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Abstract: In the future, organisations must face sudden changes and increase compet-
itiveness. Firms need to have resources and competencies to set a strategic advantage 
in the business context to survive. This paper describes two management models used 
to define strategy and implement benefits for the firm and compares them with a sys-
temic framework and the Systemic Design Approach. The comparison highlights the 
necessity to analyse organisations considering their complexity in terms of resources 
and interactions between spheres and roles. This evidence led us to sustain that Sys-
temic Design can provide a better approach to organisational complexity and could be 
able to manage the multiple interactions that an organisational implementation re-
quires. The result is defining Systemic Design guidelines to implement the Systemic 
framework better and developing a toolkit to support firms in their organisational pro-
cesses. 

Keywords: organisational change; Systemic Design; complexity; resilient organisations 

1. Introduction 
The variability of business context and the quick changes in the environment and trade-offs 
make enterprises more vulnerable than in the past. The unpredictability of the market 
makes companies strictly dependent on the definition of a strategy that can realise and sat-
isfy external needs (Lester et al., 1998). The strategy is a theoretical element that is closely 
related to the organisational structure of an enterprise. The organisational structure is a cen-
tral element in an enterprise's survival and prosperity and plays a crucial role in its evolution-
ary road. Therefore, the enterprise's capacity to answer the market and environmental 
needs depends closely on its internal organisation (Tilt, 2006). 

More specifically, the quickness of an enterprise's change is linked to the flow of information 
within the organisation itself. Thus, if an organisation can structure itself inclusively and effi-
ciently, its possibility of surviving within the business context will increase. The organisa-
tional elements are also essential because they allow the development and fulfilment of 
competitive advantage based on the resources and strategic orientation of the competitive 
environment (Acedo et al., 2006). The term organisational structure includes multiple as-
pects of an organisation and not only the graphic representation of the system; we could say 
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that the diagram of an enterprise structure is the final output of its structuring process. 
More precisely, an organisational structure is a dynamic interaction between its strategies 
and mission-oriented, the macrostructure and work organisation, human resources, person-
nel policy and the operative systems and technologies. Generally, the management and im-
plementation of an enterprise structure are not easy because an enterprise is a system in 
which people, resources, and technology must be coordinated to achieve the best economic, 
social, and environmental aspects. The multiple elements that an excellent organisational 
asset needs to consider lead the question to be addressed from different perspectives of dif-
ferent disciplines. However, the disciplines that, more than others, deal with organisational 
implementation are leaded by management and human resources fields. Specifically, many 
consulting societies handle organisational development and manage the consequences of an 
implementation or a change. 

A literature branch deals with the difficulty of actualising and accepting change, particularly 
on behalf of the workforce, which often faces change due to decisions taken by managers 
and boards of directors. An imposed changing process can bring an enterprise to face more 
critical problems than it would have faced in an emergency related to market changes. 
When intervening in the company structure, there are aspects so intrinsically linked to each 
other at hidden levels that, if not properly managed, they can heavily influence the compa-
ny's fate. 

In addition, structural and organisational change should meet several needs related to the 
variability of the context of action. For example, a company may change its structure to de-
velop a product/service innovation. The issue of innovation is, in turn, interconnected with 
the availability of human resources capable of interfacing with new ways of delivering the 
service/product and using tools. Over the years, management disciplines have developed 
various tools to help managers and companies to address these issues in the best possible 
way. The tools have evolved with the needs of companies and have become an essential ele-
ment in managing competition. However, the increasing complexity of the environment 
means the tools themselves are insufficient to sustain competitiveness in the long term 
(Crossan & Apaydin, 2010). Given the volatility of the environment and the complexity of the 
elements and relationships involved, we believe that it is necessary to pave the way for con-
tamination between design and management. 

This study aims to provide guidelines for implementing a systemic framework capable of ap-
proaching the issue of organisational change. First, we compare two managerial models 
used for organisational implementation, the McKinsey 7s framework and the Resource-
Based View. Next, we will compare their analytical elements and define their limitations 
through a literature review of these two models. Then, we describe the systemic framework 
for organisational change as a first step to understanding the complexity of an organisational 
process. The next step will see Systemic Design as an approach for integrating the concept of 
complexity and the view of the enterprise no longer as linear sequences of cause and effect 
but rather as complex networks of interrelationships (Senge, 1990). Although the business 
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organisation has been a privileged area of management over the years, in recent decades, 
design has been able to bring its contribution and contaminate management with tools and 
methodologies (Cautela, 2019). Following this trend, we want to demonstrate through the 
definition of guidelines that Systemic Design, thanks to its holistic view of complexity, can 
approach organisational change and benefits companies in terms of resource management 
and resilience. 

The article is divided into the first part of the literature review on the two models analysed; 
the second part will compare the two models. The third part will introduce the concept of 
enterprises as open systems, followed by a section on the systemic framework and Systemic 
Design. The last team will conclude by providing guidelines for implementing the framework. 

2. Literature review 

Two essential elements of the present research are the McKinsey 7s model and the Re-
source-Based view, which will be described in the following section thanks to literature re-
search on these models and their application to organisational change in the enterprise's en-
vironment. The evidence from the literature shows that several contributions to organisa-
tional implementation make the definition of the theme more difficult. Literature on these 
themes gathered contributions from many disciplines like sociology, anthropology, manage-
ment, business, and economics. During the literature research, we have found that many 
tools and strategies have been developed to sustain enterprises in their growth and evolu-
tion in management history. The selection of 7Mc Kinsey's Framework and RBV is linked to 
their importance as tools in changing the perception of enterprise elements. Furthermore, 
the choice to analyse the systemic framework raises the need to understand how a systemic 
view could contribute to implementing organisational change. The analysed contributions 
come from Scopus and Google Scholar; in these databases, we used keywords such as *7s 
model framework, *or organizationalchange, *strategyimplementation, *RBVapplication 
*changemanagement *systemicchange. The combination of these keywords and the study 
of titles and abstracts provide reference literature to start the analysis of the models and 
make a comparison. 

3. Structure and organisation 
Before exploring the two models, this research needs to clarify the concept of structure and 
organisation and their mutual connection. People in an organisation control and coordinate 
how to carry out the activities and use the resources. Collaboration between groups of peo-
ple enables a formal system of tasks, relationships, and authority (Tasselli & Caimo, 2019). 
People in an organisation control and coordinate how to carry out the activities and use the 
resources. Collaboration among people enables the creation of a formal system of tasks, re-
lationships, and authority. Organisational structures are made up of groups of people work-
ing together to achieve a common goal. The representation of the structure is usually ex-
pressed in an organisation chart, which shows the type of organisation adopted: the roles 



Caterina Rosini, Silvia Barbero 

4 

and the hierarchical relationships between them (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010). The first differ-
ence between organisation and structure is that the former considers the whole set of hard 
and soft variables. In contrast, the latter considers above all the soft variables with particular 
attention to the interdependence relationships created within the company. Internal rela-
tions are based on a dependency scheme, whereby a superior gives directive to a subordi-
nate who carries them out. 

The structure is the first element in which managers act when there is a need to respond ef-
fectively to external stresses and thus find a solution to emerging problems (Wren & 
Bedeian, 2009; Cao et al., 2003). Over time, organisational structures, and the tools for de-
termining reasonable and practical solutions have evolved. 

3.1 The resource-based view 
The Resource-Based View theory began to emerge between the 1950s and 1960s.  It was 
then strengthened in the 1980s when it implemented the previous management theories, 
and it took shape during the 1990s following the evolution of strategic studies (Acedo et al., 
2006). Until the 1990s, classic strategy studies focused mainly on its positioning sector and 
market choices (Porter, 1980). The studies and paradigm proposed by Porter argue that 
strategy is determined by the enterprise's structure and the market's choice. The assess-
ment of available and valuable resources to penetrate the chosen market segment(s) came 
later (Cabrera-Moya & Reyes, 2018). With the Resource-Based View, the company is consid-
ered a heterogeneous set of resources and specific competencies that enable the realisation 
of competitive advantage, which translates into profitability and prosperity for the company 
itself. Trying to understand this concept better, the Resource-Based theory, unlike the previ-
ous ones, shifts the focus from what happens outside the company to what characterises it 
inside (Zubac et al., 2010). 

In this way, the variables that define competitive advantage must be identified within the 
company. Specifically, resources are divided into tangible, identifiable financial and physical, 
intangible resources such as technology, culture and organisation, and human resources. 
The latter are the resources that produce value for the company in terms of skills, know-
how, communication skills, collaboration, and motivation. Above all, they are not limited to 
production capacity (Faturrohman et al., 2018). In this sense, what has been considered a 
mere workforce takes on an extension of responsibility towards the company. In this way, a 
new relationship between employees and employers is also configured since work changes 
connotation. It is no longer just a tool to support the production factor but an instrument ca-
pable of creating economic values for the company and personal values in terms of affirma-
tion and fulfilment. 

 Thus, the need to identify a lasting competitive advantage that is difficult to imitate by com-
petitors takes the form of a shift of perspective from the outside to the inside of the com-
pany, trying to understand what it can do or will be able to do better. Thus, leading it to 
trace a path towards creating a lasting competitive advantage. 
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The Resource-Based View approach, unlike other theories, investigates the processes of re-
source generation within the company and how these resources are used. Therefore, obtain-
ing a competitive advantage is not imitating the most successful but rather grasping and 
knowing how to manage companies' differences (Regnér, 2010). The development of a firm's 
distinctive characteristics and the correct use of available resources are the factors that ena-
ble it to achieve superior performance. However, the Resource-Based View distinguishes be-
tween resources and capabilities because it represents the firm's ability to activate, inte-
grate, and coordinate resources to achieve superior performance (Penrose, 1959). In this 
context, the Resource-Based View is a valuable tool to support business decisions and ana-
lyse the enterprise's critical resources. Among the most important contributions to the im-
plementation of RBVs is that of Barney, 1991 who defines the VRIN model to categorise re-
sources according to their potential to become distinctive and strategic competencies for 
the company (Barney, 1991). The criteria of the VRIN model are explained below. 

1. Valuable (V) resources are valuable if they allow the company to exploit the pos-
sibilities present in the external environment and neutralise threats 

2. Rare (R) is a rare resource that no competitor possesses, or few possess. 

3. Imperfectly Imitable (I) a resource that is difficult to imitate either because of 
cultural factors or because of social complexity 

4. Non-Substitutable (N), a non-substitutable resource, i.e., no resource other than 
the one in question, allows the firm to develop a given strategy. 

However, although the Resource-Based View is correct in considering its cognitive assets, it 
is too static (Madhani, 2010). Once the resources have been identified, there are no indica-
tions for configuring and managing them to implement a competitive advantage effectively. 
Moreover, there is no evidence of how it can be used to change the organisational structure. 
Furthermore, the VRIN model is also a complicated model to apply. It can be hard for a com-
pany effectively assess whether the resources at its disposal meet the model's criteria. It is 
also challenging to find resources in the company that meet all four of the model's stand-
ards, which makes RBV challenging to implement (Teece & Pisano, 1994). 

Based on these considerations, spin-off perspectives have developed, among which the 
Knowledge-based view emerges (Grant, 1996). According to the proponents of the 
Knowledge-based View, knowledge is the strategic resource par excellence that a company 
can possess. Thanks to a wide range of heterogeneous knowledge, the firm can create supe-
rior performance and, consequently, a sustainable competitive advantage.  

3.2 The McKinsey 7S model 
From the 1970s onwards, there was an awareness that real organisational change could not 
only be achieved through structural change by merging, eliminating, or upgrading existing 
units. Instead, to ensure that internal changes meet the real needs of the enterprise and re-
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alise the expected benefits, it was necessary to have a more inclusive vision of the enter-
prise. Along with this knowledge, in 1980, Waterman, Peter and Philips published an article 
in the journal "Business Horizon". They stated that "structure is not organisation", so organi-
sational change must consider variables beyond structure to produce the desired effects. 
The result of their study conducted through interviews with large US companies led them to 
define the outline of a new organisational model, the 7S model (Lisiecka, 2004). 

The 7s Framework is a management model according to which managers must focus on six 
components (the 7 Ss) to develop a successful strategy. In their study, Peter and Waterman 
found that for a company to be successful in outperforming, it must combine knowledge and 
implementation of factors, including Strategy, Shared Values, Competencies, Structure, Sys-
tems, Personnel and Style (Peters & Waterman, 1995). Then the model can be used to iden-
tify which of these factors needs to be realigned to implement performance or which ele-
ments need to maintain alignment during other types of change to avoid loss of perfor-
mance. Types of change can include new processes, mergers, leadership changes and more. 
The 7S Framework allows understanding how changing elements have the maximum impact 
in one area and the impact within the others. The seven elements of the model are divided 
into two categories, Hard S, which are Strategy, System and Structure, and Soft S, which are 
Skills, Staff and Style. The Shared Values element is in the centre and relates to both catego-
ries. While Hard S are easily identifiable and describable, Soft S are more difficult to define 
because they are more intangible than Hard ones. The 7S are briefly described below: 

• Strategy: to define the organisation’s vision and goals and to understand how 
aware and focused stakeholders are on them 

• Structure: what structure the organisation has, and how much it allows to take 
decisions quickly, define roles and responsibilities and finally understand if the 
structure is adequate to deliver the service/product. 

• System: the activities and procedures that need to be carried out by staff to 
get the job done and the incentives from HR policies 

• Shared Values: When the model was developed, they were called "superordi-
nate objectives"; they are the company's core values highlighted in the com-
pany culture and ethics. 

• Staff: the workers who do the work; this element also serves to understand if 
resources are sufficient and how they are used. It also considers how employ-
ees are recruited and hired. 

• Skills: the skills possessed by staff to ensure that work is carried out according 
to the strategy. Moreover, whether they are used in the right way and what 
the possibilities are for growth. 

• Style: defining what is the leadership style adopted by the company and how is 
information communicated and shared 
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This model has been applied in different contexts, all belonging to the non-profit sector, and 
has proved to be a helpful tool for analysing internal problems in an organisation. Since its 
implementation in the 1970s, it continues to be used today, demonstrating that it is still rel-
evant (Mamun et al., 2020). Moreover, its application proves to be flexible in applying within 
an organisation or in a team or a project. However, there are some negative aspects to the 
use of this Framework. Firstly, it does not consider elements outside the company, i.e., it fo-
cuses on analysing the elements related to the 7 S's, which only constitute the company's 
internal environment. Its use is reserved for the most relevant stakeholders and experts, 
which means that the management levels of the enterprise decide on actions to be taken to 
align the seven elements (Faturrohman et al., 2018). Thus, on the one hand, the Framework 
simplifies the implementation of changes; on the other hand, it is superficial to the dynamics 
and sub-dynamics that make up the enterprise and of which the workforce is the main 
driver. 

Table 1. Differences between management models.  

Theory Elements Description 

Resource-Based View Resources 
Competencies and 
capabilities 
 
 
Strategy 

tangible, intangible, human 
defining the core competencies as 
the source of sustainable competi-
tive advantage 
 
Develop a strategy based on the core 
competencies  

McKinsey’s 7S framework  Strategy 
 
Structure 
 
Staff 
 
 
Skills 
 
 
Style 

visions and goals of the organisa-
tions 
roles and responsibility 
 
availability of human resources and 
the method to hire them 
 
What are the skills within the organi-
sations 
 
What kind of leadership style is 
adopted  

 

There may be some confusion about organisational implementation for this research. Both 
models under analysis, RBV and 7S McKinsey aim to create a lasting competitive advantage. 
Two models may not seem inherent to organisational change. Still, as seen from the analysis, 
both must necessarily interface with factors internal to the organisation and structure to de-
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velop a strategy. Strategy implementation and organisational culture have a specific correla-
tion since the way a company does business, i.e., how it organises itself, provides a competi-
tive advantage. Organisational culture is reflected in how the organisation relates to its em-
ployees, customers, suppliers, and partners. According to Szekely and Knirsch (2005), man-
aging these relationships enables the firm's better performance. In this sense, the organisa-
tional culture is connected to the organisation's implementation. 

Furthermore, strategy implementation is closely related to organisational capacity, which is 
influenced by the structural form of an organisation (Fleisher & Babette, 2007). In this con-
text, we cannot disregard the complexity of the organisation itself to carry out an efficient 
organisational implementation. The disciplines that have dealt with these issues have tried 
to obtain a comprehensive view of this complexity, developing models and theories that in-
tegrate elements that are also not directly related to the structure or organisation. However, 
some factors have been included superficially or are still too closely linked to linear cause/ef-
fect reasoning. For example, in the case of RBV, human resources are considered tangible 
resources that, if they meet the parameters of the VRIN model, are deemed necessary to the 
definition of competitive advantage. Unfortunately, this is a very mechanistic view of human 
resources that does not investigate the connections between resources and work. In the 7S 
model, the Staff factor is analysed concerning the actual availability of resources needed to 
do the job, its adherence to the company's behaviour and finally, how to incentivise people 
to keep them supporting the system. Although in both cases, the view of people is linked to 
labour and economic issues, there is no study of the relationships created internally in an or-
ganisation and the impact they have on the final performance. Although there has already 
been contamination of disciplines, see, for example, the application of design thinking to im-
prove team project processes (Hugentobler, 2017), strategic design as a tool to create prod-
ucts and services that carry the company's values (Cautela, 2019). We firmly believe that 
Systemic Design can implement the way of analysing a company by integrating a more value-
centred vision.  

3.3 Organisations as Open System 
Before presenting the Systemic Design, an introduction to a view of the enterprise as an 
open system is necessary. Throughout history, we have seen that the perception of organisa-
tions has changed from a mechanistic view to a more organic one (Calabrese, 2011). Gener-
ally, the tools used to understand organisations are "diagnostic models", i.e., models, that 
describe the relationships between the elements of an organisation, its context and its effec-
tiveness on the market (Cummings et al., 2009). Often, the models are simplifications of re-
ality, and they necessarily must choose which elements or characteristics to investigate and 
for which purposes. According to Cameron & Green (2019), an organisation can be consid-
ered a complex system, as well as a change, can be defined as complex every time it consid-
ers and involves a high number of people, activities, and other related factors. 
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Nevertheless, in the management field, the most adopted thought foresees a mix of cogni-
tive psychology and scientific methods to map and organise tasks, for example, process engi-
neering and project management. Therefore, traditional management thinking does not 
leave space for complexity; rather, they tend to think more analytically and rationally. So, we 
can say that most management models analyse the organisation and link the analysis to spe-
cific processes, such as internal communication between managers and employees, em-
ployee motivation and the ability to collaborate and solve group problems. Instead of con-
sidering an organisation rationally and linearly, we want to apply a systemic vision of organi-
sations (Senge, 1993) to show that organisations need to be analysed and diagnosed accord-
ing to a systemic view rooted (Ackoff & Emery, 1972) in systemic Design for this research. 
Systems are unitary wholes composed of several subsets that, through the system, become 
a single functioning entity. If we translate this view to the organisation, we find analogies. 
For example, units, departments, and project teams compose an organisation, and they 
must be coordinated to achieve a specific objective. Therefore, we can speak of an open sys-
tems model. We recognise that an organisation exists within a broader context that influ-
ences how the organisation functions and how it relates to it. 
In effect, an organisation takes resources from outside and, through social and technical pro-
cesses, transforms them into outputs to be returned to the context. In this process, numer-
ous variables relate to different thematic areas and need to be analysed (Cummings et al., 
2009). For example, the organisational chart identifies the different hierarchical levels of 
which an organisation is composed. We can say that each hierarchical level has other sub-
levels or sub-systems, not necessarily linked to officially roles and tasks. The variability of the 
system changes as the level with which it is interfaced may concern different sub-systems, 
such as the non-official team or the non-regulated work dynamics. 

4. Systemic Design for organisational change 
Systemic Design is the result of applying systemic thinking to design. The union between de-
sign and systemic thinking has given birth to a discipline capable of dealing with complex sys-
tems, such as socio-technical ones (Bijl-Brouwer, 2020). Like Systemic Thinking, Systemic De-
sign is an approach that does not limit itself to considering a single element but instead looks 
at how it interrelates with all the other aspects of the system it belongs to. Because of these 
characteristics, Systemic Design is a transversal approach capable of bringing together very 
different areas, from production systems to organisations. Based on Jones' statement (2018) 
about the four design domains, in the third domain, the organisational transformation char-
acterised by a dynamic complexity requires Systemic Design principles and practices to deal 
with the design of work practices, strategies, and organisational structures. 

Furthermore, the fourth design domain for complex social situations requires Systemic De-
sign principles to manage stakeholder participation and decision-making. In this sense, ap-
plying Systemic Design implies looking at a system from above and seeing it in its entirety, 
then going into the details of its most minor connections and developing new synergies to 
create open systems. In addition, Systemic Design can also be a valuable tool in working with 
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governments and public agencies to design interventions and policies (Authors & Bicocca, 
2017) that can be useful in supporting interventions aimed at involving different levels of au-
thority to address interdependent decisions and consequently engage users, customers and 
stakeholder and their knowledge to practical change system dynamics.  The main character-
istic of Systemic Design is to look at problems in a holistic way. After identifying the system, 
Systemic Design defines its boundaries, carries out a qualitative analysis, and produces a ho-
listic context mapping (Sevaldson, 2018). Through mapping, Systemic Design brings to light 
all the existing problems and then analyses them to identify the best opportunities for 
change, adopting a multidisciplinary approach. In this process, the designer's role is a media-
tor between knowledge from different disciplines or actors (Battistoni et al., 2019). In fact, 
by interfacing with various figures, the systemic designer can put in contact and create syn-
ergies between different areas and professions, thus creating relationships to solve prob-
lems and make the system more resilient to change. The evolution of the figure of the sys-
temic designer reflects the transition of the design discipline over time, from product design 
for industries and freelancers to the creation of complex systems. Moreover, there is evi-
dence of how perspectives relevant to Systemic Design can lead to organisational transfor-
mation in the public sector (Aguirre, 2020). From a systemic perspective, organisations are 
systems composed of human beings who interact with each other to achieve a common goal 
through the establishment of relationships. 

Furthermore, thinking on Fox's point (1995) that the design of a socio-technical system must 
be able to integrate the social requirements of the people who work with the technical re-
quirements needed to sustain the work system with their environments. With this in mind, 
we can argue that Systemic Design as a human-centred approach to co-design better poli-
cies, programmes and service systems is a suitable approach to meet the need to integrate 
skills and knowledge, to define new services and artefacts that can adapt to the ecosystem 
and organisation. According to Schneider and Somers (2006), we can say that an organisa-
tion is complex when it can evolve and adapt to its context. Therefore, adaptation over time 
and relationships are two crucial elements in the evolution of an organisation. Hence, Sys-
temic Design can be a tool to analyse and identify new possibilities of relationships to meet 
adaptation. However, what emerges from the literature is that managerial approaches are 
often unable to interface with the dynamism of these processes (Lester et al.,1998; Hugen-
tobler, 2017). Based on the limitations identified in management models and the need for 
organisations to find solutions to deal with complexity, we will define what contributions 
Systemic Design can make to support an inclusive and sustainable change process. 

However, before defining guidelines, it is necessary to frame which dimensions of an organi-
sation must be considered to structure efficient and inclusive change. For this study, the Sys-
temic Framework developed by Cao et al., 2003 is a starting point for integrating systems 
thinking and Systemic Design methodology to support humanity centred and sustainable or-
ganisational change. The main four dimensions identified are processes, culture, structure, 
and policy (Cao et al. 1999). These four dimensions were the starting point for elaborating 
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the systemic framework by Cao et al. (2003). About their framework, the adjective “sys-
temic” implies the awareness that a change within an organisation, even if made in only one 
of these four areas, inevitably entails changes in the others. Moreover, Cao argued that 
management of change is characterised by interaction and diversity, for which a systemic 
perspective is more suitable. This statement stems from the awareness that change is a dy-
namic and interconnected process that requires a holistic view (Valiris & Glykas, 1999; Flana-
gan, 2014). Furthermore, they refer to the ability of a holistic view to manage the interac-
tions between the four areas. 

4.1 Systemic framework analysis and systemic guidelines for implementation 
This section explains what elements each sphere of the framework is concerned with, then 
analyses and compares them with Systemic Design and the managerial models. 

The first sphere concerns processes, a change in this sphere implies the analysis of the raw 
materials and resources that the organisation takes from the external environment. The 
study by Gao et al. (2003) for the processes identifies two management approaches, Total 
Quality Management and Business Process Reengineering. Both methods are helpful for pro-
cess efficiency from a managerial point of view but remain detached from the other spheres 
of change. Whereas Systemic Design, thanks to its holistic analysis, can analyse the compa-
ny's processes and identify the main criticalities in the resource supply and its processing 
and disposal. In addition, Systemic Design integrates the detection of problems in the flow of 
information and its processing. The relationship between processes and information implies 
analysis and mapping of the roles and responsibilities of the company's structure, starting 
from the feedback and information collected directly in the field (Battistoni et al., 2019). 
Moreover, through stakeholder identification and a co-design process, Systemic Design can 
improve the process efficiency by framing possibilities for new synergies in the local dimen-
sion and by privileging flexibility (Author et al.,2015) 
Then, two theories are identified in the Framework for the sphere of structural change: Con-
tingency theory and transaction cost economics. The first one states that it is sufficient to 
define the critical variables of an organisation to manage a change effectively, but it does 
not treat human resources as crucial variables; instead, it deals with the environment, tech-
nology, and size of the enterprise. The second one looks for the causes of organisational 
change in market trends, leaving out the reasons linked to social variables. The identified ap-
proaches focus more on cultural change's purely organisational or market aspects than hu-
man elements. However, the cultural aspects of management risk provoke a set of values es-
tablished by the organisation’s tops management, which can become an instrument of ideo-
logical control. Systemic Design gives a solid weight to culture, understood as those linked to 
the territory, traditions and population that influence people's actions (Authors & Bicocca, 
2017). 
In the systemic methodology, "acting locally" is one of the five fundamental pillars that di-
rect the systemic design to prioritise the territory in which it operates. Thanks to the holistic 
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analysis and the importance of the local territory, Systemic Design can identify hidden possi-
bilities to develop new activities and create new productive relationships, thus increasing 
the organisation’s resilience. At the structural level, a systemic approach can highlight dy-
namics and sub-systems which compose the organisation and activate people at different 
levels as co-creators of new work modalities and design a multi-stakeholder system. 

Moreover, Systemic Design can identify hidden possibilities through the holistic perspective 
to develop new organisational fluxes and synergies. Finally, the political sphere focuses 
mainly on the distribution of power and how this can influence the organisation and the ac-
tions and behaviour of people. Although an organisation is composed of people pursuing a 
common goal, it is also true that people belong to sub-groups with different interests. Thus, 
the danger of a political approach is that the people with the most decision-making power 
use it for personal ends, thus undermining the trust of the other members of the organisa-
tion. 

Moreover, another danger is that political decisions are made to satisfy political demands 
while neglecting more critical decisions about structure or response to external changes. 
Systemic Design is an approach that puts people at the centre and is concerned with creat-
ing relationships to develop sustainable open systems. Therefore, from the perspective of 
the political sphere, it could facilitate internal decision-making processes by avoiding the 
centralisation of political interests. In this regard, Systemic Design provides evidence of how 
it can foster the co-designing and adoption of policy choices to stimulate new economic and 
regulatory tools to implement systemic solutions. According to Nohra et al., (2020), Systemic 
Design employs multi-methodologies to involve users and endorse a new decision-making 
process that boosts a user-focus policy-making system. Instead, the information and map-
ping provided would give organisations a complete picture of the fundamental needs to be 
addressed and resolved.  

Table 2. Differences between the management models, the systemic framework, and the Systemic 
Design    

Sphere of or-
ganizational 
change 

Resource  
Based View 

McKinsey 7S  
framework 

Systemic  
Framework 

Systemic Design  
Approach 

Process 
change 

Intangible  
resources 

/ Identifying best  
Management approach to 
deal with the process: Total 
quality  
Management and  
Business Process  
Reingineering 

Holistic diagnosis  
identifying all the  
components defining 
the current scenario, 
considering both the 
surrounding context 
and the flows of en-
ergy and material in 
the case of industrial  
productions.  
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Moreover, it identifies 
the challenges of the 
current productive  
process and its flows 

Structural 
change 

Tangible and  
human resources 

Staff and  
structure analysis 

Identifying the theories to 
deal with organizational 
structure as Contingency 
theory and transaction 
cost economics 

Holistic diagnosis can 
also be applied in the 
structure of an  
organization to  
underline the prob-
lems related to infor-
mation flow and differ-
ent needs among 
workers about the 
units’  
connections 

Cultural 
change 

/ Style Identifying the  
management approach  
to culture diversity  
concerning the creation  
of a new value system  
in  
1) unitary culture 
 development 
2) cultural diversity man-
agement 

Act locally is one of the 
pillars of systemic  
design is to give prior-
ity to the context in 
which organization op-
erates. This means, of 
course, considering 
the cultural attitude of 
the territory and the 
community 

Political 
change 

Strategy  
development 

Strategy Political approaches to  
organizations concern the 
detentions of power to fulfil 
specific interests among 
others and foster the com-
petition between firms 

Relations and human-
ity centered design are 
two pillars of Systemic 
Design, which means 
that through the 
identification of new 
possible synergies and 
the priority im-
portance to human be-
ings allow a balanced 
action to 
develop sustainably 
organizations 
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We can identify five guidelines for implementing the systemic design framework with the 
Systemic Design approach based on this comparison. 

1. Applying the holistic analysis to the four spheres of change and their constitu-
ent elements. Moreover, adding a new sphere to the knowledge sharing pro-
cess. 

2. Identify the main issues within sets and subsets and determine the dynamic 
relationship among them. 

3. Balancing change choices between benefiting the enterprise and benefiting 
the employees. 

4. Stimulating a climate of cooperation and channelling it towards the correct 
issues. Define new rules for collaboration by stimulating new roles of leader-
ship. 

5. Encouraging group learning, enhancing the company's internal competencies 
thanks to a shared common purpose, and integrating diversity in terms of cul-
ture and approach to work. 

5. Conclusions 
The analysis of the most frequently used managerial models for organisational implementa-
tion has allowed us to understand that it is often challenging to have a complete view of the 
complexity of an organisation within the management field. Thus, a systemic framework has 
been developed to overcome this problem by combining critical systems thinking and 
change management. However, the systemic framework should promote different change 
approaches and manage them to meet the many facets of organisational change. In that 
perspective, although a step forward to better comprehend complexity in organisations has 
been taken, the necessity to manage interactions between approaches and organizational 
spheres remains. In this context, the Systemic Design approach could be the approach to fig-
ure out these interactions and manage them through its tools and holistic view. Therefore, 
the research wants to improve the systemic framework by identifying the guidelines and 
paving the way for Systemic Design integration as an approach to comprehending the com-
plexity and fostering a sustainable organisational implementation. 
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