                            [image: ]

A Critical Analysis of Airbus’s Operations in the USA

Student Name: Fabiha Rahman
Student ID: 2506578
Module Name: Strategic Management

Module Code: LCMB7003

Lecturer’s Name: Dr Hoang Nguyen 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Words Count: 5500
Submission Date: 29th April 2026

AI use Acknowledgement
I acknowledge the use of multiple artificial intelligence‑assisted tools on various dates between March and April 2026 to support the research, structuring, proofreading, and writing of this assignment. I used the following types of AI tools on multiple topics: 

Google NotebookLM https://notebooklm.google/:  To summarise uploaded academic papers, annual reports (Airbus, 2023), industry analyses such as Leeham News, and framework explanations, and to answer questions based exclusively on my source materials. Example of prompts: “Explain the VRIO framework using the specific case of Airbus’s A320neo fuel efficiency technology as an example from my sources.”
QuillBot https://quillbot.com/  & Grammarly https://www.grammarly.com/  are used for proofreading, grammar checking, and formal modification of the final draft, paraphrasing selected source materials to improve clarity and academic expression.
Semantic Scholar https://www.semanticscholar.org/:  To locate peer‑reviewed studies, literature support for theoretical frameworks like Resource‑Based View, Balanced Scorecard, Lewin’s Change Model, Ansoff Matrix, and evidence‑based conclusions regarding competitive advantage and strategic implementation. Example of prompts: ‘‘Find recent peer‑reviewed papers critiquing the application of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions in multinational corporate strategy’’. “What does the literature say about the effectiveness of Lewin’s Unfreeze‑Change‑Refreeze model in aerospace industry transformations?”

I confirm that I have not presented any AI-generated text as my own work. All AI‑assisted outputs were critically reviewed, adapted, and integrated into my own analysis. I confirm that I have copies of my drafts, notes, and other resources I used before and after the use of AI tools, which I may be asked to provide in evidence.

Contents
Section 1: Strategic Analysis of Airbus in the USA	3
1. Introduction	3
1.1 Organisational Context and Overview	3
Perceptual Map: Positioning of Airbus in the US Market	3
2. External and Internal Environment Analysis	4
2.1 External Environment (PESTEL)	4
2.2 Strategic Challenges and Critical Success Factors	6
2.3 Internal Environment: Resources, Capabilities, and Core Competencies	7
2.4 Strategic Capability Evaluation (VRIO)	8
2.5 Internal Strengths and Competitive Advantage	9
2.5.1 How Airbus’s internal strengths contribute to competitive advantage	9
3. CSR and Sustainability Strategy	10
4. Comprehensive and Holistic View: Balanced Scorecard	11
5. Strategic Choices and Implementation	13
5.1 Evaluation of Business‑Level Strategic Choices	13
5.2 Evaluation of Corporate‑Level Strategic Choices	14
5.3 Critical Assessment of Change Management – Lewin’s Freeze Model	14
5.4 Critical Assessment of Impact on Strategic Implementation:	15
6. Strategic Evaluation and Recommendations – Ansoff Matrix Analysis	15
6.1 Evaluation of Airbus USA’s Current Strategy Using Ansoff Matrix	16
6.2 Recommendation:	16
6.3 Justification with theory and real-world examples:	17
Section 2: Reflective Account Using Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle	18
1. Description	18
2. Feelings	19
3. Evaluation (What went well and what went poorly)	19
4. Analysis	20
5. Conclusion (What else could I have done?)	20
6. Action Plan (What will I do differently?)	20
Conclusion	21
References	22

[bookmark: _Toc228393236]
Section 1: Strategic Analysis of Airbus in the USA

[bookmark: _Toc228393237]1. Introduction

A critical analysis of the strategic management practices of Airbus SE is provided in this report, with a specific focus being placed on its industrial and commercial operations in the United States. The relationship between Airbus’s internal capabilities and the external pressures of the US aerospace market is synthesised, and the manner in which sustainable competitive advantage is pursued within a duopolistic and volatile environment is evaluated (Johnson et al., 2020; Barney, 1991). Established strategic frameworks, including PESTEL, VRIO, the Balanced Scorecard, and Ansoff’s Matrix, are applied to structure the analysis (Kaplan and Norton,1996; Ansoff, 1957). Airbus’s corporate social responsibility (CSR) alignment, strategic choices, change management processes, and implementation effectiveness are also critically examined. The report is concluded with a reflective account in which learning outcomes are evaluated through the application of Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle (Gibbs, 1988). 
[bookmark: _Toc228393238]1.1 Organisational Context and Overview

Airbus was established in 1970 as a European consortium to challenge the dominance of American aerospace manufacturers, particularly Boeing, and has since been developed into a global leader in commercial aircraft, defence, and space industries (Airbus, 2023; Hayward, 1986). A value-driven business model has been adopted, in which advanced manufacturing capabilities are integrated with lifecycle service provision to enhance competitiveness (Johnson et al., 2020). In the United States, a Final Assembly Line (FAL) was opened in Mobile, Alabama, in 2015 to support localised production and reduce exposure to trade and currency risks (Airbus, 2023). The US aerospace market is characterised by high regulation and duopolistic competition, within which Airbus’s market share has been steadily expanded (Leeham News, 2025). 
[bookmark: _Toc228393239]Perceptual Map: Positioning of Airbus in the US Market
A perceptual map constructed along the axes of Technological Innovation or Sustainability and Operational Cost or Reliability is used to position Airbus USA within the “High Innovation or High Sustainability” quadrant, supported by the fuel efficiency advantages of the A320neo aircraft (Airbus, 2023; Johnson et al., 2020). Boeing is positioned within the “High Reliability or High Established Presence” quadrant, although its innovation perception has been weakened by recent quality and safety concerns ( Leeham News, 2025). This positioning confirms a differentiation strategy while revealing a potential weakness associated with reliance on a single performance attribute (Johnson et al., 2020).


[image: C:\Users\fabih\Downloads\Airbus Perceptual Map .png] 








Fig: 01 Airbus Market Perceptual Map for USA Commercial Airspace (Self Analyzed)

[bookmark: _Toc228393240]2. External and Internal Environment Analysis
External environmental factors influencing organisational strategy are examined through the PESTEL framework (Kotler, 2024). Internal resources, capabilities, and core competencies are assessed using the VRIO model to identify strategic challenges, critical success factors, and organisational strengths (Barney, 1991).
[bookmark: _Toc228393241]2.1 External Environment (PESTEL)
External environmental factors are defined as uncontrollable macro forces that influence organisational strategy, performance, risk exposure, and long-term competitiveness (Johnson et al., 2020)
Political: Political factors are defined as government policies, trade relations, and regulatory priorities influencing business operations and market access (Porter & M.E., 2023). In the United States, “Buy American” policies and potential tariffs are perceived as threats to Airbus. However, the Mobile, Alabama facility has been leveraged to strengthen domestic stakeholder legitimacy and influence defence procurement opportunities (Kittilaksanawong, 2017).
Economic: Economic factors are defined as financial conditions, exchange rates, inflation levels, and market cycles affecting organisational profitability and investment decisions (Basmar et.al, 2026). Currency volatility is recognised as a persistent risk for Airbus operations. A natural hedge has been created through alignment of US dollar revenues and costs, although continued reliance on European suppliers maintains residual exposure to exchange-rate fluctuations (Airbus, 2023).

Social & Cultural: Social factors are defined as cultural values, workforce expectations, and demographic patterns shaping organisational behaviour and labour relations (Hofstede, 2011). High individualism within the United States requires performance-based management practices. Strategic tension is created by differences in time orientation between US stakeholders and European headquarters, potentially generating labour friction and slower implementation of long-term innovation initiatives (Hofstede, 2011). 
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Fig: 02 Cultural Dimension analysis for USA & France (Hofstede, 2011)

The chart is used to compare Hofstede’s cultural dimensions between France and the United States. Higher scores are recorded in the United States for Individualism (74 vs. 60), Motivation towards Achievement (62 vs. 43), and Indulgence (68 vs. 48), reflecting a more competitive and reward-oriented cultural orientation. In contrast, higher scores are observed in France for Power Distance (68 vs. 40) and Uncertainty Avoidance (86 vs. 46), indicating stronger acceptance of hierarchical authority and structured environments. A relatively similar pattern is identified in Long-Term Orientation (60 vs. 50). These cultural differences are considered to contribute to strategic tensions in Airbus’s US operations, particularly in balancing short-term and long-term planning and individual versus collective decision-making processes (Hofstede, 2011)
Technological: Technological factors are defined as advancements in innovation, automation, and digital systems influencing productivity and competitive advantage (Schwab, 2017). Access to Industry 4.0 technologies, digital twins, and artificial intelligence has been provided by the US innovation ecosystem. Nevertheless, the risk of technological leapfrogging by competitors such as Boeing and emerging aerospace entrants continues to represent a significant strategic uncertainty (Bughin et.al, 2018 ).
Environmental: Environmental factors are defined as sustainability regulations, climate policies, and ecological expectations shaping corporate environmental performance and compliance requirements (Grant, 2022). Subsidies for Sustainable Aviation Fuel under the Inflation Reduction Act have created investment incentives for cleaner aviation technologies. However, competitive parity is maintained because similar sustainability commitments have also been announced by Boeing and other industry participants. (U.S. Department of Energy, 2023) 
Legal: Legal factors are defined as laws, certification standards, and regulatory frameworks governing operational safety and compliance obligations (Basmar et.al, 2026). Divergence between Federal Aviation Administration and European Union Aviation Safety Agency certification requirements has increased compliance complexity for Airbus. This structural condition is considered disadvantageous, as domestic competitors such as Boeing operate primarily within a single regulatory jurisdiction (Górski et.al, 2025).

[bookmark: _Toc228393242]2.2 Strategic Challenges and Critical Success Factors
Strategic challenges are defined as obstacles to the achievement of organisational vision. For Airbus USA, three key challenges are identified:
Geopolitical trade protectionism: Disruptions to supply chains are caused by Section 301 investigations and the imposition of potential tariffs, which have been widely associated with escalating trade tensions between the United States and the European Union (Koopman, 2025). The aerospace sector has been particularly affected, as cross-border component flows are subjected to regulatory and tariff uncertainties (Koopman, 2025)
Supply chain fragility: Constraints within Tier-2 and Tier-3 suppliers in the United States have been exacerbated by post-pandemic labour shortages and inflationary pressures, resulting in delays and cost escalations across aerospace manufacturing networks (Ivanov & Dolgui, 2020; Sheffi, 2022). These vulnerabilities have been observed to persist in complex, globally integrated supply chains such as those operated by Airbus (Ivanov & Dolgui, 2020).
Labour relations: Ethical and operational tensions are created by the requirement to maintain a non-unionised workforce in Alabama while adherence to European corporate social responsibility standards is expected, reflecting differences in labour institutional frameworks between the United States and Europe ( Ruck & J, 2026; Locke, 2013). These tensions are further intensified by stakeholder scrutiny regarding labour practices in multinational enterprises (Ruck & J, 2026).
Critical Success Factors (CSFs) are defined as areas in which high performance is essential for the attainment of competitive advantage:
Industrial ramp-up efficiency: The achievement of “Rate 75” A320 production in Mobile is considered essential for addressing backlog pressures and meeting global demand, with production scalability being identified as a key determinant of competitiveness in the aerospace industry (Airbus, 2023; Arista et.al, 2022). Efficient ramp-up capabilities have been linked to operational resilience and delivery reliability (Arista et.al, 2022).
Technological superiority: Sustained advantages in fuel efficiency and maintenance costs are regarded as critical, as airlines increasingly prioritise total lifecycle cost and environmental performance when selecting aircraft (Dua et.al, 2024). Continuous innovation in aircraft design and materials has been emphasised as a central competitive factor in the global aerospace market (Dua et.al, 2024; Schäfer et al., 2019). 
Stakeholder management: The development of political capital in Washington DC is viewed as essential for countering the historical dominance of Boeing, particularly within the context of government procurement, subsidies, and regulatory influence (Alden et.al, 2022). Effective engagement with policymakers and regulators has been identified as a critical determinant of success in highly regulated industries such as aerospace (Alden et.al, 2022).

[bookmark: _Toc228393243]2.3 Internal Environment: Resources, Capabilities, and Core Competencies

Tangible and intangible resources are distinguished within the resource-based view of the firm. Tangible resources are defined as physical and measurable assets that can be observed and quantified, such as facilities, equipment, and infrastructure. In contrast, intangible resources are defined as non-physical assets that are embedded within the organization, including brand reputation, intellectual property, and organizational culture (Barney, 1991; Grant, 2022).
Tangible resources are represented by the Mobile Final Assembly Line (FAL), the Wichita engineering centre, and the Beluga transport fleet, through which production capacity, engineering support, and logistics efficiency are enabled. These assets are considered critical in facilitating geographically dispersed manufacturing and timely aircraft delivery (Lee et.al, 2026; Johnson et al., 2020).
Intangible resources are reflected in the Airbus brand, an extensive portfolio of over 37,000 patents, and a culture of cross-border collaboration, through which innovation and global coordination are strengthened. Such resources are regarded as valuable and difficult to imitate, thereby contributing to sustained competitive advantage (Barney, 1991).
Capabilities are demonstrated in systems integration, digital manufacturing, and customer support, through which complex aerospace products are designed, produced, and maintained. These capabilities are considered essential in coordinating multiple subsystems and ensuring lifecycle service quality (Hobday, 1998; Teece, 2018). 
Two core competencies are identified. First, a hybrid local–global production model is utilized, through which efficiency and market responsiveness are balanced across international operations. Second, fuel-efficient propulsion technology is developed, through which environmental performance and cost efficiency are enhanced. These competencies are viewed as strategically significant, as they enable differentiation and long-term competitiveness within the aerospace industry (Teece, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc228393244]2.4 Strategic Capability Evaluation (VRIO)
Strategic challenges are defined as critical internal and external issues by which organisational performance, competitiveness, and long-term sustainability are threatened, requiring adaptive decision-making, resource reconfiguration, and continuous strategic alignment within dynamic business environments (Johnson et al., 2020). Strategic capability evaluation is conducted through the VRIO framework to determine whether organisational resources and capabilities provide sustained competitive advantage. The dimensions of Value, Rarity, Imitability, and Organisation are examined to assess competitive positioning. In this report, the VRIO model is applied to Airbus USA’s Mobile Final Assembly Line (FAL), A320neo fuel efficiency, defence partnerships, and hydrogen research and development initiatives, through which resources generating temporary or sustained competitive advantage are identified (Barney, 1991).
[image: C:\Users\fabih\Downloads\VRIO for airbus.0.png]
Fig: 03 VRIO Framework analysis of Airbus in the USA (Barney, 1991- Self Analyzed)
A strategic capability assessment is conducted using the VRIO framework, through which it is evaluated whether the key resources and capabilities of Airbus USA generate sustained competitive advantage. The Mobile, Alabama Final Assembly Line and Hydrogen (ZEROe) research and development initiatives are identified as sources of sustained advantage, as high value, rarity, and difficulty of imitation are exhibited by these assets and activities (Barney, 1991; Lacaze et.al, 2025). In contrast, A320neo fuel efficiency is considered to provide only a temporary advantage, as such technological improvements are likely to be replicated by competitors over time (Grant, 2019; Teece, 2018). Furthermore, US defence partnerships are associated with competitive parity, as similar collaborative relationships are maintained by industry rivals, including Boeing, thereby limiting differentiation (Johnson et al., 2020; Hill et al., 2014).
[bookmark: _Toc228393245]2.5 Internal Strengths and Competitive Advantage
Internal strengths are defined as distinctive resources, capabilities, and competencies by which competitive advantage is achieved. These strengths are derived from tangible assets and intangible assets that enable opportunities to be exploited and threats to be neutralized (Barney, 1991). 
[bookmark: _Toc228393246]2.5.1 How Airbus’s internal strengths contribute to competitive advantage
A competitive advantage is achieved by Airbus through the Mobile Final Assembly Line and fuel-efficient innovation. Advantages are generated through operational efficiency and technological capabilities; however, limitations such as relatively weak political influence and diminishing fuel-efficiency benefits are also identified. As a result, a competitive position that is strong yet partial and potentially vulnerable is established (Barney, 1991).
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Fig: 04 Competitive Advantage Analysis of Airbus

Localised Mobile FAL: Airbus’s Mobile Final Assembly Line (FAL) is recognised as a tangible strength that is confirmed through VRIO analysis, as currency risks are hedged and production lead times are reduced. Airbus is thereby transformed from a European exporter into a domestic stakeholder within the United States, through which exposure to protectionist policies such as “Buy American” provisions is partially mitigated. A sustained competitive advantage is created because replication of a foreign–domestic hybrid production model is considered difficult for competitors (Jiang et.al, 2021). However, this advantage is regarded as conditional, as escalation in transatlantic trade conflict could weaken local legitimacy and increase political risk exposure (Barney, 1991).
Fuel-efficient technology and hybrid innovation model: The A320neo’s fuel-efficient technology is identified as valuable and relatively rare, although moderate imitability is recognised due to technological convergence within the aerospace industry. A temporary competitive advantage is generated and influenced by fuel price cycles. Simultaneously, Airbus’s hydrogen-based innovation initiatives are considered complex, yet implementation effectiveness is constrained by organisational and cultural differences (Grant, 2022; Johnson et al., 2020).
Synthesis and Critical Conclusion: Airbus’s internal strengths are interpreted as sources of competitive advantage, although consistent performance outcomes are not always achieved. The Mobile FAL is considered operationally robust, while fuel-efficiency advantages are gradually diminishing and hydrogen innovation remains experimental. A strategic limitation is identified in comparatively weaker political influence within Washington, leaving competitive advantage partial and vulnerable (Jiang et.al, 2021; Johnson et al., 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc228393247]3. CSR and Sustainability Strategy
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is defined as the voluntary integration of social, environmental, and ethical considerations into organisational strategy and stakeholder relationships (Caroll et al., 2025). In the aviation industry, CSR has been increasingly repositioned from a philanthropic activity to a strategic necessity for long-term sustainability and legitimacy. Airbus’s “Path to Zero” initiative is focused on decarbonisation, social responsibility, and industrial safety objectives. In the United States, alignment with business strategy is achieved through the positioning of Airbus as a comparatively environmentally responsible option for ESG-conscious investors and airline customers, thereby strengthening corporate reputation and competitive differentiation within the global aerospace sector (Porter & Kramer, 2007).
Airbus’s CSR strategy, defined through the “Path to Zero” initiative, is structured around de-carbonisation, social responsibility, and industrial safety, through which alignment with business objectives is intended to be achieved. Within the United States, CSR is positioned as a mechanism for competitive differentiation and stakeholder value creation (Porter & Kramer, 2007). This strategic alignment is supported by the integration of sustainability into corporate strategy, whereby reputational and market advantages are strengthened (Carroll et al., 2025).
Alignment with business objectives is demonstrated through the development of Sustainable Aviation Fuel (SAF)-capable aircraft and responsiveness to regulatory incentives such as the Inflation Reduction Act. A competitive advantage is thereby created, as environmentally conscious airlines are attracted and Scope 3 emission targets are supported. CSR is thus utilised as a differentiation tool within a duopolistic market structure, enhancing market positioning relative to competitors (Johnson et al., 2020; U.S. Department of Energy, 2023).
However, a critical disconnect is identified, as CSR commitments are not fully embedded within operational practices. The maintenance of a non-unionised workforce in Alabama is perceived to contradict European labour standards, while hydrogen innovation remains technologically uncertain and symbolically emphasised. Consequently, CSR is interpreted as only partially aligned, as cultural and strategic inconsistencies limit its effectiveness and risk perceptions of greenwashing (Hofstede, 2011; Grant, 2022).

[bookmark: _Toc228393248]4. Comprehensive and Holistic View: Balanced Scorecard
The Balanced Scorecard (BSC) is defined as a strategic performance management framework through which an organisation’s mission and strategy are translated into a coherent set of measurable objectives across four perspectives: Financial, Customer, Internal Business Processes, and Learning and Growth (Kaplan & Norton, 1996).
A holistic view of organisational performance is provided by the BSC, as short-term operational outcomes are balanced with long-term value drivers, thereby overcoming the limitations associated with traditional financial-only metrics (Johnson et al., 2020). Strategic alignment is facilitated, as departmental actions are linked to corporate objectives, organisational priorities are communicated, and corrective actions are enabled through the use of integrated key performance indicators (KPIs) (Kaplan & Norton, 1996).
Scorecard framework, including Financial performance, Customer value delivery, Internal Business Processes efficiency, and Learning and Growth capability development (Kaplan and Norton, 1996). Within each perspective, clear strategic objectives, measurable key performance indicators (KPIs), realistic performance targets, and actionable initiatives are required to ensure alignment with organisational mission and long-term strategy. In this analysis, the framework is applied to Airbus USA to evaluate how each perspective supports or constrains the achievement of differentiation, localisation, and sustainable competitive advantage within the United States aerospace market (Kaplan and Norton, 1996).
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Fig: 05 Balanced Scorecard (BSC) evaluation (Kaplan & Norton, 1996) & Self-Analyzed

Overall performance across the four Balanced Scorecard perspectives is evaluated as mixed. Financial performance is assessed as a partial pass, as margins have improved but the >12% target has not been achieved. Customer performance is classified as a pass, with Net Promoter Score levels above 70 indicating strengthened loyalty. However, internal business processes are evaluated as a fail, as “Rate 75” production targets remain behind schedule at approximately 60 units rather than the targeted 75. Similarly, learning and growth performance is assessed as a fail, as green technology certification levels of 40–50% remain significantly below the 90% target. Overall, two passes (including one partial) and two failures are identified (Kaplan & Norton, 1996; Johnson et al., 2020).
A judgement of partial strategic success is therefore reached. Market positioning is considered effective, with US market share approaching 50%, while operational performance is identified as underperforming. It is suggested that differentiation and localisation strategies implemented by Airbus have enhanced customer loyalty; however, operational effectiveness has been constrained by supply chain fragility, labour shortages, and insufficient workforce upskilling. Without improvements in internal processes and learning and growth, current gains are unlikely to be sustained (Teece, 2018; Sheffi, 2022).
Major strategic changes are therefore recommended. Vertical integration of key US suppliers and the creation of a supply chain command centre in Mobile are proposed. Workforce development should be accelerated through mandatory green certification targets and a dual training academy. Additionally, the appointment of a US-based Chief Operating Officer is recommended to balance strategic priorities. Without such changes, competitive advantage is likely to erode over time (Kaplan & Norton, 1996; Teece, 2018).

[bookmark: _Toc228393249]5. Strategic Choices and Implementation
Strategic choice is defined as the selection of the most appropriate course of action through which long-term organisational objectives are achieved among alternative strategies (Johnson et al., 2020). Effective change management processes are required to ensure that strategic decisions are translated into operational outcomes. The transition from a European exporter to a localised US manufacturer is critically evaluated using Lewin’s Unfreeze–Change–Refreeze model (Lewin, 1947).
[bookmark: _Toc228393250]5.1 Evaluation of Business‑Level Strategic Choices
Evaluation of business-level strategic choices is conducted through comparison of cost leadership and differentiation within the United States aerospace industry. Cost leadership is considered largely unfeasible due to high labour and regulatory costs (Porter, 1985; Grant, 2022). Differentiation is therefore determined to be the recommended strategy, as alignment is established with customer priorities and long-term competitive positioning (Johnson et al., 2020).
At the business level, cost leadership is defined as the achievement of the lowest operational cost through which lower market prices are offered to customers (Porter, 1985). Within the United States aerospace industry, this strategy is considered largely unfeasible due to high labour expenses, stringent Federal Aviation Administration safety regulations, and the elevated cost of specialised raw materials. Any attempt to pursue cost leadership would likely result in unacceptable compromises in product quality or operational safety, which are strictly regulated within the aviation sector (Grant, 2022).
Differentiation is defined as the provision of unique and valued product features through which premium pricing is justified and customer loyalty is strengthened (Porter, 1985). For Airbus, differentiation is achieved through advanced fuel-efficient aircraft technology, quieter engine performance, enhanced cabin design under the “Airspace” concept, and an expanding reputation for environmental sustainability. These features are perceived to enhance customer value and operational efficiency for airline operators, particularly through reductions in fuel consumption and improved passenger experience (Johnson et al., 2020).
Evaluation
Upon evaluation, differentiation is determined to be the most appropriate strategic choice for Airbus USA, as alignment is achieved with customer priorities and brand positioning in innovation and sustainability is preserved (Porter, 1985). In contrast, pursuit of cost leadership is likely to weaken technological advantage and intensify price-based competition, thereby reinforcing differentiation as the preferred long-term strategy (Grant, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc228393251]5.2 Evaluation of Corporate‑Level Strategic Choices
At the corporate level, strategic options are evaluated through which organisational scope and business portfolio decisions are determined, including diversification and international expansion (Johnson et al., 2020). Diversification into unrelated industries is generally considered high risk, as managerial focus and aerospace-specific competencies may be diluted, thereby reducing overall strategic coherence and long-term performance (Grant, 2022).
International expansion through localisation is pursued through which deeper operational presence in the United States is developed via local production, defence partnerships, and research and development collaboration, as already demonstrated through the Mobile Final Assembly Line (Airbus, 2023). Through this approach, exposure to currency volatility and trade barriers is reduced while political legitimacy within the host market is strengthened (Hill, 2008).
Upon evaluation, international expansion in the form of a multi-domestic strategy is recommended at the corporate level, as alignment is achieved with regulatory environments and stakeholder expectations. In contrast, diversification into unrelated sectors is discouraged due to strategic dilution. Therefore, international expansion is determined to be the most appropriate corporate-level strategy for Airbus USA (Johnson et al., 2020; Hill, 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc228393252]5.3 Critical Assessment of Change Management – Lewin’s Freeze Model 
Airbus’s shift from a European exporter to a localised US manufacturer is characterised as a fundamental strategic transformation. Organizational Change Management is applied as an analytical lens, and three-stage model of Unfreeze–Change–Refreeze is utilised to interpret this transition (Kurt Lewin,1947).
Unfreezing:
It is recognised that the existing strategy; where aircraft were manufactured solely in Europe and exported to the United States; was increasingly exposed to risks such as currency volatility, trade barriers, and “Buy American” sentiment (Hussain et.al, 2018). The necessity for change was communicated by leadership, and initial resistance from European works councils and shareholders was gradually addressed (Kotter, 2012). 
Change (Moving):
A significant transformation was undertaken through the construction of the Mobile Final Assembly Line (FAL) in 2015, the recruitment of a US-based workforce, compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations, and the adaptation of European production systems to local labour practice. Substantial financial investment exceeding $1 billion was committed, and organisational culture adjustments were required (Airbus, 2023).

Refreezing:
New processes are being institutionalised as organisational norms through the use of standardised key performance indicators such as “Rate 75”, digital monitoring systems, and alignment with global quality frameworks (Hussain et.al, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc228393253]5.4 Critical Assessment of Impact on Strategic Implementation:
It is observed that change has been managed with moderate effectiveness, as Airbus’s US market share was increased from approximately 20% to nearly 50% (Boldizsár et.al, 2020). Refreezing is considered incomplete, as cultural differences in Hofstede's Cultural Dimensions Theory, between US short-term orientation and European long-term focus, to generate tensions (Hofstede, 2001). Furthermore, supply chain vulnerabilities and workforce capability gaps indicate stability has not been fully achieved (Kaplan & Norton, 2007). Implementation is evaluated as partially successful (Hussain et.al, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc228393254]6. Strategic Evaluation and Recommendations – Ansoff Matrix Analysis
Strategic evaluation is defined as the systematic assessment of a strategy’s effectiveness in achieving organisational objectives, where internal capabilities and external conditions are considered (Johnson et al., 2020). Performance is measured, gaps are identified, and strategic relevance is determined, as failing strategies may otherwise be sustained and opportunities overlooked (Kaplan and Norton, 1996; Grant, 2022). The Ansoff Matrix is defined as a growth strategy framework in which products and markets are plotted to guide decision-making (Ansoff, 1957). Four options are identified, and growth opportunities are evaluated for resource alignment (Johnson et al., 2020). Strategic risks are comparatively assessed across options.












[bookmark: _Toc228393255]6.1 Evaluation of Airbus USA’s Current Strategy Using Ansoff Matrix
[image: C:\Users\fabih\Downloads\Ansoff Matrix evaluation.png]Airbus USA’s current strategy is characterised by the combination of differentiation at the business level and international expansion through localisation at the corporate level (Johnson et al., 2020). Through the application of the Ansoff Matrix, its current strategic position is evaluated, and gaps in growth opportunities are identified (Ansoff, 1957).












Fig: 06 Ansoff Matrix Evaluation for Airbus USA
A critical finding is identified in which Airbus USA is observed to be heavily concentrated within market penetration and product development strategies, both of which are associated with low to moderate levels of risk. In contrast, market development within the US defence sector is found to be relatively neglected. As a result, exposure to cyclical downturns, including recessions, pandemics, and fuel price volatility, is increased, thereby indicating a strategic imbalance within the Ansoff Matrix (Ansoff, 1957).

[bookmark: _Toc228393256]6.2 Recommendation:

Based on the Ansoff evaluation, market development is recommended to be pursued more aggressively by Airbus USA. It is proposed that a dedicated US defence subsidiary should be established, through which bids for US military contracts, including tanker replacement, helicopter fleet modernisation, and surveillance aircraft programmes, can be submitted using existing platforms such as the A330 MRTT, H145, and C295. Furthermore, a legally separate US-controlled entity is suggested to be created, so that the “foreign supplier” stigma can be mitigated and market access can be enhanced (Ansoff, 1957).
[bookmark: _Toc228393257]6.3 Justification with theory and real-world examples:

Theoretical justification: The Ansoff Matrix identifies market development as lower risk than diversification by leveraging existing competencies in new markets (Ansoff, 1957). Additionally, the Resource-Based View suggests Airbus’s engineering capabilities can be redeployed to achieve sustained competitive advantage in defence (Barney, 1991).

Real-world example: BAE Systems successfully entered the US defence market by establishing BAE Systems Inc., adopting US leadership, supply chains, and clearances, thereby securing Pentagon contracts and achieving a leading contractor position (Grant, 2022).

Counter-example (warning): A counter-example is observed in Boeing, where over-reliance on commercial aviation increased vulnerability. Limited defence diversification contributed to financial fragility during the Boeing 737 MAX crisis and COVID-19 pandemic, highlighting risks of strategic imbalance (Johnson et al., 2020).

Airbus USA’s strategic over-concentration is revealed through the Ansoff Matrix. It is argued that market development into the US defence sector should be pursued more aggressively, as supported by the success of BAE Systems and the principles of the Resource-Based View (Ansoff, 1957). Through this strategic shift, commercial cyclicality is expected to be reduced, existing product capabilities are leveraged, and political influence is strengthened. Without such adaptation, vulnerability to economic downturns is likely to persist, thereby risking erosion of competitive advantage (Barney, 1991).



[bookmark: _Toc228393258]Section 2: Reflective Account Using Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle

A reflective account is critically presented, in which the process of researching, analysing, and preparing the strategic management report on Airbus’s operations in the USA is examined. Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle is applied to structure the reflection across six stages: Description, Feelings, Evaluation, Analysis, Conclusion, and Action Plan (Gibbs, 1988).
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Fig: 07 Gibbs Reflective Cycle Analysis (Self analyzed, designed with Canva)

[bookmark: _Toc228393259]1. Description

The assignment was undertaken as an individual strategic analysis of Airbus SE, with a specific focus on its US operations. A 5,000-word report was required, in which multiple frameworks, including PESTEL, VRIO, Balanced Scorecard, SWOT, Ansoff’s Matrix, and Lewin’s change model, were applied. Airbus was selected due to its unique positioning within a highly competitive, duopolistic aerospace market. Secondary data were collected from annual reports, academic literature, industry publications, and government sources, while Hofstede’s cultural dimensions were incorporated to strengthen analysis. The report was structured systematically from organisational overview to reflective evaluation (Johnson et al., 2020; Barney, 1991).

[bookmark: _Toc228393260]2. Feelings

Initially, a sense of being overwhelmed was experienced due to the volume of data and the complexity associated with integrating multiple strategic frameworks without becoming overly descriptive. The aerospace industry was perceived as highly data-intensive, and continuous filtering was required to distinguish US-specific factors from global strategy. Frustration was encountered when precise data on defence contracts and production targets were not accessible, requiring reliance on secondary estimates. However, as the analysis progressed, intellectual satisfaction was achieved through the application of theoretical frameworks, particularly VRIO. Concerns were also identified when performance gaps were revealed, leading to a more critical and balanced evaluation of strategic effectiveness (Johnson et al., 2020; Barney, 1991).
[bookmark: _Toc228393261]3. Evaluation (What went well and what went poorly)
What went well: 
The integration of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions into the PESTEL social analysis was undertaken, and greater analytical depth beyond surface-level observation was achieved, with cultural theory being explicitly linked to strategic tensions such as US short-termism versus European long-term R&D orientation (Hofstede, 2011).
The VRIO table and the subsequent competitive advantage diagram were developed, and clear, evidence-based judgements were provided regarding which organisational resources were considered to generate sustained versus temporary competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). The Ansoff Matrix evaluation was conducted, and a significant strategic imbalance was identified, whereby market penetration and product development were over-emphasised, while market development into the US defence sector was relatively neglected, representing an original and critical analytical finding (Ansoff, 1957). The reflective application of Gibbs’ cycle was undertaken, and personal research limitations were critically evaluated in a structured manner, thereby supporting a higher level of academic reflexivity appropriate for postgraduate study (Gibbs, 1988).
What went poorly:
Excessive preliminary research on European supply chain structures for example, Tier-1 suppliers in France and Germany, was initially undertaken, before it was later recognised that strict focus on US operations was required by the assessment brief, resulting in approximately two days of effort being lost (Kyambade et.al, 2025). Misalignment with the defined research scope was experienced, as European contextual material was prioritised over US-specific operational analysis, and this deviation from the required focus was later corrected in line with structured research design principles (Kyambade et.al, 2025). Primary data collection was not achieved, as interviews with industry analysts or Airbus US employees could not be obtained; consequently, the report was developed exclusively using secondary sources, which limited empirical depth and practical insight (Yin, 2018).

The reflective section was constrained by an underestimated word count allocation, and meaningful critical reflection was compressed into a reduced format, thereby limiting the depth of evaluative discussion as suggested in experiential learning cycles (Kolb, 1984; Gibbs, 1988).
[bookmark: _Toc228393262]4. Analysis 
The encountered difficulties were found to directly reflect the learning outcomes of the MBA programme and Level 7 assessment criteria. The challenge of navigating incomplete and contradictory data, such as conflicting performance comparisons between the A320neo and Boeing 737 MAX, was addressed through the exercise of sound judgement under conditions of uncertainty, thereby aligning with expectations for advanced critical decision-making (Assessment Brief, pp. 12–13). An initial overemphasis on European supply chain analysis was undertaken due to an insufficiently defined research scope, whereby the focus on Airbus operations in the USA was not clearly bounded. This limitation was subsequently corrected, and the importance of precise scoping was recognised as a core consulting skill (Kyambade et al., 2025). The application of Hofstede’s framework was effectively integrated to demonstrate analytical originality (Hofstede et al., 2010). However, the absence of primary data collection was identified as a limitation, and reliance on secondary sources was therefore necessitated, reducing triangulation (Yin, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc228393263]5. Conclusion (What else could I have done?)

Three key lessons have been identified from this experience. Strategic focus has been recognised as essential, and a clear research boundary should have been established to prevent scope drift (Kyambade et al., 2025). Primary data collection has been acknowledged as crucial for analytical rigor, with triangulation emphasised (Yin, 2018; Bryman, 2016). The Balanced Scorecard has been interpreted as a diagnostic tool, and earlier application has been recommended to avoid bias (Kaplan & Norton, 1992). Scenario planning and sensitivity analysis have been suggested (Grant, 2021).

[bookmark: _Toc228393264]6. Action Plan (What will I do differently?)

Based on the reflective account in the report, the following action plan is proposed for future strategic analysis: First, create a boundary scoping document before research to distinguish US-specific from global data. Second, conduct at least two expert interviews to triangulate secondary sources. Third, apply diagnostic frameworks like VRIO and Balanced Scorecard early to identify weaknesses, not just confirm strengths. Finally, enrol in a qualitative research methods course within three months to strengthen primary data collection skills.
[bookmark: _Toc228393265]Conclusion

A critical evaluation of Airbus’s strategic management in the United States has been conducted through the application of frameworks such as PESTEL, VRIO, the Balanced Scorecard, Lewin’s model, and Ansoff’s Matrix. Partial strategic success has been identified, as market share and customer loyalty have been improved, while operational weaknesses have been exposed. Sustained advantages have been attributed to the Mobile FAL and hydrogen R&D, whereas fuel efficiency benefits have been considered temporary (Barney, 1991). A strategic imbalance has been revealed, and significant changes, including supply chain integration and workforce development, have been recommended to sustain competitiveness (Johnson et al., 2020; Ansoff, 1957).
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