reports of companies and business press materials, which were published between 2020 and 2026.
[bookmark: _Toc239981540]Findings
Some of the best cases of disruption response can be found in Netflix. Started as a DVD-by-mail company, Netflix saw streaming technology as a disruptive technology and cannibalized its own business model in 2007 with the introduction of its streaming platform. Grant (2022) calls this dynamic capability in action, where Netflix can continually rearrange its resources from physical logistics infrastructure to the digital content delivery system and mass production of original content. Netflix has had a massive competitive advantage by being ahead of disruption through proactive management, as by 2024, the company reported over 260 million paid subscribers in over 190 countries (Netflix, 2024).
On the contrary, the collapse of Kodak is a prime example of the huge risks of organizational inertia. Although Kodak had invented the digital camera way back in 1975, Kodak continued to prioritize the digital development process several times as a way of safeguarding the extensively lucrative film business. According to Johnson et al. (2020), this was caused by cognitive biases of senior leadership, overreliance on existing sources of revenue, and a culture that was highly resistant to cannibalizing core products despite the threat of competition becoming increasingly evident. In the year 2012, Kodak went bankrupt.
The turnaround of Microsoft under Satya Nadella gives an interesting case study of successful incumbent turnaround. It changed the framework of Microsoft to make it a provider of enterprise services focusing on Azure, rather than a software licensing company, as it was previously. In 2024, Microsoft had cloud revenue of over 130 billion US dollars a year, which is a greater portion of the total company revenue (Microsoft Corporation, 2024). This would be the felicitous practice of dynamic capabilities in Teece (2007) would describe it as sensing the cloud opportunity early and redesigning the overall product portfolio and organizational culture.
[bookmark: _Toc239981541]Discussion
The examples of Netflix, Kodak and Microsoft have shown that the ability to react to disruptive innovation is essentially a matter of organizational orientation and leadership vision and not merely the technical capacity or financial means. Each of the three had had immense resources within the time frame of disruption in the various domains. The readiness of the leadership to question the status quo, take strategic risk and commit to future-caps clearly at the cost of profitability now was the defining element.
Kim and Mauborgne (2023) set up the thesis that the most effective reactions entail not simply defensive adaptation, but rather production of new market spaces. Netflix did not merely react to streaming interruption; it became the disruptor, pushing Blockbuster into irrelevance, while at the same time spending a lot of money on corporate development of original content to build a differentiated value proposition that would put intensive pressure on competitors with deep pockets to match.
The strategic imperatives are clear in the case of established organisations having disruptive threats. Environmental scanning needs to be done continuously, and technological trends that may disrupt business need to be identified in advance before getting caught unawares. Companies have to develop a real culture of experimentation and of not being afraid of failure, and put mechanisms of experimentation and scale within the company in place. Strategic decisions require the leadership to make bold strategic commitments, such as strategic cannibalization of profitable businesses where the leadership knows that it has to cannibalize it to gain competitive positioning in the long term. Grant (2022) stresses that organizations which have fit dynamic capabilities in their organizational DNA have the highest probability of maintaining competitive advantage without being disrupted.
The dissimilar results of Netflix, Kodak, and Microsoft also illustrate the critical significance of organizational culture and psychological safety in facilitating strategic change. Companies in which the standards of intellectual humility are practiced in the leadership and where it is made acceptable and motivates people to openly question current business reasons are much better placed to trigger and carry on with radical strategic transformation. This aspect of cultural dimension is a frequently ignored microfoundation of dynamic capability as proposed by Teece (2007), since human and organizational aspects of the capability are at least as significant as the very technological assets.
[bookmark: _Toc239981542]Conclusion
In three related tasks, this paper has discussed the key issues and strategic models that characterize the modern business strategy. The competitive advantage can be analyzed, which shows that no single framework can be used to explain how companies can attain and maintain high-performance. The Generic Strategies provided by Porter can be useful in positioning, the Resource-Based View helps to focus on the internal capabilities as a basis for positioning, and the Blue Ocean Strategy encourages organizations to move beyond current competitive positions by innovating value. Best strategic leaders use all three frameworks at the same time, but tailor them to suit the competitive environment and organizational strengths they have.
The analysis of the globalization of Starbucks shows that successful globalization must involve an ongoing process of changing global brand consistency with quality local adaptation. Cultural intelligence, analysis of the environment and true organizational flexibility is not a peripheral part of the international strategy but pre-requisite of firms creating and maintaining competitive positions in multiple international markets. Starbucks has gained invaluable insight into its strategies and failures in other markets like Australia that can be invaluably informative to managers who balance the challenges of international strategic decision-making.
The analysis of disruptive innovation reveals that technological and business model disruptions develop into more common and more dramatic aspects of the modern competitive environment. Companies that build real dynamic capabilities, a capacity to detect new threats and opportunities and reclaim new strategic positions, and restructure existing resources in their organizational culture and leadership ideology are in the most advantageous position to be at the forefront of disruption as opposed to merely enduring it. The very differing outcomes between Netflix, Kodak and Microsoft depict in a very graphic manner that strategic intent, without organizational ability and leadership boldness to implement transformational change, is not enough to maintain long term competitive advantage.
These three works put together instill one of the most important and perennial lessons of strategic management in the modern context: competitive advantage is dynamic and not assured. It should be obtained by ongoing merit based on strategic acuity, permanent investment in organizational capability, dogged environmental consciousness, and genius to defy the status quo and embrace change as a service to long-term organizational performance and creating stakeholder value.
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Figure 1: Porter's Generic Strategies Framework
The generic Strategies approach created by Porter established three main competitive positions. Cost leadership is the ability to move to the position of the lowest-cost producer and still produce good enough quality to make above-average profits. Differentiation is a process whereby products that are perceived to be unique are offered, whereby they can be priced at a higher price. Focus strategy focuses on a small niche based on either cost or differentiation. According to Porter (2008), sustainable advantage entails trade-offs and commitment to a decided strategic position as opposed to trying to position themselves in multiple positions at once.
[bookmark: _Toc239981546]Appendix B: VRIO Framework Summary

VRIO framework assesses the firm’s resources using four criteria. A Valuable resource helps the firm to either respond to the opportunity or respond to the threat. Competitors do not have a Rare resource that is highly adopted. Path dependency or causal ambiguity means that an Inimitable resource cannot be easily copied. The structures that support a resource the firm is organized to exploit should be one that captures full value. The sustained competitive advantage comes as a result of resources that fit the four requirements (Barney, 1991; Grant, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc239981547]Appendix C: Starbucks Global Presence
By the fiscal year 2024, Starbucks will have in excess of 38,000 stores spread across 86 countries. Its top foreign markets do not include the United States, but China, Japan, Canada and the United Kingdom. In the United States, the Starbucks Rewards loyalty programme boasts 32 million active members, which can be attributed to substantial recurring revenue and differentiation in a very digitalized retailing landscape (Starbucks Corporation, 2024).
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