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Executive Summary 
 
 
Over the past decades, generation and management of intangible assets has grown to surpass scale 

economies in importance for enabling creation and preservation of competitive advantages at the 

organisational level. Knowledge increasingly constitutes of ‘bottle-neck assets’, allowing innovating 

organisations to differentiate, establish and sustain successful competitive positions through 

continuous renewal of their resource bases. This has led to organisations increasingly distinguishing 

themselves based on what they currently know and are capable of learning.  

 
In line with this shift in competition, a dynamic capability view is currently emerging as an extension 

of the resource-based view of the firm. Taking point of departure in the dynamism of capabilities, 

embodying the capacity to deploy a combination of resources through collective competencies to 

achieve objectives, it anticipates the organisation as a repository of existing and potential capabilities. 

Provided that knowledge is the foundation of competences, it is eventually expected to render 

obsolete and expire the bases of competitive advantages, continuous enhancement hereof is required. 

In this respect, the dynamic capability view identifies learning as the means to achieve continuous 

strategic renewal of the resource base. However, my proposition is that it has yet to attain an adequate 

elaboration of learning as a concept.  

 
Therefore, this thesis aims at extending existing research within the field of strategic management, 

by elaborating on organisational learning as the principal means to achieve strategic renewal. Hence, 

it is emphasised that the current adopted conceptualisation of learning within the dynamic capability 

view, lacks explicit contemplation to the notion of knowledge creation. With knowledge being the 

key competitive parameter, similarly constituting the foundation for competencies I however find this 

a necessity.  

 

Ultimately, it is suggested that certain impediments to learning and knowledge creation prevail. 

Through a brief examination, it is contended that the notion of path-dependencies captures the essence 

of these and impose boundaries as to the range of strategic objectives the organisation should pursue. 

Hence, it is certified that the organisation should pursue continuous exploitation and explore potential 

synergies among the competencies underlying their capabilities to sustain competitive advantages. 
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1.0 Introduction 
This introductory chapter provides an overview of the thesis at hand. Initially, the background and 

motivation for my subject is introduced, followed by an identification of the present problem complex 

explicating its purpose, objective and theoretical point of view. Subsequently, the overall problem 

statement and supporting research questions are presented, followed by a discussion of 

methodological considerations. Lastly, the structure of the thesis is outlined to provide an overview 

of the following chapters. 

 
1.1 Background & Motivation  

The contemporary organisation operating in today’s hypercompetitive environments is impacted by 

several global megatrends (D’Aveni, 1994; Teece, 2019). Possibly, the most critical trend is that 

access to global transportation and information is so prevalent that some people claim that the world 

is becoming ‘flat’ (Friedman, 2007). Availability of intermediate goods and services that traditionally 

have been hard to access, has created a system of global specialisation (Teece, 2018; 2019). However, 

on this ‘flat’ landscape, the capabilities required to deploy and orchestrate the available resources 

remain scarce and geographically isolated (ibid). Greater ability to outsource more or less anything 

and everything, have deteriorated traditional sources of differentiation based on economics of scope 

and scale (e.g. Porter, 1980; 1985; Teece, 2018).  

 
As the scope of businesses expands and both competition and industry boundaries are defined ever 

more broadly, organisations need to innovate to be able to renew their competitive capabilities 

(Gupta, 2018; Annique Un, 2019). Deeply entrenched systems and structures designed to extract 

maximum value from a competitive advantage turn into liabilities when the environment requires 

capacity to exploit temporary opportunities (McGrath, 2013). In order for organisations to compete 

in the volatile and uncertain business landscapes of today, things need to be done differently. Instead 

of being good at performing particular tasks, it must instead be good at learning how to perform new 

tasks and continuously seek to adapt to, and shape, its external circumstances (ibid). 

 
This has led to generation and management of intangible assets growing to surpass scale economies 

in importance for enabling creation and preservation of competitive advantage at the organisational 

level (Teece, 2018; 2019). Knowledge assets increasingly constitute ‘bottle-neck assets’ allowing 

innovating companies to differentiate and establish successful competitive positions. They cause 

‘peaks’ and occasionally ‘mountains’ to appear on the otherwise flat landscapes of global competition 
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(Teece, 2018). Since knowledge assets by themselves does not yield any value, they must (almost) 

always be combined with other intangible and physical complements and bundled as a product to 

yield value for the consumer. This combination may be referred to as asset orchestration (Teece, 

2014), and involves combining, transferring, accumulating, and protecting intangible assets, and is in 

part dependent on managerial action and cognition (Helfat et al., 2007; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015). This 

is a fundamental part strategic renewal, that has been brought to the forefront of managerial concerns 

and academic research (e.g. Schmitt et al., 2016). 

 

Strategy and innovation have historically been thought of as two separate disciplines. Where strategy 

has been all about identifying a favourable position in a well-defined industry and then exploiting a 

long-term competitive advantage, innovation has concerned the creation of new business, seen as 

something distinct from the company’s core activities (McGrath, 2013). In today’s world, competitive 

strategy, innovation and organisational change are inseparable. This has caused scholars to seek new 

assumptions to more appropriately describe the process shaping the relationship between business 

strategy and competition. Contemporary competitive strategies are increasingly focusing on 

continuous strategic change, redefining ways of functioning, sensing and creating new market spaces 

shaped by non-linear, discontinuous, and open-innovation processes, changing forms of 

differentiation and focus strategies (Davenport et al., 2006; Grudzewski et al., 2010; Hejduk 2013; 

Stanczyk-Hugiet, 2013) 
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1.2 Problem Identification  

As new bases of competitive advantage have gained in significance, old ways of looking at 

competition have been disputed. Porter’s Five Forces framework (Porter, 1980; 1985), which applied 

the structure-conduct-performance paradigm of industrial organisation economics, focused on 

captivating a favourable position in a given industry and exploiting market conditions. In line with 

the abovementioned change in reality, a resource-based view of the firm has emerged within the past 

decades (e.g. Wernerfelt, 1984; Dierickx & Cool, 1989; Rumelt, 1994; Grant, 2010). Intellectually 

rooted in the works of, among others, Schumpeter (1934) and Penrose (1959), the resource-based 

perspective takes point of departure in internal firm resources as the primary determinant for strategy 

formulation and sources of competitive advantage.  

 
Proponents of the emerging dynamic capabilities view have added to the resource-based view by 

proposing their concept of dynamic capabilities (e.g. Teece et al., 1997; 2007; Eisenhardt & Martin, 

2000). The dynamic capability view endeavours to understand how and why certain organisations 

build and sustain competitive advantage in regimes of rapid change. In order to survive and prosper 

under conditions of external change, organisations must rely on the ability to create, maintain and 

renew their bases of competitive advantage (Teece, 2019). In this sense, it parallels the idea of 

Schumpeterian competition, where competitive advantage is based on ‘creative destruction’ of 

existing resources and novel combinations of new functional competences (Schumpeter, 1934; 

Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011). Winners in the global marketplace are organisations that can demonstrate 

timely responsiveness, and rapid, flexible innovation, coupled with the managerial capability to 

effectively coordinate and redeploy internal and external competencies (Teece et al., 1997: 516).  

Firms must adapt to and exploit changes in their business environments, while simultaneously seeking 

opportunities to renew themselves through innovation.  

 
Consequently, processes for creating and managing corporate renewal is subject to great attention 

from various theoretical fields, including organisational learning (e.g. Levitt & March 1988; 1991; 

Crossan & Berdrow, 2003), organisational studies (e.g. Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1994; 1995) and the 

dynamic capabilities view (e.g. Teece et al., 1997; Teece, 2007; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Helfat 

et al., 2007). While the dynamic capability view claims to consider strategic renewal the most central 

theme to be explored within strategic management (e.g. Lavie, 2006; Teece et al., 2019; Schmitt et 

al., 2016), it is my contention that it yet remains to be so.  
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1.3 Problem Statement & Research Questions  

Based on the above clarification of the problem complex within strategic management literature, I 

intend to examine competitive dynamics from a ‘dynamic capability view’ with emphasis on how 

strategic renewal is attained and competitive advantage sustained through organisational learning. 

Consequently, the overall research target of the thesis at hand is as follows: 

 
To identify and assess the means to achieve strategic renewal and sustain competitive advantage   
 
As established in the inaugural sections of this chapter, fundamental shifts in the basis of competitive 

advantage have taken place during the past decades. Innovating for change and renewal of 

organisational capabilities represent ‘the new normal’ and is pivotal to competitiveness and survival. 

External circumstances render organisational knowledge bases obsolete at increasingly faster paces, 

in turn generating a requirement for continuous organisational renewal through endogenous as well 

as exogeneous innovation. Hence, I initially find it relevant to assess the dynamic capability view’s 

theoretical approach to strategic renewal, leading to the first research question being:  

 
1. How may strategic renewal be assessed through the lens of dynamic capabilities?  
 
It is submitted that the dynamic capability view identifies learning as constituting the principal means 

to attain strategic renewal. In order to exploit market opportunities in changing environments, firms 

must engage in learning to identify new solutions, create new knowledge, and reconfigure existing 

operational capabilities. Hence, I find it relevant to draw on theories of organisational learning to 

determine whether the notion actually does constitute the means to attain strategic renewal, leading 

to the next research question being:  

 
2. Does organisational learning constitute the means to attain strategic renewal? 
 
Through critical examination of organisational learning, it appears that the dynamic capability view 

perceives learning as the means to attain strategic renewal, without considering the boundaries of 

organisational capacity. However, organisations are subject to path-dependencies, implying that 

existing routines and competencies may be difficult to unlearn, in turn constraining novel learning 

and future progress. Thus, to finally conclude on the overall research target of this thesis, I convict 

that the limitations to organisational learning must be taken into consideration and discussed in 

relation to its implications for sustaining competitive advantage. This leads to the third and final 

research question: 
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3. What are the primary impediments to organisational learning, and what are their 
implications for sustaining competitive advantage?  
 
Based on the above research questions, I aim to conclude on the research target and provide new 

knowledge on the interrelationships between already known phenomena (i.e. dynamic capability, 

strategic renewal, organisational learning, knowledge creation and sustained competitive advantage). 

On their own, these theoretical phenomena have been thoroughly explored within various theoretical 

fields. However, to my knowledge, the interrelationship among them is new.  

 
Prior to endeavouring on the analysing discussion, my methodological considerations are briefly 

elaborated below. Hereafter, in order to elucidate the progress of my investigation and demonstrate 

the relationship between the forthcoming chapters, the structure of the thesis is detailed. Please note 

that, to emphasise my key arguments and suggestions for the reader, these have been highlighted in 

italics (like this) throughout the thesis.  

  
1.4 Methodological Considerations  

Since the purpose of this thesis is to analyse and develop the theories on which it is based, it will be 

purely theoretical. Preceding the analysing discussion, I believe some methodological considerations 

are required to both familiarise the reader with the considerations underlying my choice of theories 

and direction, as well as to assess the applicability of the forwarded suggestions. In the following 

subsections, the basics and applied approaches to philosophy of science are initially introduced. Next, 

I will elaborate on the applied research process, along with considerations on validity and reliability 

of the thesis. Lastly, methodological limitations and implications of the applied perspectives are 

discussed, followed by a brief presentation of the structure of the thesis.  

 
1.4.1 Philosophy of Science  

Since the purpose of this thesis is to analyse and develop the theories on which it is based, reflections 

on ontology and epistemology, as well as possible implications tied to these, are essential. In the field 

of philosophy of science, the discussion of the origin of knowledge is necessary to what can be 

regarded as knowledge, and thus what proposals and theories can be accepted (Nygaard, 2005). 

Overall, there are two opposing ontological stands as to how knowledge can be understood: 

rationalism (also known as apriorism) and empiricism (Egholm, 2014:30). The rational position 

holds that all knowledge arises rationally of human reason and before the senses (i.e. a priori). From 

this point of view, knowledge cannot emerge speculatively but is based on ideas and thoughts about 
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the world before we encounter it. Accordingly, the source of knowledge stems from the human ability 

to derive rational, logical and true statements. The ontological standpoint here is that the social reality 

is external and exists independently of the recognition of it. In contrast, empiricism contends that all 

knowledge comes from sensory experience and thus emerge after encountering the world (i.e. 

posteriori) (Ibid). Empiricism does accept that there exists a priori knowledge but denies its 

importance. Its ontological standpoint is that the external reality only exists as a means of the 

researcher's interpretation and conceptualisation of it (Nygaard, 2005).  

 
An opposing view to the abovementioned stands is falsificationism, as introduced by critical 

rationalist Karl Popper (1959; Egholm, 2014). Popper contended that knowledge is cumulative, and 

that scientific theories and propositions should be rationally criticised (Egholm, 2014:50). He claimed 

that a theory can only be verified if it is deduced from other theories, making it impossible to prove 

if it is actually true. Hence, verification of a qualified theory is never possible - only falsification is 

by a single genuine counter-instance. The main assumption in falsificationism is that it is impossible 

to determine ‘truth’, implying that only theories that can be falsified through empirical testing are 

seen as scientific knowledge. Accordingly, the best and strongest knowledge consists of theories that 

have not yet been falsified and therefore still are accepted (Egholm, 2014:80). In connection to this, 

an infinite regress problem occurs, as theories are infinitely deduced from higher-level theories, 

implying that original theories can never be verified (Ibid). Instead, the falsificationists believe that 

theories constitute speculative conjectures derived from ideas or opinions from incomplete 

information. According to the sophisticated falsificationist, Lakatos (1978:99-100), the direction of 

science is primarily determined by human intellect and creative imagination, and not by the 

surrounding universe of facts. He claims that creative imaginations hold the potential to identify 

corroborating evidence for even the most ‘absurd’ research programme. Since this thesis endeavours 

to propose advancement, and not dismissal, of existing theories, I assume a falsificationist approach 

as I consider this more appropriate to outline development of existing theories than to the origins of 

novel theories. Hence, my contributions will emerge as speculative conjectures based on (my) human 

intellect to derive ideas from incomplete theories. In my attempt to refine and forward better theory, 

this thesis may be subject to falsification and, thus, be dismissed or not.  
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1.4.2 Research Process 

In the field of philosophy of science, focus has primarily been on confirming already developed 

theories and validating conclusions (Nygaard, 2005). Little attention has traditionally been given to 

the development of new theories. However, in recent times, the philosophical field has shifted 

towards the concept of exploration and creativity, in which the methodological approach abduction 

becomes relevant (Kirkeby, 2002). As opposed to induction and deduction, which primarily serve to 

empirically test existing theories1, abduction constitutes a frame of reference for the process through 

which linear view of causality is questioned, and new knowledge is provided (Kirkeby, 2002; 

Mitchell, 2018). As I aim to refine and develop theory through provision of new knowledge on 

relationships between known phenomena, the inductive and deductive approaches are considered 

insufficient for this purpose. Hence, I contemplate that this thesis resembles an abductive research 

approach. Consequently, the coming section will elaborate on the abductive methodology.   

 
1.4.2.1 Abductive Methodology  

Starting from observed clues, abduction looks for explanatory models, as it “[…] follows a pragmatist 

perspective, taking incomplete observations from experience and reality that may lead to a best 

prediction of the truth” (Mitchell, 2018:105). Thus, explanatory models are presented as plausible 

explanations, implying that they are neither true nor false, but more or less meaningful and useful for 

later steps in investigation. As regards scientific knowledge, abduction is fallible, implying that the 

generated conclusions possibly can be wrong, while the premises hold true (Lorino, 2018; Egholm, 

2014). Hence, abductive conclusions may be regarded as the most plausible theory until invalidated 

by new facts or conceptions from additional research. This is in sharp contrast to rationalist 

approaches, in which explanatory models are based on strict logical reasoning (i.e. induction and 

deduction) and partake an epistemological position of truth or falsity (Egholm, 2014).  However, with 

an abductive research approach, new knowledge provided by the researcher should derive from 

logical processes for it to be regarded as valid knowledge (Nygaard, 2005). Intuitive processes are 

thus considered invalid. Kirkeby (2002:124) argues that, in order for an abductive theorising process 

to prove logical, it must be: 

1)   Fully conscious  

2)   Follow a shape of logical language  

3)   Effortlessly conveyed into common language  

                                                
1 Induction and deduction move from a specific case to a general rule and vice versa (Lorino, 2018)  
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To qualify for a logical thought process, a reasoning with certain heuristics should be adopted within 

systemised structures, that in turn should be conveyed into common language without difficulty 

(Kirkeby, 2002). Throughout this thesis, I have pursued internal consistency and logic in my 

reasoning, and why I contend that the research process meets Kirkeby’s (2002) criteria.  

 

 
 
 
Figure 1.1: The Abductive Research Approach  
Based on Kovács & Spens (2005); Kirkeby (1990) 
 
The above Figure 1.1 depicts the abductive research process (Kovács & Spens, 2005). Abductive 

reasoning generally commences at a point (1) where a (falsifying) observation is unable to explain 

the anomaly of the observation itself (Kirkeby, 1990; Wigblad, 2003). This starts a creative, iterative 

process of theory matching (2), in an attempt to extend the theory used prior to the observation, or to 

identify a new matching framework. Kirkeby (1990) stresses, abductive research processes not 

necessarily have to start with a surprise. Researchers may also consciously introduce a creative 

element by applying new theory to already existing phenomena (0). Irrespectively, the aim of the 

abductive process is to understand the new phenomena and suggest hypotheses or propositions to 

forward new theory (3) (Kovács & Spens, 2005). The new proposals should then be applied in an 

empirical setting to create new knowledge (4). However, this last part constitutes the deductive part 

of the research process. Thus, strictly speaking, the abductive reasoning commences with a deviating 

observation (be it in real life or empirically) and concludes with a suggestion of one or more working 

hypotheses or propositions that may, or may not, be deductively analysed later on (Kovács & Spens, 

2005). In order to shed light upon this thesis’ creative, iterative identification of the present problem 

complex, the coming section elaborates on the applied research process. 
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1.4.2.2 Applied Research Process  

As established in the above section 1.2 Problem Identification, the emerging strand of research on 

dynamic capabilities attempt to develop the premises of corporate renewal to unleash sources of 

sustained competitive advantage. Hence, my abductive research process was not initiated with a 

surprise as Kovács & Spens’ (2005) step (1) prescribe. Rather, by introducing a creative element of 

new interrelationships between the known phenomena of dynamic capabilities, strategic renewal, 

organisational learning, knowledge creation and sustained competitive advantage, I suggest 

advancement of existing theory. 

 
For my theoretical framework, I have performed an extensive online search on Google Scholar, 

retrieving papers published between 1990 to 2020, with titles, abstracts, or keywords containing 

“dynamic capability/capabilities”. In order to identify the intellectual core of dynamic capability 

research, I restricted the analysis to papers published in the field of management, where the concept 

originated. This search yielded more than 200 publications. After elimination of duplicates and brief 

reviews of the abstracts, I ended up identifying a total of 54 papers, across 31 recognised scholarly 

journals, relevant for the problem complex. It is possible that other relevant publications may exists 

that, unintentionally, have not been investigated as part of this thesis. Below Table 1.1 presents an 

overview of the reviewed papers on dynamic capabilities split into methodological classifications of 

respectively conceptual and empirical studies.  

 

 
 
Table 1.1: Methodological Classification of Reviewed Papers on Dynamic Capabilities  
Author’s creation based on Appendix 1  
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As the above table displays, out of the 54 reviewed papers, 40 responding to 74% are classified as 

conceptual, while only 14, or 26%, classify as empirical. While this lack of empirical evidence might 

be due to the emergence of concept, it indicates a lack of coherent theoretical foundation. Table 1.1 

is created from Appendix 1 in which the full methodological analysis of the reviewed publications, 

including the construct of focus from the empirical studies, can be found.  

 
After extensive studies of the papers within the theoretical field of dynamic capabilities, I commenced 

on the creative, iterative process of theory matching, i.e. step (2) of the above Figure 1.1. I contend 

that through bridge-building between the theoretical orientations, I may enrich the current 

understanding of how the selected phenomena interact, and particularly how their theoretical linkages 

can lead to new insights for research and practice.  

 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 1.2: Distribution of Reviewed Publications  
Author’s creation based on chapter 7.0 References  
 
The above Figure 1.2 shows an increasing interest in particularly dynamic capabilities and strategic 

renewal literature within the past decades. This reaffirms the aim of this thesis, that is to suggest 

hypotheses or propositions to forward new theory, i.e. step (3) of the above Figure 1.1, by bridging 

exactly these fields of strategic management to gain insights for theory and practice.  

 
Throughout the research process, I have attempted to increase the objectivity of the thesis in order to 

ensure its reliability and validity, both of which are elaborated in the coming section.  
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1.4.4 Reliability & Validity  

Though the research methodology applied in this thesis forwards conclusions constituting speculative 

conjectures subject to falsification, I find it relevant to examine the concepts of reliability and validity. 

Reliability constitutes a prerequisite for a theory to clarify the actual relationships, and consequently 

for a proposed theory to be accepted. It concerns the consistency between the results of different 

analyses of the same phenomena, implying that application of the same method to the same sample 

under identical conditions, should yield the same results (Andersen, 2002:77). However, though an 

analysis is reliable, it is not necessarily valid. Validity refers to whether the desired object of analysis 

constitutes the analysed phenomenon (Ibid:77).  

 
As for this thesis, reliability of the collected data and forwarded conclusions is obtained through a 

conscious process in which my preceding knowledge and subsequent thorough studies and cross-

examinations of widely accepted theories, provide me with a (presumably) correct interpretation of 

the terminology, in turn validating the definitions. Validity is further ensured as I contend that other 

qualitative researchers will be able to derive the same interrelationships between the applied theories, 

and thus reach somewhat identical conclusions (Andersen, 2002; 2017). Since this thesis applies an 

abductive methodology, it is inherently subject to methodological subjectivism as the forwarded 

conclusions are generated from (my) human intellect. However, I have attempted to increase 

objectivity through investigation of references and cross-examination of applied concepts and the 

interrelationship among these, to obtain a high degree of both reliability and validity. 

 
1.4.5 Methodological Limitations & Implications  

In order to attain new theory from abductive reasoning, its conclusions must be applied in an empirical 

setting. That is, step (4) of Figure 1.1 must be undertaken. However, deduction and subsequent 

induction are beyond the scope of this thesis. This implies that, while the proposed conclusions may 

be valid in terms of logic and correct interpretation of the terminology, they should only be regarded 

as initial steps towards theorising. Therefore, the reader shall be careful in drawing conclusions 

entirely from this thesis, as it is founded solely on theoretical insights, and come across as speculative 

conjectures subject to fallibilism (Kirkeby, 2002). Nevertheless, I contend that the forwarded 

theoretical reasonings serve as decent inaugural thoughts for development of future deductive and 

inductive examinations of the topic that may be taken up in future research.  
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As established in section 1.2 Problem Identification above, the dynamic capability view is an 

emerging strand of research extending from the resource-based view. According to Levinthal (1995), 

two variants of the resource-based perspective of the firm prevails, namely ‘high-church’ and ‘low-

church’. Where the high-church variants maintain the postulates of rational choice and neoclassical 

market equilibria (e.g. Barney, 1991; Rumelt, 1984; Wernerfelt, 1984), the low-church alternatives 

reject, at least implicitly, these dual assumptions and offer more behavioural perspectives on 

individual as well as organisational action (e.g. Dierickx & Cool, 1989; Gavetti & Levinthal, 2004). 

Based on its premises, it appears that the dynamic capability view (exemplified by e.g. Teece et al., 

1997), per se, has emerged from high-church variants of the resource-based view, focusing on 

competitive dynamics and their implications for organisational performance. However, with its 

inherent attention towards internal organisational resources and their dynamics, it seems to merely 

assume low-church variants through issues of e.g. competence building and learning (Foss & 

Stieglitz, 2010). Thus, the main distinction amid the two may thus be viewed as a choice between a 

more static or a dynamic approach. Where the resource-based view assumes the former one in its 

focus on economics, and the dynamic capability view the latter, concerning broader organisational 

objectives such as growth (Gavetti & Levinthal, 2014). Hence, by applying a dynamic capability view 

of the firm, I somewhat delimit myself from considerations as to underlying economics. Though it is 

briefly touched upon in section 3.5.2 Critique of Learning as the Means to Attain (Endogenous) 

Innovation, the dynamic issues are the primary foci of the thesis at hand.  

 
Finally, this thesis primarily assumes methodological collectivism (Durkheim, 1996) at the 

organisational level. While I do not neglect individual-level considerations, as for instance individual 

action and heterogeneity, my considerations primarily take place at an aggregated level of analysis, 

where ‘social facts’ lead directly to ‘social outcomes’ in the shape of routines and capabilities (Felin 

& Foss, 2012). However, my above-mentioned dynamic focus leads to an examination of learning as 

the means to attain strategic renewal. In this respect, I contend that the analysis of knowledge creation 

processes, underlying organisational learning, approaches methodological individualism (Coleman, 

1990; Foss, 2005). This since it explicitly acknowledges that functioning of the organisation as a 

social phenomenon should be understood as resulting from the actions (i.e. knowledge creation and 

sharing) of human individuals (Gorton, 2006:16). In order to comprehend the collective structures 

fully, a multi-level analysis would thus be preferred. Consequently, this section exhibits my 

awareness of the methodological limitations and implications my explanatory stance implies. 

Additional limitations and delimitations are stated along the way.  
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1.5 Structure of Thesis 

In order to clarify the advancement and relationship between the forthcoming chapters, Figure 1.3 

below illustrates the structure of the thesis at hand. As shown, the thesis at hand constitutes five 

additional chapters, structured into four parts, namely: Introduction, Theoretical Conceptualisation, 

Analysing Discussion and Conclusions.  

 

 
Figure 1.3: Structure of Thesis  
Author’s creation  
 
 
Chapter 2.0 Theoretical Conceptualisation serves as a frame of reference for the problem 

identification. Through a review of existing literature, the dynamic capabilities approach is 

conceptualised to constitute the theoretical framework of the thesis.     

 
Chapter 3.0 Strategic Renewal examines the notion of strategic renewal through the lens of the 

dynamic capability view. Through an analysing discussion, it is suggested that strategic renewal 

eventually renders existing knowledge obsolete, in turn imposing a requirement for learning.  

 
Chapter 4.0 Organisational Learning assess the learning scholars’ conception of organisational 

learning and relates it to the dynamic capability view. The chapter considers the different levels of 

organisational learning, and it is contended that learning originates from the creation of knowledge.  

 
Chapter 5.0 Impediments to Learning, takes organisational capacity and resource scarcity into 

consideration in briefly assessing the principal limitations to learning. Subsequently, their 

implications for (sustaining) competitive advantage are discussed. 

 
Finally, Chapter 6.0 Conclusions, concludes on the research questions and overall problem statement. 

Here after a few scientific conclusions are forwarded as well as directions for future research within 

the field of strategic management.  
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2.0 Theoretical Conceptualisation 
This chapter serves as a frame of reference for the problem identification. To illustrate the logic 

behind applying a dynamic capability perspective, the theoretical field of strategic management is 

initially presented, followed by a brief discussion of its emerging shift in the quest among scholars to 

disclose the roots of sustained competitive advantage. Subsequently, a theoretical conceptualisation 

of dynamic capabilities is presented to constitute the theoretical framework of this thesis.  

 
2.1 Introductory Remarks  

As established in section 1.2 Problem Identification, strategic management research has spawned 

from the field of economics. With a primary target of elucidating how organisations achieve and 

sustain competitive advantage, its initial focus was at the industry level of analysis (e.g. Porter, 1980; 

1985). While this was useful in helping organisations choose profitable industries, it was unable to 

explain differences among incumbents within the same industry (Rumelt, 1991). Thus, over time, the 

focus has shifted towards lower and lower levels of analysis (Teece et al., 2019). The emerging 

strategic paradigm, the resource-based view of the firm (e.g. Barney, 1991), focuses on the 

organisational level of analysis, and define the firm as bundles of heterogeneous assets that constitute 

key element of competitive advantage (e.g. Peteraf, 1993; Teece et al., 2019).  

 
However, as explained in section 1.1 Background & Motivation, the global business landscape is 

more complex and competitive than ever before, in turn making it difficult, if not impossible, to 

sustain a competitive advantage based on a distinct, static configuration of resources. Consequently, 

the emerging strand of research on dynamic capabilities (e.g. Teece, 2007; Eisenhardt & Martin, 

2000), has extended this static perspective, by putting forward the idea that organisations 

continuously must renew their resource bases to create periods of transient competitive advantage 

(McGrath, 2013; Schilke et al., 2018). If this is done on an ongoing basis, they must, by tapping into 

a series of temporary advantages, be able to sustain competitive advantage in the long-term. 

 
In order to demonstrate the logic behind the application of the dynamic capability view and the 

purpose of this thesis, this chapter commences with a brief review and comparison of the two 

dominant schools of thought in strategic management literature (i.e. structure-conduct-performance 

and the resource-based view). Hereafter, the emerging dynamic capability approach is examined and 

conceptualised, to constitute the theoretical framework of this thesis.  
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2.2 The Paradigm Shift in Strategic Management 

Initially the two opposing paradigms of strategic management, respectively the structure-conduct-

performance paradigm and the resource-based view of the firm are reviewed, highlighting their 

intellectual roots and underlying assumptions. Subsequently, they are compared and discussed in 

regard to their applicability in serving the purpose of this thesis.  

 
2.1.1 The Structure-Conduct-Performance Paradigm  

The structure-conduct-performance paradigm is rooted in neoclassical theory and industrial 

organisation economics (Mason, 1949; Bain, 1959). It postulates causal relationships between 

industry structure, the conduct of firms in that specific market, and their economic performance (Bain, 

1959). The dominant framework in this paradigm is Porter’s (1987; 1980; 1985) Five Forces, 

emphasising how firms should develop strategies that exploit external opportunities by matching their 

available resources relative to competitors. It provides a systematic way of thinking about how 

competitive forces work at the industry level and how these determine profitability of different 

industries and their sub-sectors (Teece et al., 1997).  

 
Porter’s (1980; 1985) approach rests on two primary assumptions. First, that organisations within the 

same industry are homogeneous in regard to internal resources, and second, that these resources are 

perfectly mobile and thus readily can be acquired and sold. The Five Forces framework has been 

widely criticised for its several shortcomings, including for instance its composition. As a static 

model, it provides a snapshot of competitive forces of the wider industry at some point in the past. 

While this may be useful as an overview for informing short-term strategy, it is not applicable in 

long-term strategy formulation in today’s rapidly evolving environments addressed in section 1.1 

Background & Motivation.  

 
Thus, the structure-conduct-performance paradigm focuses on the essence of strategy formulation as 

relating the company to its external environment. During the 1970s, it was heavily criticised for its 

unambiguous and linear causality. Opposing scholars claimed that firms no longer passively put up 

with their environment, but to some extent are able to modify and, at least partly, transform the market 

conditions in which they evolve (Philips, 1971). Proposals of a reverse causality led to the quest for 

a link between strategy and the internal environment, i.e. organisational resources and processes 

(Alexander, 1992), giving rise to the resource-based view outlined in the forthcoming section. 
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2.1.2 The Resource-Based View of the Firm  

The resource-based view of the firm emerged during the 1980s and 1990s, shifting the focus of 

strategy formulation from the industrial organisation perspective to sources of profit within the firm 

(e.g. Selznick, 1957; Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991; Collis & Montgomery, 1997). Closely in line 

with the Chicago school of thought (i.e. neoclassical economics), this approach sees industry structure 

as the efficiency outcome instead of market power, to indicate that performances vary among firms 

due to differences in resource endowments (Rumelt et al., 1991). Taking point of departure in internal 

firm resources, the resource-based view has since become the predominant approach to analyse 

sustained competitive advantage and the primary basis for strategy formulation (Grant, 2010).  

 

The resource-based view is bound by two critical assumptions to understand sources of competitive 

advantage (Barney, 1991). Initially, the approach assumes that organisations within a certain industry 

may be heterogeneous with respect to the bundles of resources they control. This rests on the 

acknowledgement of path-dependency in firm behaviour, where current and future outcomes depend 

upon past decisions and accumulation of resources (Lockett & Thompson, 2001). The second 

assumption, building on this path-dependency, suggests that resources are in turn not perfectly mobile 

between firms, implying that heterogeneity may last (Barney, 1991). Rather than firms pursuing 

similar generic strategies as structure-conduct-performance advocates, the resource-based view’s 

emphasis on deployment and development of distinct internal resources sheds light upon how a given 

organisation differs from its competitors, and how its strategy optimally should be designed to exploit 

these differences (Grant, 2010). Thus, superior performance in the resource-based view of the firm is 

thus not owed to better resources, but rather to a firm’s unique competencies in exploiting its resources 

more appropriately (Penrose, 1959; Prahalad & Ahmed, 1990).  

 
2.1.3 Comparison of Structure-Conduct-Performance and the Resource-Based View of the Firm   

From the above review, it appears that the primary difference between structure-conduct-performance 

and the resource-based view is the unit of analysis, being respectively the industry and internal firm 

resources as sources of profit (Eriksen, 1993; Teece et al., 2019). Their respective approaches to 

strategy differ in the relative emphasis they place on market opportunities versus company 

capabilities (Alexander, 1992). At one end of the spectrum, the outside-in school of thought 

represented by structure-conduct-performance and Porter (1980; 1985), focuses on identification of 

competitive gaps, seeking to clarify how organisational capabilities should be developed to address 
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opportunities most effectively. At the other end of the spectrum, the resource-based view, anchored 

in the inside-out school of thought, focuses on internal bundles of resources and seeks to identify 

appropriate, profitable opportunities where these can be exploited (Alexander, 1992).  

The paradigms rest on two opposing underlying assumptions regarding resources. While structure-

conduct-performance considers them to be homogeneous and perfectly mobile, the resource-based 

view assumes resource heterogeneity and imperfect mobility between firms (Barney, 1991). Both 

approaches have been criticised for becoming merely outside-out and inside-in focused, desperately 

seeking the right problem in their respective units of analysis (Alexander, 1992). The differences in 

orientation and assumptions are illustrated in below Figure 2.1: 

 

Figure 2.1: Differences in Assumptions Between Structure-Conduct-Performance and the Resource-Based View  

Author’s creation based on e.g. Barney (1991); Montgomery & Wernerfelt (1991); Alexander (1992); Porter (1980) 

 
Where structure-conduct-performance claims significant accounting profit differences between 

industries, the resource-based view is empirically supported by several studies revealing greater intra-

industry variances (e.g. Rumelt, 1991; Montgomery & Wernerfelt, 1991). The emphasis on the 

internal environment’s influence on profitability implies that superior performance appears to derive 

from heterogeneous firm resources. This is in accordance with the point from section 1.1 Background 

& Motivation, that organisations increasingly distinguish themselves based on their existing 

knowledge and their ability to generate novel knowledge. This indicates that individual firm resources 

constitute the principal competitive parameter in contemporary strategic management. While this 

justifies the acknowledgement of the resource-based perspective as the dominant strategic view to 

explain competitive advantage and firm growth, it has been subject to criticism.  
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Although the resource-based view initially evolved as a dynamic approach emphasising an emerging 

environment (e.g. Penrose, 1959; Wernerfelt, 1984; Dierickx & Cool, 1989), it is essentially static in 

nature and has difficulty incorporating the evolution over time of resources and capabilities that 

constitute the foundation of competitive advantage (Priem & Butler, 2001). While it helps clarify and 

examine the conditions that must obtain in order for resources to yield rents in neoclassical 

equilibrium (Barney, 1991; Peteraf, 1993; Foss, 1997), it fails to conceive of issues of coordination 

and flexibility in respect of internal resources. These deficiencies appear to derive from the fact that 

the resource-based view still is an emerging strand of research, and thus not acknowledged as a theory 

yet (Foss & Stieglitz, 2010). This supports the purpose of my thesis of refining the theory to achieve 

a widely acknowledged, contemporary theory of strategic management.  

 
Accordingly, the dynamic capabilities notion has emerged as a response to this criticism. Taking 

dynamic aspects like innovation, organisational learning and competence-building into consideration, 

the emerging strand of research, resting on the same assumptions as resource-based view, aims at 

explaining how and why certain firms gain competitive advantage in situations of rapid and 

unpredictable change. The dynamic capabilities view will be conceptualised in the following section, 

to constitute this thesis’ theoretical framework.  

 
2.3 Theoretical Conceptualisation of the ‘Dynamic Capabilities View’  

Arising as an extension of the resource-based view of the firm, the dynamic capabilities notion 

originated during the 1990s as an approach to understand strategic change (Teece et al., 1994). 

Initially defined as “[…] the ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external 

competencies to address rapidly changing environments” (Teece et al., 1997: 517), it has left open 

questions of what constitute such abilities, what their attributes are, and where do they come from 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2009). Its intellectual roots can partly be traced back to evolutionary theory 

of the firm (Cyert & March, 1963), conciliating a behavioural economic approach.  

 
The concept has attracted increased attention in the past two decades and is one of the most researched 

contemporary topics in the field of strategic management (e.g. Easterby-Smith et al., 2009; Di Stefano 

et al., 2014; Teece, 2019). The vast amount of suggested approaches to conceptualise the term are 

however largely disconnected and contradictory, in turn hampering its practical implication (Barreto, 

2010; Peteraf et al., 2013). The debate is generally focused on two critical issues of respectively 

dynamic capabilities’: 1) nature and definition, and 2) effects and consequences, implying that the 
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objective of their existence is controversial (Di Stefano et al., 2014; Gremme & Wohlgemuth, 2017). 

In the following I aim at shedding light onto these issues in building a theoretical conceptualisation 

of my interpretation of what I will henceforward call the ‘dynamic capability view’.  

 
2.3.1 Resources, Competencies (Routines) & Capabilities  

In accordance with the resource-based view and its terminology, the emerging strand of research on 

dynamic capabilities, establishes resources as contemplating the core element of organisational 

analysis (Penrose, 1959; Helfat et al., 2007). The organisation is defined as consisting of bundles of 

resources (Teece et al., 1997; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000), being the stocks of tangible and intangible 

assets available to the organisation (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993). Where tangible assets comprise 

physical objects such as buildings, products, or equipment, intangible assets encompass non-physical 

assets like e.g. tacit and explicit knowledge, patents, intellectual property rights and brand equity 

(Franke, 2010). As an addition to the traditional resource-based approach, the dynamic capability 

view considers the firm as an ‘open system’, implying that assets are dynamically interrelated (Teece, 

2007). Further, it implies that the organisation has accessibility to resources controlled by other 

organisations. Strategically significant assets are distinguished as being either firm-specific, that are 

tightly owned or controlled by the organisation itself, or firm-addressable, representing those that the 

organisation does not own or tightly control, but that it can access and utilise from time to time. This 

is illustrated in below Figure 2.2. 

 

 
 

Figure 2.2: The Organisation as an Open System 
Author’s creation based on e.g. Teece et al. (1997), Eisenhardt & Martin (2000) 
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Resources themselves do not achieve anything. They constitute the organisational building blocks 

that are combined and deployed to achieve outcomes. Hence, objectives are addressed by putting 

them into action (Galavan, 2015). In an organisational context, this action involves interaction with 

others, that is a defining characteristic of an organisational competence (Hamel & Prahalad, 1990). 

Competencies reside in collective interactions and represent repeatable activities that the organisation 

performs with at least some degree of proficiency (Ibid). According to Galavan (2015), the 

organisation may witness a competence in a once off event, but to have it at its disposal, it must have 

the capacity to repeat it. This capacity is embedded in tacit or articulate organisational routines 

(Pentland & Feldman, 2008).  

 
Routines are central in the context of evolutionary theory and neo-Schumpeterian economics, 

building on the behaviour of agents and (the cognitive nature of) organisational structures. Nelson 

and Winter (1982:15) note that “[…] what is regular and predictable about business behaviour is 

plausibly subsumed under the heading ‘routine’, especially if we understand that term to include the 

relatively constant dispositions and strategic heuristics that shape the approach of a firm to the non-

routine problems it faces”. Implicitly taking the relatively constant dispositions and strategic 

heuristics into consideration, Winter (2003: 991) defines a routine as a “[…] behaviour that is learned, 

highly patterned, repetitious, or quasi-repetitious, founded in part in tacit knowledge and the 

specificity of objectives”. Hence it can be derived that knowledge constitutes the foundation of 

routines, and thus ultimately of competencies. As social level constructs they account for the 

foundation of at least some competitive advantage, since their contextualised nature2 makes them 

difficult to imitate (Galavan, 2015).  

 
Finally, capabilities represent the capacity to deploy a combination of resources through collective 

organisational competencies to achieve goals (Saxena, 2014). They are high-level sets of routines 

that, in combination with resource stocks, provide management with a range of different possibilities 

to generate and achieve desired outcomes. This relationship is illustrated in below Figure 2.3.  

 

                                                
2 They neither exist in manuals, computer systems, nor in individual minds (e.g. Winter, 2003; Galavan; 2015) 
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Figure 2.3: The Relationship Between Resources, Competencies (Routines) & Capabilities  
Based on Figure in Galavan (2015:5) 
 
Organisational capabilities thus represent fundamental building blocks in strategy formulation and 

implementation. In general, scholars distinguish between two distinct types of organisational 

capabilities, namely operational and dynamic. These are elaborated accordingly.   

 
2.3.3 Operational Capabilities vs. Dynamic Capabilities  

It is imperative to distinguish dynamic capabilities from what I in this thesis will refer to as operating 

capabilities (Helfat & Winter, 2011), also denoted functional (Collis, 1994) or ordinary capabilities 

(Kay et al., 2018). These (i.e. operating capabilities) concern the organisational ability to “[…] earn 

a living by producing and selling the same product, on the same scale, and in the same customer 

population over time” (Winter, 2003:992). The competencies exercised in this stationary process are 

what Winter (2003) refers to as a ‘zero-order’ capabilities. They determine performance of necessary 

administrative, operational, and governance related functions, thus pertaining to the organisation’s 

current operations (Teece, 2014). Operational capabilities allow completion of defined tasks with 

some degree of proficiency, but are, by definition, inadequate to aid the organisation in responding 

creatively to volatility and unpredictable changes (Teece et al., 2016). However, without operational 

capabilities, the firm is unable to collect revenue from customers that allow it to buy more input and 

repeat this process. Hence, they comprise the organisational ability to perform day-to-day activities 

and keep up with competition.  

 
Dynamic capabilities, on the other hand, have been defined slightly different over time. Despite the 

wide use of the construct, and the vast amount of suggested approaches to conceptualise it, a 

universally accepted definition of the term has been slow to emerge (Easterby-Smith et al., 2009). 

While this in part may be due to the span of the initial definitions by Teece et al. (1994; 1997), the 
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below Table 2.1 presents a brief overview of the main alternative definitions3, demonstrating great 

divergences within the community that have been contributing to the development of the field. Yet, 

it seems there is a somewhat mutual understanding of their underlying components being 

organisational competencies and routines. Apart from this, the various proposals differ significantly 

in terms of both nature, effects and consequences. Some of which follow approaches closer to the 

high-church variations of the resource-based view mentioned section 1.5.4 Methodological 

Limitations & Implications, while others undertake approaches more akin to the low-church 

variations (i.e. evolutionary economics) (Foss & Stieglitz, 2010; Barreto, 2010).  

 

 
Table 2.1 Main Definitions of Dynamic Capabilities  
Author’s creation based on most cited papers from Google Scholar  
 

Besides of a universal definition of dynamic capabilities, one of the primary debates concern their 

effects and consequences, particular in regard to their link to competitive advantage and firm 

performance. Before determining this thesis’ working definition of dynamic capabilities, these issues 

are initially examined in the coming section.  

                                                
3 The definitions have been selected based on most citations on publications on Google Scholar  
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2.3.4 Strategic Intent & Consequences  

From the reviewed publications on dynamic capabilities (see Table 1.1), it appears that there are two 

seminal directions within this perspective. One is represented by Teece et al. (e.g. 1994; 1997; 2997) 

and the other by Eisenhardt & Martin (2000). Where Teece and colleagues overall apply a more 

evolutionary view on the construct, Eisenhardt & Martin (2000) undertakes a more rigid approach. 

Most of the reviewed papers published after these seminal works, do, at least to some degree, follow 

one of the two directions.  

 
In explicating dynamic capabilities, Teece et al. (1997) takes point of departure in prior paths (i.e. 

firm history and previous investments) as the primary basis leading to an organisation’s current 

positions (i.e. tangible and intangible assets). They associate the concept of dynamic capabilities with 

“[…] the ability to achieve new forms of competitive advantages” (1997:515). From this, 

evolutionary view, the organisation is capable of shifting altering its current positions, affecting 

performance and competitive advantage, in turn leading to new paths and positions. In his later article, 

Teece (2007) expands upon this logic, and claims that organisations and their respective individuals 

need to possess the capability to learn quickly and to build strategic assets that in turn must be 

integrated within the organisation. He (Teece, 2007:1319) disaggregates dynamic capabilities into 

the generic capacity to: 

 
1)   Sense and shape opportunities and threats 

2)   Seize opportunities 

3)   Maintain competitiveness through enhancing, combining, protecting, and, when 

necessary, reconfiguring the business enterprise’s intangible and tangible assets 

  
 
This implies that the capability to change depend on the organisations ability to scan the environment, 

evaluate markets, and quickly accomplish reconfiguration and transformation ahead of the 

competition (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993). Hence, at the core of this concept is the aforementioned 

resource-based idea of heterogeneous organisations. The firm is to some extent limited by its 

cognitive biases and entrepreneurial capacity for changing resources and capabilities, while trying to 

challenge status quo (Arndt et al., 2017).  
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Moreover, Teece (2020) asserts that organisational assets over time may become co-specialised, 

providing a synergistic combination of complementary assets, holding the potential to yield a more 

sustainable competitive advantage to the organisation. Capabilities dependent on co-specialised 

assets makes it, however, particularly difficult for management to orchestrate the resource base, since 

it implies consideration of the optimal configuration of assets (Ibid).  

 
In contrast, the minor stream that follows Eisenhardt & Martin (2000), argue that dynamic capabilities 

cannot be sources of competitive advantage or superior firm performance, since they represent best 

practices and exhibit equifinality. Hence, this approach seems to provide organisations within the 

same industry with a reasonable amount of competitive homogeneity. From this perspective, dynamic 

capabilities constitute processes that organisations may deploy to obtain, integrate, reconfigure and 

release resources, leading to new resources and resource configurations (i.e. new positions in Teece’s 

terminologies).  

 
While the emphasis on organisational processes is similar to Teece’s (2007) interpretation of the 

concept, Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) claim that the nature of dynamic capabilities varies with the 

degree of market dynamism. They assert that the evolution of markets in high-velocity environments 

become so chaotic, that is render organisations incapable of foreseeing or steering these 

developments. Hence, they perceive incumbents as being incapable of creating or exploiting creative 

destruction in the way that new firms can (Ibid; Arndt et al., 2017).  

 
From the above it appears that there is a general lack of agreement about whether a dynamic capability 

refers to substantive capabilities in volatile environments, or to an organisation’s ability to alter 

existing substantive capabilities, regardless of the volatility of the environment (Zahra et al., 2006:5; 

Peteraf et al, 2013). While I acknowledge that competitive advantage may not necessarily come from 

dynamic capabilities per se (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000), but rather resource configurations, I 

condemn that best practices are necessarily perfect substitutes. Even as best practices, dynamic 

capabilities remain idiosyncratic in their details, and ultimately, they may be a source of competitive 

advantage. Due to the purpose of this thesis and the intention to disclose the dynamics of the theory, 

I will contend an approach that resembles merely with the evolutionary one of Teece and colleagues.  

 
Drawing on past research, this thesis comprehends dynamic capabilities somewhat in accordance 

with Helfat et al.’s (2007:4) rather broad definition as “[…] the capacity of an organisation to 

purposefully create, extend, and modify its resource base”. Helfat et al. (2007) stress that purposeful 
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does not mean that observed changes precisely must match managerial intention. Rather, it denotes a 

minimum degree of intentionality in order to distinguish a capability (dynamic or else) from pure 

luck (Helfat & Peteraf, 2009). A purposeful activity does as such involve an intent, which in turn 

separates a capability from its underpinning routines that are utilised in a somewhat automatic 

manner. However, I contend that the inclusion of ‘purposefully’ in the definition of dynamic 

capabilities impose difficulties to empirically test ‘ex ante’ or ‘ex post’ going forward. Hence, I define 

dynamic capabilities slightly different, as ‘the organisation’s potential to systematically create, 

extend, and modify its resource base’.  

 
2.3.4.1 Capability Activities: Creation, Extension & Modification   

The definition of dynamic capabilities as the potential to systematically create, extend, and modify 

the resource base, indicates that organisations may deploy distinctive activities to achieve this 

outcome. This leads to a distinction between three activities I will refer to as capability creation, 

capability leverage and capability maintenance. While the former concerns development of new 

capabilities, the two latter focus on exploiting the existing resource base. Leveraging capabilities 

cover the capacity to ‘extend’ and refers to deployment of existing competencies to current or new 

market opportunities (Williamson, 2016). Maintaining capabilities implies continuous modification 

of existing competencies to sustain effectively coordinated application of tangible and intangible 

assets during changing circumstances (Sanchez et al., 1996a; Brammer, 1998).  

 
On the contrary, capability creation represents the process through which existing resources, 

competencies and capabilities are renewed or discarded to realise strategic goals. Creation of new 

capabilities may, since the dynamic capability view perceives the organisation as an open system, 

involve utilisation of firm-addressable intangible assets external to the organisation (Sanchez & 

Heene, 1996). Decisions regarding which capability activities to engage in, and how to best utilise 

and combine the organisation’s scarce (specific or addressable) resources, is a key issue for the 

management. This is briefly elaborated in the coming section.  

 

2.3.4.2 Managerial Cognition 

The emerging literature on dynamic capabilities is increasingly considering managerial cognition a 

significant determinant of firm performance (Helfat & Peteraf, 2014). This idea can overall be traced 

back to Penrose (1959), who identified the supply of managerial services, especially in the upper 

echelon, as a fundamental constraint to organisational diversification and growth. Today, the same 
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can be postulated about strategic change and renewal more generally. The dynamic capability view 

assigns a role to managerial perception and comprehension of causal relationships. It is as such the 

management that determines the resources that the organisation should advance on, or acquire, in 

order to create and leverage capabilities (Helfat & Peteraf, 2014; Teece, 2019).  

 
Teece (2007) sees decision-making as a dynamic process in which the management pursues to sense 

the organisation’s internal situation and its changing, external circumstances, seize any identified 

opportunities, and reconfigure the organisational resource base to adapt to the changing surroundings. 

The managerial function is thus responsible for conceiving new assets and capabilities, as well as 

new means of coordinating activities to result in future performance (Sanchez, 1997; Brammer, 

1998). The inclusion of managerial cognition breeds uncertainty regarding the value of strategic 

resources in turn leading to causal ambiguity  

 

 

2.4 Concluding Remarks  

In the preceding, it was established that two strands of research appear to have been dominant within 

the field of strategic management, namely the structure-conduct-performance paradigm, and the 

prevailing resource-based view of the firm. Extending from the resource-based perspective, the 

emergent concept of dynamic capability was defined as “the organisation’s potential to 

systematically create, extend, and modify its resource base”. With this comprehension I contended 

to lean towards Teece and colleague’s (e.g. 1994; 1997; 2007) more evolutionary perspective on 

dynamic capabilities, as opposed to the rigid approach undertaken by Eisenhardt & Martin (2000).  

 
Moreover, it was derived that the dynamic capabilities view perceives the organisation as constituting 

of tangible and intangible resources and competencies underpinned by routines. These are 

coordinated and deployed into capabilities, that in turn represent the organisational ability to 

accomplish their strategic goals. In this respect, it was submitted that the capability activities 

involving creation, extension and modification of the organisational resource base, constitute the 

primary determinants of performance at the organisational level, and thus competition at the industry 

level of analysis. On this matter, the notion of managerial cognition was presented as the primary 

aspect governing decisions as to which capability activities to undertake, based on managerial 

perception and comprehension of the reality.  
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Finally, it was suggested that knowledge constitutes the foundation of competence, and thus 

ultimately of dynamic capability and competitive advantage at the organisational level of analysis. 

However, since knowledge eventually renders obsolete, the organisation should continuously seek to 

generate and acquire novel knowledge to sustain competitiveness. If new knowledge is not developed 

fast enough, the quality of the organisational resource base is reduced, since the context in which it 

must be applied has changed. This implies that organisations continuously should seek to renew their 

resources bases. This is elaborated and examined in the forthcoming chapter 3.0 Strategic Renewal. 
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3.0 Strategic Renewal 
In the previous chapter it was established that continuous enhancement of organisational capabilities 

is required to sustain competitiveness. This implies that the organisation has to renew itself on an 

ongoing basis. Hence, this chapter will discuss strategic renewal as conceptualised by the dynamic 

capabilities approach. Initially, the concept of strategy is briefly considered along with a discussion 

of deliberate and emergent strategies. Hereafter, strategic renewal is defined, followed by a critical 

examination of the dynamic capability view’s approach to achieve it. Finally, the relationship 

between strategic renewal and innovation is discussed, along with the means to attain these.  

 
3.1 Introductory Remarks 

As established in section 1.1 Background & Motivation, change is the one true constant in today’s 

business environment. The emergence of the knowledge economy, fierce global competition and 

considerable technological advancements has led to innovation becoming increasingly central to 

competitiveness. This implies that the organisational capability to continuously accumulate 

knowledge and generate innovation to simultaneously address internal and external opportunities, 

constitutes the foundation of competitiveness, which has brought strategic renewal to the forefront of 

managerial as well as academic concerns (Teece et al., 2019). 

 
In chapter 2.0 Theoretical Conceptualisation, it was established that organisations consist of a 

resource base of tangible and intangible assets, and that the ability to create, modify and extend this 

base is termed ‘dynamic capability’ (Helfat et al., 2007:4). Furthermore, it was suggested that the 

organisation’s idiosyncratic configurations of knowledge constitute the key determinants of its 

distinct character, and thus its competitive position. This is in accordance with the statement from 

section 1.1 Background & Motivation, that generation and management of intangible assets have 

grown to surpass scale economies in importance for enabling creation and preservation of competitive 

advantage at the organisational level (Teece, 2011; 2019).  

 
In this respect, it was moreover established in chapter 2.0 Theoretical Conceptualisation, that 

managerial cognition and comprehension of the reality determines which capability activities the 

organisation engages in. Strategic renewal is therefore incited by managements perception of a gap 

between the organisations current and desired capability configurations. This implies that 

reconfiguration activities must constitute the foundation for strategic renewal within the single 

organisation and, thus, of industry evolution at a higher level of aggregation.  
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Accordingly, this chapter aims at investigating the concept of strategic renewal. As a point of 

departure, the precursors of strategic renewal are examined, in which two opposing views on strategy 

are discussed, namely deliberate and emergent strategy. Hereafter, the notion of strategic renewal is 

conceptualised, followed by an assessment of the dynamic capability view’s approach to strategic 

renewal and discussion of its implications for theory and practice. Finally, the interrelationship 

between strategic renewal, innovation and learning is discussed.  

 
3.2 The Conception of Strategy  

Since its first appearance in the Old Testament, the conception of strategy has been largely a semantic 

issue. Originating from the Greek verb Stratego, ‘a general’ which in turn is rooted in ‘army’ and 

‘lead’, it means “[…] to plan the destruction of one’s enemies through effective use of resources” 

(Bracker, 1980:219). The concept of strategy in a political or military context has remained prominent 

throughout history, however its business-related component did not originate until after World War 

II. As business environments went from relatively stable to increasingly changing and competitive in 

the aftermath of the war, the discipline of strategic management emerged (Bracker, 1980).  

 
Drucker (1954:17) was among the first contributors to the field. He defined strategy as “[…] 

analysing the present situation and changing it if necessary […] finding out what one’s resources are 

or what they should be”. To him, an organisation’s strategy was the answer to the dual questions 

‘what is our business?’ and ‘what should it be?’. After this initial statement, little attention was paid 

to the field until around a decade later, where Chandler (1962:13) detailed strategy as "[…] the 

determination of the basic long-term goals and objectives of an enterprise, and the adoption of courses 

of action and the allocation of resources necessary for carrying out these goals". As such, he did not 

differentiate between the concept itself, and the process used to formulate strategy.  

 

Ansoff (1965) encountered the writings of Drucker and Chandler in developing his notion of 

corporate strategy. He was the first author to narrow the definition and exclusively and explicitly 

focus on the concept of strategy, and the process by which it should be formulated based on 

opportunities in the environment (Bracker, 1980). He defined strategy as a “[…] rule for making 

decisions determined by product/market scope, growth vector, competitive advantage, and synergy” 

(Ansoff, 1965:118-121).  
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Thus, strategy has traditionally been considered in terms of what management ‘plans’ to do in the 

future. Its formation has tended to be treated as an analytical process for establishing long-term goals 

and plans of action for an organisation: that is, as one of formulation followed by implementation 

(Mintzberg & Waters, 1985:257). While this approach has proved to work in the past, it has however 

ceased to be sustainable in the face of changing environments. In the following, two opposing 

approaches to strategy are briefly outlined to exemplify their implications for organisations.  

 
3.2.1 Strategies as Deliberate and Emergent  

Mintzberg and Waters (1985:257) have operationalised the concept of strategy founded on the 

definition of strategy as “[…] a pattern in a stream of decisions”, where streams of behaviour can be 

isolated to identify strategies as patterns (or consistencies) in such streams. By comparing intended 

strategy with realised strategy, they distinguish between strategy formation as deliberate (that is 

realised as intended) and emergent (constituting patterns or consistencies realised despite, or in the 

absence of, intentions) as two ends of a continuum. 

 

 
 

Figure 3.1: Deliberate and Emergent Strategies  

Based on Mintzberg & Waters (1985) and Mintzberg et al. (2009) 
 
 
As can be seen from Figure 3.1, deliberate strategy is an approach to strategic planning that 

emphasises intention. In developing strategy, it advocates a systematic anticipation of future 

environmental challenges that an organisation faces and draws upon appropriate strategic plans for 

responding to these (Ansoff, 1994; Porter, 1980). Deliberate strategy takes a rigid approach to 
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management, and presumes stable and predictable environments (Mintzberg et al., 2009). Emergent 

strategy, on the other hand, develops when an organisation takes a series of actions that with time 

turn into a consistent pattern of behaviour, irrespective of specific intentions and goals (Mintzberg & 

Waters, 1985). It relies on internal flexibility and environmental changes to lead the organisation to 

where it may be going, making the approach particularly suitable for more dynamic environments 

(Mintzberg & Waters, 1985). Through incorporation of the above illustrated concept of emergent 

strategy as realised strategy, the organisational capacity to experiment is acknowledged (Mintzberg 

et al., 2009). Mintzberg (1978) suggests that it is not possible to predict the future and plan for it in 

advance, and that strategies ultimately evolve as they are implemented. The process of strategy 

formation is as such iterative and characterised by a largely informal process of trial-and-error, where 

the individual and/or groups within the organisation learn about the environment in which they are 

competing, and how to best take advantage of it in practice (Senge, 1990). 

 
As two ends of a continuum, with the extremes as purely deliberate and purely emergent, Mintzberg 

& Waters (1985) classified a series of different strategies4 amid the two ends. The differentiating 

element between the extremes constitutes the idea of ‘strategic learning’, based mainly on the notions 

of central control and direction. Real-world strategies are scarcely purely deliberate or emergent, 

implying that any given strategy must “[…] exercise control while promoting learning” (Mintzberg 

et al., 2003:27). There is no universal consensus as to which approach is better than the other. 

Mintzberg & Waters (1985) argue that most real-world strategies lie somewhere in between the two 

extremes. Strategy formulation thus needs to cope with issues between the paradoxical nature of 

planned, deliberate strategy versus emergent, generative strategy to allow for innovation.  

 
With management’s intentions being clearly and explicitly spelt out, deliberate strategies provide 

organisational members with an unambiguous sense of direction, making it easier for them to work 

towards a common collective purpose at a minimised level of deviation from the intended objective 

(i.e. strategic goal). A deliberate approach may, however, be disadvantageous in the event of e.g. 

negative feedback received from the pursuit of a particular strategy, or changes in the operating 

environment (Manuwa, 2014). By focusing on a particular outcome, the organisational speed of 

responsiveness will decline while rigidities might increase (Kiesler, 1971). Conversely, emergent 

strategies “[…] derive more from collective action than from collective intention” (Mintzberg & 

                                                
4 i.e. Planned, Entrepreneurial, Ideological, Umbrella, Process, Disconnected, Imposed (Mintzberg & Waters, 1985)  
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Waters, 1985:267), allowing it to emerge through influences such as positive feedback, 

environmental changes, success after adoption of a particular course of actions etc. (Manuwa, 2014). 

With no explicitly stated intention from the management, organisational actors are able to adjust their 

patterns based on the realised outcomes of their present actions (Ibid). This provides emergent 

strategies with a degree of strategic flexibility to adjust their behavioural patterns and experience with 

various courses of action.   

 
While some sort of overall strategic direction is essential, the world is no longer dependable or 

predictable enough for management to rely solely on deliberate strategic planning in advance (Moore, 

2011). In a dynamic environment, such an approach is determined to fail, as the environment changes 

before the strategy gets implemented. As such, emergent strategy seems to be extra relevant in today’s 

competitive landscapes. Hence, strategy formulation should increasingly be considered as a 

continuous learning process of constant reconciliation of the organisation’s goals and selection of 

dynamic paths for realising these (Ibid). I thus contend that organisations should attempt to find a 

balanced trade-off amid the two extremes, contingent on the current stability and predictability of 

their external environment. Hence, the relative emphasis amid the two extremes is perceived to 

fluctuate over time depending on the particular circumstances. While emphasis on emergent strategy 

might be advantageous in times of unpredictability, deliberate strategy may be privileged during 

steadier periods. The only certainty is the necessity to continuously attend to both ends of the 

spectrum.  

 
3.3 The Concept of Strategic Renewal   

With the emergence of the resource-based perspective and the dynamic capability view of the firm, 

the perspective on strategic change and renewal has changed accordingly. Based on the previously 

addressed logic of the structure-conduct-performance approach, organisations are expected to renew 

themselves according to changes in their external environments. Porter (1991:11) sees the essence of 

strategy formulation as ‘coping with competition’ by relating the organisation to its environment 

(Teece, 2007). This implies that superior performance and competitive advantage can be explicated 

in terms of how well the organisation is tailored to meet the demands of its external environment. 

However, this view has proved to be insufficient in explaining the relatively high degree of intra-

industry variability in profitability over longer periods of time (e.g. Lippman & Rumelt 1982; Rumelt 

1991). Companies within the same industry, following similar generic strategies, have demonstrated 

significant differences in response to external changes, implying that the environment as a key 
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determinant of organisational change and renewal appears inadequate (Grant, 1991). In rapidly 

changing markets, an external orientation towards long-term strategy formulation is insufficient, 

since the environment presumably deviates before the strategy gets implemented. This suggests a role 

to the firm’s resources and capabilities as primary constants upon which an organisation establish its 

identity and frame its strategy to address objectives (Ibid). Relating the organisation to internal factors 

as central considerations in formulating strategy constitutes the foundation of the resource-based view 

and the dynamic capabilities approach. As such, strategic renewal does not necessarily relate to 

environmental change, but also to the organisation itself through deployment, development and 

investment in resources and capabilities (Teece, 2019). This indicates that desire to engage in strategic 

renewal may stem from both inside and outside the organisation, which will be discussed after a brief 

introduction to the concept. 

 
3.3.1 A Working Definition of Strategic Renewal  

Although strategic renewal is perceived to be vital for the sustained success of organisations, it has 

received a relatively limited amount of attention as distinct from strategic change as a more common 

phenomenon in strategic management literature (Agarwal & Helfat, 2009). In order to identify and 

assess the means to attain strategic renewal, this section initially defines the notion of ‘strategic 

renewal’, hereafter its imperative characteristics are elaborated and discussed in relation to the 

internal and external triggers for renewal. 

 
In the past decades, strategic renewal has become a prominent subject in various management and 

organisation research domains. However, with contributions from a variety of research contexts and 

theoretical perspectives, the literature stream lacks a clear and common definition of the concept, as 

well as how it is distinct from related concepts as for instance strategic change (Argawal & Helfat, 

2009) and strategy processes (Volberda & Baden-Fuller, 2003).  

 
This thesis follows Schmitt et al.’s (2016) working definition of the concept. Through a systematic 

review they identify and examine 95 core publications on strategic renewal. By initially defining 

‘renewal’ as the activities the organisation undertake to alter its path dependence, and ‘strategic’ as 

the actions targeted at transforming core capabilities associated with competitive advantage, they 

conceptualise strategic renewal as “[…] the process that allows organisations to alter their path 

dependence by transforming their strategic intent and capabilities” (Schmitt et al., 2016:5). Strategic 

renewal thus allows the organisation to explore and learn new ways of deploying their attributes and 
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competitive approaches through revitalisation, redeployment or replacement (Floyd & Lane, 2000; 

Schmitt et al., 2016). This entails that renewal only is considered ‘strategic’ when it encompasses the 

entire organisation (Burgelman 1983b; Duncan & Weiss, 1979).  

 
Overall, there are two types of strategic renewal, namely incremental and transformational. 

Incremental renewal occurs through a series of regular, minor adjustments in the organisation in order 

to alleviate external pressures. It contemplates an organic process of survival that maintains the firm’s 

operations and improves its chances of survival (Sammut-Bonnici & McGee, 2015; Teece, 2019). 

Thus, in undertaking incremental renewal, the organisation aims at persisting and protecting its 

competitive positioning through a sequence of path-dependent decisions, allowing it to cope with 

external changes as they occur. Transformational renewal, on the other hand, is brought about through 

radical shifts in the strategic management of the organisation (e.g. change in technological platforms, 

business model, organisational structure, resource base) (Schmitt et al., 2016; Teece et al., 2019). It 

typically includes removal or replacement of key units and functions. Research shows that the most 

successful cases of transformational renewal tend to occur when organisations proactively respond to 

a given market opportunity, as opposed to reacting to threats (Sammut-Bonnici & McGee, 2015).  

 
3.3.2 Drivers for Strategic Renewal 

Organisations are constantly in a dynamic mode of change. However, with shortening life span of 

products and processes, the natural pace of change may be perceived insufficient or too slow, causing 

management to actively initiate action, largely when competition is hypercompetitive in nature or 

when firms face rapid technological advancements (Lianto et al., 2018; Dutta, 2019). Environmental 

changes, new entrants, loss of competitive advantage or rapid growth are some of the factors that 

might direct a company towards renewing itself in order to survive (Helfat et al., 2007; Sammut-

Bonnici & McGee, 2015). The demands revealed by time pressure push organisations toward 

competing, innovating and discovering creative paths and methods while doing so (Dogan, 2017). 

External change must thus increasingly be managed as an opportunity to be able to sustain, grow and 

compete in rapidly changing environments (Teece, 2019). However, organisations rarely adapt to 

environmental change in the same way. Action patterns differ due to managerial cognition, 

determining how demands of the evolving environment are anticipated and interpreted (Palmer et al., 

2009; Baden-Fuller & Volberda, 1997). Heterogeneous cognitive representations lead to initiation of 

differing gap-closing activities to achieve differing strategic objectives (i.e. goals), in turn leading to 

differential performance under conditions of external change (Gary & Wood, 2011; Dutta, 2019). 
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However, pressures for renewal are not only externally triggered from the threats to survival and 

competitiveness. Rather, organisations renew themselves continuously in the desire to grow and 

become more successful (e.g. Baden-Fuller & Volberda, 1997; Dutta, 2019).  

 
This indicates a differentiation between the strategies required to undertake renewal stemming from 

respectively outside or inside the organisation. As per the above, externally incited renewal is 

triggered by a change in managements perception of reality (Palmer et al., 2009). Through an 

assessment of the gap between the organisations existing and desired capability configurations, gap 

closing activities are initiated to achieve new strategic goals (Lavie, 2006; Teece, 2019). Hence, from 

a theoretical point of view, it seems that externally incited change deploys a merely deliberate 

approach to strategic renewal. However, as previously established, organisations are prone to 

innovate themselves to grow and shape the competitive landscape, indicating that emergent strategies 

are required as well. This will be discussed in the coming section, with a focus on the dynamic 

capability view’s theoretical approach to strategic renewal.   

 
3.4 Strategic Renewal Through the Lens of Dynamic Capabilities  

Strategic renewal contains a role for dynamic capabilities through modification of the organisation’s 

resource base (e.g. Agarwal & Helfat, 2009). As contemplated in the above section, an assessment 

hereof requires focus on the gap between the organisations perceived and desired capability 

configurations. Teece (2007:1341) states that “[…] figuring out how to increase value from the use 

of the assets the enterprise owns involves knowing the fine-grained structure of the firm’s asset base 

and filling in the gaps necessary to provide superior customer solutions”. Strategic renewal through 

the lens of dynamic capabilities thus involves both and end and the means to achieve it (Newell & 

Simon, 1972; Agarwal & Helfat, 2009:282). This may be conceptualised as ‘the intentional action by 

management in the attempt to realise new goals (the end) through capability addressing (the means).  

 
It should be noted, however, that strategic renewal not necessarily is a dynamic capability. Renewal 

may occur through emergent processes that unintentionally have been deployed by managers 

(Mintzberg & McHugh, 1985), or result from ad hoc interventions (Winter, 2003) or alternatively as 

a result of luck (Barney, 1991). Additionally, if an organisation is not renewing itself, it does not 

necessarily demonstrate a lack of dynamic capabilities. Since dynamic capability, as detailed in 

section 2.3 Theoretical Conceptualisation of the Dynamic Capability View, constitutes the capacity 

to purposefully reconfigure the organisational resource base (Helfat et al., 2007), evidence is required 
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for researchers to conclude that observed organisational renewal actually matches preceding 

managerial intentions (i.e. strategic goals). Hence, presence or absence of renewal does not 

definitively demonstrate or rule out, that the organisation has dynamic capabilities (ibid).  

 
It has been established that dynamic capabilities per definition constitute the organisational capacity 

to reconfigure the resource base. Hence, to assess the dynamic capability view’s approach to strategic 

renewal, it must be relevant to examine the activities inherent in Teece’s (2007) reconfiguration 

micro-foundation. As detailed in section 2.3.4 Strategic Intent & Consequences, Teece (2007:1342) 

himself defines reconfiguration as the continuous alignment and realignment of specific tangible and 

intangible assets. So, where dynamic capability overall indicates whether the organisation holds the 

potential to alter its capability configurations, I contend that the underpinning organisational activity 

of reconfiguration suggests how it is likely to change. It thus refers to actual approaches that may be 

deployed in order to engage in continuous alignment and realignment of the organisational resource 

base, making it relevant for assessment.  

 
However, as a field of research in its infancy, the dynamic capabilities approach comes short with 

regards to operational frameworks on how to approach strategic renewal. To my knowledge, only a 

few studies have analysed the pattern of activities through which organisations systematically 

reconfigure their operational capabilities and resources to improve innovativeness. One of them is 

the contribution from Lavie (2006). By observing the impact of technological change on the means 

undertaken to acquire or renew current operational capabilities, Lavie (2006) presents a model of 

three main mechanisms by which incumbents initiate gap-closing activities in response to such 

(external) change. His model deploys an ex-post exogeneous view on innovation, which is a 

significant limitation taking the above-mentioned internally and externally incited drivers for renewal 

into consideration. However, given the lack of alternative frameworks, I find it useful as a point of 

departure for discussing (the shortcomings of) strategic renewal through the lens of dynamic 

capabilities.  

 
3.4.1 Capability Gap: Perceived versus Desired Capability Configurations 

Lavie’s (2006) reconfiguration mechanisms build on the underlying assumption that organisations 

pursue to achieve configurations that maximise the value of their perceived pre-change capabilities. 

He suggests that in undertaking (externally incited) change, the organisation selects a ‘best 

alternative’ (i.e. the perceived value-maximising configuration) pertaining to an abstract post-change 
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capability, whose configuration is anticipated to lead to competitive advantage for any organisation 

in the post-change competitive environment. To attain competitive advantage, the organisation then 

changes its objectives (i.e. strategic goals) to converge their capability configurations toward the 

perceived value-maximising configuration. This happens as a dual step process occurring where “[…] 

(1) the [organisation] redefines its perceived value-maximising capability in view of the technological 

change and its implications, and (2) the [organisation] reconfigures its actual capability in order to 

achieve a fit with the perceived value-maximising capability” (Lavie, 2006:167). 

 
The organisation’s pre-change capability configurations thus affect its choice of reconfiguration 

mechanism to address the sensed (external) change. This choice relates to the capability gap between 

the value-maximising configuration (i.e. the configuration that would maximise the value of a 

capability in the post-change environment) and the organisation’s pre-change capability 

configuration. Lavie (2006) perceives the capability gap as a combination of a cognitive gap between 

the actual value-maximising capability configuration, and the perceived value-maximising capability 

configuration, and an operational gap between the perceived value-masimizing configuration and the 

organisations pre-change capability configuration. Assuming that the organisation pursues to 

reconfigure its capabilities based on its own perception of the desired capability configurations, the 

perceived value-maximising capability configurations are thus more relevant than the actual value-

maximising configurations. 

 
3.4.2 Lavie’s (2006) Capability Reconfiguration Mechanisms  

Lavie (2006) identifies three mechanisms for capability reconfiguration to achieve the desired state, 

being respectively; 

 
1)   Capability Substitution 

2)   Capability Evolution 

3)   Capability Transformation 

 
He suggests that the characteristics of (technological) change, together with the attributes of current 

capabilities and path dependencies, determine the choice of reconfiguration mechanism and 

ultimately the organisation’s capacity to narrow the identified gap (Lavie, 2006). The respective 

mechanisms are detailed below.  
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Capability substitution is undertaken in situations of severe (environmental) change acting as a 

competence-destroying force, hampering the competitiveness of the organisation’s current capability 

configurations. When these turn into liabilities, the organisation is inhibited from implementing path-

breaking change and is thus obliged to substitute its obsolete arsenal of capabilities with newly 

acquired ones in order to survive. As this requires different domains of knowledge and technologies 

than the organisation was exposed to in developing its current capability configurations, new 

capabilities cannot be developed internally. Capability substitution thus offers an alternative to 

internal innovation efforts and adaptation of existing capabilities, through retaining or discarding 

existing capabilities or acquiring new ones. Capability acquisition can be carried out through 

engagement in strategic alliances, merging with, or acquiring, organisations with distinct capabilities, 

learning from participants in industry associations, or hiring new personnel with novel domains of 

skills and knowledge (Lavie, 2006).  

 
Though the substitution mechanism allows modification of capability portfolios, the organisation’s 

configuration of existing capabilities is assumed to remain intact and thus invariant to (technological) 

change. The only impact is thus on the value of capabilities, which may be enhanced or diminished, 

based on their contributions to the organisation’s competitive advantage in the post-change 

environment. The advantage is usually lost in the wake of (technological) change when the value of 

existing capabilities is eroded, and the organisation fails to discard core rigidities and acquire new 

valuable capabilities. The variance of the organisations capability portfolios thus increases following 

a (technological) change as a result of uncertainty regarding the contributions of capabilities whose 

value cannot be observed ex ante (Lavie, 2006). Capability substitution thus corresponds to situations 

of major gaps between the perceived and desired capability configurations, where alteration of the 

existing capabilities is insufficient to address the external change. 

 
In contrast, Lavie (2006) introduces capability evolution as a response to (technological) change 

where the organisation initiates internal actions intended at exploiting its existing capability 

configurations. Through modification and adjustment of its constituting routines, the evolution 

mechanism contributes to enhancement of the organisation’s operational capability by creatively 

recombining existing systems in order to improve responsiveness to technological developments. 

Since it only applies to existing capabilities (i.e. acquisition is not an option), the pre-change 

configuration is the strongest determinant of post-change capabilities. This is because the dynamic 

capabilities perspective builds on evolutionary economics (Nelson & Winter, 1982), according to 
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which organisations can change and adapt in response to exogenous events, but the actual path they 

follow depends on the history of previous positions. The evolution mechanism contemplates that the 

perceived current configuration is relatively close to the desired state, implying that it solely requires 

maintenance or leverage of existing operational capabilities through modification of their underlying 

routines to close the gap.  

 
Lastly, capability transformation resembles an intermediate response to (technological) change, 

where some organisational routines are modified, others discarded, and perhaps new ones acquired 

or built, resulting in a transformed capability. This mechanism involves learning from a combination 

of internal sources of knowledge (as in capability evolution) and external sources, such as industry 

associations, alliance partners, newly acquired subsidiaries, newly hired employees etc. (as in 

capability substitution). Unlike the case of capability evolution, the post-change configuration is not 

a result of repetitive trial and error iterations, but the consequence of a synchronised directed action.  

My interpretation of Lavie’s (2006) reconfiguring mechanisms are depicted in the below Figure 3.2. 

It will be criticised and discussed in the coming section.  

 

 
 
Figure 3.2: Lavie’s (2006) Reconfiguration Mechanisms 

Author’s creation based on Lavie (2006:160) 
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3.4.3 Discussion & Critique of Lavie’s (2006) Capability Reconfiguration Mechanisms  

As can be seen from Figure 3.2, I interpret Lavie’s (2006) reconfiguring mechanisms as modalities 

resting on the same continuum representing the capability gap (i.e. sum of the cognitive and the 

operational gap) between perceived and desired configurations. Hence, substitution and evolution 

can be seen as the two extremes, whereas transformation constitute an intermediary mechanism of 

reconfiguration. Based on the above illustration, it can be deduced that the wider the capability gap, 

the more comprehensive it is to undertake strategic renewal. This suggests that organisations, when 

possible, should aim to conform with its core by maintaining and leveraging existing capabilities.  

 
An appropriate choice of reconfiguration mechanism (i.e. approach to renewal) can narrow the 

operational gap, but even when the organisation succeeds in reconfiguring its capabilities in 

accordance with perceived value-maximising configurations, the post-change configurations will be 

rendered less valuable in case of a cognitive gap. Hence, organisations should pursue to minimise the 

additive effects of cognitive and operational gaps that, together, constitute the capability gap. This 

entails an assessment of what the most accurate perception of the desired capability configurations is 

(narrow cognitive gap) and how it can be achieved (narrow operational gap). Comparing this to the 

previously discussed opposing approaches to strategy, strategic renewal from dynamic capability 

perspective seems to merely resemble the concept of deliberate strategy. In section 3.2.1 Strategies 

as Deliberate & Emergent, I argued that in today’s rapidly evolving environments, strategy should 

constitute a balanced trade-off amid the two extremes with emphasis on emergent strategy as this 

opens up for strategic learning and flexibility. Hence, the dynamic capability view would benefit from 

a more explicit incorporation of this.  

 
Further, it can be contented that the width of the operational gap, rather than that of the cognitive gap, 

is most likely to influence the choice of reconfiguration mechanism and consequently the approach 

to encounter strategic renewal (Lavie, 2006). This builds on the assumption that, failing to perceive 

the implications of an external (technological) change, constitutes a major cognitive gap which in 

turn may lead to the organisation not responding to change altogether, rendering the selection of 

reconfiguration mechanism irrelevant. This indicates, that the impact of managerial cognition in the 

deliberate choice of how to undertake strategic renewal is limited by the organisation’s current 

operations, which in turn are influenced by its historic conditions.  
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Though the dynamic capabilities perspective is rooted in the resource-based view of the firm and the 

acknowledgement of internal resources as determinants for competitiveness, the above discussion 

indicates that it merely assumes an adaptive perspective on strategic renewal as relating the 

organisation to its external environment, corresponding to the structure-conduct-performance 

approach (e.g. Porter, 1980; 1985). Consequently, to my knowledge, theories of dynamic capability 

fails to conceive of internally incited drivers for change and renewal, providing a constrained view 

of how such capabilities may affect the evolutionary (in contrast to the technical) fitness of the firm. 

It thus leaves open the possibility that dynamic capabilities may address or bring about strategic 

renewal unrelated to exogenous change. This will be discussed accordingly.  

 
3.5 Strategic Renewal, Innovation & Learning    

As indicated above, I contemplate that the dynamic capabilities view, by assuming an adaptive 

perspective on strategic renewal, fails to conceive of processes of endogenous and continuous 

renewal. As emphasised in section 1.1 Background & Motivation, the prevalent acceleration of 

technological change has created an ever-increasing demand for innovation. Since knowledge 

eventually renders obsolete, continuous innovation is pivotal to competitiveness and survival of 

organisations operating in today’s competitive landscapes (e.g. McGrath, 2013). In my opinions, this 

corresponds with the aforementioned paradigm shift from structure-conduct-performance to the 

resource-based view of the firm, and the acknowledgement of internal resources as central 

determinants for competitiveness.  

 
However, to my knowledge, existing literature on strategic renewal tend to underplay the role of 

innovation. Whilst the concepts occasionally are associated (e.g. Floyd & Lane, 2000), the linkage 

between the two is largely disregarded, implying only a partial understanding of the underpinnings 

of their relationship. Existing literature predominantly focuses on either strategic renewal or 

innovation, but rarely explores how they relate to each other, and how innovation may contribute to 

sustain strategic renewal and/or vice versa (see e.g. Thompson et al., 2007; Baden-Fuller & Volberda, 

2003). While the dynamic capability view privileges internal capabilities for competitiveness, a more 

fine-grained analysis of its underlying processes and practices (i.e. the abovementioned 

underpinnings) tend to be disregarded in the predominant focus on revealing linkages between 

measures of the dynamic capability view and organisational performance. This supports the aim of 

this thesis of refining existing theory by providing insights into how strategizing happens, and what 
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its consequences are. It is my belief, that this is possible through an inherent focus on how different 

knowledges are coordinated to attain strategic renewal, and in turn sustain competitive advantage. 

 
Exactly this lack of theoretical approaches as to how to achieve innovation was pinpointed by Foss 

(1997:17) more than two decades ago; “[…] there is no clear conceptual model of the endogenous 

creation of new resources to be found”. It seems this issue still prevails, since the dynamic capability 

view, in contrast, addresses how organisations may adapt to innovation through gap closing activities. 

Hence, in the following I will use section 3.4 Strategic Renewal Through the Lens of Dynamic 

Capabilities, as a starting point for an elaboration of the dynamic capability perspective with regard 

to innovation as a vital parameter in achieving strategic renewal.  

 
Change is inherent in innovation and relates to both destruction and reinforcement of at least part of 

the progress made along a natural trajectory (Nelson & Winter, 1977). Innovation can as such be 

traced back to Schumpeter’s (1934) theory of ‘creative destruction’, where he emphasised that 

markets not only strive toward equilibrium, but frequently are creatively destroyed into 

disequilibrium from which novel competitive dynamics emerge. Agarwal & Helfat (2009), among 

others, suggest that innovation is central to the renewal literature, as corporate renewal generally 

occurs through either a series of minor innovations, or, occasionally, through a major innovation 

(Teece, 2019). The theory distinguishes between two types of innovation, namely radical and 

incremental, elaborated in the coming section.  

 
3.5.1 Incremental & Discontinuous Innovation  

Incremental innovation refers to a series of minor improvements made to the organisation’s existing 

practices, processes, products or services. It typically focuses on enhancing efficiency and 

competitive differentiation, and may, as such be deployed to maintain and improve the organisations 

current positioning (Ansoff, 1957; Teece, 2019). Oppositely, radical or discontinuous innovation is a 

more complex endeavour, stemming from the creation of new knowledge and commercialisation of 

completely novel ideas or products (Hopp et al., 2018; Teece, 2019). Tushman & Anderson (1986) 

distinguish between radical innovation as respectively competence-enhancing or competence-

destroying. Competence-enhancing discontinuities refer to innovations that enhance the current 

technology and structure of an organisation (Bergek et al., 2013). It is typically implemented by 

incumbents and tend to consolidate industry leadership through reinforcement of their competitive 

positioning, in turn increasing barriers to entry (Henderson & Clark, 1990; Tushman & Anderson, 
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1986). In contrast, the competence-destroying activities fundamentally change existing knowledge 

and skills required to develop and produce a given product. Destroying discontinuities tend to be 

introduced by new entrants and lower entry barriers for other new firms, by rendering existing 

knowledge obsolete. This exposes leading organisations to situations where the structures, norms and 

values upon which they traditionally have built their competitive edge, turn into core rigidities that 

limit their ability to innovate (Leonard-Barton, 1992). Hence, it typically implies major changes in 

the competitive landscape, favouring new entrants at the expense of incumbents (Bergek et al., 2013). 

 
In section 3.3 The Concept of Strategic Renewal, it was emphasised that innovation, as the enabler 

of strategic renewal, is required for organisations simply to survive in today’s competitive landscapes. 

This indicates a shift from the prior-industrialism anticipation of innovation as an extraordinary event 

occurring outside the organisation, to merely considering it an ongoing, proactive process (Floyd & 

Lane, 2000). In this regard, learning has for long been perceived as constituting the fundamental 

process through which innovation is attained (Dosi, 1982; 2013; Lundvall, 1992). This is in line with 

the dynamic capability view’s conceptualisation of learning as “[…] a process by which repetition 

and experimentation enable tasks to be performed better and more quickly and new production 

opportunities to be identified” (Teece & Pisano, 1994:10). The majority of the main contributors to 

the field agree that dynamic capabilities ultimately must arise from organisational engagement in 

learning processes (see e.g. Teece, 2007; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Zollo & Winter, 2002). 

 
As previously mentioned, the dynamic capability view implicitly distinguishes between static and 

dynamic capability addressing. In this regard, the static part refers to a situation where the 

organisation adapts or leverages existing capabilities to fit or shape its competitive environment (i.e. 

capability evolution), the dynamic capability addressing relates to a situation in which assessing, 

absorbing and learning to some extent are involved in creating novel capabilities (i.e. capability 

transformation and substitution). Explicitly related to the aforementioned forms of innovation, the 

notion of capability maintenance and leveraging may be said to resemble with incremental 

innovation, fostering continuous, incremental strategic renewal, and capability building with 

discontinuous innovation fostering radical strategic renewal.  

 
By acknowledging the cumulative nature of innovative trajectories (e.g. Nelson & Winter, 1977; 

Dosi, 1991), renewal scholars implicitly accept that future innovations dependent on past decisions. 

This corresponds with, among others, Penrose’s (1959) statement that more or less all innovations 
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derive from already existing knowledge, combined in new ways. This indicate that strategic 

organisational renewal to some degree may be constrained by path-dependencies, which is discussed 

later in section 5.2 Organisational Path-Dependency.  

 
It may be derived from the preceding discussion on the relation between strategic renewal and 

innovation, that the dynamic capability view comes short with regards to some sort of approach to 

endogenous innovation. In accordance with the above-mentioned, I suggest that interactions between 

dynamic and operational capabilities not just occur as a response to exogenous triggers, but also 

through reproduction and adaptation of organisational routines as endogenous sources of innovation 

and renewal. This will be discussed accordingly.  

 
3.5.2 Critique of Learning as the Means to Attain (Endogenous) Innovation   

While it, as stated above, seems there has been a shift from regarding innovation as a rare event 

external to the organisation, to merely seeing it as an ongoing process, this is not fully reflected in 

existing strategic renewal literature. To my knowledge, the majority of papers within this field, focus 

on how organisations undertake discontinuous innovation to adjust to environmental shocks (see e.g. 

Leonard-Barton, 1992; Rosenbloom & Christensen, 1994; Macher & Richman, 2004; Lavie, 2006).  

 
This points to a more fundamental discussion of whether equilibrium models inherently introduce a 

static bias in strategy research (Foss, 1997), as briefly touched upon in section 1.4.5 Methodological 

Limitations & Implications. Restrictive behavioural assumptions that traditionally accompany 

equilibrium models (e.g. maximising rationality) seriously hampers the development of endogenous 

change models (Ibid). Though the epistemological roots of dynamic capability literature, as per 

section 2.3 Theoretical Conceptualisation of the Dynamic Capability View, in part can be traced back 

to evolutionary and behavioural theory of the firm, the influence of these does not seem apparent in 

this context (e.g. Lavie, 2006; Teece, 2007).  

 
Innovation and learning activities involve novelties in the sense of creation or acquisition of new 

knowledge, and such novelties are quite simply hard to force into an equilibrium constraint (Foss, 

1997; Feldman & Pentland, 2003).  Thus, one important reason why the resource-based view of the 

firm, within which the dynamic capability view operates, lacks a clear model of endogenous creation 

of resources, may simply be that (hard) equilibrium economics have been a significant force in its 

development (Foss, 1997). Since Lavie’s (2006) reconfiguration framework assumes maximising 

behaviour, it makes it impossible to address the non-equilibrium aspects of competitive advantage 
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(e.g. resource creation), in turn hindering progress to the dynamic part of the theory that is the primary 

focus of this thesis. This suggests that scholars within this field, going forward, increasingly should 

be inclined to draw on other economic paradigms than standard neoclassical equilibrium models (e.g. 

evolutionary economics).  

 
From the above discussion, it appears that the dynamic capability view obeys with the emerging view 

of innovation as being created from within. This is based on the rather passive role it assigns the 

organisation, in seemingly neglecting that not all incremental innovation occurs in response to a 

change in the external environment. Organisations conduct several activities on a regular basis (e.g. 

research and development), that may facilitate renewal and even enable the firm to shape its external 

environment to its own advantage. 

 
If undertaken proactively, endogenous innovation holds the potential to enable the organisation to 

cope with changes in the external environment as they take shape, and thus, ceteris paribus, reduce 

the need for more extensive transformations later on (Feldman & Pentland, 2003). This indicates, that 

while learning might constitute the means to adapt to exogeneous innovation, it does not seem suffice 

for the means to create endogenous innovation. Hence, I echo Foss (1997), and suggest an 

incorporation of a clear conceptual model of endogenous resource creation through learning into 

the dynamic capability view. This requires further investigation and emphasis on the concept of 

learning as the proactive, continuous means to achieve innovation and strategic renewal. This 

postulation is reinforced by Levitt & March’s (1988) three generic types of learning that are:  

 
1)   Learning from the experience of others, that is imitation of knowledge established elsewhere  

2)   Learning as a form of intelligence, that is extrapolation of knowledge accumulated in the past  

3)   Learning from direct experience, that is trial-and-error, i.e. learning through experimentation 

and identification and correction of error  

 

Based on the above, it is suggested that innovation and renewal do not emerge solely from imitation 

and extrapolation, bust must comprise a substantial element of learning from experience, that is trial-

and-error. This supports my key argument from the discussion from section 3.2.1 Strategies as 

Deliberate & Emergent, that innovative processes are stimulated better under emergent, rather than 

deliberate approaches.  
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3.6 Concluding Remarks  

This chapter established that strategy may be perceived of as deliberate and emergent. In representing 

two ends of a continuum, it was forwarded that the differentiating element amid the two extremes 

constitute the idea of ‘strategic learning’, based on the notions of central control and direction. It was 

submitted that the organisation continuously should pursue a balanced trade-off dependent on its 

strategic intent and the present circumstances.  

 
However, through a critical examination of the dynamic capability view’s approach to strategic 

renewal, it appears to merely assume an adaptive perspective that corresponds with the structure-

conduct-performance approach outlined in section 2.1.1 The Structure-Conduct-Performance 

Paradigm. Hence, while Lavie’s (2006) assessment of perceived versus desired capability 

configurations might be suitable for formulation of deliberate strategies, it is submitted that it comes 

short with approaches to emergent strategies. In solely assuming an exogeneous view on innovation, 

the organisation is assigned a passive role that is rather contrary to the aforementioned inside-out 

focus of the resource-based perspective on which the dynamic capability view rests. 

 
Lastly, I discuss the interrelationship between strategic renewal, innovation and learning, and 

contemplate that innovation should be regarded as an ongoing process to continual organisational 

renewal through learning. In this respect, it is suggested that while learning, as conceptualised in the 

dynamic capability view, might constitute the means to adapt to endogenous innovation, it does not 

seem to suffice for the means to endogenous innovation. Consequently, the following chapter will 

draw on organisational learning theories to conceptualise the term and examine whether it qualifies 

as the means to both emergent and deliberate strategies.  
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4.0 Organisational Learning  
The preceding chapter identified learning as constituting the primary means to attain strategic 

renewal from a dynamic capability perspective. Thus, in order to refine theory, this chapter aims at 

assessing this by drawing on organisational learning theories. Initially, the term learning is 

conceptualised followed by a distinction between individual and organisational learning. Hereafter, 

the levels of learning are discussed and related to the dynamic capability view, and it is inferred that 

organisational learning as the principal means to achieve strategic renewal comes short with regard 

to how knowledge (and ultimately competence) is created. Thus, knowledge as a construct is briefly 

conceptualised, and Nonaka & Takeuchi’s (1995) knowledge creation framework is presented. 

Finally, the interrelationship amid organisational learning, knowledge creation and strategic 

renewal is discussed.  

 
4.1 Introductory Remarks 

As established in section 1.1 Background & Motivation, the organisational ability to learn has become 

increasingly imperative to competitiveness, and thus constitutes a key focus of strategic management 

research (e.g. Helfat et al., 2007; Campbell & Armstrong, 2013; Teece et al., 2019). Instead of being 

really good at performing a particular task, contemporary organisations must be really good at 

learning how to perform new tasks and acquire new knowledge, to continuously adapt to- and shape 

their circumstances through exogeneous and endogenous innovation.  

 
Through chapter 3.0 Strategic Renewal, it was established that the dynamic capability view 

comprehends learning as the process through which to encounter strategic renewal, by initiating gap-

closing activities between perceived and desired capability configurations. It was further contended 

that strategic renewal may be embraced through deliberate or emergent strategies, amid which I 

suggested that the organisation should pursue a balanced trade-off contingent on its external 

environment and strategic intent. In this regard, I recognised that while deliberate strategies may be 

based on learning from the experience of others or as a form of intelligence, emergent strategies 

require learning through direct experience, that is trial-and-error. Hence, I forwarded that the dynamic 

capability view, to my knowledge, lacks approaches to emergent strategy promoting innovation.  

 
While dynamic capability scholars as per chapter 2.0 Theoretical Conceptualisation, seemingly 

acknowledge the integral role of learning in the formation and evolution of their resource base (and 

thus of dynamic capabilities at a higher level of aggregation), they have, to my knowledge ceased to 
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explicitly elaborate upon the notion. Hence, to forward suggestions for refinement of theory, this 

chapter examines the notion of learning by drawing on theories of organisational learning. Initially, 

the term learning is briefly conceptualised, followed by a distinction between individual and 

organisational learning, in which it is forwarded that organisational learning occurs over time and 

across different entities, but that the organisation essentially learns through its individual members. 

Hereafter, the different levels of learning are investigated and related to the dynamic capability view. 

It is contended that in order for organisational learning to constitute the principal means to the desired 

end, it comes short with regards to how knowledge is created. Therefore, knowledge is briefly 

conceptualised along with an examination of the knowledge creation framework. Finally, the 

interrelationship between organisational learning, knowledge creation and strategic renewal is 

discussed, to disclose whether organisational learning constitutes both the deliberate and the 

emergent means to attain strategic renewal, provided the notion of knowledge creation explicitly is 

incorporated into the theory.  

 
4.2 The Concept of Learning  

In common parlance, the word ‘learning’ relates to some kind of change, often in knowledge but also 

in behaviour (Roger, 2003). However, learning cannot merely be conceptualised in terms of changes 

in behaviour and saying that ‘learning is change’ is too simple. Not all change is learning. Weiss 

(1990) defines learning as “[…] a relatively permanent change in knowledge or skill resulting from 

experience” (Thorndike, 1928; Weiss, 1990 in Schilling & Kluge, 2008:338), suggesting a dual nature 

of learning as both process and result. Where process involves the perception and processing of 

information and acquisition of skills through experience, the result is the modification in current skill 

or knowledge resulting from the newly acquired skill or knowledge. It can thus be seen as the change 

in both knowledge and action (Easterby-Smith, 2011). This builds on Kim’s (1993) interpretation of 

learning as encompassing a distinction between thought and action, which he describes through the 

terms of know-how and know-why. Where know-how refers to the physical ability to perform the 

action with possessed knowledge or skills, know-why is the cognitive ability to articulate a conceptual 

understanding of this performance, in turn involving an understanding of the possessed knowledge 

or skill and its applicability (Ibid). This distinction underlines the importance of not just what 

individuals learn, but also how they understand and apply this learning in practice. In the coming 

section I will distinguish individual learning from organisational learning, since the latter constitutes 

the primary focus of this thesis.  
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4.3 Individual Learning vs. Organisational Learning  

The majority of scholars in contemporary learning theory agree that organisational learning is a 

dynamic, multi-level process occurring over time, across the individual, group and organisational 

levels (e.g. Crossan et al., 1999; 2003; Brix, 2017; Easterby-Smith, 2011). This breaks with the 

conventional thought that only individuals are able to learn (Brix, 2017). However, while 

organisations ultimately learn via their members, it would be a misinterpretation to conclude that 

organisational learning simply represents the cumulative result of its individual members' learning.  

 
As Hedberg (1981) states “[…] organisations do not have brains, but they have cognitive systems and 

memories. As individuals develop their personalities, personal habits, and beliefs over time, 

organisations develop world views and ideologies. Members come and go, and leadership changes, 

but organisations' memories preserve certain behaviours, mental maps, norms, and values over time” 

(1981:6). Hence, organisational learning occurs when individual (and group) learning is established 

within the organisation, and knowledge is codified (Zollo & Winter, 2002) in non-human storages 

such as routines, structures, systems, culture and strategy (Nelson & Winter, 1982; Crossan et al., 

1999; Easterby-‐‑Smith, 2011). It may thus be defined as “[…] the process of change in individual and 

shared thought and action, which is affected by, and embedded in the institutions of the organisation” 

(Easterby-Smith, 2011:155). Organisational learning thus comprises the knowledge stored in 

individuals and groups (Easterby-‐‑Smith, 2011), and can be related to four dynamic micro-processes 

detailed in the coming section.   

 
4.3.1 The Dynamic Processes of Organisational Learning  

Crossan et al. (1999) conceptualises organisational learning as a multi-level dynamic process 

spanning the individual, group and organisational levels, and containing related (sub)processes of 

learning known as the ‘4I’s’, namely: intuiting, interpreting, integrating, and institutionalising. At 

the individual level, intuiting marks the beginning of a feed-forward flow concerning assimilation of 

novel knowledge to group and organisational levels through accessible and understandable 

articulation (Zollo & Winter, 2002). In the opposite direction, a feedback flow takes place, in which 

institutionalised rules and procedures are disseminated to the group and individual level. This is 

illustrated in Figure 4.1 and elaborated further below.  
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Figure 4.1: The Dynamic Process of Organisational Learning  
Based on Crossan et al. (1999); Crossan & Bedrow (2003) 
 
 
The initial process of intuiting refers to a unique individual process of preconscious recognition of a 

pattern and/or possibility inherent in a personal stream of experience. The process of interpreting 

involves development of models for understanding, bringing out meaning, and developing shared 

mental models (Crossan & Bedrow, 2003; Vera et al., 2011). Interpreting follows intuiting and 

commences as a preverbal individual process moving towards a verbal group process, in which ideas 

are formed, articulated and discussed. Interpretation thus leads to updated mental models (i.e. 

frameworks or knowledge structures to help organise information) at both the individual and group 

level (Schein, 1993). Next, integrating represents a collective process, where shared understanding 

is translated into coordinated action, as for instance execution of a new product or process-related 

idea (Jenkin, 2013). Finally, institutionalising, takes place at the aggregated, organisational level 

when learning is embedded into systems and structures. Hence, this is where a collective mindset 

arises (Crossan et al., 1999), and the routinised action that guides organisational action, is created 

(Crossan & Berdrow, 2003; Figure 4.1).  
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While individuals learn through experimentation, practices and everyday work tasks (Campell & 

Armstrong, 2013), it is suggested that organisations learn through integration and institutionalisation 

of these individuals’ learning (Crossan et al., 1999). This takes place as their individual learning 

outcomes are crystallised into organisational routines and values, that in turn constitute the 

organisational learning (Zollo & Winter, 2002). Thus, from this point of view, organisational learning 

processes depend on individual acquisition of novel knowledge and/or information through the 

processes of intuiting and interpreting external stimuli (Argyris, 1999; Simon, 1991). Individuals 

may therefore be considered key agents in collecting, interpreting, spreading, storing, and retrieving 

information within organisations, and accordingly for organisational learning to occur in the first 

place.  

 
The abovementioned feed-forward and feedback flows propose that organisational learning is a 

bidirectional process. This implies that individual cognition and learning influences collective 

learning at the organisational level, which in turn effects individual cognition, perception and 

consequently behaviour (Crossan & Berdrow, 2003). While the feedback flow ensures efficient 

utilisation of already learned practices, feed forward flows guarantee continuous questioning and 

experimentation, in turn leading to renewal of organisational learning. Crossan & Berdrow (2003) 

claim that exactly management of the tension amid the flows, is what enables the organisation to 

refine and improve already learned processes, while simultaneously institutionalising new knowledge 

and learned practices to deploy innovation (Crossan & Berdrow, 2003; Brix, 2017; Brix & Peters, 

2015). However, in this regard Crossan et al. (1999) states that “[…] it is very difficult to change 

institutionalised learning prevalent at the organisation level” (1999:534), implying that the 

organisational learning process is bounded by certain limitations. These are examined in chapter 5.0 

Impediments to Learning. 

 
Conclusively, organisational learning may be interpreted as a process enabling collaboration between 

organisational actors to improve overall performance in e.g. effectiveness, efficiency and new product 

development (Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2014). This process takes place, not only across different 

entities as detailed above, but also at distinctive levels of complexity and outcome, which is discussed 

accordingly.   
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4.4 The Levels of Organisational Learning  

According to Argyris (1991:4), learning is often defined too narrowly as mere ‘problem solving’ with 

an outward focus of identification and correction of errors in the external environment. While 

problem solving is important, the very way an organisation goes about defining and solving problems 

can also be a source of problem itself. To preserve ongoing learning and strategic renewal, 

management and employees must also look inward and reflect critically on their own behaviour and 

learned practices (e.g. Kim, 1993; Crossan et al., 1999). This indicates that learning takes place not 

just through the aforementioned processes of the 4I’s, but also at different levels of complexity and 

outcome. These respective levels are conceptualised as single-loop and double-loop learning (Argyris 

& Schön, 1974; Argyris, 1991) and will be examined accordingly. 

 
4.4.1 Single Loop Learning & Double Loop Learning  

Argyris & Schön (1978), who draw on Bateson’s (1972) research, conceive learning as involving 

detection and correction of error. Whenever something goes wrong, an initial port of call for many 

organisations would be to look for another strategy that will address and work within the governing 

variables. Thus, given or chosen plans, rules, values and goals are operationalised rather than 

questioned. This is single-loop learning (Argyris & Schön, 1978; Argyris, 1991). The emphasis here 

is on making techniques more efficient by correcting errors and make changes to routine behaviours, 

allowing the organisation to continue along its current course of action (Usher & Bryant, 1989:87).  

 
Individuals react to changes in their internal and external environments, hitherto the only learning 

that takes place within the organisation is consistent with what is already known, implying that any 

occurring renewal is within its existing norms (Ambrosini et al., 2009:12). Any reflection is directed 

toward making the existing strategy more effective, thus, leaving underlying assumptions unaltered, 

implying that their root causes are neither challenged nor revised (Argyris & Schön, 1996). Related 

to the dynamic capabilities view I perceive, single-loop learning to resemble the maintenance or 

improvement of existing operational capabilities that, as established in section 2.3.3 Operational 

Capabilities vs. Dynamic Capabilities, are underpinned by collections of routines. In general, it will 

suffice for the most routine learning requirements causing the organisation to be attentive towards 

how to perform a particular activity most efficiently (Butler, 1995). However, some errors might not 

be perceived as errors by the organisation and will accordingly not be corrected through single-loop 

learning, as it leaves out the inquiry into whether the present activity is the right one to perform 

(Mintzberg et al., 2009).  
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Figure 4.2: Single-Loop Learning and Double-Loop Learning 
Based on Argyris & Schön (1978; 1996) and Mintzberg et al. (2009) 
 

In contrast, as illustrated in above Figure 4.2, double-loop learning refrains from solely improving 

efficiency to focus on effectiveness by challenging status quo (i.e. techniques, current goals, values, 

strategies etc.). This indicates a shift from result orientation and compliance with deliberate plans, to 

merely deciding whether the course of action is right (Argyris & Schön, 1996). As individuals 

recognise that they “[…] cannot correct [an identified error] by doing better what they already know 

how to do” (Argyris & Schön, 1978:22), double-loop learning enables the organisation to reflect on 

the alignment between existing operational capabilities and the external environment (Ambrosini et 

al., 2009). Related to the dynamic capability view, I contend that double-loop learning processes are 

essential for the organisation to be able to form dynamic capabilities and attain strategic renewal 

through reconfiguration of its existing operational capabilities. This, as it enables the organisation 

to identify and target potential capability gaps as addressed in chapter 3.0 Strategic Renewal. Since 

efficient operational capabilities with single-loop learning constitutes the foundation for being able 

to perform day-to-day activities, these must however be a prerequisite for the development of dynamic 

capabilities (through double-loop learning), indicating this only takes place when single-loop 

learning is activated.  
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4.4.2 Organisational Ambidexterity: A Tension Between Exploitation & Exploration  

Besides of being a dynamic process occurring over timer and across levels, organisational learning 

creates a tension between exploiting what has already been learned, and assimilating new knowledge 

(e.g. Crossan et al., 1999; Crossan & Bedrow, 2003). The terms exploitation and exploration were 

originally forwarded by March (1991), who distinguished between exploitation of old certainties and 

exploration of new possibilities (Brammer, 1998). The ability engage in both activities 

simultaneously is named organisational ambidexterity (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013). 

 
While exploitation refers to refinement and extension of existing products, resources, knowledge and 

competencies, and is associated with incremental changes (March, 1991:5; Benner & Tushman, 

2003), exploration activities can be captured by terms such as risk taking, experimentation, flexibility 

and innovation (March, 1991). This implies that the learning process of the two distinct activities 

follows two different trajectories, with exploration embarking on a new trajectory and exploitation 

following an existing one (Sinha, 2015). In my opinion, they can thus be related to Argyris & Schön’s 

(1978; 1991) theory of single- and double-loop learning and Crossan et al.’s (1999) feed-forward 

and feedback flows. Where exploitation involves single-loop learning and feedback practices, 

representing refinement and efficiency of an existing operational capability (e.g. a technology), 

exploration, encompasses double-loop learning and feed-forward flows in its drive to assimilate new 

knowledge and change status quo,  

 
Exploration and exploitation have different characteristics in terms of potential return, risk and time 

horizon. In the case of exploration, returns are distant in time and thus less certain, whereas 

exploitation yield more certain returns within a shorter span of time, providing the organisation with 

a foundation for continuing operation (Sinha, 2015). Thus, to achieve long-term organisational 

success, pursuing both types of learning activities is essential, as a one-sided focus will lead to a 

suboptimal equilibrium impacting the survival and sustainability of the organisation. Hence, 

organisational ambidexterity may be seen as a facilitator of capability creation, holding the potential 

to offer a competitive advantage to the organisation, but not as a direct source of advantage itself. 

Taking the characteristics of dynamic capabilities from chapter 2.0 Theoretical Conceptualisation 

into consideration, this indicates that organisational ambidexterity may be a dynamic capability. It 

would thus be interesting to compare theories of organisational ambidexterity with Teece’s (2007) 

micro-foundations (i.e. sensing and seizing), to disclose whether this is the case. However, a deeper 

analysis into this field is beyond the scope of this thesis.  
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4.5 Organisational Learning as the Principal Means to Achieve Strategic Renewal    

In chapter 3.0 Strategic Renewal, learning was identified as the principal means by which an 

organisation attains strategic renewal from a dynamic capability perspective. Renewal inflicts a need 

for learning, and in the above it has been contended that organisational learning occurs at two levels, 

respectively single- and double loop, and in order to attain the latter an integration of the two is 

required (Argyris & Schön, 1978; Argyris, 1991). While the organisational ability to process 

information imposed by the environment constitutes an important approach to interpret certain 

aspects of organisational activities, this view on attainment of renewal appears rather adaptive. In 

section 2.3.2 Resources, Competencies (Routines) & Capabilities, it was established that knowledge 

is recognised as the foundation of competence, and consequently the key determinant for capability 

building and competitiveness (Teece, 2007). Thus, in order to build an active and dynamic 

comprehension of the organisation, its interaction with the environment together with the means by 

which it creates and distributes information and knowledge seems more important (Nonaka, 

1994:14).  

 
Consequently, in the coming sections, I aim at altering the tendency of parallel development of the 

two fields (i.e. organisational learning and knowledge creation, see e.g. Argote, 2012; Crossan & 

Berdrow, 2003). This by incorporating theories of knowledge creation in relation to organisational 

learning, as I consider a potential for cross-fertilisation, in turn enhancing the prevailing 

understanding of how innovation and renewal emerges. To my knowledge, the strand of research on 

dynamic capabilities does not explicitly consider how knowledge (and thus ultimately competence) is 

created. Therefore, I contend that an explicit incorporation of this process will contribute to new 

insights for research and practice. Accordingly, the following section will draw on Nonaka & 

Takeuchi’s (1995) knowledge creation framework, elaborating on how individual knowledge is 

amplified and developed within the organisation.  

 

4.6 The Creation of Organisational Knowledge  

Prior to delving into a discussion of knowledge creation, I believe it is essential to briefly define 

knowledge as a construct. According to Nonaka (1994) knowledge is the “[…] justified true belief” 

(1994:15) that enables the organisational capacity for effective action. Knowledge can exist on 

respectively an individual- and a collective (i.e. organisational) level and be divided into tacit and 

explicit dimensions (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). The tacit dimension refers to intangible and 
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informal knowledge deeply rooted in individual contextual action, experience and feelings. It is 

connected to senses, intuition and implicit rules of thumb, and involves a cognitive element of the 

individual’s interpretations of reality, hindering it from being easily formalised and articulated 

(Nonaka et al., 2006). The explicit dimension, in contrast, represents the tangible knowledge we are 

aware of and capable of codifying and transferring to other individuals through formal language 

(Nonaka, 1994:16). This can for instance be knowledge products (e.g. databases, manuals, patents), 

institutional communications, or practices based on formal meetings.  

 
Like individual knowledge, collective knowledge can be in tacit form, as the individual members 

make up the mindset of the organisation. Consequently, organisational knowledge creation can be 

defined as the act of making knowledge created by individuals available, amplifying it in social 

contexts, and selectively connecting it to the organisation’s existing knowledge (Nonaka & Von 

Krogh, 2009). Fiol & Lyles (1985) stresses that collective knowledge is more than simply the sum of 

individual knowledge, similar to Hedberg’s (1981) aforementioned postulation regarding 

organisational learning.  

 
In general, it appears there are two fundamental opposing approaches to knowledge creation: an 

externally oriented and an internally oriented (Nonaka, 1994; Brammer, 1998). The external approach 

can be illustrated by Simon’s (1945) information-processing approach, considering how 

organisations efficiently can deal with information and decisions in an uncertain environment. This 

paradigm suggests that the solution lies in the ‘input-process-output’ sequence of information 

processing, that is viewed as a problem-solving activity privileging what is given to the organisation, 

without due consideration of what is created by it (Simon, 1945; Nonaka, 1994:14). As such, its focus 

is the exact opposite of the strand of research from which the dynamic capability view has emerged, 

that, as per the above chapters, asserts competitiveness as being endogenously determined. The 

information-processing approach has been widely criticised by, among others, Nonaka (1994) who 

argues that “For example, innovation, which is a key form of organisational knowledge creation, 

cannot be explained sufficiently in terms of information processing or problem solving. Innovation 

can be better understood as a process in which the organisation creates and defines problems and then 

actively develops new knowledge to solve them” (1994:14).  
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The internally oriented approach is developed by Nonaka & Takeuchi (1994; 1995). In contrast to 

the above, it is more in line with the beliefs of the dynamic capability view, as it identifies knowledge 

as the foundation of competitiveness (Nonaka, 1994), and manifests a proactive focus its creation 

(Brammer, 1998). Nonaka & Takeuchi (1994; 1995) contend that knowledge creation is an internal 

organisational process of socialisation through which knowledge is created inside out to reframe both 

problems and solutions, in turn holding the potential to reshape the external environment. As such, 

this complies with the dynamic capability view’s conceptualisation of the organisation by assuming 

a more dynamic view than the information-processing approach. Yet, I believe, that Nonaka & 

Takeuchi’s (1995) elaboration on knowledge creation would constitute a beneficial contribution to 

enhance the applicability of the dynamic capability view. In relation to this, I find it relevant to stress 

that new knowledge not always is created internally, but obviously also can be acquired externally 

through mergers and acquisitions, joint ventures etc. Though it would be relevant to examine how 

this would affect organisational learning processes, it is beyond the scope of this thesis.      

 
Consequently, in the following section, Nonaka & Takeuchi’s (1995) internal approach to knowledge 

creation will be presented and discussed. Here after the conceptualisation of knowledge creation is 

related to the notions of organisational learning and dynamic capabilities, with the aim of suggesting 

a new conception of organisational learning as the means to attain strategic renewal.   

 
4.6.1 The Conversion Modes of Knowledge Creation  

In their book, “The Knowledge Creating Company”, Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995) explain how 

Japanese companies in the 80s innovated by interacting the explicit and tacit knowledge. They 

distinguish between two dimensions of knowledge creation: an ontological and epistemological 

dimension. Where the ontological dimension refers to the level of entities creating knowledge (i.e. 

individual, group, organisational, and inter-organisational), the epistemological dimension concerns 

the distinction between tacit and explicit knowledge (Polanyi, 1966). In regard to the latter, Nonaka 

& Takeuchi (1995) emphasise the interaction between tacit and explicit knowledge (i.e. from tacit to 

explicit, and from explicit to tacit) as constituting the core, rather than just the transformation from 

tacit to explicit knowledge as emphasised by scholars within both dynamic capability theory (see e.g. 

Teece, 2007:1322-1323) and knowledge management (e.g. Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Zollo & 

Winter, 2002). This interaction is referred to as knowledge conversion, and it is regarded as a social 

process between individuals through which knowledge is created and developed.  
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Figure 4.3 The Conversion Modes of Knowledge Creation 
Based Nonaka & Takeuchi (1994; 1995) 
 
 
The above Figure 4.3 depicts the four conversion modes generated by the switching process from 

one type of knowledge to another (Nonaka, 1994), namely:  

 
1.   Socialisation (tacit → tacit knowledge) 

2.   Externalisation (tacit → explicit knowledge) 

3.   Combination (explicit → explicit knowledge) 

4.   Internalisation (explicit →  tacit knowledge) 

 
Initially, the socialisation mode is capturing knowledge exchange at the interpersonal level. Here, 

tacit knowledge is created and converted when individuals interact with the environment, and share 

experiences through observation, imitation and practice in day-by-day social interaction (Nonaka, 

1994:19). In the interaction with the environment (be it internal or external), individuals gather 

relevant tacit knowledge and synthesise it relative to their intuitive judgement based on their past 

experiences, existing beliefs, sense of purpose and specific context (Polanyi, 1966; Nonaka, 1994). 

This tacit knowledge is then converted into explicit knowledge through the mode of externalisation, 

that is knowledge exchange at the group level. By use of e.g. dialogue, abstraction or symbolisation, 

organisational members engender a shared language that gives meaning to their actions, in turn 

making tacit knowledge codifiable (Zollo & Winter, 2002). In order for this mode to succeed (i.e. 

enable meta-level learning), knowledge must be dis-embedded through a reflection-on-action 

process, inserting distance between the object and the subject (Gherardi, 2000).   

 



  

   65 

The third mode, combination, refers to the process where this new explicit knowledge is merged with 

existing, explicit intra- or interorganisational knowledge between repertoires (i.e. individuals, 

databases) to form more complex and systematic explicit knowledge (Farnese et al., 2019). This mode 

thus captures knowledge exchange at the organisational level. Finally, the explicit knowledge is 

absorbed and becomes tacit at the inter-organisational level through the last mode of internalisation, 

as the articulated narratives are put into practice through trial-and-error (i.e. learning-by-doing) 

processes at the individual level. This leads to formal knowledge being connected to personal 

experiences to subsequently be transferred and used in practical situations, in turn becoming the 

foundation for renewed routines. As such, it allows individuals to integrate new knowledge within 

their own mental models, in turn enriching their professional know-how, paving the way to new tacit 

knowledge creation. This new internalised knowledge is then re-circulated in the spiral of knowledge 

(depicted in below Figure 4.4), initiating further conversion of knowledge (e.g. Nonaka & Takeuchi, 

1994; 1995, Farnese et al., 2019).  

 
While each of the four modalities are capable of creating knowledge independently, Nonaka & 

Takeuchi’s (1995) focus on the holistic processes that, through knowledge conversion from one type 

to another, generate a new quality of knowledge. This is based on their previously stated assumption, 

that creation of novel knowledge presumes knowledge conversion (i.e. interaction between tacit and 

explicit knowledge). Hence, if the socialisation mode stands alone, tacit knowledge will most likely 

not be shared and applied beyond the specific context in which it was created. Likewise, an isolated 

mode of combination might infer that individual members of the organisation gain an incorrect 

understanding of the existing knowledge, entailed by a lack of engagement and ignorance of personal 

meaning (Nonaka, 1994). Accordingly, Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995) assert that organisational 

knowledge is created when the four modalities are managed as a continual cycle of shifts between 

the different modalities of knowledge conversion. This gives rise to spiral conversion processes 

illustrated in Figure 4.4 below, depicting the SECI (i.e. Socialisation–Externalisation–Combination–

Internalisation) spiral of knowledge creation (Nonaka & Takeuchi’s, 1994; 1995).  
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4.6.1 The SECI Spiral of Knowledge Creation   

Whereas the above conversion modes of knowledge creation anticipate the aforementioned 

epistemological dimension (i.e. distinction between tacit and explicit knowledge), below Figure 4.4 

includes the ontological dimension as well (i.e. level of entities creating knowledge).  
 

 
 
Figure 4.4 The SECI Spiral of Knowledge Creation   
Based Nonaka & Takeuchi (1994; 1995) 
 
The combined figure visualises how the dynamic and continuous interaction between epistemological 

and ontological dimensions of knowledge gives rise to spiral conversion processes. It further 

illustrates how organisational knowledge creation presumes individual knowledge, and how the 

organisation is assigned a role of amplifying and crystallising this individual level knowledge through 

knowledge conversion at still higher ontological levels (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).  

 
In section 3.4.1 Organisational Learning as the Means to Attain (Endogenous) Innovation, I 

concluded that imitation and extrapolation of knowledge cannot alone suffice for innovation. 

Innovativeness comprise a considerable element of learning through experimentation as well as 

identification and correction of error (Levitt & March, 1988; Brammer, 1998). This point is in 

accordance with my arguments from the analysing discussion on the levels of learning from this 

present chapter (Argyris & Schön, 1978; 1996; March, 1991). It can thus be inferred that innovative 

processes are stimulated better under organic and emergent, rather than deliberate approaches. This 
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favours not only emergent strategies as supporting innovation, but also indicates that knowledge 

creation may constitute the means to attain endogenous innovation, since it encompasses the essential 

element of trial-and-error within the internalisation conversion modality. This postulation will be 

discussed accordingly and related to the conceptualisation of strategic renewal through the lens of 

dynamic capabilities.   

 
4.7 Knowledge Creation, Organisational Learning & Strategic Renewal  

Throughout chapter 3.0 Strategic Renewal, it was argued that the dynamic capability perspective, by 

regarding strategic renewal as a process of adaptation to exogeneous innovation, assigns a rather 

passive role to the organisation. With that being the case, the conception of organisational learning 

need not involve the notion of knowledge creation, as this solely requires that the organisation learns 

how to adapt to external circumstances. However, this does not correspond to the reality and points 

back to the aforementioned critique by Foss (1997), concerning the resource-based paradigms general 

lack of approaches to resource creation. As argued in the above section, I do however believe that 

knowledge creation per se is implicitly incorporated into the dynamic capability view (see e.g. Teece, 

2007:1322, 1343). It would, nevertheless, be beneficial to make this incorporation more explicit to 

encounter this shortcoming of the theory.  

 
Additionally, it was induced that the adaptation to exogeneous innovation inflicts a gap between the 

organisation’s existing and desired capability configurations. Through the analysing discussion in 

section 3.4 Strategic Renewal Through the Lens of Dynamic Capabilities, learning was identified as 

the principal means through which to fill this gap by capability addressing (Lavie, 2006). While I 

consider this to be sufficient in explaining the attainment of exogeneous innovation, it does simply 

not suffice for the impact of strategic renewal on attainment endogenous innovation. Thus, by 

explicitly incorporating Nonaka & Takeuchi’s (1995) theory of knowledge creation into the notion of 

learning in the dynamic capability view, I believe it will encapsulate approaches to both exogeneous 

and endogenous innovation and thus to resource creation as requested by Foss (1997).  

 
In order to sustain competitiveness, organisations should engage in both adaptation to exogenous 

innovation and creation of endogenous innovation concurrently. This implies simultaneous 

persuasion and balancing of exploration and exploitation (i.e. organisational ambidexterity) (Duncan, 

1976; Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996; Colbert, 2004). In this regard, I content that exploitation activities 

will address the survival needs of the organisation through capability maintenance and leverage, 
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allowing the organisation to stay ahead of current competition. Exploration activities, on the other 

hand, hold the potential to enable capability creation, in turn allowing the organisation to manage 

future competition and realise strategic goals (Sinha, 2015). Hence, the aforementioned tension lies 

in managing the conflicting demands of these dual strategic foci requiring different resource and 

outcomes.  

 
In conclusion, single-loop learning processes are continuously required for organisations, as they 

constitute the foundation for begin able to efficiently perform operational capabilities (i.e. day-to-

day activities). While creation of new knowledge might not be required for exploitation with single-

loop learning, exploration of novel activities may require creation of knowledge. Some exploration 

activities might take form as adaptation to exogeneous innovation, and in such cases double-loop 

learning may suffice. However, in order for the organisation to generate (endogenous) innovation, 

new knowledge creation is a prerequisite. Consequently, the organisation should not only manage 

the ambidextrous tension of exploration/exploitation activities, but also pursue a balanced trade-off 

between double-loop learning and knowledge creation. I believe that an inclusion of this proposition 

will help elaborate and refine the dynamic capability view with regard to attainment of both 

exogeneous and endogenous innovation as a vital parameter in achieving strategic renewal and 

sustaining competitive advantage.  

 
4.8 Concluding Remarks  

This chapter aimed at investigating the process of organisational learning with regard to strategic 

renewal, to disclose whether it constitutes the means to both emergent and deliberate strategies. It 

was initially established that organisational learning is a multi-level dynamic processes taking place, 

not only across different entities, but also at distinct levels of complexity and outcome referred to as 

single-loop and double-loop learning. Where the former embodies mere problem-solving, improving 

the system as it exists, the latter challenges status quo by enabling the organisation to reflect on 

whether the course of action is right. These levels of learning were initially compared to the dynamic 

capability view. From this, it was contended that while single-loop learning resembles the 

maintenance and improvement of existing operational capabilities, double-loop learning processes 

are essential as they enable dynamic capabilities to attain strategic renewal through reconfiguration 

of its existing configurations. In this respect, it was moreover constituted that double-loop learning 

only takes place when single-loop learning is activated.  
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It was subsequently suggested, that this perspective on learning corresponds, not only with 

organisational ambidexterity, but likewise with Crossan & Berdrow’s (2003) feed-forward and 

feedback flows. Hence, I submitted that the organisation should pursue to manage the tension amid 

exploitation (and feedback practices) resembling single-loop learning, and exploration (and feed-

forward flows) resembling double-loop learning.  

 

Learning constitutes a relatively permanent change in the state of knowledge, that ultimately 

originates within the individual members, whom the organisation learns through. Whether or not this 

individual knowledge is developed further, depends on the organisational ambidexterity (i.e. the 

organisational ability to manage the tension amid exploitation and exploration). This is due to the fact 

that tacit knowledge that resides within the individual member, is of little, if any, value to the 

organisation. It must therefore make sure that the respective member is both incited and able to 

convert it into explicit knowledge, allowing it to be shared within the firm. This implies that, if the 

knowledge is to result in innovation, it must offset the knowledge spiral. Through the modes of 

externalisation and combination, the explicit knowledge is absorbed and becomes tacit at the inter-

organisational level. This takes place through the last mode of internalisation, as the articulated 

narratives are put into practice through learning-by-doing at the individual level. Based on this, it was 

contended that emergent strategies promote innovation, but also that knowledge creation may 

constitute the means to attain endogenous innovation through trial-and-error in the internalisation 

conversion modality.  

 
It is therefore concluded, that organisation learning constitutes the principal means to achieve 

strategic renewal provided the process knowledge creation is incorporated into the theory. To allow 

for both adaptation to exogeneous innovation and creation of endogenous innovation, strategies 

should therefore be both deliberate and emergent. While individuals learn through trial-and-error, 

experimentation and action, organisations learn through codification of this individual learning 

(Crossan & Berdrow, 2003). Learning is related to dynamic capabilities in that it constitutes an 

accumulation of knowledge that is the foundation of competence (i.e. operational capabilities). 

Learning thus hold the potential to both enhance and destroy existing competence, if new knowledge 

for instance encloses a recognition that an existing competence is rendered obsolete. This indicates 

that learning processes are subject to certain limitations. These will be examined in the forthcoming 

chapter, along with a brief discussion of their implications for sustaining competitive advantage.  
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5.0 Impediments to Learning  
The previous chapter established organisational learning, as conceptualised by the dynamic 

capability view, as the means to attain strategic renewal, provided its conceptualisation explicitly 

includes the notion of knowledge creation. This, however, without considerations as to the boundaries 

of learning. Henceforth, this chapter initially elaborates on path dependency, followed by a 

discussion of how this may constrain organisational learning through routines and unlearning. 

Hereafter, the notion of competitive advantage is introduced, to finally allow for a concise discussion 

of the implications that the prevalent impediments to learning entail for sustainability hereof. 

 
5.1 Introductory Remarks  

In the previous chapter 4.0 Organisational Learning, it was established that learning does constitute 

the means to attain strategic renewal, provided the process of knowledge creation is explicitly 

incorporated into its conceptualisation. This, however, does not entail that any kind of strategic 

renewal is attainable through the process of learning.  

 

As established in chapter 2.0 Theoretical Conceptualisation, both the resource-based- and the 

dynamic capability view, consider organisations as path-dependent entities (Penrose, 1965; Teece, 

2007). This suggests that learning processes are prone to certain limitations, since the organisational 

repertoire of routines and sunk costs in previous investments, ceteris paribus, constrain its future 

opportunities and behaviour.  

 
Moreover, chapter 3.0 Strategic Renewal stressed Nelson & Winter’s (1977) assertion that change 

involves both reinforcement and destruction of at least part of the progress made along a natural 

trajectory. Since learning, as established in chapter 4.0 Organisational Learning, involves a change 

in the state of knowledge, it must similarly comprise an element of destruction. This complies with 

the concluding remark from chapter 2.0 Theoretical Conceptualisation, that existing knowledge, due 

to e.g. changing circumstances, eventually is rendered obsolete, generating a need for discarding of 

old knowledge, referred to as unlearning.  

 
Consequently, the forthcoming sections will briefly touch upon these primary aspects impeding 

organisational learning, and subsequently discuss their implications for sustaining competitive 

advantage. Initially, the dynamic capability view’s conception of path dependency is briefly 

examined, followed by an elaboration of respectively routines and unlearning, and the limitations 
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they impose on the means to attain strategic renewal. Hereafter, the term sustainable competitive 

advantage is detailed, to finally allow for a brief discussion on what implications the prevalent 

learning constraints entail for sustainability of competitive advantage for the contemporary 

organisation.  

 
5.2 Organisational Path-Dependency 

As cited in section 2.3.3 Operational Capabilities vs Dynamic Capabilities, Teece et al. (1997) 

initially defined dynamic capabilities as “[…] organisational processes, that are […] shaped by a 

firm’s assets (positions) and its evolutionary path” (1997:524). Shaped by prior decisions (e.g. 

historical conditions, previous investments) and current capability configurations, dynamic 

capabilities are perceived to be essentially path dependent (e.g. Dierickx & Cool, 1989; Eisenhardt 

& Martin, 2000; Zollo & Winter, 2002).  

 
In chapter 3.0 Strategic Renewal, it was established that exactly path-dependency, in the shape of 

pre-change capability configurations, impact the organisational capacity to narrow the capability gap 

(Lavie, 2006), and thus the ability to achieve strategic objectives. While path-dependently constructed 

dynamic capabilities hold the promise to (potentially) lead to sustainable competitive advantage due 

to idiosyncrasy (Collis, 1994; Teece, 2007), the self-same path dependence may lead the organisation 

in situations of lock-in. When the external circumstances change, and the ‘misfit’ between internal 

capabilities and environmental conditions widens, path dependence may lead to cognitive blindness 

to promising alternatives, causing the organisation to repeatedly commit to underperforming 

strategies (Noda & Collis, 2001; Tripsas & Gavetti, 2000). This will in turn prevent it from seizing 

more favourable opportunities, and consequently undertake inappropriate, if any, reconfiguration 

activities. Hence, it is suggested that path-dependency impose a sequential logic to the 

implementation of Teece’s (2007) micro-foundations of dynamic capabilities outlined in section 2.3.4 

Strategic Intent. The capability to seize new opportunities is, for instance, only relevant if the sensing 

capability has been in place to recognise upcoming trends and their associated threats, which in turn 

affect the reconfiguration of current capabilities.  

 

Levinthal & March (1993) argue that path-dependence results in organisations becoming increasingly 

myopic in their search for novel ways of recombining existing resources and building new ones. This 

implies that management tends to ‘sense’ close-in before moving into uncharted terrains (Cyert & 

March, 1963; Teece, 2007). However, as established in section 1.1 Background & Motivation, 
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today’s competitive landscape is characterised by expanding scopes of businesses (Gupta, 2018; 

Teece et al., 2019). Both competition and industry boundaries are defined ever more broadly, 

implying that opportunities for growth are scarce and highly competitive. This entails that close-in 

opportunities are exhausted rapidly, which requires the organisations to sense the environment further 

from their existing operations to identify new growth opportunities (Wu et al., 2019).  

 
Hence, path-dependency may constrain the organisations future progress and novel learning, in that 

existing routines and competencies may be difficult to unlearn. Consequently, the coming sections 

examine the path-dependent conceptions of organisational routines and unlearning, to finally allow 

for a concise discussion of their implications for sustaining competitive advantage.  

 
5.2.1 Routines: The Organisational Memory   

In chapter 2.0 Theoretical Conceptualisation, it was established that dynamic capabilities are 

underpinned by collections of organisational routines (Dosi et al., 2000; Winter, 2003). Routines 

comprise the “[…] repetitive, recognisable patterns of interdependent actions, carried out by multiple 

actors” (Feldman & Pentland, 2003:95). In encoding and storing knowledge and capabilities, they are 

claimed to constitute the memory of the organisation (Huber, 1991), thus encompassing a key 

component in organisational learning (e.g. March, 2003; Levitt & March, 1988; Argote, 1999). This 

suggests that previously deployed routines may, at least partly, determine future organisational 

behaviour, in turn reaffirming my point from section 3.4.3 Discussion & Critique of Lavie’s (2006) 

Capability Reconfiguration Mechanisms, that the impact of managerial cognition in the deliberate 

choice of reconfiguration mechanism to some degree is limited by the organisation’s current 

(routinised) operations. In functioning as a durable storage for tacit knowledge, routines increase 

organisational efficiency (Penrose, 1959), by lowering expenditures related to knowledge processing 

and codification activities.  

 
Chapter 3.0 Strategic Renewal advocated organisational routines as sources of endogenous change 

and renewal, ‘drifting’ over time, even without exogenous change interventions (Feldmann, 2000). 

However, their paradoxical nature as a source of both stability and change, implies that routines also 

may impede learning at the organisational level (Schmitt et al., 2016). Once the organisation gains 

experience with, and institutionalises, a particular task or decision into its repertoire of routines, it is 

more likely to repeat this activity. While enablement of repeatable and reliable performance of 

organisational activities breeds stability, such reproducibility, or continuity, may generate strong 
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inertial forces (Amburgey et al., 1993), supporting the claim from chapter 4.0 Organisational 

Learning, that it is hard to change prevailing institutionalised learning (Crossan et al., 1999). This 

situation is referred to as a competence trap, where the existing repertoire of routines inhibit full 

comprehension of environmental changes, in turn impeding the organisation from acting upon them. 

Related to the findings from chapter 4.0 Organisational Learning, competency traps are considered 

to occur when exploitation activities are favoured at the cost exploration.  

 
Competence traps are often encountered as a consequence of success. Successful organisations may 

end up with rigid corporate cultures and deeply embedded assumptions about how they operate, in 

turn blinding them to the potential of future innovations (Leonard-Barton, 1992; Levinthal & March, 

1993; Teece et al., 2019). Exogeneous events may compel an organisation to change its aims and 

habits, in turn triggering a break in the, albeit, proven repertoire of routines. In that instance, 

exploitation of sub-optimal routines might impede proper organisational responses to such external 

change.  

 
Levinthal & March (1993) refer to the inappropriate transfer of routines as the myopia of learning. 

This typically takes place when a (perceived) success, leads the organisation to persist in familiar 

patterns of thought and action, beyond situations in which they yield fruitful outcomes (Hedberg, 

1981). This tend to be the case for success gained by exploitation activities. Since they bring short-

term benefits to the organisation, they incline further exploitation. Exploration of new ideas, on the 

other hand, involves high uncertainty and yield no benefits in the short run (Wu et al., 2019), why 

the organisation may be incited to pick the low-hanging fruit. This reaffirms my contention, that 

continuous management of the tension amid exploitation and exploration is crucial. 

 
Accordingly, learned, routinised practices, that reflect prior organisational experiences with a specific 

task or decision (Nelson & Winter, 1982; Cyert & March, 1963), may constrain future behaviour and 

generate inertial decision-making (Szulanski, 1996; Helfat & Peteraf, 2009). Hence, discarding of 

any knowledge and/or learned practice that may qualify for this, is a vital activity for competitiveness 

(Zollo & Winter, 2002). Discarding of learning is referred to as unlearning and will be considered 

accordingly.  
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5.2.2 Organisational Unlearning as a Prerequisite for Learning    

In order to evade the above-mentioned inertial effects, the organisation must discard existing, 

obsolete knowledge and practices that might constrain future behaviour (Schilling & Kluge, 2008). 

This process is labelled unlearning (Huber, 1991), and is, as the pace of environmental change 

continues to accelerate, just as crucial for the ongoing success of organisations as is learning. In 

chapter 4.0 Organisational Learning, it was emphasised that learning is a multi-level process 

occurring over time and across the individual, group and organisational levels (Crossan et al., 1999). 

This is also the case for unlearning (Huber, 1991). However, while it was inferred that learning 

additionally takes place at different levels of complexity and outcomes (i.e. both single and double 

loop learning), unlearning processes must, per definition, imply identification and surfacing of errors 

in existing theories-of-action (Hedberg, 1981; Argyris & Schön, 1996). Hence, it is suggested that 

unlearning solely takes place at the double-loop level. Or, in other words, that double-loop learning 

only occurs when existing theories-of-action (i.e. behaviours exemplified by routines, worldviews 

etc.) have been unlearned to make space for new responses. 

 
Unlearning parallels Schumpeter’s (1934; 1942) notion of creative destruction, elaborated in section 

1.2 Problem Identification. Creative destruction of existing knowledge and learned practices that 

potentially constrain future organisational behaviour, is a prerequisite for strategic renewal future 

competitiveness. It refers to the “discarding of old routines to make way for new ones, if any” (Tsang 

& Zahra, 2008: 1437). Discarding of obsolete knowledge makes capacity for new mental maps and 

ways of doing things (Huber, 1991), and is thus a prerequisite for the learning activities examined in 

chapter 4.0 Organisational Learning to occur, and consequently for strategic renewal to take place. 

 
Based on the above, path dependence may represent a great threat to the organisation if it incapacitates 

a capability configurations dynamic potential. The coming will briefly discuss its implications for 

sustaining competitive advantage, before the thesis finally can be concluded.  
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5.3 Implications for Sustained Competitive Advantage  

As the ‘holy grail’ of business strategy, competitive advantage has been defined in numerous ways 

over the years. One of the most accepted conceptions is forwarded by Kay (1993) that determines 

competitive advantage as “[…] an advantage, one firm has over a competitor or group of competitors 

in a given market, strategic group or industry” (1993:). It depends on the organisation’s strategic fit 

with the external environment (Helfat et Al., 2007), implying that emerging opportunities and threats 

often influence the firm to alter the scope of its strategy and resource deployments to gain competitive 

advantage and increased synergies (Hofer & Schendel, 1978; Rajagopalan & Spreitzer, 1997). 

 
If the value potential of dynamic capabilities is to be unleashed at the competitive level, it requires a dose 

of idiosyncrasy. Teece (2007) claims that dynamic capabilities only can nurture competitive advantage if 

they are hard to codify, transfer, or imitate. In this respect, path-dependent development of capabilities 

along firm-specific trajectories, rooted in contingent historical events, represents a sustained source of 

uniqueness that can prove valuable in the long run. As established in section 1.1 Background & 

Motivation, however, the global business landscape is more dynamic, competitive and complex than 

ever before (e.g., Schmitt et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2015). Shifting environmental conditions makes 

it challenging, if not impossible, to achieve long-term competitive advantage from distinct, static 

capability configurations (McGrath, 2013). This implies that path-dependency may confer an 

advantage to dynamic capabilities, and concurrently represent a threat to the sustainability of that 

same advantage (Tripsas & Gavetti, 2000). 

 

The dynamic capability view extends on this static perspective by providing an explanation of how 

organisations can reconfigure their resources to keep up with external demands (e.g. Schilke, et al. 

2018). If sustainable competitive advantage is impossible by means of static capability 

configurations, the organisation must continuously alter their resource base to create temporary 

periods of competitive advantage, that in aggregation may sustain competitive advantage in the long 

term (McGrath, 2013; Teece, 2007). In this respect, it should be noted that, in order for a competitive 

advantage to classify as sustainable, the organisation must implement a value-creating strategy that 

is not simultaneously being implemented by any, current or potential competitors. Moreover, other 

organisations must be incapable of reproducing the benefits of this particular strategy (Barney, 1991). 

Hence, the notion ‘sustainable’ does not indicate that the competitive advantage will last eternally. 

Rather, it implies that it cannot be competed away by reproduction attempts from competitors.  
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The firm should thus pursue institutionalisation of continuous renewal through organisational 

routines (e.g. routines for search: Helfat, 1998), structure (e.g. business development unit in charge 

of specific renewal activities such as alliances: Dyer et al., 2001), or incentives to continuously 

conduct renewal activities (Argwal & Helfat, 2009). However, too much reliance on well-established 

routines might hamper experimentation and learning, which, as forwarded in chapter 3.0 Strategic 

Renewal, is expected to impede innovation. This will lead to increasingly specialised knowledge 

domains, in turn constraining the ability to create new capabilities (Capron & Mitchell, 2009). This 

suggests that learning, as inherent in capability activities of creation, modification and leverage, is 

the precursor for competitive advantage.  

 
Sustaining competitive advantage thus requires renewal activities to be institutionalised in 

organisational routines for identification of novel opportunities and repeated adaptation of operations, 

and for integration between the two. However, organisations cannot afford to continuously scan their 

environments to identify conditions that require action. As established above, success and 

achievement of objectives reinforce existing behaviour. While opportunities may incite learning in 

the quest to reduce excess capacity, Hamel & Prahalad (1994) forwards the idea of strategy as stretch 

and leverage as a trigger for learning. In line with Lavie’s (2006) reconfiguration mechanism as 

detailed in chapter 3.0 Strategic Renewal, they propose that a stretch between the organisations 

existing resource configurations and its aspirations, will lead to the process of (double-loop) learning 

and knowledge creation (Hamel & Prahalad, 1994). This suggests that there exists a certain limit to 

the range of strategic goals that an organisation successfully can pursue.  

 
 
5.4 Concluding Remarks   

Since the previous chapter 4.0 Organisational Learning indicated that any kind of strategic renewal 

is attainable through the process of learning, this chapter focused on the prevalent impediments to 

learning, and their implications for sustaining competitive advantage. Initially, path-dependency was 

identified as capturing the essence of the constraints on learning activities, in the form of routines that 

might impede the organisations ability to unlearn expired knowledge. It was therefore suggested, that 

the impediments to learning constraints the range of potential strategic goals available to the 

organisation. 
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6.0 Conclusions   
In the preceding chapters, the means to attain strategic renewal have been analysed and discussed, 

along with its implications for sustaining competitive advantage. In this final chapter, conclusions to 

the forwarded research questions will be submitted, followed by an outlining of its scientific 

implications. Lastly, the thesis is criticised and directions for future research are considered.  

 
6.1 Conclusions to Research Questions & Problem Statement  

As forwarded in section 1.3 Problem Statement & Research Questions, I intended to examine 

competitive dynamics from a ‘dynamic capability view’ with emphasis on how strategic renewal is 

attained and competitive advantage sustained through organisational learning. This resulted in the 

overall research target of this thesis being:  

 
To identify and assess the means to achieve strategic renewal and sustain competitive advantage.  

 
This gave rise to three associated research questions that will be answered in the following. Based on 

the deductions from each sub-question, I will subsequently conclude on my primary research target. 

The first research question was:   

 
1. How may strategic renewal be assessed through the lens of dynamic capabilities?  
 
This was investigated in chapter 3.0 Strategic Renewal, that commenced with an examination of the 

two opposing approaches to strategy, namely deliberate and emergent. It was suggested that the 

relative emphasis amid the two extremes fluctuate over time contingent on the circumstances, 

entailing that the organisation continuously should pursue a balanced trade-off. This implies that 

strategy formulation increasingly should be considered a continuous learning process of 

reconciliation of the organisation’s goals and selection of dynamic paths for realising these. Since 

strategic renewal is inherent to the dynamic capability view, it would be expected to promote 

emergent strategies to facilitate continuous learning and strategic flexibility.  

 
However, through a critical examination of the underlying reconfiguration mechanisms, it appears to 

merely assume an adaptive perspective on exogeneous innovation. Consequently, it was concluded 

that the dynamic capability view obeys with the emerging view of innovation as, not just being 

imposed by the environment, but likewise being created from within the organisation. It was finally 

suggested that while learning might constitute the deliberate means to adapt to exogeneous 
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innovation, it might not suffice for the emergent means to create endogenous innovation. This guided 

the second research question: 

 
2. Does organisational learning constitute the means to achieve strategic renewal? 
 
Through a critical examination of selected learning theory, I established that organisational learning 

comprises a multi-level dynamic process, taking place, not only across different entities, but also at 

distinct levels of complexity and outcome. In this regard, I submitted that the organisation should 

pursue to manage the tension amid exploitation, resembling single-loop learning, and exploration, 

resembling double-loop learning.  

 
In this respect, it was contended that organisational ambidexterity does not suffice for the means to 

attain endogenous innovation through exploration activities. Therefore, it was additionally proposed 

that the organisation should pursue a balanced trade-off amid double-loop learning and knowledge 

creation activities, since knowledge constitutes the foundation of competence. 

 
Based on my elaboration of double-loop learning, I asserted that organisational learning does 

constitute the means to achieve strategic renewal provided it explicitly embodies the notion of 

knowledge creation. Yet, this indicates that any type of strategic renewal is attainable through my 

enhanced notion of learning, leading to the third and final research question:  

 
3. What are the primary impediments to organisational learning, and what are their 
implications for (sustaining) competitive advantage?  
 
Chapter 5.0 Impediments to Learning established path-dependency as capturing the essence of the 

primary limitations to organisational learning. It is suggested, that future organisational behaviour 

and progress may be restrained from the inability to unlearn prevailing behaviours as well as 

persistence in existing routines. Based on this, I propose that path-dependencies constrain the scope 

of strategic objectives the organisation successfully may pursue.  
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Based on the above, it is overall concluded that learning does constitute the means to achieve strategic 

renewal, provided that it explicitly embodies the notion of knowledge creation in its 

conceptualisation. While continuous strategic renewal (through learning) is considered a vital activity 

in attaining competitive advantage, it must be evaded of the boundaries of learning. Hence, 

organisations are required, not only to formulate idiosyncratic strategic objectives, but to additionally 

pursue to exploit and explore synergies among their competencies. Only this way will competitive 

advantage classify for sustainability. 

 
6.2 Scientific Conclusion  

Since the above conclusions to the research target and associated questions have come forth in the 

shape of speculative conjectures based on (my) human intellect, they are not scientifically 

substantiated, and can thus solely be regarded working conclusions. As established in section 1.4 

Methodological Considerations, the scope of this thesis was limited to an abductive research approach 

to derive meaning from a new relationship between the known phenomena: dynamic capabilities, 

strategic renewal, organisational learning, knowledge creation and sustained competitive advantage. 

In order to attain scientific knowledge and novel theory, the subsequent steps of deduction and 

induction must be deployed. They constitute subjects that may be taken up in future research, which 

will be discussed in the following section 6.3 Direction for Future Research.   

 
Additionally, it was forwarded that in order to be regarded as valid knowledge and qualify for a 

theory, the research process should derive from a logical line of thought. In this regard, Kirkeby’s 

(2002:124) three criteria for an abductive theorising process to prove logical were detailed. Initially, 

he states that it must be 1) fully conscious, implying a reasoning with certain heuristics. Since this 

thesis forwards suggestions to novel interrelationships between known phenomena, I contend the first 

criterium fulfilled. Likewise, this applies to the third criteria, that it should be 3) effortlessly conveyed 

into common language, as the phenomena already are inherent in existing theory. Finally, the 

theorising process must 2) follow a shape of logical language, which I similarly consider 

accomplished. Throughout this thesis I have, as presented in section 1.5 Structure of Thesis, applied 

a systemised structure. Each chapter opens with a meta paragraph and introductory remarks to inform 

the reader about my reasoning for the upcoming examination. Additionally, each sub-section within 

the chapters is rounded off with a brief transition to the subsequent section, to constantly disclose my 

line of thought. Finally, all chapters are finished with concluding remarks, wherein the last paragraph 

constitutes a transition to the subsequent chapter. 
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As established in section 1.4.2.2 Applied Research Process, the observed phenomena have been 

thoroughly explored within various theoretical orientations. However, to my knowledge, the 

interrelationship between them is new. While I recognise their rationales, I believe that my bridge-

building between the theoretical orientations will enrich the current understanding of how these 

phenomena interact, and particularly how their theoretical linkages can lead to new insights for 

research and practice. Through critical analyses of the applied theories, my proposals come forth as 

suggestions for progress, rather that dismissal, of existing theories. Thus, I consider the thesis at hand 

logically valid as an inaugural abductive reasoning for theoretical development. However, to 

constitute scientific knowledge, my proposals must be formulated into hypothesis and applied in an 

empirical setting. As of now they come forward as nothing, but speculative conjectures based on (my) 

human intellect.  

 
6.3 Direction for Future Research   

As illustrated in Figure 1.1 in section 1.4.2.1 Abductive Methodology, the process of abductive 

reasoning constitutes the inauguration of universal scientific theory development. This implies that, 

in order for my proposed conclusions to be regarded scientific knowledge, they demand formulation 

into hypothesis or propositions that can be empirically tested through deduction and induction. 

Development of empirical measures is the challenge of any conceptual research (Aragon-Correa & 

Sharma, 2003), however I believe this is the next logical step for the ideas set out in this thesis. As 

elaborated in section 2.4.4 Strategic Intent & Consequences, I have deliberately chosen a definition 

of dynamic capabilities that aims to create additional controversies about the difficulty to empirically 

test it ex ante or ex post. I am of the conviction, that this field of study will be subject to further 

research and elaboration, and I therefore hope that the two remining stages of my speculative 

conjectures will be developed going forward. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

   81 

7.0 References  
 
Ackroyd, S. (2004): Methodology for management and organisation studies: some implications of 
critical realism, in: Fleetwood, S. and Ackroyd, S. (eds.) Critical Realist Applications in Organisation 
and Management Studies. London Routledge, pp.137-163. 
 
Alexander, M. (1992): Brief Case: Strategic Fatigue, In Long Range Planning, 25, 119-121.  
 
Amburgey, T. L., Kelly, D., & Barnett, W. P. (1993): Resetting the clock: The dynamics of 
organizational change and failure. Administrative Science Quarterly, 38(1), 51–73.  
 
Amit, R. & Schoemaker, P. (1993): Strategic Assets and Organizational Rent. Strategic 
Management Journal.  
 
Andersen, H. (2002): Videnskabsteori og Metodelære. Bd.1: Introduktion (4. udg. ed.). København: 
Samfundslitteratur. 
 
Andersen, H. (2017): Abduction. In the Cambridge Handbook of Historical Syntax (301- 321). 
Cambridge University Press. 
 
Ambrosini, V., Bowman, C. & Collier, N. (2009): Dynamic Capabilities: An Exploration of How 
Firms Renew Their Resource Base. British Journal of Management 20(s1). 
 
Angwin, D., Paroutis, S. & Connell, R. (2015): Why good things Don’t happen: the micro-
foundations of routines in the M&A process. In Journal of Business Research 68 (2015) 1367-1381. 
 
Annique Un, C. (2019): Innovation in Foreign and Domestic Firms. The Advantage of Foreignness 
in Innovation and the Advantage of Localness in Innovation. Chapter 13 in Routledges Studies in 
Innovation, Organisations and Technology. Strategic Renewal: Core Concepts, Antecedent, and 
Micro Foundations. Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group. Edited by Tuncdogan, A., Lindgreen, A., 
Volberda, H. & van den Bosch, F. 
 
Ansoff, H. I. (1965): Corporate Strategy. McGraw Hill, New York (Ch.1-6)  
 
Ansoff, H. I. (1957): Strategies for Diversification. Harvard Business Review. (Vol. 35 Issue 5, 
Sep/Oct). p113-124 
 
Ansoff, I. (1994): Empirical Support for a Paradigmic Theory of Strategic Success. Behaviors of 
Environment Serving Organisations. In Hussey, D. E. Strategic Management From Theory to 
Implementation, Fourth Edition  
 
Aragon-Correa, J.A. & Sharma, S. (2003): A Contingent Resource-Based View of Proactive 
Environmental Strategy. The Academy of Management Review 28(1):71 
 
Argawal, R. & Helfat, C.E. (2009): Strategic Renewal of Organizations. Organization Science, Vol. 
20, No. 2, March–April 2009, pp. 281–293 
 



  

   82 

Argote (1999): Organizational Learning: Creating, Retaining, and Transferring Knowledge, 
Kluwer, Netherlands. 
 
Argote (2012): Organizational Learning: Creating, Retaining and Transferring Knowledge, 
Springer Science and Business Media, USA. 
 
Argyris, C. (1991): Teaching Smart People How To Learn. In Harvard Business Review, May/June 
 
Argyris, C. (1999): On Organizational Learning. 2nd ed., Blackwell Business, Malden, MA 
 
Argyris, C. & Schön, D.A. (1978): Organizational Learning: A Theory of Action Approach, 
Addision Wesley Reading, MA. 
 
Argyris, C. & Schön, D.A. (1996): Organizational Learning. II: Theory, Method, and Practice. 
Addison-Wesley: Reading, MA 
 
Arndt, F., Pierce, L. & Teece, D. (2017): The Behavioural and Evolutionary Roots of Dynamic 
Capabilities. Industrial and Corporate Change 27(2):Forthcoming 
 
Augier, M. & Teece, D. (2009): Dynamic Capabilities and the Role of Managers in Business 
Strategy and Economic Performance. Organization Science. 20. 410-421 
 
Bain, J. S. (1959): Industrial Organization Effectiveness, US, NY: John Wiley & Sons Ltd  
 
Barney, J. (1991): Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive Advantage. In Journal of 
Management, vol. 17, no.1, p. 99-120. 
 
Barreto, I. (2010): Dynamic Capabilities: A Review of Past Research and an Agenda for the Future. 
Journal of Management, 36(1), 256–280. 
 
Becker, M.C. (2004): Organizational routines: a review of the literature. Industrial and Corporate 
Change, 13(4), 643-677. 
 
Benner, M. & Tushmann, M. L. (2003): Exploitation, Exploration, and Process Management: The 
Productivity Dilemma Revisited. The Academy of Management Review 28(2) 
 
Bergek, A., Berggren, C., Magnusson, T. & Hobday, M. (2013): Technological Discontinuities 
and the Challenge for Incumbent Firms: Destruction, Disruption or Creative Accumulation? 
Research Policy, 42 (6-‐‑7), 1210–1224. 
 
Bracker, J (1980): The Historical Development of the Strategic Management Concept, Academy of 
Management Review vol. 5, no. 2   
 
Brammer, D. K. (1998): An Identification and Assessment of the Means to Attain Strategic Change 
and Sustain Competitive Advantage. Copenhagen Business School Thesis. 
 
Brix, J. (2017): Exploring Knowledge Creation Processes as a Source of Organizational Learning 
A Longitudinal Case Study of a Public Innovation Project. Scandinavian Journal of Management.  



  

   83 

 
Brix, J., Peters, L. S. (2015): Exploring an innovation project as source of change in organization 
design. Journal of Organization Design, 4/1(Special Issue: Organizing for Performance). 
https://doi.org/10.7146/jod.17574 
 
Burgelman, R.A. (1983) A Process Model of Internal Corporate Venturing in the Diversified Major 
Firm. Administrative Science Quarterly, 28, 223-244 
 
Butler (1995): Engaging and confronting the personal responsibility of the learning company 
perspective – adding new skills to old. In Burgoyne, J. (Editor), Toward the Learning Company, UK 
McGraw Hill Book Company Europe (1995). 
 
Campbell T. T., Armstrong, S. J. (2013): A longitudinal study of individual and organisational 
learning. The Learning Organization ISSN: 0969-6474 
 
Capron, L., Mitchell, W. (2009): Selection Capability: How Capability Gaps and Internal Social 
Frictions Affect Internal and External Strategic Renewal. Organization Science 20(2):294-312 
 
Cepeda, G. & Vera, D. (2007): Dynamic capabilities and operational capabilities: a knowledge 
management perspective. Journal of Business Research, 60(5), 426–437. 
 
Coleman, J. (1990): Foundations of social theory. Boston, MA: Harvard University Press 
 
Colbert, b.A. (2004): The Complex Resource-Based View: Implications for Theory and Practice in 
Strategic Human Resource Management. Academy of Management Review, Vol. 29, No. 3 
 
Collis, D. & Montgomery, C. (1997): Corporate Strategy: Resources and the Scope of the Firm. 
Chicago: Irwin. 
 
Collis, D.J. (1994): Research Note: How Valuable are Organizational Capabilities? Strategic 
Management Journal, 15: 143-152. 
 
Crossan, M., & Berdrow, I. (2003): Organizational learning and strategic renewal. Strategic 
Management Journal, 24(11), 1087-1105. 
 
Crossan, M., Lane, H., & White, R. (1999): An Organizational Learning Framework: From 
Intuition to Institution. The Academy of Management Review, 24(3), 522-537. 
 
Cyert, R. M. & March, J. G. (1963): Behavioural Theory of the Firm. Englewood Cliffs, N.J. 
 
D’Aveni, R. (1994): Hypercompetition: Managing the Dynamics of Strategic Manoeuvring, Free 
Press, New York. 
 
Davenport, T., Leibold, M., Voelpel, S. C. (2006): Strategic management in the innovation 
economy. Strategy approaches and tools for dynamic innovation capabilities. Wiley 
 
Davenport, T. & Prusak, L. (1998): Working Knowledge: How Organizations Manage What They 
Know. Harvard Business School Press 



  

   84 

 
Davenport, T. & Prusak, L. (2000): Working knowledge: How organizations manage what they 
know. Ubiquity, 2. 
 
Dierickx, I. & Cool, K. (1989): Asset Stock Accumulation and Sustainability of Competitive 
Advantage. Management Science. 35, 1504-1511  
 
DiStefano, C., Peteraf, M & Verona G. (2010): Dynamic capabilities deconstructed: A 
bibliographic investigation into the origins, development, and future directions of the research 
domain. Industrial and Corporate Change, 25 (3) (2010), pp. 1-18 
 
Dogan, E. (2017): A strategic approach to innovation. Pressacademia 4(3):290-300 
 
Dosi, G. (1982): Technological paradigms and technological trajectories: A suggested interpretation 
of the determinants and directions of technical change. Research Policy, Volume 11, Issue 3, June 
1982, Pages 147-162. 
 
Dosi, G. (1991): Some Thought on The Promises, Challenges & Dangers of Evolutionary Economics. 
In Journal of Evolutionary Economics, vol. 1, No. 1. pp. 5-7 
 
Dosi, G. (2013): Innovation, Evolution, and Economics: Where We Are and Where We Should Go. 
In Innovation Studies (Chapter 5). Oxford University Press. 
 
Dosi, G., Nelson, R. R., Winter, S. (2000): The Nature And Dynamics Of Organizational 
Capabilities. Oxford University Press. 
 
Dosi, G., Nelson, R. R. (2013): The evolution of technologies: An assessment of the stateof-The-art. 
Eurasian Business Review, vol. 3 no. 1, pp. 3-46. 
 
Drucker, P. F. (1954): Managing for Results, Heinemann, London. 
 
Duncan, R. B. (1976): The ambidextrous organization: Designing dual structures for innovation. In R. 
H. Kilmann, L. R. Pondy & D. Slevin (Eds.), The management of organization design: Strategies and 
implementation (pp. 167-88). New York: North Holland. 
 
Duncan, R. B., Weiss, A. (1979): Organizational Learning: Implications for Organizational Design, 
Research in Organizational Behavior 1  
 
Durkheim, E. (1996): Suicide: A study in sociology. Routledge. 
 
Dutta, S. K. (2019): Strategic Change and Transformation: Managing Renewal in Organisations. 
London : Routledge. 
 
Easterby-‐‑Smith, M. (2011): Handbook of Organizational Learning and Knowledge Management. 
Hoboken, NJ, USA: John Wiley & Sons 
 



  

   85 

Easterby-‐‑Smith, M. & Lyles, M.A. (2014): The Mutual Impact of Global Strategy and 
Organizational Learning: Current Themes and Future Directions. Global Strategy Journal, vol. 5, 
issue 2, p. 85-112  
 
Easterby-‐‑Smith, M., Lyles, M.A. & Peteraf, M.A. (2009): Dynamic Capabilities: Current Debates 
and Future Directions. British Journal of Management, 20: S1-S8, 113 
 
Egholm, L. (2014): Philosophy of Science: Perspectives on Organisations and Society. Hans Reitzels 
Forlag 
 
Eisenhardt, K. M. & J. Martin, A. (2000): Dynamic Capabilities: What are They? Strategic 
Management Journal, 21(10–11), 1105–1121 
 
Eriksen (1993): Firm Resources and Capabilities: A Renewed Focus for Strategic Management. 
Working Paper, Odense University.  
 
Farnese, M.L., Barbieri, B, Chirumbolo, A. & Patriotta, G. (2019): Managing Knowledge in 
Organisation: A Nonaka’s SECI model Operationalisaion. Frontiers in Psychology 10.2730 
 
Feldman, M. & Pentland, B. (2003): Reconceptualizing Organizational Routines as a Source of 
Flexibility and Change. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48(1), 94-118 
 
Feldman, M. (2000): Organizational Routines as a Source of Continuous Change. Organization 
Science 11(6):611-629. 
 
Felin, T., & Foss, N. J. (2012): Microfundations of Routines and Capabilities: Individuals, Processes, 
and Structure. Frederiksberg: Copenhagen Business School  
 
Fiol, C. M. & Lyles, M. (1985): Organizational Learning. Academy of Management Review, 1985 
Vol. 10, No. 4, 803-813 
 
Floyd, S. W., Lane P. J. (2000): Strategizing throughout the Organization: Managing Role Conflict 
in Strategic Renewal. The Academy of Management Review 25(1):154-177  
  
Foss, N. J. (1997): The Resource-Based Perspective: An Assessment and Diagnosis of Problems. 
DRUID Working Paper, no.1.  
 
Foss, N. J. (2005): Strategy, Economic Organization, and the Knowledge Economy: The 
Coordination of Firms and Resources. Oxford University Press.  
 
Foss, N. J. & Stieglitz, (2010): Modern Resource-Based Theory(ies). Working Paper No. 7/2010 
september, 2010 ISBN: 978-87-91815-60-7. Copenhagen Business School. 
 
Foss, N., & Christensen, J. (2001): A Market-Process Approach to Corporate Coherence. 
Managerial and Decision Economics, 22(4/5), 213-226. 
 
Franke, U. J. (2010): Managing virtual web organizations in the 21st century: Issues and challenges 
(Illustrated ed.). IGI Publishing. 



  

   86 

 
Friedman, V., Lipshitz, R. & Popper, M. (2005): The mystification of organisational learning. 
Journal of Management Inquiry 14(1), 19-30 
 
Friedman, V. J. (2002): The Individual as Agent of Organizational Learning. California 
Management Review 44(2):70-89 
 
Galavan, R. J. (2015): Understanding Resources, Competences, and Capabilities in EU Common 
Security and Defence Policy. SSRN Electronic Journal  
 
Gary, M. S.,Wood, R. E. (2011): Mental models, decision rules, and performance heterogeneity. 
Strategic Management Journal, vol. 32, issue 6, p. 569-594  
 
Gavetti, G. & Levinthal, D. A. (2014): The Strategy Field from the Perspective of Management 
Science: Divergent Strands and Possible Integration. Management Science. Vol. 50, No. 10, October 
2004, pp. 1309–1318. 
 
Gherardi, S. (2000): Practice-Based Theorizing on Learning and Knowing in Organizations, 
Organization, vol. 7issuwe 2, pp. 211-223  
 
Gorton, W. (2006): Karl Popper and the social sciences (SUNY series in the philosophy of the social 
sciences). Albany: State University of New York Press. 
 
Gottschalg, O., & Zollo, M. (2007): Interest Alignment and Competitive Advantage. The Academy 
of Management Review, 32(2), 418-437.  
 
Grant, R. M. (1991): The Resource-Based Theory of Competitive Advantage: Implications for 
Strategy Formulation. California Management Review, 33(3), 114–13 114  
 
Grant, R. M. (2010): Contemporary Strategy Analysis. Wiley 
 
Gremme, K. & Wohlgemuth, V. (2017): Dynamic Capabilities: A Systematic Literature Review of 
Theory and Practice. European Journal of Management Issues 
 
Grudzewski, W. M., Hejdu, I. K., Sankowska, A., Wantuchowicz, M. (2010): In the direction of 
second generation management - The diamond model of modern enterprises' four paradigms. E-
mentor no. 1 (33) 
 
Gupta, A. K, Smith, K. G., Shalley, C. E. (2006): The Interplay Between Exploration and 
Exploitation, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 49, No. 4 
 
Gupta, A. K. (2018): Driving Digital Strategy - A Guide to Reimagining Your Business. Harvard 
Business Review Press 
 
Hamel, G. & Prahalad, C. (1990): The Core Competence of the Corporation, Harvard Business 
Review May-June 1990  
 



  

   87 

Hamel, G. & Prahalad, C. (1993): Strategy as Stretch and Leverage. Harvard Business Review 
March-April 1993   
 
Hamel, G. & Prahalad, C. (1994): Competing for the Future. Harvard Business School Press, 
Boston, MA.  
 
Hamel, G. & Prahalad, C.K. (1989), Strategic intent. Harvard Business Review, 89, 63–76  
 
Hamid Hawass, H. (2010): Exploring the Determinants of the Reconfiguration Capability: A 
Dynamic Capability Perspective, European Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 
409-438 
 
Hedberg, B. (1981): How Organizations Learn and Unlearn. Oxford University Press. 
 
Hejduk, I. (ed.) (2013), Sustainability odpowiedzią nakryzys ekonomiczny. Nowe koncepcje 
przedsiębiorstwa przyszłości, ORGMASZ, Warszawa. 
 
Helfat, C. (1998): CEO duality, succession, capabilities and agency theory: commentary and 
research agenda. Strategic Management Journal, vol.19, issue 9, p. 901-904  
 
Helfat, C. & Peteraf, M. (2003): The Dynamic Resource-based View: Capability Lifecycles. 
Strategic Management J., 24(10), 997-1010 
 
Helfat, C. & Peteraf, M. (2009): Understanding Dynamic Capabilities: Progress along a 
Developmental Path. Strategic Organization, 7(1), 91-102 
 
Helfat, C. & Peteraf, M. (2015): Managerial Cognitive Capabilities and the Microfoundations of 
Dynamic Capabilities. Strategic Management Journal, 36(6), 831-850 
 
Helfat, C. and Lieberman, M. (2002): The birth of capabilities: market entry and the importance of 
pre-history, Industrial and Corporate Change, 11, 725-760 
 
Helfat, C., Finkelstein, S., Mitchell, W., Peteraf, M., Singh, H., Teece, D. & Winter, S. (2007): 
Dynamic Capabilities: Understanding Strategic Change in Organizations. Malden, MA: Blackwell. 
  
Helfat, C.E. & Winter, S.G. (2011): Untangling Dynamic and Operational Capabilities: Strategy 
for the (N)ever-‐‑Changing World. Strategic Management Journal. 32, 1243-1250.  
 
Henderson, R., Clark, K. (1990): Architectural Innovation: The Reconfiguration of Existing 
Product Technologies and the Failure of Established Firms.  Administrative Science Quarterly 35(1).  
 
Hopp, C., Antons, D., Kaminski, J. & Salge, O. S. (2018): What 40 Years of Research Reveals 
About the Difference Between Disruptive and Radical Innovation. Harvard Business Review 
 
Huber, G. P. (1991): Organizational Learning: The Contributing Processes and the Literatures. 
Organization Science 2(1). 
 



  

   88 

Karim, S., Capron, L. (2016): Adding, redeploying, recombining and divesting resources and 
business units. Strategic Management Journal 37(13) 
 
Kay, N. (1993): The Structure of Strategy. Business Strategy Review, volume 4, issue 2, p. 17-37 
 
Kay, N., Leih, S. & Teece, D. (2018): The Role of Emergence in Dynamic Capabilities: A 
Restatement of the Framework and Some Possibilities for Future Research. Industrial and Corporate 
Change, 27(4), 623-638 
 
Kiesler, C.A. (1971): The psychology of commitment: Experiments linking behavior to belief. New 
York, NY: Academic Press. 
 
Kim, D. (1993): The Link between Individual and Organizational Learning. Sloan Management 
Review 
 
Kirkeby, O. F. (2002): Abduktion. In Andersen, H. (2002). Videnskabsteori og Metodelære. Bd. 1: 
Introduktion (4. udg. ed.). København: Samfundslitteratur.  
 
Kogut, B. & Zander, U. (1996): What Firms Do? Coordination, Identity, and Learning. 
Organization Science, 7(5), 502-518 
 
Kovács, G., & Spens, K. (2005): Abductive Reasoning in Logistics Research. International Journal 
of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, 35(2), 132-144 
 
Kurtmollaiev, S. (2017): Dynamic Capabilities and Where to Find Them. Journal of Management 
Inquiry, 29(1), 3-16 
 
Lavie, D. (2006): Capability Reconfiguration: An Analysis of Incumbent Responses to Technological 
Change. The Academy of Management Review, 31(1), 153-174. 116.  
 
Leonard-Barton, D. (1992): Core capabilities and core rigidities: A paradox in managing new 
product development. Strategic Management, 1, 111-125 
 
Levinthal, D. A., March, J. G. (1993): The Myopia of Learning. Strategic Management Journal 
14(S2):95-112 
 
Levitt, B. & March, J.G. (1988): Organizational Learning. Annual Review of Sociology, 14(1), 
319-‐‑40 
 
Lippman, S., & Rumelt, R. (1982): Uncertain Imitability: An Analysis of Interfirm Differences in 
Efficiency under Competition. The Bell Journal of Economics, 13(2), 418-438 
 
Lockett, A., & Thompson, S. (2001): The Resource-Based View and Economics. Journal of 
Management, 27(6), 723–754 
 
Lorino, P. (2018): Abduction. In Pragmatism and Organization Studies (Pragmatism and 
Organization Studies, Ch. 7). Oxford University Press 
 



  

   89 

Lundvall, B. (ed.) (1992): National Systems of Innovation; Towards a Theory of Innovation and 
Interactive Learning, London, Pinter 
 
Macher J. T., Richmann, B. D. (2004): Organizational Responses to Discontinuous Innovation: A 
Case Study Approach. International Journal of Innovation Management 8(01) 
 
Makadok, R. (2001): Toward a Synthesis of the Resource-Based and Dynamic-Capability Views of 
Rent Creation. Strategic Management Journal, 22(5), 487– 505. 
 
Manuwa, A. (2014): Deliberate vs. Emergent Business Strategy. LinkedIn Article: 
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/20140630061420-296333353-deliberate-vs-emergent-business-
strategy/  
 
Mason, E. S. (1949): The Current Status of the Monopoly Problem in the United States. Harvard 
Law Review, 62(8), 1265–1285 
 
McGrath, R. (2013): The end of competitive advantage: How to keep your strategy moving as fast 
as your business. Boston, Massachusetts: Harvard Business Review Press 
 
Mintzberg, H. (1978): Patterns in Strategy Formation, Management Science 24(9):934-948 
 
Mintzberg, H. (1987): The Strategy Concept I: Five Ps for Strategy. California Management 
Review, vol. 30 issue: 1, page(s): 11-24 
 
Mintzberg, H. & McHugh, A. (1985): Strategy formation in an adhocracy. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 30(2), 160-197. 
 
Mintzberg, H. & Waters, J.A. (1985): Of strategies, deliberate and emergent. Strategic 
Management Journal. 6: 257-272 
 
Mintzberg, H., Ahsltrand, B., & Lampel, J. (2009): Strategy Safari: Your complete Guide through 
the Wilds of Strategic Management (2nd ed.). Essex: Pearson Education Limited  
 
Mitchell, A. (2018): A review of mixed methods, pragmatism and abduction techniques. Electronic 
Journal of Business Research Methods, 16(3), 103-116 
 
Montgomery, C. & Wernerfelt, B. (1991): Sources of Superior Performance: Market Share Versus 
Industry Effects in the U.S. Brewing Industry. Management Science. 37, 954-959 117  
 
Moore, K. (2011): Porter or Mintzberg: Whose View of Strategy is the Most Important Today?. 
Forbes, March 28, 2011 
 
Nelson, R. & Winter, S. (1977): In search of useful theory of innovation. Research Policy, Elsevier, 
vol. 6(1), pages 36-76.  
 
Nelson, R. & Winter, S (1982): An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change. Belknap 
Press/Harvard University Press: Cambridge 
 



  

   90 

Newell, A., & Simon, H. A. (1972): Human problem solving. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 
 
Noda, T. & Collis, D. J. (2001): The Evolution of Intraindustry Firm Heterogeneity: Insights From 
a Process Study. Academy of Management Journal, vol. 44, No. 4 
 
Nonaka, I. (1994): A Dynamic Theory of Organisational Knowledge Creation. Organisation Science, 
5(1), 14-37  
 
Nonaka, I. & H. Takeuchi (1995): The Knowledge-creating Company, Oxford: Oxford University 
Press 
 
Nonaka, I., Krogh, G. von, Voelpel, S. C. (2006): Organizational Knowledge Creation Theory: 
Evolutionary Paths and Future Advances. Organization Studies 27:1179-1208. 
 
Nonaka, I., Krogh, G. von (2009): Tacit Knowledge and Knowledge Conversion: Controversy and 
Advancement in Organizational Knowledge Creation Theory. Organization Science 20(3):635-652 
 
Nygaard, C. (2005): Learning Strategy for CBS. CBS Learning Lab, 
Copenhagen Business School. 
 
O’Reilly, C.A. & Tushman, M.L. (2013): Organizational Ambidexterity: Past, Present and Future. 
Academy of Management Perspectives, 27(4), 324-338 
 
Palmer, s., Challis, D., Holt, D. (2009): Teaching and learning centres: Towards maturation. Higher 
Education Research and Development 28(4):371-383 
  
Pavlou, P. & El Sawy, O. (2011): Understanding the Elusive Black Box of Dynamic Capabilities. 
Decision Sciences, 42(1), 239-273 
 
Penrose, E. T. (1959): The Theory of the Growth of the Firm. Oxford University Press: New York 
 
Pentland, B. T., Feldman, M. S. (2008): Designing Routines: On the Folly of Designing Artifacts, 
while Hoping for Patterns of Action. Information and Organization, 18/4: 235-250.  
 
Peteraf, M. (1993): The Cornerstones of Competitive Advantage: A Reource-Based View. In 
Strategic Management Journal Vol 14, pp.179-191 
 
Peteraf, M., Di Stefano, G. & Verona, G. (2013): The Elephant in the Room of Dynamic 
Capabilities: Bringing Two Diverging Conversations Together. Strategic Management Journal, 
34(12), 1389–1410 
 
Polanyi, M. (1966): The Tacit Dimension. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.  
 
Popper, K. (2002) [𝟏𝟗𝟓𝟗]: The Logic of Scientific Discovery. Abingdon-on-Thames: Routledge. p. 
66. 
 
Porter, M. E. (1987): ‘From Competitive Advantage to Corporate Strategy’, Harvard Business 
Review, May/June. 



  

   91 

 
Porter, M. E. (1980): Competitive Strategy, Free Press, New York. 
 
Porter, M. E. (1985): Competitive Advantage, Free Press, New York. 
 
Powell, W. & Snellman, K. (2004): The Knowledge Economy. Annual Review of Sociology, 30(1), 
199-220.  
 
Prahalad, C. K. & Hamel, G. (1991): The core competence of the corporation. In Strategy, Cynthia 
A. Montgomery, Michael E. Porter (eds.). Strategy, Cynthia A. Montgomery, Michael E. Porter 
(eds.)).  
 
Priem, R. & Butler, J. (2001): Is The Resource-Based View a Useful Perspective for Strategic 
Management Research? The Academy of Management Review. 
 
Prusak, L. (1997): Knowledge in Organizations. Elsevier.  
 
Rerup, C., & Feldman, M. (2011): Routines as a Source of Change in Organisational Schemata: 
The Role of Trial-and-error Learning. The Academy of Management Journal, 54(3), 577-610.  
 
Roger (2003): Diffusion of innovations (5th ed.). New York: Free Press. 
 
Rosenbloom, R.S., Christensen, C.M. (1994): Technological Discontinuities, Organizational 
Capabilities, and Strategic Commitments. Industrial and Corporate Change 3, 655-685. 
 
Rumelt, R.P. (1984): Towards a Strategic Theory of the Firm. Competitive Strategic Management, 
26, 556-570. 
 
Rumelt, R.P. (1991): How Much Does Industry Matter? Strategic Management Journal Volume 12, 
Issue 3 p. 167-185. 
 
Salvato, C. (2003): The role of micro–strategies in the engineering of firm evolution. Journal of 
Management Studies, 40(1), 83–108. 
 
Sammut-Bonnici, T. & McGee, J. (2015): Strategic Renewal. Wiley Encyclopedia of Management 
Vol 12 Strategic Management. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.  
 
Sanchez, R. (1997): Reinventing strategic management: New theory and practice for competence-
based competition. European Management Journal, Volume 15, Issue 3, June 1997, Pages 303-317 
 
Sanchez, R., Heene, A. & Thomas, H. (1996): Introduction: Towards the Theory and Practices of 
Competence-Based Competition. In Sanchez, R., Heene, A. & Thomas, H. Dynamics of Competence-
Based Competition. Elsevier Science Inc. 
 
Saxena, K. (2014): Capabilities versus Competence: How are they Different?. Available at: 
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/20141123155439-7430899-capabilities-versus-competencehow-
are-they-different/  
 



  

   92 

Schein, E. H. (1993): How Can Organizations Learn Faster? The Challenge of Entering the Green 
Room. Sloan Management Review, 85–92 
 
Schilke, O., Hu, S., & Helfat, C. E. (2018): Quo vadis, dynamic capabilities? A content-analytic 
review of the current state of knowledge and recommendations for future research. Academy of 
Management Annals, 12(1), 390–439 
 
Schilling, J. & Kluge, A. (2008): Barriers to Organizational Learning: An Integration of Theory 
and Research. International Journal of Management Reviews, 11(3), 337-360.  
 
Schmitt, A., Raisch, S., & Volberda, H. W. (2018): Strategic renewal: Past research, theoretical 
tensions and future challenges. International Journal of Management Reviews, 20(1), 81–98. 
 
Schmitt, A., Raisch, S. & Volberda, H. W. (2016): Strategic Renewal: Past Research, Theoretical 
Tensions and Future Challenges. International Journal of Management Reviews, Vol. 00, 1–18. 
 
Schumpeter, J. (1934): Theory of Economic Development. Harvard University Press: Cambridge, 
MA. 119.  
 
Schumpeter, J. (1942): Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy. University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign's Academy for Entrepreneurial Leadership Historical Research Reference in 
Entrepreneurship. 
 
Selznick, P. (1957): Leadership in Administration: A Sociological Interpretation. Harper & Row, 
62, 67-68.  
 
Simon, H.A (1945): Administrative Behaviour. US: MacMillian  
 
Simon, H.A. (1991): Bounded rationality and organisational learning. Organisation Science, 2(1), 
125-134.  
 
Sinha, S. (2015): The Exploration-Exploitation Dilemma: A Review in the Context of Managing 
Grotwth of New Ventures. SAGE Journals Volume 40 Issue 3 (313-323) 
 
Souza, C. & Takahashi, A. (2019): Dynamic capabilities, Organizational Learning and 
Ambidexterity in a Higher Education Institution. The Learning Organization, 26(4), 397-411.  
 
Stacey, R. D. (1993): Strategic Management and Organisational Dynamics. Pitman Publishing.  
 
Sun, R., Merrill, E. & Peterson, T. (2001): From implicit skills to explicit knowledge: a bottom-up 
model of skill learning. Cognitive Science, 25(2), 203-244 
 
Szulanski, G. (1996): Exploring Internal Stickiness: Impediments to the Transfer of Best Practice 
Within the Firm. Strategic Management Journal, 17, 27-43 
 
Teece, D. & Pisano, G. (1994): The Dynamic Capabilities of Firms: An Introduction. Industrial and 
Corporate Change, 3(3), 537-556 
 



  

   93 

Teece, D. J. (1986): Profiting from technological innovation: Implications for integration, 
collaboration, licensing and public policy. Research Policy, 15(6), 285–305. 
 
Teece, D. J (2014): A dynamic capabilities-based entrepreneurial theory of the multinational 
enterprise. Journal of International Business Studies. 45, 8–37. 
 
Teece, D. J. (2007): Explicating Dynamic Capabilities: The Nature and Microfoundations of 
(Sustainable) Enterprise Performance. Strategic Management Journal, 28(13), 1319–1350.  
 
Teece, D. J. (2009): Dynamic Capabilities and Strategic Management: Organizing for Innovation 
and Growth. Oxford University Press: New York. 120. 
  
Teece, D. J. (2014): The Foundations of Enterprise Performance: Dynamic and Ordinary 
Capabilities in an (Economic) Theory of Firms. Academy of Management Perspectives, 28(4), 328–
352. 
 
Teece, D. J. (2018): Dynamic Capabilities. David J. Teece, The Scholar Entrepreneur. Retrieved 20 
February 2020 from: https://www.davidjteece.com/dynamic-capabilities  
 
Teece, D. J. (2019): Strategic Renewal & Dynamic Capabilities, Managing Uncertainty, 
Irreversibilities and Congruence. Chapter 2 in Routledges Studies in Innovation, Organisations and 
Technology. Strategic Renewal: Core Concepts, Antecedent, and Micro Foundations. Routledge, 
Taylor & Francis Group. Edited by Tuncdogan, A., Lindgreen, A., Volberda, H. & van den Bosch, 
F.  
 
Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997): Dynamic Capabilities and Strategic Management. 
Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509–533. 
 
Teece, D., Peteraf, M., & Leih, S. (2016): Dynamic Capabilities and Organizational Agility: Risk, 
Uncertainty, and Strategy in the Innovation Economy. California Management Review, 58(4), 13–
35. 
  
Teece, D., Rumelt, R., Dosi, G. & Winter, S. (1994): Understanding Corporate Coherence: Theory 
and Evidence. Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 23(1), 1-30. 
 
Thompson, M., Ramirez, R., Lednor, P., Roodhart, L. & Allen, E. (2007): How Do Organisations 
Link Innovation and Strategic Renewal? A Social Practice Perspective. Research Gate Publication    
 
Tripsas & Gavetti (2000): Capabilities, cognition, and inertia: Evidence from digital imaging. 
Strategic Management Journal 21(10/11): 1147–1161 
 
Tsang, E. & Zahra, S. (2008): Organizational Unlearning. Human Relations, 61(10), 1435- 1462.  
 
Tsoukas, H. (1989): The Validity of Idiographic Research Explanations. Academy of Management 
Review, 14(4), 551-561.  
 
Tushman, M.L., Anderson, P. (1986): Technological Discontinuities and Organizational 
Environments, Administrative Science Quarterly 31(3). 



  

   94 

 
Tushman, M.L. & O’Reilly, C.A. (1996): Ambidextrous Organizations: Managing Evolutionary 
and Revolutionary Change. California Management Review, 38(4), 8-29.  
 
Vera, D., Crossan, M., Apaydin, M. (2011): A Framework for Integrating Organizational Learning, 
Knowledge, Capabilities, and Absorptive Capacity. Blackwell Handbook of Organiztioanl Learning 
and Management, ch. 8.  
 
Wang, C. L., Senaratne, C., & Rafiq, M. (2015): Success traps, dynamic capabilities and firm 
performance. British Journal of Management, 26(1), 26–44 
 
Wang, C.L. & Ahmed, P.K. (2007): Dynamic capabilities: A review and research agenda. 
International Journal of Management Reviews, 9: 31-51  
 
Weiss, H. M. (1990): Learning Theory and Industrial and Organizational Psychology. In Dunnette, 
M.D. and Hough, L.E. (eds). Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 1, 171–221 
 
Wernerfelt, B. (1984): A resource-based view of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 5(2): 171–
180. 
 
Wigblad, R. (2003): Praktikteori en möjlig forskningsstrategi? Strömstad Akademi, 
https://www.academia.edu/32296884/Outline_of_research_strategies_for_experimental_knowledge 
 
Williamson, P. (2016): Building and Leveraging Dynamic Capabilities: Insights from Accelerated 
Innovation in China. Global Strategy JournalVolume 6, Issue 3 p. 197-210 
 
Winter, S. (2003): Understanding Dynamic Capabilities. Strategic Management Journal, 24(10), 
991-995. 
 
Winterscheid, B. C. (1994): Building capability from within: The insiders' view of core competence. 
In G. Hamel & A. Heene (Eds.), Competence-based competition. Chichester: John Wiley.  
 
Wu, Q., He, Q. & Duan, Y. (2019): Corporate Strategic Change Towards Sustainability, A Dynamic 
Capabilities View. In Routledges Studies in Innovation, Organisations and Technology. Strategic 
Renewal: Core Concepts, Antecedent, and Micro Foundations. Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group. 
Edited by Tuncdogan, A., Lindgreen, A., Volberda, H. & van den Bosch, F. 
 
Yi, Y., Gu, M. & Wei, Z. (2017): Bottom-up learning, strategic flexibility and strategic change. 
Journal of Strategic Change Management, 30(2), 161-183. 
 
Zahra, S. & George, G. (2002): Absorptive Capacity: A Review, Reconceptualization, and 
Extension. The Academy of Management Review. 
 
Zahra, S. A., Sapienza, H. J. & Davidsson, P. (2006): Entrepreneurship and Dynamic Capabilities: 
A Review, Model and Research Agenda. Journal of Management Studies, 43(4), 917–955. 
 
Zollo, M. & Winter, S.G. (2002): Deliberate Learning and the Evolution of Dynamic Capabilities. 
Organization Science, 13(3), 339-‐‑51. 



  

   95 

 
Zott, C. (2003): Dynamic capabilities and the emergence of intraindustry differential firm 
performance: insights from a simulation study. Strategic Management Journal., 24: 97-125. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

   96 

8.0 Appendices 
 
Appendix 8.1:  
 
    

Research 
Method    
Co
nce
ptu
al  

E
mp
iri
cal  

Author  Ye
ar 
of 
pu
bli
cati
on  

  

Ambrosini, V., Bowman, C. & Collier, N. (2009): Dynamic Capabilities: An 
Exploration of How Firms Renew Their Resource Base. British Journal of 
Management 20(s1). 

20
09 

1 
 

Amburgey, T. L., Kelly, D., & Barnett, W. P. (1993): Resetting the clock: The 
dynamics of organizational change and failure. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 38(1), 51–73.  

19
93 

1 
 

Argawal, R. & Helfat, C.E. (2009): Strategic Renewal of Organizations. 
Organization Science, Vol. 20, No. 2, March–April 2009, pp. 281–293 

20
09 

 
1 

Arndt, F., Pierce, L. & Teece, D. (2017): The Behavioural and Evolutionary 
Roots of Dynamic Capabilities. Industrial and Corporate Change 
27(2):Forthcoming 

20
17 

1 
 

Augier, M. & Teece, D. (2009): Dynamic Capabilities and the Role of 
Managers in Business Strategy and Economic Performance. Organization 
Science. 20. 410-421 

20
09 

 
1 

Barreto, I. (2010): Dynamic Capabilities: A Review of Past Research and an 
Agenda for the Future. Journal of Management, 36(1), 256–280. 

20
10 

1 
 

Benner, M. & Tushmann, M. L. (2003): Exploitation, Exploration, and 
Process Management: The Productivity Dilemma Revisited. The Academy of 
Management Review 28(2) 

20
03 

1 
 

DiStefano, C., Peteraf, M & Verona G. (2010): Dynamic capabilities 
deconstructed: A bibliographic investigation into the origins, development, and 
future directions of the research domain. Industrial and Corporate Change, 25 
(3) (2010), pp. 1-18 

20
10 

1 
 

Easterby-‐‑Smith, M., Lyles, M.A. & Peteraf, M.A. (2009): Dynamic 
Capabilities: Current Debates and Future Directions. British Journal of 
Management, 20: S1-S8, 113 

20
09 

1 
 



  

   97 

Eisenhardt, K. M. & J. Martin, A. (2000): Dynamic Capabilities: What are 
They? Strategic Management Journal, 21(10–11), 1105–1121 

20
00 

1 
 

Gavetti, G. & Levinthal, D. A. (2014): The Strategy Field from the 
Perspective of Management Science: Divergent Strands and Possible 
Integration. Management Science. Vol. 50, No. 10, October 2004, pp. 1309–
1318. 

20
04 

 
1 

Gremme, K. & Wohlgemuth, V. (2017): Dynamic Capabilities: A Systematic 
Literature Review of Theory and Practice. European Journal of Management 
Issues 

20
17 

1 
 

Hamel, G. & Prahalad, C. (1994): Competing for the Future. Harvard 
Business School Press, Boston, MA.  

19
94 

1 
 

Helfat, C. & Peteraf, M. (2003): The Dynamic Resource-based View: 
Capability Lifecycles. Strategic Management J., 24(10), 997-1010 

20
03 

 
1 

Helfat, C. & Peteraf, M. (2009): Understanding Dynamic Capabilities: 
Progress along a Developmental Path. Strategic Organization, 7(1), 91-102 

20
09 

1 
 

Helfat, C. & Peteraf, M. (2015): Managerial Cognitive Capabilities and the 
Microfoundations of Dynamic Capabilities. Strategic Management Journal, 
36(6), 831-850 

20
15 

 
1 

Helfat, C. and Lieberman, M. (2002): The birth of capabilities: market entry 
and the importance of pre-history, Industrial and Corporate Change, 11, 725-
760 

20
02 

 
1 

Helfat, C., Finkelstein, S., Mitchell, W., Peteraf, M., Singh, H., Teece, D. & 
Winter, S. (2007): Dynamic Capabilities: Understanding Strategic Change in 
Organizations. Malden, MA: Blackwell 

20
07 

1 
 

Helfat, C.E. & Winter, S.G. (2011): Untangling Dynamic and Operational 
Capabilities: Strategy for the (N)ever-‐‑Changing World. Strategic Management 
Journal. 32, 1243-1250  

20
11 

1 
 

Kay, N., Leih, S. & Teece, D. (2018): The Role of Emergence in Dynamic 
Capabilities: A Restatement of the Framework and Some Possibilities for 
Future Research. Industrial and Corporate Change, 27(4), 623-638 

20
18 

 
1 

Kurtmollaiev, S. (2017): Dynamic Capabilities and Where to Find Them. 
Journal of Management Inquiry, 29(1), 3-16 

20
17 

1 
 

Lavie, D. (2006): Capability Reconfiguration: An Analysis of Incumbent 
Responses to Technological Change. The Academy of Management Review, 
31(1), 153-174. 116  

20
06 

1 
 

Makadok, R. (2001): Toward a Synthesis of the Resource-Based and Dynamic-
Capability Views of Rent Creation. Strategic Management Journal, 22(5), 487– 
505. 

20
01 

1 
 

Pavlou, P. & El Sawy, O. (2011): Understanding the Elusive Black Box of 
Dynamic Capabilities. Decision Sciences, 42(1), 239-273 

20
11 

 
1 

Peteraf, M., Di Stefano, G. & Verona, G. (2013): The Elephant in the Room 
of Dynamic Capabilities: Bringing Two Diverging Conversations Together. 
Strategic Management Journal, 34(12), 1389–1410 

20
13 

1 
 



  

   98 

Sammut-Bonnici, T. & McGee, J. (2015): Strategic Renewal. Wiley 
Encyclopedia of Management Vol 12 Strategic Management. John Wiley & 
Sons, Ltd.  

20
15 

1 
 

Sanchez, R., Heene, A. & Thomas, H. (1996): Introduction: Towards the 
Theory and Practices of Competence-Based Competition. In Sanchez, R., 
Heene, A. & Thomas, H. Dynamics of Competence-Based Competition. 
Elsevier Science Inc. 

19
96 

1 
 

Saxena, K. (2014): Capabilities versus Competence: How are they Different? 20
14 

1 
 

Schilke, O., Hu, S., & Helfat, C. E. (2018): Quo vadis, dynamic capabilities? 
A content-analytic review of the current state of knowledge and 
recommendations for future research. Academy of Management Annals, 12(1), 
390–439 

20
18 

 
1 

Schmitt, A., Raisch, S. & Volberda, H. W. (2016): Strategic Renewal: Past 
Research, Theoretical Tensions and Future Challenges. International Journal of 
Management Reviews, Vol. 00, 1–18 

20
16 

1 
 

Schmitt, A., Raisch, S., & Volberda, H. W. (2018): Strategic renewal: Past 
research, theoretical tensions and future challenges. International Journal of 
Management Reviews, 20(1), 81–98 

20
18 

1 
 

Souza, C. & Takahashi, A. (2019): Dynamic capabilities, Organizational 
Learning and Ambidexterity in a Higher Education Institution. The Learning 
Organization, 26(4), 397-411.  

20
19 

 
1 

Teece, D. & Pisano, G. (1994): The Dynamic Capabilities of Firms: An 
Introduction. Industrial and Corporate Change, 3(3), 537-556 

19
94 

1 
 

Teece, D. J (2014): A dynamic capabilities-based entrepreneurial theory of the 
multinational enterprise. Journal of International Business Studies. 45, 8–37  

20
14 

1 
 

Teece, D. J. (2007): Explicating Dynamic Capabilities: The Nature and 
Microfoundations of (Sustainable) Enterprise Performance. Strategic 
Management Journal, 28(13), 1319–1350.  

20
07 

1 
 

Teece, D. J. (2009): Dynamic Capabilities and Strategic Management: 
Organizing for Innovation and Growth. Oxford University Press: New York. 
120  

20
09 

1 
 

Teece, D. J. (2014): The Foundations of Enterprise Performance: Dynamic and 
Ordinary Capabilities in an (Economic) Theory of Firms. Academy of 
Management Perspectives, 28(4), 328–352. 

20
14 

1 
 

Teece, D. J. (2018): Dynamic Capabilities 20
18 

1 
 

Teece, D. J. (2019): Strategic Renewal & Dynamic Capabilities, Managing 
Uncertainty, Irreversibilities and Congruence. Chapter 2 in Routledges Studies 
in Innovation, Organisations and Technology. Strategic Renewal: Core 
Concepts, Antecedent, and Micro Foundations. Routledge, Taylor & Francis 
Group. Edited by Tuncdogan, A., Lindgreen, A., Volberda, H. & van den 
Bosch, F.  

20
19 

1 
 

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997): Dynamic Capabilities and 
Strategic Management. Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509–533 

19
97 

1 
 



  

   99 

Teece, D., Peteraf, M., & Leih, S. (2016): Dynamic Capabilities and 
Organizational Agility: Risk, Uncertainty, and Strategy in the Innovation 
Economy. California Management Review, 58(4), 13–35  

20
16 

1 
 

Teece, D., Rumelt, R., Dosi, G. & Winter, S. (1994): Understanding 
Corporate Coherence: Theory and Evidence. Journal of Economic Behavior and 
Organization, 23(1), 1-30 

19
94 

 
1 

Thompson, M., Ramirez, R., Lednor, P., Roodhart, L. & Allen, E. (2007): 
How Do Organisations Link Innovation and Strategic Renewal? A Social 
Practice Perspective. Research Gate Publication    

20
07 

 
1 

Tripsas & Gavetti (2000): Capabilities, cognition, and inertia: Evidence from 
digital imaging. Strategic Management Journal 21(10/11): 1147–1161 

20
00 

 
1 

Wang, C. L., Senaratne, C., & Rafiq, M. (2015): Success traps, dynamic 
capabilities and firm performance. British Journal of Management, 26(1), 26–
44 

20
15 

1 
 

Wang, C.L. & Ahmed, P.K. (2007): Dynamic capabilities: A review and 
research agenda. International Journal of Management Reviews, 9: 31-51  

20
07 

1 
 

Winter, S. (2003): Understanding Dynamic Capabilities. Strategic Management 
Journal, 24(10), 991-995 

20
03 

1 
 

Winterscheid, B. C. (1994): Building capability from within: The insiders' view 
of core competence. In G. Hamel & A. Heene (Eds.), Competence-based 
competition. Chichester: John Wiley.  

19
94 

1 
 

Wu, Q., He, Q. & Duan, Y. (2019): Corporate Strategic Change Towards 
Sustainability, A Dynamic Capabilities View. In Routledges Studies in 
Innovation, Organisations and Technology. Strategic Renewal: Core Concepts, 
Antecedent, and Micro Foundations. Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group. 
Edited by Tuncdogan, A., Lindgreen, A., Volberda, H. & van den Bosch, F. 

20
19 

1 
 

Yi, Y., Gu, M. & Wei, Z. (2017): Bottom-up learning, strategic flexibility and 
strategic change. Journal of Strategic Change Management, 30(2), 161-183 

20
17 

1 
 

Zahra, S. & George, G. (2002): Absorptive Capacity: A Review, 
Reconceptualization, and Extension. The Academy of Management Review. 

20
02 

1 
 

Zahra, S. A., Sapienza, H. J. & Davidsson, P. (2006): Entrepreneurship and 
Dynamic Capabilities: A Review, Model and Research Agenda. Journal of 
Management Studies, 43(4), 917–955 

20
06 

1 
 

Zollo, M. & Winter, S.G. (2002): Deliberate Learning and the Evolution of 
Dynamic Capabilities. Organization Science, 13(3), 339-‐‑51 

20
02 

1 
 

Zott, C. (2003): Dynamic capabilities and the emergence of intraindustry 
differential firm performance: insights from a simulation study. Strategic 
Management Journal., 24: 97-125 

20
03 

 
1 

 
  

  

 
 
 



  

   100 

 
 

 
 


