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Abstract

Introduction: Systems thinking has emerged as the convergernnehmiween sciences, a fundamental way of
interpreting nature and mastering the ever incngasiomplexity of the products of human intelligence
Objective: This study aimed to determine the impact of systéhisking as a construct of organizational
learning on competitive advantage in Kenya's Oil rkéding Sector. The latent aspects of competitive
advantage; organization agility, innovation, bagit entry, mass customization and inimitabilityfficulty to
duplicate) were investigated against the independemiable. Methodology: The research design was
explanatory, non-contrived and cross-sectionalystdKenya'’s oil marketing sector. A sample sizél®% was
drawn from oil marketing companies that had a maskare above 1% according to the Petroleum Inetié
East Africa. Structured questionnaires were usetheglata collection tool. Correlation, regressému SEM
model were used to analyze the study findirtgedings: The study found that systems thinking significantly
predicted competitive advantage which indicatedatépn of the null hypothesis.

Keywords: Organizational Learning, Systems Thinking, Competiddvantage, Oil Marketing Sector.
1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

Organizational agility and adaptability (source afmpetitive advantage) are necessarily global iturea
because if the competitive model experimentatiactseds, it will be communicated, selected, ampljfiend
refined all through the organization. Organizatidherefore need to create environments that engeutiae
knowledge flow, diversity, autonomy, risk takindpasing, and flexibility on which adaptation thrive&Sontrary
to classical strategic thinking, strategy followganization in adaptive companies (Reeves & Dein2éd.6),
hence the importance of systems thinking. Systdmrkihg is a discipline involved with seeing whales
visualizing the big picture and is credited withabling individuals see the interrelationships, eaand effect
scenarios and relevant process patterns (TaggHd)2According to Senge (1993) Systems thinkirigreeto a
framework for identifying patterns and inter-retaiships, seeing the big picture, avoiding over-éifinption,
overcoming linear thinking and dealing with isshegistically and comprehensively. Senge’s wholerapph to
organizations is a system’s approach that viewsthanisation as a “living” entity, with its own feviour and
learning patterns.

Systems thinking is a method of critical thinkinheveby people analyze the relationships betweesyistem's
parts in order to understand a situation for bettecision-making (Grimsley, 2016). When used prigper
systems thinking is the answer to forecasting tiesequences of change, eradicating silo thinkiecpgnizing
differing opinions, and staying focused on the gehile yielding significant payoffs like increaspdoductivity,
innovativeness, and agility (Glaser, 2015). Fotanse, the “why” that systems thinking explainsigsially a set
of non-obvious interdependencies between factark as corresponding actions taken by the organizatnd
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its effect on customers or competitors (Stroh, 20¥8hen appropriately executed, systems thinkinghes
solution to forecasting the consequences of chamegaglicating silo thinking, acknowledging divergent
viewpoints, and remaining focused on the goal. Fionovation, mass customization, establishing pasat
advantage (entry barriers), organizational agilibymitability to manifestation of productivity, ¢hpayoff of
systems thinking is significant (Glaser, 2015).

Collopy (2009) has a divergent opinion regarding ¢ffficacy of systems thinking where competitiveattage
is concerned. Collopy agrees that systems thinkidged shares many of the conceptual foundationiesifjn
thinking but has fallen short of its promise to d@owerful guide to management practice since st iever
achieved the success its proponents hoped forutteef states that if systems thinking had beewessful in
gaining a foothold in management education oveddalehalf of the 20th century, there would be nmhage-
by-designing movement”, or calls for integrative dasign thinking. With these differing opinionsjstistudy
seeks to empirically establish the role of systeéhisking, being a dimension of organizational léagn on
competitive advantage. The organizational learmracess is embedded in time and progressively tpkes
and naturally unfolds within the organization wikle passage of time (Dyck, Starke, Mischke, & MaW@05).

The importance of systems thinking cannot be umdeesl. It is a powerful way of cognitive deduction
processes that is being revitalized in several econ fields in order to discover new answers toreuir
challenges and to support a deeper understandibgsifiess. As part of this revitalization, systahisking is
applied to business model innovation, as the pgoédusiness model innovation requires more tliaplg
filling a business model schematic, it is a chajieg and complex management task (Milligan, 20I&g value
of systems thinking is that it also increases lesidability to observe, detect and analyze behaabdetails in
the activities of customers, suppliers, competitargl others to improve innovation and vyield bernaific
outcomes. It also improves capacity to account@ad for possible rebound effects; where gainsnaaee in
one area while there is fall back in others (Stbemnd, 2016).

1.2 Problem Statement

Currently, the global business environment candsedbed as turbulent, as the changes take thedbradical
and revolutionary processes that fundamentally ghahe economic reality. As a result, it producestural
need to find new solutions that will enable orgatitns to achieve competitive advantage. Variahilit
complexity, and increasing risks are all charastes of the modern world. The business environnierd
system and therefore it comprises various elenrerdsed with each other. These relationships otcdifferent
directions and with varying intensity resultingdantinuous changes within the system (Kopsky, 2012). To
put emphasis on the interconnectedness of eleméttiis the organization, Bersin (2016) stated thia¢ of the
single most important sources of competitive adsgatis the organization’s entire corporate learsimgtegy
and not segments of it. Bersin established existaficystems and subsystems when he stated thetsharch
found that some of the most important elementscapébility building” include creating a managemeuiture
which is open to mistakes, building trust, givingople time to reflect, and creating a value syssgound
learning.

Companies that adopted certain practices in legroiiture significantly outperform their peers imovation,

customer service, and profitability. Systems thigkis a preferred choice for fierce competitorgeeslly

within the context of prevailing economic instatyiliand flux (Seiler & Kowalsi, 2011) and organizamtal

learning helps people to create and manage knowlédaat collectively builds a system’s intellectaalpital

(Lunenburg, 2011). By examining aspects of realgjng a systems thinking approach, which focusethen
relationships among different parts of the systerganization members may improve their understandin
how their ways of perceptions and their methoddezfling with each other can create butterfly effemt the
firm. This study sought to establish the relatiopsthat systems thinking has with competitive adage in

Kenya'’s Oil Marketing sector and to dispel with #irabiguity in literature as to the hypothesizedtiehship.
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1.3 Purpose

The general objective of this study was to deteemihe impact of systems thinking as a construct of
organizational learning on competitive advantagkenya’s Oil Marketing Sector.

1.4 Hypothesis

Ho. Systems thinking has no significant relationshith competitive advantage

H,: Systems thinking has a significant relationshifhwompetitive advantage

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

The concept behind systems thinking is that, upcmenation of the interactions of the parts in ateyn,
employees see larger patterns emerging. By sebmg@adtterns, employees can begin to understandthew
system works. If the pattern is good for the orgation, managers can make decisions that reinfgroat if the
pattern is bad for the organization, they can mdé&eisions that change it (Grimsley, 2016). For edam
strategies have to take into account many pers@sgti.e. issues within the firm and outside thefihard and
soft facts etc. and once a new strategy is forradlét must be aligned with the company’s resoulioeation
process to make implementation possible. In ordezvialuate its effectiveness a causal chain ofopmdnce
measures are also required for purposes of momif@nd evaluation (Zahn, 2016). Zahn additionatyesl that
strategic thinking embraces systems thinking bexahbe former is a process of discovering insightd a
synthesis, and results in an integrated perspeofia aspects of the organization. This explairg/ strategy
changes usually necessitate a renewal of strategisensus in the entire organization. Accordingithmond
(1994), systems thinking applied in strategy ineshmaking reliable inferences about strategy chmnagea set
of beliefs concerning possible business developsnemd scenarios by developing an increasingly deep
understanding of the interconnected aspects that dostrategy.

Systems thinkers in a true learning organizati@me to understand the need to see the big pictulettze
pieces of interrelationships that make an orgainmatvhole. Goldsmith (2015) acknowledged that comgs
that effectively collect and absorb external artdrimal data and are able to turn it into usablentedge will be
better prepared to sense market opportunities &dfa competition. These are companies that haptogees
who are able to recognize relevant patterns andegs®s in the external and internal environmerit ahel
beneficial to mapping out strategies and effectioigon plans. An observation by Schulman et al1@®n end-
to-end processes is that process excellence attowpanies to have greater visibility into the parfance of
units and not just individuals. Further observatignShulman et al., was that the outcome of proegssllence
is creating leading-edge capabilities that helppteeto do their jobs better, automatically imprayiefficiency
and effectiveness and delivering other differeatiabutcomes. For example, when the incentive manege
team understands what the sales team is tryingdonaplish, both entities can work together to aeastronger
capability that reduces rework, drives down costs @timately boosts competitive differentiation.

Systems thinking is developing the ability to déepthe big picture and understanding how changesé area
of the organization affect the system as a wholereffiore establishing the overall recognition of the
interdependence of, and interrelationships betvtieemparts of the system and how to leverage anvé @¢hange
throughout the system as a whole (Blackwood, 20THjs is indicative of achieving organizational ri@iag.
According to Grimsley (2016) systems thinking isignificant departure from the traditional way ofkmg
business decisions whereby managers would breakytem into smaller parts and analyze them segarat
Systems thinking also differs from traditional tkiimg in that it is a concerted effort at undersiagchow parts
by themselves are fundamentally worthless unti e interconnected and assembled for function@fienry,
2013). Proponents of this thinking believe that tteglitional old way is insufficient for the curtedynamic
world, where there are numerous and myriad intenastbetween the parts of a system, creating thigyef a
situation.
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In systems thinking, interdependences; relatiopenoess, and inter-connectedness are featureshtnatcterize
the entire biosphere, including humankind. Accidergpidemics, disease, wars etc. are an indictrextt
humans have not always been able to grasp syskemkéng (Mulej, et al., 2004). Mulej et al., furthstated that
networking, interaction, interplay; whole, holishig picture; synergy, system, synthesis; complexityractors
and emergence are all notions that are proposechéarsuring or identifying systems. Organizations ripa
thought of as complex systems, with varying degmdgwocess flexibility and varying feedback loq@usins,
1994). Cusins further argued that while there afferédnces between service and production orgainizsitin
systems terms, there are also differences in sgstemms between the various functions in an orgdioiz.

Systems thinking, especially based on group modediojects with computer simulations, has a higteptal
for supporting strategizing. However, institutirigni the organization on a broad base is neithsy ear cheap.
Strategy competence is a source of sustainable etitimp advantage located in the firm, thus redearc
investigating strategizing and systems thinking tnmesdone not only on organizations but also iranizations
(Zahn, 2016). Milligan (2016) simplified systemrtking and discussed it as the examination of theractions
of the parts in a system, leading to seeing lapgtterns emerge. By seeing the patterns, individcah begin to
understand how the system works. Patterns benlefizidhe organization are reinforced while elimingt
detrimental patterns.

The essence of systems thinking is to focus onh@e. The parts are no longer the primary focus Parts
are essential, but what is more important is therialationship between the parts as they workttageto fulfill
the purpose of the whole system. According to Imtion Tools (2016), systems thinking is a resultdl a
outcome-oriented approach of thinking that is vdifferent from the traditional piecemeal and fragmeel
approach of thinking. The traditional approach imes analysis as people continually break thingstapo look
at the pieces and lose whatever sight they hatleofvhole picture. Innovation Tools further obserteat that
traditional process, known as analytical thinkimgkes the parts primary and the whole secondargystems
thinking, the whole is primary and the parts, selawy. This is not only a holistic and strategic vedyiewing
an organization; it can transform the way peopieract.

Systems thinking therefore emphasizes the needrtsider all the pieces; that connections are asitapt as
differences; and how, when what we are consideasing fact a system, the whole ends up being grehsa the
sum of its parts (Johnston, 2016). This form ofikitig is a major departure from the old way of bass
decision-making in which managers would break tlistesn into parts and analyze the parts separately
(Milligan, 2016). Milligan asserted that supportefssystems thinking believe that the old way ahking is
inadequate for our dynamic world, where there amaerous interactions between the parts of a systerating

the reality of a situation.

The key to making a competence lead to competitisreantage is to understand where it best fits & th
organization and to understand where it will hahe lhiggest impact. Systems thinking does this loyiding a
methodology and tools for constructing maps ofeayst and determining the points at which changeheae

the greatest impact on an organization’s performaf#aronson, 2001). For example, the innovation eyst
approach is holistic and interdisciplinary and trespotential to encompass all the determinanisrafvation. It
differs from earlier analytical approaches in assgrrihat innovation relies primarily on interact®obetween
institutions and people (Landry & Amara, 1998). ghs because systems thinking acknowledges that
differentiation through innovation is a collectiumdertaking where the organization interacts withthbthe
internal and external environment in an iterativecpss in pursuit of competitive advantage (Ma2001).

3.0 METHODOLOGY

The study was based on positivism as it relied > xgeemental and non-manipulative methods. The stugbd
the quantitative approach as the research was émdemt of what is observed, seeking to realizeatibjey as
far much possible. Both census approach and priopate stratified probability sampling were used fo
appropriate presentation of the target populatibme data was collected from employees of 19 patmle
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companies that were listed by the Petroleum Irtstitd East Africa (PIEA) and that had a market shar1%
and above. The target population was 1,585 empfogeavhom 111 belonged to senior management ard1,4
belonged to various administrative non-senior pmsit The study carried out a census on senior geanant
and utilized Yamane (1967) random sampling on &maining 1,474 employees. Information was colletted
way of questionnaires.

The research targeted to collect data from a saofpl@5 top management and employees of 19 Oil btarg
Companies (OMC) with a regional 1% market share @ove as captured by the Petroleum Institute st Ea
Africa (PIEA). However, the study did not achieveresponse of 100% as there was some non-response
incidences Therefore, out of the 425 targeted mensaand employees, 368 gave adequate informationgh
answering the questionnaires completely and retuthe questionnaires accordingly. However, 57 redpots

did not give response to the study making a nopenese of 13%. Thus, the study realized a respaatseof
87%.

4.0 FINDINGS

The study was guided by the hypothesis:
Ho. Systems thinking has no significant relationshith competitive advantage

H,: Systems thinking has a significant relationshifhwompetitive advantage
The analysis was necessary to inform the reseavdmether to accept or reject the null hypothesis.

4.1 Factor Analysis Results on Systems Thinking

Factor analysis was used to reduce the items ¢émgsthinking. Factor analysis results for systéhisking
showed that KMO had a value of 0.197 and Bartlegts x*(11, N = 368) = 9331.25(0p = .000. The results are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1: KMO and Bartlett's Sphericity test for Sygems Thinking

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 197
Approx. Chi-Square 9331.250

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 11
Sig. .000

The study findings presented in Table 2 give thgekivalues for the factors under systems thinkdgording
to the findings, the first factor accounts for 48.8 of the variance, the second factor account23@08%, the
third factor accounts for 14.780% of the variandglevthe fourth factor accounts for 9.672% of ttaiation.
All the remaining factors were not found to be #igant hence were dropped.

Table 2: Total Variance Explained for Systems Thinkng

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance| Cumulative % Total % of Variance| Cumulative %

1 4.736 43.051 43.051 4.736 43.051 43.051

2 2.850 25.908 68.959 2.850 25.908 68.959

3 1.626 14.780 83.739 1.626 14.780 83.739

4 1.064 9.672 93.411 1.064 9.672 93.411

5 .338 3.072 96.483

6 194 1.759 98.242

7 118 1.076 99.318

8 .070 .636 99.954

9 .004 .033 99.987,

10 .001 .013 100.000

11 006 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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The study showed that among the eleven items wsetketsure systems thinking the items, “My orgaiunat
enables people to get needed information at ang tjmickly and easily” had the highest factor logdifi 0.912

in the first component. My organization measures rigsults of training had the highest factor logdim the

second component with 0.837, as a professionalyes problem by approaching it from various aadiad the
highest factor loading in the third component wWitB34 while the results of my work are partly detiered by

efforts of staff members on my team had the higfaetor loading of 0.817 in the fourth componerteTesults
are presented in Table 3.

Table 3: Component Matrix for Systems Thinking

Component
1 2 3 4
ST1 .076 -.501 -.007 .817
ST2 912 -.115 .043 .143
ST3 101 .749 .249 .526
ST4 .750 -.467 .460 -.044
ST5 .862 .333 -.163 137
ST6 .649 .346 .502 -.243
ST7 74 =277 -.534 -.076
ST8 .796 -.247 -.520 -.083
ST9 .398 .837 .241 -.045
ST10 .756 -.451 .468 -.056
ST11 444 .730 -.490 .028

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. 4 components extracted.

4.2 Descriptive Statistics for Systems Thinking

The study also sought to analyse the views of éspandents on systems thinking using a table ohsaad
standard deviations. With the use of a Likert sodd¢a was collected rating the views on a scaletof5 where
1 represented strongly disagree whereas 5 repegsstiongly agree. The results from the collecesponses
were analyzed based on means and their standaiaides to show the variability of the individuasponses
from the overall mean of the responses of eachcasgesystems thinking. The mean results were theze
given on a scale interval where a mean value dtfoup was an indication of strongly disagree; 1.2.6-was
disagree; 2.1 — 3.0 was neutral, 3.1 — 4.0 waseagnel a mean value of 4.1 and above was an ingficafi
strongly agree.

The findings obtained, shown in Table 4 indicatat tihe respondents strongly agreed with the stattsneny
organization measures the results of training,nasdividual | am able to see process flow intatienhships, as
a professional | have the skills to clearly distirgl the cause and effect of a problem, as a iofesl, | solve a
problem by approaching it from various angles, rgults of my work are partly determined by effmtsstaff

members on my team, the results of my work arelypal®termined by members outside my team, my

organization enables people to get needed infoomadt any time quickly and easily and my organgrati
measures the results of the time and resourceg spetraining. The respondents agreed with theotfdlg

statements; my organization encourages divers@@eiges, my organization makes lessons learntiablai
and my organization makes its lessons learnedablaito all employees.
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Table 4;: Mean and Standard Deviation for Systems Tihking

Systems Thinking N Mean Std. Deviation
ST1 333 4.53 .687
ST2 368 4.48 .708
ST3 368 4.30 .588
ST4 333 4.21 .552
ST5 368 4.20 570
ST6 368 4.19 1.174
ST7 368 4.17 .689
ST8 368 4.02 767
ST9 368 3.99 .829
ST10 368 3.83 .865
ST11 368 3.74 .895

4.3 Correlation between Systems Thinking and Compitive Advantage

Correlation was used to test the strength of klatiip between systems thinking and competitiveaathge.
The results for correlation analysis between systénnking and competitive advantage indicated thattwo
variables were strongly correlate368) = .738,p < .000. The results are presented in Table 5.

Table 5: Correlation between Systems Thinking Indexand Competitive Advantage

Systems Thinking
Pearson Correlation 738
Competitive Advantage Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 368

4.4 Regression Testing for Systems Thinking and Cquetitive Advantage

The study sought to establish the relationship betwsystems thinking and competitive advantage. The
following hypothesis was therefore tested:

Hso. Systems thinking has no significant relationshifhwompetitive advantage
Hs: Systems thinking has a significant relationshith competitive advantage

The regression results show that systems thinkixglamed 54.4% significant proportion of varianae i
competitive advantage R .544,F (1, 368) = 37.190p<0.01. The results are presented in Table 6.

Table 6: Regression Model Summary

Model R R Square

1 738 544
a. Predictors: (Constant), Systems Thinking

Std. Error of the Estimatg
25253

Adjusted R Square
.543

The study found that systems thinking significamthedicted competitive advantagks .938,t (368) = 20.909,
p < .000. These results indicated rejection of th# hypothesis. Thus, systems thinking has a sigaift
relationship with competitive advantage. The resait presented in Table 7.

Table 7: Coefficients for Systems Thinking

Model Unstandardized Coefficients| Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 1.404 131 10.683 .000
Systems Thinking .660 .032 .738 20.909 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Competitive Advantage
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The findings imply that for every one unit incredsesystems thinking, competitive advantage inasasy
0.660. The study also used the level of educatioregjress systems thinking and competitive advantagl
found out thas = .961,t (368) = 22.891p < .000. This implies that the level of educatior lasignificant
impact on the relationship between systems thinkimd) competitive advantage.

4.5 SEM Model Results

The study sought to determine the relationship betwsystems thinking and competitive advantage. The
following hypothesis was tested.

H,. Systems thinking contribute to an organizatiommpetitive advantage

Figure 1 shows the path coefficients for the relahip between systems thinking and competitiveaathge.

The path coefficients were positive and significant).05 level of significance except for inimititgi Path

coefficient beta values wer@ € 0.928,3 = 0.347, = -0.231,p = 0.920 and = 0.974) for agility, barriers to
entry, inimitability, innovation and mass custontiaa respectively. The overalp coefficient was 0.853
implying that for every 1 unit increase in systetiismking, competitive advantage is predicted toréase by
0.853.

Figure 1: Path coefficients for the relationship bawveen ST and CA

T values for systems thinking were obtained andviilaes obtained indicate that all the values veggaificant
except for inimitability. Agility (t-value = 36.33%-value = 0.000), barriers to entry (t-value = 4.303alue =
0.000), inimitability (t-value = 1.92%-value = 0.055), innovation (t-value = 24.1pAjalue = 0.000) and mass
customization (t-value = 65.04@-value = 0.000) showing that all values were sigaifit at 0.05 level of
significance except for inimitability. The overdllvalue was obtained as 27.682 with a p value @® showing
a significant relationship. Figure 2 shows the Tuga for the relationship between systems thinkamgl
competitive advantage.
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Systems Thinking

Figure 2: T values for the relationship between SBnd CA

The overall path coefficients, standard errors,tatigtics and p values for the relationship betwegstems
thinking and competitive advantage was summariaethble 8.

Table 8: Path coefficients for the relationship beveen ST and CA

Path coe?f?ctir(]ents Standard Erron T Statistics P values
Competitive -> Agility 0.928 0.026 36.335 0.000
Competitive -> Barriers entry 0.347 0.081 4.303 0.000
Competitive -> Inimitability -0.231 0.120 1.925 0.055
Competitive -> Innovation 0.920 0.038 24.177 0.000
Competitive -> Mass 0.974 0.015 65.040 0.000
Systems Thinking -> Competitive 0.853 0.031 27.682 0.000

The study also sought to determine the moderatifegteof time on the relationship between systehisking

and competitive advantage. The path coefficientdfe moderated model were positive and signifier.05
level of significance except for inimitability anisne. Path coefficient beta values wepe=(0.927,8 = 0.350,3

= -0.236,p = 0.921,8 = 0.975 and3 = -0.105) for agility, barriers to entry, inimitdity, innovation, mass
customization and time respectively. The oveatbefficient was 0.872 implying that for every litincrease
in systems thinking, competitive advantage is ptedi to increase by 0.872 when acting under theenatithg
effect of time. Figure 3 shows the path coefficieior the moderating effect of time on the relasioip between
systems thinking and competitive advantage.

68



Information and Knowledge Management www.iiste.org
ISSN 2224-5758 (Paper) ISSN 2224-896X (Online) “4[1
Vol.7, No.4, 2017 IIS E
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ST*Time ™

Figure 3: Path coefficients for the moderated moddbetween ST and CA

T values for the moderated effect of time on thitmenship between systems thinking and competitive
advantage were obtained and the values obtainedatedthat all the values were significant excemt f
inimitability and time. Agility (t-value = 30.13Iy-value = 0.000), barriers to entry (t-value = 4.37value =
0.000), inimitability (t-value = 1.817-value = 0.070), innovation (t-value = 24.68yalue = 0.000), mass
customization (t-value = 72.98®-value = 0.000) and time (t-value = 0.59value = 0.158) were all
significant at 0.05 level of significance except foimitability and time. The overall T value wabtained as
15.179 with a p value of 0.000 showing a significant rielaship. Figure 4 shows the T values for the
relationship between systems thinking and competiidvantage under the moderating effect of timtee T
overall path coefficients, T statistics and p valfer the moderated relationship between systemkitty and
competitive advantage was summarized in Table 9.

Table 9: Path coefficients for the moderated path étween ST and CA.

Path Path coefficients| Standard T Statistics | P values

Error

Competitive -> Agility 0.927 0.031 30.131 0.000
Competitive -> Barrier Entry 0.350 0.080 4.375 0.000
Competitive -> Inimitability -0.236 0.130 1.817 0.070
Competitive -> Innovation 0.921 0.037 24.668 0.000
Competitive -> Mass Customization 0.975 0.013 72.989 0.000
ST * Time -> Competitive -0.105 0.177 0.597 0.551
Systems Thinking -> Competitive 0.872 0.057 15.179 0.000
Time -> Competitive -0.113 0.094 1.205 0.229
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Figure 4: T values for the moderated path betweenTSand CA

5.0 DISCUSSION

The study sought to investigate the relationshipvben systems thinking and competitive advantagaenoil
marketing companies in Kenya. The findings revedlet systems thinking and competitive advantageewe
strongly correlated. The findings are supportedh®gychi square results, which the study found that there
was a strong association between systems thinkidgcampetitive advantage. The study also foundfmitthe
key to making a competence lead to competitive atdwge is to understand where it best fits in thlgaoization
and to understand where it will have the biggegtaot. Aronson (2001) and Manly (2001) agree withséh
findings where they found out that systems thinkaeftnowledges that differentiation through innosatis a
collective undertaking where the organization iatés with both the internal and external environtriaran
iterative process in pursuit of competitive advgeta

In line with the present study findings, Saylor Aeay (2016) observed that systems thinking hasapacity
to encourage and institutionalize the natural gbidif companies to evolve; not through small adémta but
through creative leaps. However, Schulman, lyer iotanus (2016) has a different approach diffefemin

the present findings that strategic leaders of aitipe organizations face the challenge of usihgirt
organization’s open systems capabilities to resgongresent and future environmental challengegrdtbre,
the importance of systems thinking cannot be urdeesl. It is a powerful way of cognitive deductipmocesses
that is being revitalized in several economic féeild order to discover new answers to current ehgkts and to
support a deeper understanding of business. Apthis revitalization, systems thinking is appli® business
model innovation, as the process of business mimahelvation requires more than simply filling a ness
model schematic, it is a challenging and complexiagament task. Milligan (2016) agrees that the evaifi
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systems thinking is that is increases leadersitaltib observe, detect and analyze behaviouralildeta the
activities of customers, suppliers, competitors athebrs to improve innovation and yield beneficiatcomes.

6.0 CONCLUSIONS

The study established that systems thinking sicgnifily contributed to competitive advantage. Théhpa
coefficients for the relationship between systemmking and competitive advantage were positive and
significant at 0.05 level of significance except foimitability. The study also concluded that fewvery 1 unit
increase in systems thinking, competitive advantisgpredicted to increase by 0.853 in the oil mtnie
companies.

Implications for practice and policy makers

OMCs registered in Kenya should consider tacklisgués by establishing the root cause so as to get a
comprehensive solution. Similarly, training emplegd¢o see complete processes and patterns thai@rant to
the organization can be a big advantage. This eaddme by instituting structured staff rotationsvarious
departments and cross functional teams so thatithdils can appreciate the different aspects obgerations.

Encouraging intra-communication across multi-lexseld multi-task teams will foster strengthening of
professional interrelationships among employeeds Mill enable organizations create seamless fldw o
experiential and tacit knowledge. Furthermore, il tweak down traditional and possibly restrictineental
models as individuals open up to sharing new wdydoong things in an iterative approach (deutemréng).
This will bring cognitive flexibility and possiblsuch sought after organization agility.
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