Why didn’t the Monitor Group management consultancy sustain their competitive advantage? 


OVERVIEW
1. Introduction: Monitor Group, 1-3 relevant explanations for bankruptcy
2. Short academic literature review for chosen 1 business strategy hypothesis,
3. Case through the lens of chosen business strategy theory,
4. Findings.
· What can we learn about key success criteria for consulting?
· What does this case tell us about the application of academic innovation in the real-world? 
· What can we learn in terms of business strategy from this case?


1. [bookmark: _GoBack]INTRODUCTION
What started as business venture to capitalize on Harvard University’s alumni brightest minds in business strategy, ended-up in Chapter 11 bankruptcy and lucrative acquisition for Deloitte. At the height of its operational performance, U.S. based Monitor Company Group Limited Partnership management consultancy was able to compete with larger consulting firms such as McKinsey, Bain & Company and Boston Consulting Group  for top graduates (Schumpeter, 2012). Up until 2013, Monitor authors had published over 80 articles in leading business journals and multiple influential business strategy books in 25 years (Nourie, 2013). 
This academic paper develops hypotheses to explain reasons behind Monitor’s failure from business strategy perspective and then analyzes www.monitor.com webpage through the Wayback Machine internet archive with relevant secondary literature from strategy literature to achieve preliminary findings. A realist approach to business history is adapted to study the business case. 
Other points:
· Monitor Group’s business structure (different units, private equity firm, charitable activities), novel company culture, Michael E. Porter’s limited participation to the daily operations of the company. 

At first, the case seems to tell a story of financial mismanagement. Schumpeter (2012) pointed out that the 2008 financial crises caused companies to scale back on management consulting spending and postpone their plans due to economic uncertainty, which significantly affected the demand for pure advisory consulting. If advisory consulting is known to be a highly cyclical business, then why Monitor’s management did not prepare for the change of the business cycle by increasing the short-term asset base of the firm (partners interest to cash-out and/or belief in constant growth)? They were making around $300 million of revenues annually (Stockman, 2013). 
In terms of business strategy literature, it could be argued that Monitor Group’s competitive advantage had deteriorated. Without fixing the root causes that caused Monitor’s client base to disappear, short-term financial assets would had been enough to solve the firm’s issues.

Hypothesis 1: Business Ecology
From a business ecology perspective, they had a suboptimal firm size to survive in the evolving competitive environment (Schumpeter, 2012). Monitor Group had around 1,500 employees to maintain global presence with a generalized service portfolio. According to Schumpeter (2012), Monitor group was not able to deliver value to clients by providing them with “50 experienced consultants on short notice”. Small consulting offices achieve competitiveness by acquiring a loyal client base and by minimizing their costs (Schumpeter, 2012). In summary, this theoretical lens suggests that Monitor had the costs of large, global consulting firm without the ability to serve their clients in the most suitable way. Schumpeter concludes the analysis on consulting industry by suggesting that "multidisciplinary behemoths like Deloitte seem to be the future of professional services."
Schumpeter, (2012). The Economist: Monitor's end. Available at: https://www.economist.com/schumpeter/2012/11/14/monitors-end 

Hypothesis 2: Dynamic Capabilities
According to the dynamic capabilities explanation, what started as a way to capitalize Michael E. Porter’s research on achieving above-average profits by analyzing structural-barriers to competition in industries, ended-up being an illusory product in the 21st century (Denning, 2012). Simply said, “Monitor failed to add value to customers” in a new business environment characterized by global competition and increased access to information (Denning, 2012). The human capital of the firm was geared towards analyzing existing structures of the industry through quantitative analysis and offering financial solutions, rather than advice on how to innovate and create new value to consumers by changing the marketing mix (Denning, 2012). The major PR-success of using Harvard brand to sell consulting services and the way in which consulting services helped to justify super CEO status and major compensation to the management team kept the business going (Denning, 2012) until clients become more risk-averse and critical. 
Denning, S. (2012). Forbes: What Killed Michael Porter's Monitor Group? The One Force That Really Matters. Available at: https://www.forbes.com/sites/stevedenning/2012/11/20/what-killed-michael-porters-monitor-group-the-one-force-that-really-matters/ 
Denning, S. (2012). Forbes: Even Monitor Didn't Believe In Five-Forces Analysis! Available at: https://www.forbes.com/sites/stevedenning/2012/11/24/even-monitor-didnt-believe-in-the-five-forces/?sh=32a4d34211dc 




Hypothesis 3: Branding
· Image problem from work with Qaddafi’s regime in Libya (economic reform turned into a stealth public relations campaign) 
· “another contract Fuller oversaw — which promised to help the Kingdom of Jordan get more influence over John Kerry — forced Monitor consultants to file retroactively as lobbyists.” / Stockman (2013) 
· “Lawsuit. Hallmark accused Monitor of using confidential data shared during that job for its own benefit in speeches, trainings, and finally, to help Monitor Clipper purchase a Hallmark competitor” / Stockman (2013) 

Stockman, F. (2013). Boston Globe: Why did the smartest guys in the room go bankrupt? Available at: https://www.bostonglobe.com/opinion/2013/01/20/when-smartest-guys-room-bankrupt/lUYj7Nl8vAHhlL1iWVpSoK/story.html?s_campaign=sm_tw 
Jennings, D. (2011) Financial Times: US consultancy fails to register as Libya lobbyist. Available at: https://www.ft.com/content/63b744a8-7816-11e0-b90e-00144feabdc0 


In summary, 
The Monitor’s competitive advantage was mainly based on:
1) Successful self-promotion and PR (Harvard genius)
2) Office politics support (value added for the CEO-status), 
3) 5 Forces analysis in a static environment (AT&T example). 
To cover weaknesses in:
1) Dynamic capabilities: inability transform consulting portfolio into a new business environment 
2) Business ecology: medium-sized, global and generalization; generational shift within partners
3) Conflict of interest and CSR: reputational issue with being an untrustworthy partner
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