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Abstract

Leveraging Organizational IT Affordances for Dynamic Capabilities and Business Model
Innovation: Pathways to Organizational Resilience and Competitive Advantage

Amir Asadiara, Ph.D.

Concordia University, 2026

In an increasingly volatile, digitalized, and uncertain business environment, organizations face
growing pressure to continuously review and improve how they create, deliver, and capture value.
While information technologies (IT) are widely recognized as key enablers of organizational
change, existing research offers limited explanation of how digital technologies translate into
sustained adaptability and innovation at the organizational level.

Drawing on the affordance perspective and dynamic capabilities theory, this research advances a
layered explanatory logic in which organizational IT affordances, specifically collaboration,
memory, and process-management affordances, expand organizational action possibilities and,
when routinized, enable sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring capabilities. These dynamic
capabilities, in turn, shape firms’ ability to innovate their business models across value offering,
value creation, and value capture dimensions. The empirical context of Canadian small and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) operating in supply chain and manufacturing-adjacent sectors
provides a revealing setting due to its environmental turbulence and resource constraints.

The dissertation comprises three essays. The first synthesizes crisis-era research through a
systematic literature review to identify IT-enabled actions underlying dynamic capabilities during
prolonged disruptions. The second empirically models organizational IT affordances as
antecedents of dynamic capabilities using variance-based analysis. The third adopts a
configurational approach to identify multiple, equifinal combinations of dynamic capabilities
sufficient for distinct forms of business model innovation.

Collectively, the findings advance theory by disentangling IT affordances from capabilities,
integrating variance-based and configurational approaches, and offering actionable guidance for
managers seeking to leverage digital technologies for organizational resilience and competitive
advantage.
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Chapter 1. Thesis Introduction

In today’s fast-paced, hyper-connected and volatile business environment, stability has become
the exception rather than the rule. Firms are operating in a context marked by continuous
technological disruption, geopolitical tension, shifting consumer expectations, and rapid diffusion
of digital innovations. In such an environment, no strategy or business model remains static for
long and what secures competitive advantage today may quickly become obsolete tomorrow. The
global marketplace has evolved into a dynamic ecosystem where adaptation is not optional but
vital for survival. Recent years have seen perfect examples of this constant evolution: traditional
retailers such as Walmart and IKEA reinvented themselves through omnichannel models and
digital logistics, entertainment giants like Netflix pivoted from content distribution to production;
and automotive leaders such as Ford and Volkswagen redefined themselves as mobility and
software companies. These cases exemplify a broader reality that organizations must continually
monitor technological and market shifts, reconfigure their assets, and redefine their offerings to
sustain relevance.

The need for such adaptability has highlighted the crucial role of information technology (IT) and
information systems (IS) as enablers of dynamic change. Digital technologies have become the
infrastructure through which firms sense market trends, coordinate internal processes, and
experiment with new value propositions. Yet technology alone is insufficient. Firms must develop
the organizational capabilities to continuously integrate new tools, repurpose existing ones, and
leverage the resources embedded in their digital environments to respond effectively to
uncertainty. This means rethinking how resources are mobilized, how knowledge is retained and
reused across projects, and how workflows can flexibly adapt to emerging conditions. Practitioners
increasingly seek actionable frameworks such as Osterwalder’s Business Model Canvas (BMC) to
translate strategic vision into flexible business architectures. However, to successfully guide
transformation, such frameworks must be supported by a deeper understanding of how
technologies enable firms to actualize new configurations of activities, relationships, and value
mechanisms in practice.

The COVID-19 pandemic also offered an unprecedented reminder of this necessity. Virtually
every organization, from global airlines to local restaurants, was forced to reconfigure its business
model overnight shifting to digital channels, remote collaboration, and new modes of customer
engagement. The crisis highlighted not only the importance of digital infrastructure but also of
technologies that sustain collective coordination, preserve organizational know-how, and ensure
process continuity amid disruption. The ability to connect multi-location teams, retrieve and reuse
critical knowledge, and redesign workflows in real time determined whether firms could remain
agile or fall behind. Those equipped with these capabilities (technological and organizational) were
able to pivot swiftly, while others struggled to remain viable. The learned lesson was that in an era



defined by volatility, uncertainty, complexity, and ambiguity, leveraging IT for agility and
transformation is no longer a strategic luxury but it is a matter of survival. Understanding how
organizations can dynamically harness IT to continuously reshape their capabilities and innovate
their business models thus represents a pressing challenge for both scholars and practitioners.

Building on this broader context, digital technologies continue to reshape industries not only by
automating tasks or enhancing efficiency, but by expanding what organizations can do in terms of
changing routines, relationships, and even the logic of value creation, delivery, and capture
(Nambisan et al., 2017; Teece, 2010). These transformations highlight the need for theoretical
perspectives that explain how technology enables such organizational change. While traditional
IT research has often focused on resources and infrastructures, recent work emphasizes the action
possibilities that technology affords to organizational actors. These affordances represent the
bridge between technological potential and realized organizational change, capturing how digital
tools become embedded in daily practices. In parallel, dynamic capability theory provides a
complementary lens to understand how these enacted affordances accumulate into repeatable,
organization-level capacities for sensing and responding to environmental shifts.

This dissertation studies how organizational IT affordances defined as the action possibilities
enabled by digital systems become foundations for IT-enabled dynamic capabilities (DCs) and, in
turn, how distinct configurations of DCs support business model innovation (BMI) (Leonardi,
2011; Strong et al., 2014; Volkoff & Strong, 2013).

Building on this theoretical foundation, the study situates these mechanisms within the context of
Canadian small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) operating in supply chain and
manufacturing-adjacent sectors. These firms provide an especially revealing setting for examining
how IT affordances translate into dynamic capabilities and business model innovation, as they
often face strong environmental pressures but operate with limited resources and less formal
structures. Their survival and growth depend heavily on their ability to flexibly reconfigure
routines and leverage digital tools to sense and respond to opportunities.

Firms, especially small and medium-sized enterprises operate under persistent turbulence. Shifting
customer expectations, supply disruptions, data-rich competitors, and regulatory pressure on data
and sustainability creates constant pressure. Many of these pressures are digital at their core: new
data flows destabilize established routines; platform logics constantly change who captures value;
and automation shifts different jobs’ skill and knowledge requirements. In such environments,
tactical adjustments to products or processes are rarely sufficient; the real challenge is to innovate
in the business model itself. In other words, there is a need to revisit the fundamental questions of
what is offered, how it is created and delivered, and how value is captured using the affordances
of digital technology as leverage for change (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010; Teece, 2010). Two
implications follow. First, the central question is not merely what IT a firm owns, but how IT
changes what organizational actors can do together and how those actions cumulate into routinized
capacities for adaptation. Second, because business model change is systemic, managers need to
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understand not only average net effect relationships but also how different combinations of
organizational capabilities can substitute for or complement each other to reach similar outcomes
under different constraints.

1.1 Conceptual Underpinnings: IT Affordances, Dynamic Capabilities, and Business
Model Innovation

In this sense, three concepts anchor this dissertation. First, IT Affordances are treated as
organizational-level patterns of action possibility made available by digital systems and actualized
in work practices, which mainly consist of collaboration, memory, and process-management
affordances. They originate in user-technology interactions, but all together (either combined or
compiled) they aggregate into collective, organization-level phenomena that shape what the firm
can do (Leonardi, 2011; Volkoff & Strong, 2013; Strong et al., 2014). Second, Dynamic
Capabilities are higher-order routines to sense changes, seize opportunities, and reconfigure assets
and structures and work as capacities for renewing a firm’s resource base (Pavlou & El Sawy,
2011; Teece, 2007; Teece et al., 1997). Recent research extends this argument to the ecosystem
level, showing that sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring capabilities collectively enable firms to
orchestrate digital innovation ecosystems through partnership configuration and value-proposition
alignment (Linde et al., 2020). In uncertain and turbulent, digitally mediated markets, the
dynamism of capabilities is not optional; it is the baseline. Because these capabilities affect
performance mainly by reshaping how the firm creates, delivers, and captures value, their effects
show up first in the business model. Third, Business Model Innovation is therefore conceptualized
as a significant change in this value logic either in form of a completely new or significantly
improved component of business model. To operationalize it in a way managers can recognize,
the Business Model Canvas (BMC) provides a pragmatic, managerially legible scaffold
(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010, 2013). Consistent with the thesis’s aim to connect capabilities to
outcomes while retaining analytic detail, this study adopts a two-level view: aggregated
dimensions of value offering (e.g., proposition, customer segments, channels, CRM), value
creation (partners, activities, resources), and value capture (costs, revenues); and the nine
components of the BMC.

To provide some meaningful illustrations regarding the basis of these constructs from theoretical
point of view, we can consider three practical examples: First regarding collaboration affordances:
when cross-functional teams use a shared digital workspace (chat or co-authoring), it does more
than hold messages. It helps people frame problems faster, surface side information, and work
across unit boundaries. Doing this repeatedly widens sensing by seeing more and seeing it sooner.
It also helps build support around good ideas, which speeds seizing when managers need to make
decisions and commit resources (Leonardi, 2011; Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011). Second, memory
affordances highlight the fact that searchable knowledge bases with decision logs and templates
do more than just “document.” They help teams spot patterns, compare options to past cases, and
commit faster which is useful for seizing. But they can also lock people into old templates, raising



the risk of repeating yesterday’s answers when conditions have changed (Svahn et al., 2017;
Volkoff & Strong, 2013). Also, Process-management affordances which are reflected through
instrumented workflows, clear handoffs, and visible dependencies let firms make modular changes
in a safer and cheaper manner, enabling reconfiguring. Yet heavy formalization and rigid processes
can cut slack and experimentation, making exploration harder (Markus & Rowe, 2021; Strong et
al., 2014). These examples don’t imply determinism. Affordances make certain outcomes possible,
not guaranteed, but they show the basic intuition behind the models.

1.2 Filling Gaps in the Literature

Building on these definitions, three gaps frame the thesis agenda. First, studies often confuse the
action possibilities embedded in IT (affordances) with the routinized capacities of the firm
(capabilities). This dissertation disentangles them by treating organizational affordances as micro
foundations and conditions that can enable the emergence of dynamic capabilities when enacted
and routinized (Helfat & Raubitschek, 2018; Leonardi, 2011; Volkoff & Strong, 2013). Recent
work on IT asset orchestration similarly emphasizes that digital transformation relies on social and
relational mechanisms for mobilizing IT resources into dynamic capabilities (Ahuja & Chan, 2017,
Pelletier et al., 2023). Second, net-effects thinking can mask double-edged IT dynamics. For
example, process codification that streamlines execution may limit exploration; memory that
accelerates reuse may reinforce old and rigid patterns; collaborative platforms that broaden search
can also increase noise or create overload (Svahn, Mathiassen, & Lindgren, 2017; Markus &
Rowe, 2021). Third, BMI is inherently systemic; different bundles of capabilities can yield similar
outcomes (equifinality) and the absence of a condition is not simply the inverse of its presence
(asymmetry). Explaining BMI therefore requires a configurational lens that can represent
conjunctural causation and multiple, non-exclusive routes to similar endpoints (Fiss, 2011;
Misangyi et al., 2017).

The thesis therefore aims to explain how organizational IT affordances enable the development of
dynamic capabilities and how different configurations of those capabilities drive business model
innovation, providing guidance for sequencing IT investments followed by the dynamics by which
IT functions can be actualized after the perception and bundling capabilities under real-world
constraints with the goal achieving innovation and performance excellence. Each research question
follows directly from this aim. First, using the COVID-19 crisis as a gateway to observe dynamic
capabilities end-to-end, how do firms enact sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring in turbulent,
uncertain environments i.e., what IT-enabled actions and governance routines appear in practice.
This calls for a conceptual synthesis anchored in crisis contexts and action-based responses.
Second, generally, how do collaboration, memory, and process-management affordances
differentially enable (or constrain) sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring? A variance-based model is
necessary to estimate sign and magnitude and to test the validity of the underlying measurement
model. Third, which bundles of sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring are sufficient for distinct BMI
outcomes at both aggregated (offering/creation/capture) and component (BMC) levels? In this case



also, a configurational setting is required to reveal equifinal routes, to separate core from peripheral
conditions, and to capture causal asymmetry.

In sum, these essays are unified by a central explanatory logic that underlies the dissertation:
organizational IT affordances enable dynamic capabilities, which subsequently drive business
model innovation (BMI). This causal chain anchors the theoretical model, clarifying how
technological antecedents give rise to organizational mechanisms that ultimately shape innovation
outcomes.

Taken together, as mentioned above, the dissertation advances a layered chain: affordances —
dynamic capabilities — BMI. Affordances are expected to strengthen DCs by widening
information flows, enabling reuse and informed commitment, and empowering reconfiguring by
making resource recombination more streamlined and executable. Yet these links are neither
universal nor uniform. The point is to replace “one best way” prescriptions with a bundle logic
that acknowledges substitution and complementarity among capabilities which is also consistent
with how managers actually deal with constraints (Teece, 2007; Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011; Fiss,
2011). Because BMI is the immediate pathway through which capabilities affect performance, the
analysis keeps the outcome space close to managerial levers by organizing it with the BMC and
by examining both aggregated dimensions and specific components (Osterwalder & Pigneur,
2010; 2013).

1.3 Organization of the Dissertation: Three Essays

The empirical and conceptual work proceeds in three mutually reinforcing essays. Essay 1 conducts a
systematic literature review of crisis-era research to map concrete, IT-enabled actions and governance
routines to the DC triad, clarifying what sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring look like in practice and
building a vocabulary the later essays operationalize. Essay 2 models IT affordances as organizational-
level microfoundations of DCs and estimates their net effects on sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring,
documenting both enabling and constraining pathways (which is consistent with the double-edged nature
of IT) and legitimizing the organizational level of analysis for affordances (Leonardi, 2011; Volkoff &
Strong, 2013; Helfat & Raubitschek, 2018). Essay 3 identifies capability bundles sufficient for BMI at
multiple levels of granularity, showing that firms can reach similar innovation endpoints via different
configurations (Fiss, 2011; Misangyi et al., 2017; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010, 2013; Ragin & Fiss, 2008).
The dissertation concludes by integrating insights across essays to provide theoretical, methodological, and
managerial guidance for IT-enabled capability building and business model change.

Figure 1 presents a straightforward graphical representation depicting the distinct perspectives utilized by
the three essays included in this dissertation proposal.
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Figure 1: Overview of the Three Essays and Their Perspectives on Organizational Dynamic
Capabilities

In terms of methodological approach, it needs to be taken into account that different questions
demand different lenses. Essay 1 uses a systematic literature review to surface the IT-enabled,
action-based microfoundations of the DC triad. Essay 2 employs PLS-SEM to estimate
directional, net effects with reflective measurement and modest samples, yielding interpretable
path coefficients, explained variance, and construct-validity evidence consistent with established
psychometric criteria (Nunnally & Bernstein, 2007). Essay 3 applies a fuzzy-set Qualitative
Comparison Analysis (fSQCA) method to identify capability combinations sufficient for BMI
(conjunctural causation), accommodating equifinality and asymmetry, distinguishing core from
peripheral conditions across parsimonious and intermediate solutions, and comparing coverage
and consistency across routes (Fiss, 2011; Park et al., 2020; Ragin & Fiss, 2008; Schneider &
Wagemann, 2012). Together, PLS-SEM answers how much and in which direction, while fsQCA
answers which bundles and under what configurations.

Accordingly, Essay 1 asks: “How can firms’ actions and strategies during prolonged crises, such
as the COVID-19 pandemic, be interpreted through the dynamic capabilities framework?” Essay
2 asks: “How do specific IT affordances contribute to the development of dynamic capabilities?”
and Essay 3 asks: “Which configurations of dynamic capabilities lead to distinct forms of business
model innovation?



1.4 Contributions to the Theory and Practice

The cumulative contributions follow from this architecture. Conceptually, the dissertation separates
affordances (action possibilities) from capabilities (routines) and positions the former as
organizational-level antecedents clarifying microfoundations debates in IS and strategy (Leonardi, 2011;
Volkoff & Strong, 2013; Helfat & Raubitschek, 2018). This moves discussions of “IT capability” away
from undifferentiated inventories of assets toward a practice-based account of how digital systems change
what actors can do, and how such changes translates into durable capacities for sensing, seizing, and
reconfiguring. Methodologically, coupling variance-based and configurational lenses on the same
phenomenon improves explanatory depth while staying faithful to distinct research questions: net-effects
for direction and magnitude; configurational analysis for sufficiency, asymmetry, and equifinality (Ragin,
2008; Fiss, 2011; Schneider & Wagemann, 2012; Park, Fiss, & El Sawy, 2020). Practically, the results
translate into playbooks for prioritizing IT investments (which affordances most strongly enable which
capabilities) and for bundling capabilities tailored to specific BMI targets (i.e. offering, creation, capture)
particularly under SME-style constraints where resources, time, and attention are scarce (Teece, 2018;
Warner & Wiger, 2018). Rather than proposing an idealized capability portfolio, the dissertation shows
how managers can realistically and practically move forward with their sequenced decisions: build or
emphasize one capability given the available affordances, and then recombine.

To situate the contribution historically, the dissertation also builds on the maturation of dynamic capabilities
theory from foundational statements about renewal under rapid change (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997) to
the most recent clarifications of microfoundations and their governance under uncertainty (Teece, 2007),
as well as more practitioner-oriented insights that tie capability orchestration to strategic choices and
organizational design (Teece, 2018). This direction justifies the dissertation’s emphasis on routines and
governance: Capabilities are not standalone traits but patterned actions that depend on how managers
structure participation, incentives, and information flows. In that sense, organizational IT affordances
constitute conditions for capability development. They shape the feasible action space, while governance
mechanisms make some actions likely and others rare (Leonardi, 2011; Helfat & Raubitschek, 2018).

The argument also makes room for multilevel emergence and boundary conditions. Organizational-level
affordances do not reduce the role of individuals but they assume that repeated, similar interactions with
technology can form a stable pattern at the firm level. (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). If practices are
fragmented or inconsistent, affordances weaken and their effects become noisier. The results also depend
on sector routines, regulations, and digital maturity. The generalizable claim is that capability bundles and
their underlying affordances provide multiple viable routes to business model innovation; the specific
bundles that dominate will depend on context.

These claims should be read under explicit boundary conditions. The unit of analysis is the organization;
constructs are reflective and measured with multi-item Likert items validated through expert sorting and
pilot testing. The empirical data also emphasize managers in Canadian firms in supply chain/manufacturing
and closely related sectors. Environmental conditions such as turbulence, crisis, and regulatory shifts also
need to be factored in for the entire chain from affordances to capabilities to innovation and shape how
results might change in different settings. Additionally, the measurement follows established reliability and
validity criteria (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, AVE, Fornell-Larcker, HTMT) and reflects
the choice to capture latent constructs that are not directly observable (Moore & Benbasat, 1991; Nunnally



& Bernstein, 2007; Venkatesh et al., 2003). At a theoretical level, multilevel emergence is acknowledged
in treating organizational affordances as aggregations (in form of combination or compilaiton) from
repeated micro-level practices. The firm-level pattern exists because similar action possibilities are enacted
across roles and units with enough consistency to emerge as an organizational phenomenon (Klein &
Kozlowski, 2000; Negoita et al., 2018). These boundaries do not weaken the argument but they clarify
where and how the findings are intended to apply.

On measurement and validation, the reflective measurement follows established practice in IS and strategy
for latent, perception-based constructs (which to a great extent is the case here). Items were adapted and
refined through expert card sorting to align content with construct definitions and to reduce overlap which
is particularly important where adjacent constructs (e.g., collaboration vs. process-management
affordances) without careful wording could be confused (Moore & Benbasat, 1991). Psychometric
evaluation (e.g., Cronbach’s a, composite reliability, AVE, Fornell-Larcker, and HTMT) proceeds prior to
hypothesis tests to help with interpretive errors being caused by weak measures (Nunnally & Bernstein,
1994; Venkatesh et al., 2003). This sequence is in line with the logic of variance-based modeling in Essay
2 and provides a defensible platform for subsequent configurational analysis in Essay 3.

Regarding empirical context, focusing on Canadian SMEs in supply chain and manufacturing-adjacent
sectors is theoretically and practically meaningful. These sectors offer a dynamic environment where firms
must continuously adapt to fluctuations in demand, input availability, logistics constraints, and
technological change, conditions that make the deployment of dynamic capabilities especially visible. At
the same time, these SMEs face resource constraints in terms of capital, technical expertise, and managerial
attention, which highlights the importance of understanding substitution and complementarity among
capabilities. Moreover, digitization in such firms typically spans both enterprise systems (e.g., ERP, MES,
PLM) and collaboration or knowledge-sharing tools, creating natural variation in collaboration, memory,
and process-management affordances. This coexistence of operational and collaborative technologies
provides an relevant context for examining how digital affordances are actualized and combined to enable
adaptation and business model renewal. Finally, the centrality of supply-chain and manufacturing SMEs to
Canada’s innovation economy underscores the broader relevance of insights into how these firms can
sequence [T investments determining what to emphasize first and what can be postponed without sacrificing
innovation.

The configurational component (Essay 3) also requires a brief methodological note for managerial
interpretation. Calibrating Likert scales into fuzzy sets using percentile anchors (for example, 10/50/90)
maps survey variation onto set membership with transparent cutoffs, while consistency thresholds around
0.80 provide a conservative test of sufficiency (Ragin, 2008; Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). Coverage
statistics translate the practical reach of each configuration (a manager-friendly indicator of how much of
the outcome space any given route explains) while distinguishing unique from shared coverage clarifies
whether a configuration offers distinctive guidance or largely overlaps with others (Fiss, 2011). This
approach is helpful for decision makers choosing among multiple viable routes to offering, creation, or
capture innovation.

In sum, with these pieces in place, the practical logic becomes concrete. For example a resource-constrained
firm seeking to innovate its value offering without major structural changes, strengthening collaboration
affordances to improve sensing and pairing them with disciplined seizing may suffice to reposition the
value proposition and segments. A firm targeting value creation may focus on process-management
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affordances to enhance reconfiguring, complemented by selective sensing to identify where modular
changes can pay off. For value capture, stronger memory affordances can help firms innovate in pricing by
using past decisions, while reconfiguring supports cost-structure redesign. These scenarios are consistent
with the empirical expectations and keep the discussion close to managerial levers (Osterwalder & Pigneur,
2010, 2013; Teece, 2018; Warner & Wiger, 2019).

1.5 Theoretical Foundations

1.5.1 [IT-enabled Dynamic capabilities of the firm

Dynamic capabilities (DCs) were introduced in the mid-1990s to address a core limitation of the
resource-based view, the inability to explain how firms renew their competences when
environments change. Early work by Teece and colleagues defined DCs as “the firm’s ability to
integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competencies to address rapidly changing
environments”. Subsequent research refined this definition by specifying micro-foundational
routines such as sensing opportunities and threats, seizing opportunities through committed action,
and transforming or reconfiguring assets and structures that enable continuous renewal. In the
information systems (IS) and management literatures, DCs have become a central construct for
understanding how digital technologies, managerial actions and organizational learning processes
interact to produce innovation and sustained performance. Recent case-based evidence further
illustrates this interaction: firms reconfigure capabilities through iterative experimentation on
digital platforms, turning affordance actualization into a continuous learning loop (Sj6din et al.,
2020). However, there is an ambiguity and fuzziness around the conceptualisations and
operationalization of the DC construct and its different categories namely sensing, seizing and
reconfiguring capacities as well as the antecedents and outcomes of the construct that makes it
extremely challenging to understand and study in more detail (Buzzao & Rizzi, 2021; Steininger
et al., 2022).

This review synthesizes how DCs have been conceptualized and operationalized in IS and
management, examines the antecedents that enable them, and traces the outcomes (such as
innovation and firm performance that they mediate). The objective is to integrate findings across
disciplines and highlight the chains linking digital and organizational factors to performance via
dynamic capabilities.

Dynamic capabilities have been conceptualized in several, sometimes complementary, ways. One
view treats them as higher-order organizational abilities. Teece et al. (1997) describe dynamic
capabilities as an organization’s ability to purposefully integrate, build, and reconfigure
competences to address change, thereby governing the evolution of ordinary capabilities. Another
perspective defines them as learned and stable patterns of collective activity by which the
organization systematically generates and modifies its operating routines in pursuit of improved
effectiveness (Zollo & Winter, 2002), highlighting the routinized nature of DCs and the role of
organizational learning in their development. A further approach frames DCs around three



interrelated routines of sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring, where sensing involves scanning and
sensemaking to detect opportunities and threats; seizing mobilizes resources and commits to a
course of action; and transforming (or reconfiguring) rearranges assets and structures to sustain
new strategies (Barreto, 2010; Teece, 2007). Some research decomposes DCs into measurable
clusters, such as learning, integrating, coordinating, and reconfiguring, arguing that these routines
collectively implement sensing, seizing, and transforming and can be measured as reflective
constructs at the organizational level. Finally, a synthesis view emphasizes that dynamic
capabilities are best understood through their microfoundations such as the managerial processes,
structures, and decision rules that underpin them (Foss, 2010) providing explanatory leverage and
helping avoid confusing capabilities with resources or outcomes.

In this dissertation, dynamic capabilities are conceptualized following Teece (2007) and Pavlou &
El Sawy (2011) as higher-order, routinized processes (specifically sensing, seizing, and
reconfiguring) through which organizations purposefully adapt their resource base and business
models. This perspective takes into account both the action-oriented view of microfoundations and
the measurable, IT-enabled routines that operationalize these capabilities at the firm level. Despite
differences across definitions, these perspectives share two common elements: dynamic
capabilities focus on purposeful change rather than operational efficiency, and they are learned
and repeatable, suggesting that organizations can build, transform, and improve them through
practice and governance using their pool of tangible and intangible resources and technologies.

The literature proposes several frameworks to organise the content and operation of dynamic
capabilities. As mentioned earlier, Teece's micro-foundational model groups capabilities into three
classes including sensing, seizing and reconfiguring that must work together to generate
innovation. This framework emphasises sequencing (sense — seize — transform) but allows
overlap. Researchers often break dynamic capabilities into routines such as learning, integrating,
coordinating and reconfiguring; these can be modelled as first-order factors loading on a
higher-order dynamic capability construct. In terms of static or dynamic nature of the
concept, Winter (2003) distinguishes zero-order capabilities (operational routines that allow the
firm to “make a living”), first-order dynamic capabilities (e.g., product development routines) and
second-order capabilities that modify lower-order capabilities (Winter, 2003), underscoring that
dynamic capabilities operate on other capabilities. Process models of capability development offer
further insights. Cyfert etal. (2021), for example, propose a five-stage model comprising
generation, selection, integration, reconfiguration and impact assessment with 27 components,
emphasising that dynamic capabilities emerge from intentional learning and reconfiguration
processes (Cyfert et al., 2021). Additionally, several works draw from the knowledge evolution
cycle (variation, selection, replication, retention) to explain how dynamic capabilities arise from
learning and adaptation (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2009).

Despite these contributions, the dynamic capabilities literature shows ongoing conceptual
ambiguity (Steininger et al. 2022). Scholars debate whether DCs should be defined as routines,
processes, or resource configurations, and whether they are sequential or bundled. Eisenhardt and
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Martin (2000) view dynamic capabilities as structured analytic processes, whereas Teece
emphasises less formal routines. Some studies treat operational routines as dynamic capabilities,
blurring distinctions (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Peteraf et al., 2013). Many works rely on distant
proxies or cross-sectional surveys, leading to calls for richer process data and longitudinal
designs. A further critique is the absence of a standardized measurement scale as Kump et al.
(2019) note that no universal scale exists, though they propose a 14-item instrument for sensing,
seizing and transforming that predicts business and innovation performance. These ambiguities
motivate the need for clear boundaries, careful operationalization and multi-method approaches
(Kump et al., 2019).

Researchers have employed varied methods to measure dynamic capabilities. Reflective
multi-item scales are common: many studies use survey instruments to capture perceptions of
sensing, seizing and transforming, and Pavlou and El Sawy (2011) develop reflective scales for
learning, integrating, coordinating and reconfiguring that together form a higher-order dynamic
capability. Some studies treat dynamic capabilities as a second-order latent variable comprising
first-order routines (Pundziene et al., 2022; Schilke, 2014), which accounts for their
multidimensional nature while providing a parsimonious measure. Empirical work often relies on
process indicators and proxies such as R&D intensity, number of new products or strategic
alliances, although critics argue that such proxies may capture outcomes rather than
capabilities. Scale-development efforts, including those by Kump et al. (2019) and Janssen et al.
(2014), aim to provide more robust measures and propose measurement scales for complementary
service innovation capabilities (Janssen et al., 2016). To capture non-linear interactions among
capability dimensions, some researchers apply configurational approaches such as fuzzy-set
qualitative comparative analysis (fsSQCA), identifying sufficient configurations of sensing, seizing
and transforming for desired outcomes. For instance, Raymond et al. (2020) employ fsQCA to
uncover equifinal combinations of IT and strategic capabilities that enable explorative learning in
Canadian industrial-service SMEs. Their study positions explorative learning as a dynamic
capability emerging from the interplay of IT infrastructure and e-business capabilities with R&D,
HRM and networking competencies, highlighting how distinct capability configurations produce
high innovation and productivity outcomes Taken together, operationalization remains an area of
active development, with no universally accepted instrument (Raymond et al., 2020).

Building on this premise, the question becomes how organizations transform technological
potential into lasting adaptability. While digital technologies provide the raw material for change,
it is the firm’s dynamic capabilities that determine whether transformation succeeds. These
capabilities do not emerge in isolation; they are shaped by organizational, technological, and
environmental conditions that either enable or constrain their development (Wilden et al., 2013).
Understanding the antecedents that foster the emergence of dynamic capabilities, such as the
presence of flexible digital infrastructures, knowledge-sharing routines, and supportive managerial
cognition, is therefore essential. Equally important is examining their outcomes, including how
these capabilities translate into innovation, strategic renewal, and sustainable competitive
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advantage. This dual focus on what enables dynamic capabilities and what they enable in turn,
provides the theoretical backbone of this thesis and guides the investigations presented in the
subsequent essays.

1.5.2 IT Resources and Digital Assets as Antecedents of Dynamic Capabilities

Research identifies several categories of antecedents that enable or inhibit dynamic capabilities,
with recent work in information systems and management placing increasing emphasis on digital
antecedents (Linde et al., 2021; Pelletier, 2021; Raymond et al., 2020; Schilke; Barreto, 2010).
While traditional antecedents such as leadership and governance, organizational learning
processes, structural design, environmental dynamism, and human capital still remain relevant, but
they increasingly interact with digital technologies to shape firms’ adaptive capacities (Saeedikiya
et al., 2024; Steininger et al., 2022).

In this regard, the asset orchestration perspective provides a complementary lens to understand
how IT resources are mobilized into capabilities. This orchestration perspective echoes the
resource-orchestration view, which details how firms structure, bundle, and leverage IT resources
to develop IT and dynamic capabilities for innovation, even under environmental turbulence
(Ahuja & Chan, 2017). Drawing from the social IT alignment (SITA) framework, Pelletier et al.
(2021) demonstrate that IT-enabled transformation depends not only on the structural alignment
of technologies but also on relational coordination, shared IT competencies, and the orchestration
of IT assets through allocation, structuration, and coordination mechanisms. These processes
collectively form the basis through which IT assets evolve into dynamic capabilities.

Building on this orchestration view, recent research has turned its attention to the specific digital
capabilities that allow firms to enact such coordination and transformation through technology.
Digital capability refers to an organization’s proficiency in deploying digital technologies to
support business activities and empower employees (Slavkovi¢ et al., 2023). In a recent study of
German SMEs, digital capability was conceptualized as a foundational enabler that provides firms
with access to digital tools, platforms, and data essential for transformation. However, the study
emphasized that digital capability alone is not sufficient to achieve superior outcomes. It must be
complemented by dynamic capabilities to effectively convert digital resources into performance
gains. Dynamic capabilities act as the driving force that enables firms to harness their digital
infrastructure for strategic renewal, while organisational learning processes such as knowledge
creation, integration, and reconfiguration facilitate the translation of digital capability into tangible
business value (Held et al., 2025).

Complementary to digital capabilities is the role of IT flexibility which is the adaptability of IT
infrastructure to changing needs. Mikalef et al. (2021) show that flexible IT infrastructure enables
firms to reconfigure processes and align IT strategies with shifting conditions, thereby enhancing
dynamic capabilities and competitive performance. They argue that IT capabilities are
multidimensional constructs, and IT flexibility is a critical dimension enabling strategic
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reconfiguration and differentiation (Mikalef et al., 2021). In turbulent and heterogeneous
environments, flexible and decentralised IT governance schemes become even more important
(Pavlou & El Sawy, 2010).

Digital assets such as data analytics platforms, cloud services, and digital platforms likewise
provide resources that can be mobilized through dynamic capabilities (Saeedikiya et al., 2024).
These specialized causal configurations highlight how evolving digital technologies expand the
scope of automation and integration, aligning closely with the reconfiguring dimension of dynamic
capabilities. Such affordances become microfoundational antecedents when organizations use
them to experiment, iterate, and reconfigure digital services; however, barriers such as resistance
to change or lack of skills can impede affordance actualization (Anderson & Robey, 2017,
Bernhard et al., 2013; Volkoff & Strong, 2013).

A recurring theme in the RBV and dynamic capabilities literature is the need to separate IT
resources from the affordances they provide (Volkoff & Strong, 2013). Steininger et al. (2022)
caution against assuming that IT resources automatically yield positive outcomes and call for
granular analysis of specific IT resources, their affordances, the actualization of those affordances
and the resulting outcomes. They argue for a sociomaterial, resource-orchestration perspective,
noting that simply deploying IT can constrain as much as enable; only when users recognise and
enact an IT system’s action possibilities (affordances) does it become an antecedent to dynamic
capabilities (Steininger et al., 2022; Volkoff & Strong, 2013). As Volkoff and Strong note,
affordances exist in the real domain as potentials for action that require user intentionality and
temporal actualization. This perspective underscores that digital assets and platforms are latent
resources, they become true antecedents of dynamic capabilities through the actions, learning
processes and governance mechanisms that actualise them. Recent qualitative evidence deepens
this connection by identifying specific routines through which dynamic capabilities emerge in
digital transformation contexts (Ellstrom et al., 2022; Volkoff & Strong, 2013). Ellstrom et al.
(2022) outline routines such as digital sensing, adaptive strategy development, and infrastructure
unification that illustrate how firms enact sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring in practice. While
this study does not examine these routines directly, they exemplify the kinds of organizational
patterns that IT affordances can enable once actualized.

Recent configurational research further refines this distinction by examining how combinations of
organizational and technological conditions drive strategic outcomes. For instance, Cui et al.
(2017) demonstrate through a configurational analysis that awareness, motivation, and capability
(AMC) factors interact in multiple ways to generate distinct patterns of competitive action (Cui et
al., 2017). Complementarily, Mikalef et al. (2021) show that flexible IT infrastructures and
architectures act as enabling assets that align with dynamic capabilities to support strategic renewal
and competitive performance. Together, these studies highlight that neither organizational
motivation and awareness nor technological resources alone suffice and competitive advantage
arises from their synergistic orchestration within specific contextual configurations.
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Digital antecedents also interplay with organisational learning. Chen & Zheng (2022) demonstrate
that organisational learning significantly improves firms’ resource integration and reconfiguration
capabilities and that these capabilities mediate the relationship between learning and performance.
Learning processes help firms transform digital data into actionable knowledge (Chen & Zheng,
2022; Pelletier et al., 2023; Raymond et al., 2020). this interplay between digital capability and
learning fosters dynamic capability. The same study notes that dynamic capabilities are
behaviour-oriented routines to improve and recreate resources and that learning is key to
restructuring operational capabilities (Chen & Zheng, 2022). They argue that organisational
learning converts digital capability into dynamic capability through knowledge generation,
integration and reconfiguration.

Environmental factors also interact with digital antecedents. Steininger et al. (2022) observe that
competitive pressure and environmental turbulence drive the development of dynamic capabilities
and moderate their effects on performance. In dynamic and heterogeneous environments, flexible
IT infrastructures and decentralised governance are particularly vital. The COVID-19 pandemic
highlighted this point: crisis contexts provided a gateway to observe how digital tools, learning
processes and governance routines jointly enable dynamic capabilities.

Although multiple antecedents can contribute to the emergence of dynamic capabilities, the present
study focuses specifically on organizational IT affordances as the central antecedent. This choice
reflects the need to move beyond static conceptualizations of IT resources and digital capabilities,
toward understanding the action potentials embedded in technology and their enactment within
organizational contexts. Following the critical realist and sociomaterial reasoning advanced by
Volkoff and Strong (2013), affordances are treated not as properties of technology itself but as
relational mechanisms arising from interactions between IT artifacts, users, and structures (e.g.
organizational goals). By emphasizing affordances, this study captures the generative mechanisms
through which digital resources become mobilized and transformed into dynamic routines such as
sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring.

Focusing on affordances as antecedents also provides a stronger microfoundational explanation
for how digital tools contribute to dynamic capabilities. Unlike broader constructs such as digital
capability or IT flexibility, which describe organizational competencies or infrastructure
properties, affordances are enacted phenomena that connect technology features to user actions
and organizational outcomes (Leonardi, 2011; Volkoff & Strong, 2013). They offer an analytically
precise bridge between technological potential and dynamic capability actualization, allowing the
study to trace how organizations recognize and realize specific digital opportunities. In this sense,
IT affordances represent the proximal enablers of dynamic capabilities, while other anteceden