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ABSTRACT 

Problem formulation – The research question in this case study is “How do the most 
prominent factors influence the dynamic capability?” 
 
Purpose – The purpose of why this study was conducted was to rank the most influencing 
factors for dynamic capability.  
 
Literature – The main literature, upon which the whole study was based upon, refers to 
dynamic capabilities.  Numerous literature sources were used throughout this thesis, which 
can be found in references.  
 
Method – The authors used the case study approach for this research as described in Yin’s 
“Case Study Research: Design and Methods. 5th Ed.” (2014). Main methods used for the 
collection of the empirical findings were documentation, interviews and informal discussions. 
 
Key findings – Dynamic capabilities, i.e. sensing, seizing and transforming, are the link 
between opportunities and successful company performance. Based on lessons from 
interviews it is shown with qualitative information that four influential factors affecting the 
dynamic capabilities are present at Company A. Moreover, ranking of the most influential 
factors has been made implying the following order 1) spirit of the enterprise, 2) strong 
leadership and 3) established processes. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

Dynamic managerial capabilities are the capabilities with which managers build, integrate and 
reconfigure organisational resources and competences (Helfat et. al. 2007). The concept is a 
direct analogy to more “dynamic capabilities” which is described by Teece, Pisano and Shuen 
(1997, p. 516) as capabilities that enable an organisation to “integrate, build and reconfigure 
competences”.  
 
Managerial dynamic capabilities could be said to represent crucial drivers for the 
configuration of the alignment between the management model and the business model 
(Basile and Faraci, 2015). Whereas the management model of the company is simply the set 
of choices made by executives define objectives, motivate effort, coordinate activities, and 
allocate resources. Management research and practice demonstrate that management models 
and business models can be defined as management tools and techniques that enable 
managers and entrepreneurs to elaborate a decision set regarding different organisation areas. 
Continuous improvement of the performance is one of the primary objectives of any industrial 
management of today and along this vein, dynamic capabilities play a crucial role in 
inventing, implementing and adapting or transforming the business model which inevitably 
influence the business performance.  
 
In fast-moving business environments which are open to global competition, this aspiration 
requires unique and difficult-to-replicate dynamic capabilities (Teece, 2007). These dynamic 
capabilities can be “disaggregated into the capacity (1) to sense and shape opportunities and 
threats, (2) to seize opportunities, and (3) to maintain competitiveness through enhancing, 
combining, protecting, and, when necessary, reconfiguring the business enterprise’s intangible 
and tangible assets” (Teece, 2007). To illustrate relations, Figure 1.1 has been presented as a 
descriptive model and illustration.  
 

 
Figure 1.1 Descriptive theoretical model illustrating the link between opportunities and business performance. 
Source: Roxin and Lettström (2015). 
 
How, different factors leads to increased dynamic capability have been analyzed by several 
researches and whereof four factors stick out: 1) Change intensity, 2) Spirit of enterprise, 3) 
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Strong leadership, and 4) Established processes (Wilden et. al., 2009; Chesbrough, 2010; Leih 
et. al. 2014; Eckhardt, 2013). 
 
In Figure 1.1, two barriers are shown, one between opportunities and dynamic capability and 
one between dynamic capability and business model innovation (BMI). The figure aims to 
illustrate that to get dynamic capability in the company the organisation have to pass a barrier 
to be able to seize and sense opportunities. Moreover it is suggested that the organisation 
needs to pass a barrier to be able to transform the opportunities into business performance. 
This correlates with research that have shown that frequent changes (change intensity) and 
positive climate in the organisation (spirit of the enterprise) willingness for innovation is 
gained and the first barrier including components such as e.g. bureaucracy or unbalanced 
dynamic capabilities is reconciled. Furthermore, the figure shows that by strong leadership 
and business model processes the second barrier that prevents the dynamic capabilities to turn 
opportunities into business model innovation and successful business performance is 
overcome (Chesbrough, 2010).  
 
To this end we emphasize the importance of bridging the barriers around dynamic 
capabilities, to stimulate business model innovation and successful performance. Thereof the 
influence of the factors bridging these two barriers and stimulating the dynamic capability of 
an organisation is of interest to study. 

1.2 Problem discussion 

Most companies focus their innovation efforts on new products and on driving efficiencies 
into current models. These are important activities, but in today’s fast changing reality when 
business models do not last as long and face disruption, BMI has become the new strategic 
imperative (Chesbrough, 2007) and sustainable management necessity and thereby potentials 
needs to continuously be captured combining these two. An insight about the potentials as 
well as an understanding of the barriers present is thus of interest for every company that 
strives for positive performance.  
 
In Figure 1.1 the flow from opportunity to performance is schematically described and in this 
figure it is suggested that the components defined by Teece (2007) i.e. sensing, seizing and 
transforming, are the link between opportunities and business model innovation. Thereby 
seizing and sensing is to be regarded as the gateway to dynamic capabilities and transforming 
as the relevant exit leading to business model innovation. The authors then mean that dynamic 
capability is gained by making cycling active by the right conditions and to push states of 
dynamic equilibrium in an organisational chain reaction. Moreover, after frequent and 
continuous cycling by repeatable transformation the organisation gains a strong self-moving 
dynamic capability. This since each round in the cycle turns opportunities into growing 
capacity. Factors known to affect the dynamic capability positively are change intensity, spirit 
of the enterprise, strong leadership and standardized processes. 
 
Avon (2005) has in her research-work shown that the way an organisation will confront with a 
social response toward innovation, change, and stability is in correlation to its social print 
whereof the social prints in an organisation represent the heritage of diverse social logics 
arranged and based on social contracts and bonding. Accordingly the long-term climate will 
affect the dynamic equilibrium strived for by the organisation when changes and expectations 
are sent from management.  
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Wilden, Gudergan and Lings (2009) has shown that a well-developed organisational ability to 
sense and seize market opportunities has large impact on the company performance and 
findings show that the timing and frequency of dynamic capability deployment have 
significant effects on the resource base. By combining these results with the results from 
Avon (2005), it is proposed that management has an advantage and may set the direction by 
their leadership and processes and the ability to support innovativeness by and introduction of 
stimulating frequent changes. Moreover, it is proposed that an organisation nourish its 
dynamic capability by introduce these changes broadly and in diverse fields. Accordingly, the 
leadership, the change intensity and the spirit of the enterprise is shown to influence the 
dynamic capability but their mutual contribution is interesting to evaluate. 
 
Mintzberg (1989) states that the trend with large organisations are mainly designed to serve 
themselves as closed systems counteracting any creative innovativeness while younger 
organisations that respond to creative leadership or that exhibit a strong sense of mission are 
on the contrary inherently vulnerable. The interpretation of this statement is that larger 
organisations need more “energy” to keep the dynamic capability moving and that there is an 
evident risk of stagnation. Furthermore, the statement by Mintzberg indicates that there are 
two different ingredients valuable to support and organisation no matter the size and these are 
established innovation processes and creative leadership. Whereas the former becomes more 
substantial the larger the company gets to prevent stagnation or reluctance. Thereby 
permanent and well established processes for business model innovation are a success factor 
for both young and large organisations (Amit et .al, 2011) but the influence in a large 
organisation is certainly interesting to study.  
 
Chesbrough (2010), means that business models must be responsive to the dynamics of the 
industry, environment etc., because technological advancements force organisations to 
change. Thereby, with the assumption that different architectures of sustainable business 
models are the outcome of an organisation's dynamic capability of seizing opportunities it 
should be possible to show a relationship between economic success and the change impact in 
a field that could either be regarded as an area to comply with requirements or an area of 
opportunities. Moreover it should be possible to positively steer the business performance by 
taking advantage of the knowledge about the influential factors that enhances the dynamic 
capability.  
 
In his research Ljungquist (2014) suggests that strong sensing and transformable capabilities 
do not bring organisational success if not balanced by an equally strong seizing capability. 
With this in mind it is further suggested that the factors influencing the dynamic capabilities 
needs all to be present and balanced and that the equilibrium is different for companies in 
different phases. This means for example that during the start up of a company when it is 
small the second barrier preventing transformation (see Figure 1.1) is low and main 
influencing factor is the sensing and seizing ability established by a entrepreneurial 
atmosphere. When the company grows both barriers becomes more obvious as the 
entrepreneurship fades. At the same time as this happens established processes and leadership 
becomes more and more important. Accordingly the balance between the influential factors 
for dynamic capability is suggested as different for a large and well-established company with 
less dominance from the spirit of the enterprise. 
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1.3 Problem formulation and purpose 

As could be concluded from section 1.2, standardized and well-shaped established processes 
supports (Amit et .al, 2011) successful BMI as well as mature and strong leadership. 
Furthermore, together with an unconstrained atmosphere and a culture of handling frequent 
changes it is suggested to be the frame for success that finally feeds the dynamic capability. In 
this master thesis it is assumed that these four factors could establish a permanent source to a 
nutrient DC where frequent and continuous feed of changes leads to a well-trained DC and 
thereby successful business performance. Except for the exemplification of the relations in 
Figure 1.1, the relations could be illustrated in a simplified model as done in Figure 2.7 and 
the interesting research question for this master thesis could be summarized as: 
 

 “How do the most prominent factors influence the dynamic capability?” 
 
To perform the case study research, special focus has been put into one of the most successful 
company among the largest Swedish employers in the steel and metal industry and interviews, 
a generalizing qualitative analysis and a literature study have been made to show existence of 
the components affecting the dynamic capabilities with the aim to rank the most dominant 
influencers. 

1.4 Delimitations 

Four defined factors affecting dynamic capabilities are to be studied. Other factors that might 
be considered as relevant have not been considered, but only: 1) Change intensity, 2) Spirit of 
enterprise, 3) Strong leadership, and 4) Established processes.  Because there are so many 
different company branches, we have focused on a branch with great impact on the outer 
environment, known innovation efforts in sustainability and moreover a larger well-
established company with global presence have been chosen, i.e. a steel and metal industry 
company in Sweden.  

1.5 Thesis’ structure 

This master thesis includes the following sections:  
 

1. Literature Review - In this chapter, the authors will review the relevant literature in 
order to establish the context for this case study as previously described.  
 

2. Methodology - In this chapter, the authors will mainly explain the methodology used 
to answer the research questions.  
 

3. Empirical findings - In this chapter, the authors will present the empirical findings of 
this study.  
 

4. Analysis of the findings - This chapter will contain the analysis of the collected data.  
 

5. Conclusions and implications - Finally, authors will draw their conclusions by 
answering the research question.   
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

This master thesis aims to show factors influencing the dynamic capability (DC). As a base 
for the single-case study, a summary of literature findings regards to dynamic capabilities, 
business model innovation and their relation are presented. 

2.1 Dynamic capabilities 

According to Stefano et. al. (2014) and Peteraf et. al. (2013) the research about DC have 
occurred in two parallel knowledge arenas with the origin from two seminal papers: 
 

 Teece, Pisano and Shuen (1997) 
 Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) 

 
First paper defines DC in terms of latent actions i.e. the ability of a company to integrate, 
build, and reconfigure competences to meet fast changing environments. The DC approach is 
defined as one of the sources that may explain a company's advantage in a long-term 
perspective and to a company's success over time. An approach that has been used and goes 
well with the model presented in Figure 1.1 in this master thesis. According to Teece (2007), 
DC can be divided into three executions of importance, i.e. sensing opportunities, seizing 
them, and transforming the organisation to do so, where business model innovation, 
implementation and renewal are all key outputs from each of these executions. Hence, the DC 
framework can deepen the understanding of the role of business models in the long-run 
performance of the business enterprise. Several authors have maintained the contribution of 
DC to improve competitive advantages. 
 
Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) define DC as “The firm’s processes that use resources to match 
and even create market change. DC is accordingly the organisational and strategic routines by 
which firms achieve new resource configurations as markets emerge, collide, split, evolve, 
and die.” Literature has highlighted the relevance of DC for the introduction of company 
innovation (e.g. Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000), with a special focus on the introduction of new 
products or processes. 
 
Accordingly, in their seminal contribution, Teece, Pisano and Shuen (1997) argued that DC 
enable organisations to integrate, build, and reconfigure their resources and competencies and, 
thereby, maintain performance in the face of changing business environments. The notion of 
DC was subsequently refined and expanded (e.g. Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Zollo and 
Winter 2002; Teece, 2007; Helfat et. al., 2007 among others). Still, a concise and 
comprehensive definition of dynamic capabilities is strived for.  
 
The resulting fundamental difference between the two concepts (originating from the seminal 
papers) is related to the degree of observability (Stefano et. al., 2014) and to combine the 
concepts an illustrative metaphor “organisational drivetrain” has been suggested.  This 
organisational drivetrain tends to visualize DC of an organisation by explaining how routines 
and simple rules interact, see Figure 2.1 This illustrative metaphor correlates well with the 
descriptive model presented in Figure 1.1 that is an illustration of the DC as the link between 
opportunities and business model innovation (BMI) proposed by Roxin and Lettström (2015). 
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Figure 2.1 The “Organisational drivetrain” as a model for dynamic capability in an organisation. 
Source: Stefano et. al. (2014).  

Interpretation is that the driver of the “organisational drivetrain” (top management) controls 
the front gears by setting the business model and a few simple rules leading to the pre-defined 
direction. When motion is initiated, the action moves from the front gears via the drive chain 
(linking mechanism i.e. learning and informing) to the gears in the back (routines in the 
organisation). Ideas that support the ideas presented in section 1.1 saying that strong 
leadership and business model processes helps to overcome the second barrier that prevents 
the dynamic capabilities to turn opportunities into business model innovation and successful 
business performance. Accordingly, these initiated action motions could be changes in the 
business model as for example new process for value creation, changes in distribution, 
changes in supplier relations etc. To handle different landscapes (environmental changes) the 
derailleur enables the rider to shift gear meaning that new dynamic equilibrium arises. Martin 
(2011) describes the derailleur in the “organisational drivetrain” as the executive leadership 
processes allowing flexible adjustments by uncoupling and recoupling.  
 
To further support Figure 1.1, there are outstanding overlaps and links between DC, business 
models, strategy, and organisational design leading to at least two overall themes each 
suggesting different causal and constitutive relations between DC, the dynamics of business 
models, and organisation (Leih et. al., 2014). 
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2.2 Business models 

Business models could be seen as the bridge that unit strategies and business processes in a 
company and thereby constant revising of the business model should be seen as an obvious 
action to any company. Thereby, the role of business model innovation (BMI) has become a 
vitally important key to success in the business world today (Teece, 2007). Understanding of 
the power, the processes of creation, the barriers and the influence of dynamic capabilities 
(DC) on the creation and implementation are thereof of interest to any industrial management 
to be able to understand the possibilities and suitable impact on on-going strategy execution. 
 
Research is desperately needed that classifies characteristics of business models and then 
associates characteristics of business models to specific outcomes (Eckhardt, 2013) and by 
expressing this further a need of increased understanding of the essence of business models 
and their place in the corpus of the social and organisational sciences (Teece, 2010). An 
increased knowledge should help our understanding of e.g. market behaviour, competition, 
innovation, strategy and competitive advantage. Fact is that several successful companies of 
today have gained their success by innovative changing their business model.  
 
Between 1998 and 2002, Shafer et. al. (2005) found twelve different definitions of business 
models and these twelve definitions fit into four areas: strategic choices, creating value, 
capturing value and value networks. Moreover, they concluded that business models reflects 
the strategic choices and their operating effects, which helps in communicating, analyzing, 
testing and validating the cause-effect relationships that derive from the strategic choices 
made. The main goal for companies is to create wealth and profits for shareholders and setting 
social and environmental as secondary (Stormer, 2003). In other studies it is mentioned that 
companies have to undertake initiatives that would lead them to become integrated entities 
that operate beyond the economic profit, creating social and environmental value (e.g. 
Doppelt, 2003; Dunphy et. al. 2003). 
 
Description 
Type 1. Undifferentiated business model => often lack of process to manage business model. 
Type 2. Partly differentiated business model => often lack of resources/power to sustain 
Type 3. Segmented business model => competing in different segments simultaneous. 
Type 4. Externally aware business model => promising relationships with outsiders. 
Type 5. Integration of innovation in business model => business model key integrated role. 
Type 6. Adaptive business model platform => ability and commitment to perform experimentation. 
 
Table 2.1 Six types of frameworks for business modelling suggested by Chesbrough (2007) 
Source: Chesbrough (2007) 
 
Furthermore, as an attempt to define a rigorous approach of the business value streams, 
different "frameworks" have been defined for business modelling. Chesbrough (2007) has 
described the Business Model Framework (BMF) as a model that sequences possible business 
models from very basic models to far more advanced models. A framework that is valuable to 
consider during a case study as the one proposed in this master thesis. 
 
Parallel, Al-Debei and Avison (2010) define a business model as “an abstract representation 
of an organisation, be it conceptual, textual, and/or graphical, of all core interrelated 
architectural, co-operational, and financial arrangements designed and developed by an 
organisation presently and in the future, as well all core products and/or services the 
organisation offers, or will offer, based on these arrangements that are needed to achieve its 
strategic goals and objectives”. The business model could be regarded as a description of 
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‘‘how a company communicates, creates, delivers, and captures value out of a value 
proposition’’. Moreover, how each aspect is carried out in the organisation is described by the 
framework proposed by Abdelkafi et. al. (2013), see in Figure 2.2. 
 

 
 
Figure 2.2 Business model framework described by Abdelkafi et. al. (2013). 
Source: Abdelkafi et. al. (2013). 
 
The business model framework developed by Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010), the Business 
Model Canvas is probably the most used ontology for describing the elements of business 
models “a shared language for describing, visualizing, assessing, and changing business 
models” and could be used to describe the rationale of how an organisation creates, delivers, 
and captures value. The ontology frameworks by Abdelkafi et. al. (2013) versus Osterwalder 
and Pigneur (2010), have some similarities since both models describe how an organisation 
creates, delivers, and captures value such as customer segments and customer relationships, 
distribution channels, revenue streams, key resources, cost structure and key partnership.  
 
In most business models the main goal for a company is furthermore to generate profit by 
creating products or services and to survive, every organisation that creates and delivers value 
must generate enough revenue to cover its expenses. This may have negative social and 
environmental consequences (e.g. pollution, adverse effects on health etc.), but instead of 
looking negatively on social and environmental consequences a company should take 
advantage of this for their business model to become more innovative and purpose-driven. 
The ontology Business Model Canvas defined by Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) considers 
these aspects. In total the ontology consists of nine basic building blocks that show how a 
company intends to make a profit. Within the nine blocks there are four main areas of 
business: customers, offer, infrastructure and financial viability. 
 
The different groups of people or organisations a company aims to serve define the Customer 
Segments building block. The bundle of products and services that create value for a specific 
Customer Segment is described in the Value Propositions building block and how a company 
communicates with and reaches its Customer Segments to deliver a Value Proposition is 
described in the Channels building block. The type of relationships a company establishes 
with specific Customer Segments describes the Customer Relationships building block and 
the cash a company generates from each Customer Segments represents the Revenue Streams 
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building block. The most important assets required to make a business model work is 
described in the Key Resources building block and the Key Activities building block. The 
network of suppliers and partners that make the business model work is described in the Key 
Partnerships building block. The weightiest costs incurred while operating under a particular 
business model is described in the Cost Structure building block. 
 

 
Figure 2.3 The Business Model Canvas illustrated by Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) 
Source: Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) 
 
In different phases of the company lifecycle different business models are suitable and hence 
regular analysis and vivid BMI processes are suggested and within this work the business 
Model Canvas can be used as a valuable tool. It is evident that efforts that support 
sustainability, e.g. environmental improvements, introduced at different occasions of the 
company’s life cycle could have direct effects on the business model of a company.  For 
example strategies for extended service life and effective resource utilization may affect 
several blocks in the business model.  

2.3 Innovation  

Innovation is the development and successful establishment of a technical, organisational, 
business related, institutional or social solution of a problem, which is perceived as 
groundbreaking and new, accepted by pertinent users and pursued by innovators in 
anticipation of an achievement (Wirtz, 2010). Differentiating innovation from invention can 
be made by using Thomas Edison’s statement: “... the real challenge in innovation was not 
invention – coming up with good ideas – but in making them work technically and 
commercially”. According to Odumeru (2013) at least eight types of innovation exist: Process 
Innovation, Product Innovation, Incremental Innovation, Radical Innovation, Administrative 
Innovation, Technology Innovation, Market Innovation and Value Innovation.  
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Breznik and Hisrich (2014) have proposed 6 different relations between DC and innovation 
capability (IC). One perspective puts innovation capability as a type of DC and this is 
supported by Helfat et. al. (2007) who define the DC as the capacities of a firm to 
purposefully create and extend and modify its resource base that consists of tangible and 
intangible resources and capabilities which the firm owns and controls. However, the authors 
of this master thesis rather agree with the perspective of Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) who 
state that product innovations in fact are real DC, but where organisational DC are seen as a 
precondition for innovation capability. This latter part is also supported by Wang and Ahmed 
(2007) who furthermore divide DC into three components; adaptive capability, absorptive 
capacity and innovation capability. Accordingly, innovation capability (IC) is in their opinion 
one of the components of DC and this is supported by the authors of this master thesis with 
the suggestion that there is a dependency between IC and adaptive capability and absorptive 
capacity. This meaning that the last two are a prerequisite for IC, but they are all actually 
dynamic capabilities.  
 
This suggested hypothesis also correlates to another perspective, presented by Breznik and 
Hisrich (2014) who also support the dynamic equilibrium theory and state that DC is a 
precondition for a company’s innovation capability. Innovation capability is according to 
Parashar and Singh (2005) built upon DC and likewise Teece (2007) argues that it is clear that 
DC enables firms to successfully innovate. The fifth perspective by Breznik and Hisrich 
(2014) is that innovation capability is not a DC. A statement that is not understood by the 
authors of this master thesis even though it is explained by the reasoning that IC, as Tidd and 
Bessant (2009) state, has to be constantly adjusted and developed and those DC allow this to 
happen.  
 
On the contrary, it is understood that the allowance from DC could be regarded as the above 
mentioned dependency between IC and adaptive capability and absorptive capacity whereas 
the adaptability capability, due to social heritage, automatically becomes the dominant as it 
takes the lead in a first phase. The dominance of the adaptability is further expected when the 
need for adjustment of the dynamic equilibrium is large. To draw this further it is proposed 
that the dependency between IC and adaptive capability and absorptive capacity supports the 
ideas of dynamic equilibrium and the ideas of a constant balancing. Zahra et. al. (2006) says 
that IC is a result of a learning process and is thereby also supporting the idea of a 
dependency by indicating that part of the balancing requires continuous learning to live on.  
Another perspective of Breznik and Hisrich (2014), states that innovation capability could be 
seen as a synonym for DC and DC is then assumed to manipulate (Zott, 2003) the resources 
and capabilities that directly engender rents which is a main purpose of innovation 
capabilities. Lawson and Samson (2001) further explain that innovation capability is defined 
as a higher-order integration capability or the ability to mould and manage multiple 
capabilities. However, this perspective is regarded by the authors of this master thesis as a 
simplification of the dynamic capability since it does not consider adaptability and 
absorptivity. Moreover, referring to the research work made by Avon (2005), i.e. that the way 
an organisation will confront with a social response toward innovation, change, and stability, 
the former suggested hypothesis of IC as one part of DC seems again supported.  
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Figure 2.4 Capabilities of innovation presented by Hill et. al. (2015) 
Source: Hill et. al. (2015) 
 
Hill et. al. (2015) have after studying masters of organisational innovation for ten years, 
identified three key activities essential for the innovation to occur; creative abrasion, creative 
resolution and creative agility. As presented in Figure 2.4 an optimum of creative 
innovativeness is gained when all these activities co-exist. Again suggesting that DC includes 
three components whereas the third is IC, it is proposed that the dynamic capability 
components; adaptive capability and absorptive capability, concedes the creative parts when 
the absorptive capability and especially the adaptive capability are not requiring full attention. 
 
Innovation strategies are identified as knowledge management, exploration, cooperation and 
entrepreneurship (Reinmoeller and van Baardwijk, 2005) and the principle that firms innovate 
by leveraging their internal capabilities and resources is based on business model innovation 
(Zott and Amit, 2010). Business model innovation has its foundation in corporate practice, 
strategic management and industrial economics (Aspara et. al. 2009) and it is suggested that 
there is a greater chance of successful innovation if a company deploys more than one 
business model at the same time (Clausen and Rasmussen, 2012).  
 
During the late 1990s and early 2000s business model innovation received increasing 
attention (Amit and Zott, 2001; Petrovic et. al. 2001; Applegate et. al. 2000) due to the 
emergence of internet-based businesses (Santos et. al. 2009). In 2013, it was identified that 
business model innovation research mainly focused on three core perspectives (Schneider and 
Spieth, 2013) where the first focus is the theoretical foundations of the resourced-based view 
of the firm (Barney 1991), the second focus is the DC view of the firm (Teece et. al. 1997) 
and the third focus is the strategic entrepreneurship view (Hitt et. al. 2001; Kuratko and 
Audretsch 2009). Research indicates that there are several factors affecting the dynamic 
capability of an organisation and thus indirectly affecting BMI. 
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Figure 2.5 Business model innovation at the core of enterprise governance and organisation design for 
sustainability. 
Source: Carayannis et. al. (2014) 
 
The relations between concepts of organisation, design, governance and business model 
innovation for organisational sustainability is shown in Figure 2.5 (Carayannis et. al., 2014). 
The effect of how integrating sustainability aspects into the business model and innovation of 
manufacturing firms to generate competitive advantages are analyzed by Jeremy Hall and 
Marcus Wagner (2012). As a result of their result, Jeremy Hall and Marcus Wagner (2012) 
say that the base for competitive advantage is to integrate sustainable metrics and measures, 
because this allows the reduction of inadequacies which are caused by diverging objectives 
(as financial versus social versus environmental). Stefan Schaltegger et. al. (2012) plan to 
conceptualize and empirically corroborate the assumption that business model innovation is 
the driver of sustainable growth for an organisation, because business model innovation 
impacts on the overall performance and competitiveness of the organisation. To draw this 
further it is suggested that strong dynamic capabilities leading to sustainability triggers 
positive business performance. 

2.4. Factors affecting DC and BMI  

Wilden, Gudergan and Lings (2009) have shown that a well-developed organisational ability 
to sense and seize market opportunities and thereby reconfiguring the resource base has great 
effects on performance. Furthermore, Wilden, Gudergan and Lings (2009) use a dynamic 
capability framework to explain more explicitly the intricacies of the relationship between 
sensing and seizing of market opportunities and dynamic capabilities and the resource base. 
Thus it is assumed that performance is a sign of performed BMI. It has also been concluded 
that findings show how the timing and frequency of dynamic capability deployment have 
significant effects on the resource base.  
 
Several articles about the importance of entrepreneurship support the hypothesis about the 
power of BMI on DC and vice versa indicating that evolved entrepreneurship and 
unconstrained atmosphere with less bureaucracy can help to overcome any barriers. Clayton 
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Christensen (Schumpeter, 2011) states that innovations that are disruptive (i.e. innovation that 
creates new markets and may displace an earlier technology) actually require more than an 
unconstrained atmosphere. The author claims that it actually also requires genius leaders 
“nearly all the world's most innovative companies are run by mega minds that set themselves 
hubristic goals”. This perspective proposes that high IC from top management inspires to 
further innovation and adaptabilities that triggers DC and hence the feeding is two-way. 
However, since the genius leaders are few and mean a limited single source, the capabilities 
need to be exercised by other more un-vulnerable and permanent sources within complete 
reach.  

2.4.1 Change intensity and spirit of enterprise 

Wilden, Gudergan and Lings (2009) have shown that frequent and timely dynamic capability 
(DC) deploys an organisation to gain significant effect on the resource base leading to 
stimulation of the dynamic capability. One may conclude though that during the continuous 
feeding, several new barriers could arise, for example in the leadership and hence a 
correlation exists between the strong leadership and the change intensity. Explaining this 
further; several different paradoxes occur for management, i.e. contradictory but interrelated 
simultaneous existing elements co-exists (Smith and Lewis, 2011). Fredberg (2014) points at 
two different ways to deal with paradoxical alternatives: reducing complexity by separating 
units to simple tasks (reductionism or structural ambidexterity) or to integrate a solution in the 
same structure (contextual ambidexterity). Accordingly, conceptual ambidexterity is part of 
positive DC since it is a nutrient and a barrier breaking activity performed by strong leaders 
finally leading to successful BMI. More about strong leadership is described in section 2.4.2. 
 
Kim and Mauborgne (2005) conclude that value innovation is the new way of envisioning and 
executing strategy, resulting in the creation of a blue ocean and a break from competition. 
They argue that blue ocean strategists recognize that market boundaries exist only in the mind 
of managers and hence they do not let existing market structures limit their thinking. Instead 
successful competition and value creation requires a shift of attention from supply to demand, 
from a focus on competing to a focus on creating innovative value to unlock new demands. 
Assuming that this also refers to environmental management, it is suggested that the 
environmental level or stage of evolution in the environmental management of the company 
leads to corresponding levels of envision in market opportunities.  
 
To support blue ocean ability by enhancing the dynamic capability, the authors of this master 
thesis suggest that, the strategist could look both inside and outside the company for 
opportunities. Moreover the organisation of the company needs to foster a strong (well-trained 
and well-nourished) dynamic capability, i.e. something that could be gained by training and 
reiterated focus as well as an understanding of the relationship between present capabilities, 
and enhancement of the capabilities and business model innovation.  
 
Business model innovation is vitally important but very difficult to achieve due to barriers. 
Chesbrough (2010) claims that companies must adopt an effectual attitude toward business 
model experimentation including an adapting organisational process change. Business model 
innovation may thus require changes in the boundaries of the firm, and will usually require 
changes in internal organisational structure and control, and even in company culture. How 
radical and encompassing these changes will be varies with the nature of the business model 
innovation. Hence, an ongoing ability to find the intersection between the company 
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competitive advantages and opportunities in the environment is the fundamental strength of 
an organisation.  
 
Moreover, for organisations to have a competitive advantage they regularly need to re-
evaluate their business model and be prepared to adjust if needed. The ability for an 
organisation to adjust, the dynamism, could be regarded as their ability to survive in fast 
changing environments. Cavalcante et. al. (2011) conclude that there are challenges in making 
business models dynamic since it is common for organisations to get used to a business model 
that has proven successful over a period of time and therefore contributing to an organisation's 
unwillingness to welcome changes. In this motivation is stated to depend on the nature of the 
organisation as well as the strategy behind the business model change. 
  
Since most organisations only focus on creating value for the stakeholders, new focus in 
organisations with short-sighted focus, leads naturally to resisting change (Merchant and V.D. 
Stede, 2012) which accordingly could counteract enhancement of the organisational dynamic 
capability. Conclusively this resistance exists even though there is a great amount of good 
examples (e.g. Apple/iPod-iTunes online music, Skype/low-cost global calling and Grameen 
bank/alleviating poverty) where changes occurred due to a business model innovation and this 
lead to the reengineering of the company to the extent that a new company emerged with new 
focus and outwitting strategies. 
 
In an article from Cheng and Chen (2013) the authors refer to breakthrough innovations as 
innovations that involve substantially new technology, offer substantially greater customer 
benefits relative to existing products. It is also innovations that demand considerable changes 
to consumption or usage patterns and may imply a greater level of complexity and a new 
knowledge base Cheng and Chen (2013), state that, “dynamic innovation capabilities have an 
inverted U-shape relationship with breakthrough innovation”. Whereas the DC are the 
organisation’s abilities to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competencies 
to address rapidly changing environments (Cheng and Chen 2013). 
 
From the U-shape relationship, found by the authors, it can be concluded that at the initial 
stage, the dynamic innovation capabilities relate to the highest degree of breakthrough 
innovation, whereas in later stages, dynamic innovation capabilities actually prevent 
breakthrough innovation. This would mean that the longer a company needs to focus on their 
dynamic innovation capabilities, the less the intention to develop breakthrough innovations 
will occur. To prevent this and to maintain the creative part of the dynamic innovation 
capability, the proposal is to introduce activities to enhance the dynamic capability e.g. 
frequent and timely changes to support sustainability. 
 
By encouraging and rewarding creativity also in terms of introducing simpler and more 
effective processes, new energy will be set free in the organisation. Creative ideas and 
innovative climate inspired by leaders. This is also the conclusions about the essentiality of an 
innovative climate to pull the dynamic equilibrium towards breakthrough innovations made 
by Fredberg (2014); “Only in a high trust culture with a clear direction do people feel that 
they have the possibility to drive initiatives outside a predefined agenda, and only then can the 
leader be sure that operational excellence and new initiatives are not at odds”.  
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2.4.2 The role of leadership 

According to Leih et. al. (2014) the first theme in supporting the dynamic capability is about 
seizing and transforming leadership that catalyse different organisational design mechanisms 
to optimize value creation and capture (i.e. passing of the transforming barrier in Figure 1.1), 
respectively and the second theme, is about certain aspects of organisational design, such as 
shallow hierarchies and pro-entrepreneurial incentive design. Therefore, to be able to 
understand DC, an understanding of how organisational design underpins the architecture of 
value creation and capture is needed. Moreover, the DC framework points to the importance 
of a high level of internal cooperation supported by a culture of openness and knowledge-
sharing. In doing that, the DC should not just be seen as abstract motions but rather they 
should be appreciated as a concrete set of mechanisms that assist managers to address the 
fundamental questions of developing competitive strategies. A recommendation also noted by 
Stefano et. al. (2014), that have used the model of the “organisational drivetrain” to illustrate 
this mechanism. 
 
By pursuing a strategy from inside out, managers gain by learning to pursue and trade off 
sensed and seized opportunities related to e.g. safety, diversity and environmental area. In 
discovering, building and leveraging capability managers within the industry must balance 
reflection and action, selection and variation, resources and opportunities. To make tradeoffs 
in a quick and superior way, companies must thereof make organisational design their source 
of competitive advantage. By empowering the groups to discover and develop their right 
capabilities and leverage them across the right opportunities: and they must create strong 
leadership and infrastructures to get the groups to work together fast and effectively.  
 
Organisations are continuously in the state of dynamic equilibrium i.e. the adaptation between 
the different parts in the organisational drivetrain is continuously changed which leads to 
constant motion and balancing of opposing forces (Smith and Lewis, 2011). By unleashing 
the human potential, creativity is gained via pushing from the dynamic equilibrium (fitting 
between crankset and freewheel) in different ways.  
 
While individual and organisational DC evolve by considering the essential dynamic 
dimension of intentions and action goals (Cañibano et. al., 2006) capabilities are renewed and 
reshaped by the appearance of new action goals. This leads to new possibilities of action that 
open up by a feedback process between capabilities and goals. This may happen when 
individuals and/or organisations act towards their goals, transforming capabilities and 
renewing the spaces where actions are conceived and deployed. By determining which 
emerging capabilities are the most promising, choice and priorities for development are to be 
set. If the chosen set of capabilities is overly large or varied, resources will automatically be 
too thinly spread to achieve critical mass and competitive superiority. Thus what is 
recommended is for core capabilities to take the main part of the funds, talent and 
attentiveness. Moreover, managers need to find opportunities tailored to their capabilities, but 
opportunities must ultimately shape capabilities. 
 
The architecture of value creation and the capturing of needs is about keeping the balance in 
act and be omnipresent with instinctive feeling (Fredberg, 2014).  Activities such as sensing 
may be supported by decentralization combined with extensive internal communication 
(Teece, 2007). How this decentralization, extensive internal communication and high 
performing organisation can be developed has been thoroughly studied by Beer (2011) for 
more than 20 years. 
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Figure 2.6 How the six silent strategy barriers interact, illustration from Beer and Eisenstat (2000) 
Source: Beer and Eisenstat (2000) 
 
The research by Michael Beer has lead to the Strategic Fitness Process (SFP) that is a 
platform process by which “senior leaders, with the help of consultants – can have an honest, 
collective and public conversation about their organisation’s alignment with espoused strategy 
and values”. However, according to Beer and Eisenstat (2000) six silent barriers to 
effectiveness, i.e. hinders causing problems in the drivetrain, exists. These identified six 
barriers are; 
 
• Top-down or laissez-faire senior management style (9 of 12 cases) 
• Unclear strategy and conflicting priorities (9 of 12 cases) 
• An ineffective senior management team (12 of 12 cases) 
• Poor vertical communication (10 of 12 cases) 
• Poor coordination across functions, businesses or borders (9 of 12 cases) 
• Inadequate down-the-line leadership skills and development (8 of 12 cases) 
  
Of these SFP barriers three of the killers relate to ineffective leadership at the top (the 
dynamic power in the organisational drivetrain) and two to implementation (the correlation 
between crankset and free wheel). The last of the six barriers suggests that leaders and 
implementers are neither talking honestly about problems nor learning (the chain). Whereas 
the latter i.e. learning is something that is stated as the base for IC (Zahra et. al. 2008) and 
thereby DC. Except for SFP the research has lead to a dynamic theory of organisational 
effectiveness. By empirical evidence, Beer (2011) has demonstrated how SFP enables truth to 
speak to power safely, and in a majority of cases enables senior teams to transform silent 
barriers into strengths, realign their organisation’s design and strategic management process 
with strategy. Making a comparison leads to the fast astonishment of the concordance 
between the “organisational drivetrain” metaphor for dynamic capabilities and the SFP 



23 
 

research. Where the SFP works as lubrication for DC and gives the driver an understanding 
about the correlation between crankset and free wheel leading to possibilities to fix and/or 
optimize wheels and the derailleur. Thus with the above presented, the importance of strong 
leadership to overcome the second barrier in Figure 1.1 is described.  
 
Empirical findings have shown how unbalanced DC can hinder organisational efficiency 
which also correlates well with the theories behind SFP and the “organisational drivetrain”. 
By using the micro-foundation definition of DC stated by Teece (2007) comparison of sense, 
seize and transforming capabilities of three different management roles in a healthcare 
company, Ljungquist (2014) has evaluated the organisational efficiency from DC point of 
view. The three management roles studied were project management (part of free wheel in the 
organisational drivetrain metaphor), top management (part of crankset) and local management 
(part of the derailleur). The findings by Ljungquist (2014) lead to the suggestion that strong 
sensing and transformable capabilities do not bring organisational success if not balanced by 
an equally strong seizing capability and that lack of vision. Moreover, coordination from top-
management may lead to excessive autonomy of subunits that hinders knowledge and 
information transfer (via the chain) within the organisation. Continuing using the 
“organisational drivetrain” metaphor would hence mean that single freewheels without 
linking to overall vision and a roadmap may arise i.e. same consequences as from the six 
barriers concluded by Beer and Eisenstat (2000).  
 
A conceptual ambidexterity could arise when operational excellence needs to exist 
simultaneously with innovation and taking entrepreneurial initiative. How the business model 
innovation is distributed or not distributed in an organisation and how different variants of 
conceptual ambidexterity help solve (or not solve) the paradox that arise is therefore a 
required capability from leaders in an organisation. The predictions are that innovation 
capability might require or not require organisational DC depending on the situation. 
Moreover if this organisational capability is required it needs to be present at all levels in an 
organisation. A related paradox is the paradox of creativity and change which when 
considered leads to the proposed resolutions of “pace leadership initiatives to refrain from 
overloading the organisation” and “persistently staying with only a few messages and tasks”. 
 
A risk adverse leader will offer incremental innovation in established organisations, a risky 
strategy in an already dynamic multi-national global marketplace because it operates from a 
position of constraint. However, the truly creative leader offers the chance for organisational 
transformation and all its inherent risks and benefits. More importantly, a truly creative leader 
innately knows how to lead from the present moment whilst simultaneously holding the long-
term vision. This polarity of now versus a vision is a paradoxical capability that seems self-
contradictory. In reality, this paradox expresses the possible truth that holds the power and is 
the permanent state of successful leadership and innovation in the 21 Century. The great 18th 
Century German dramatist Goethe captured this paradox when he wrote, “Thinking is easy, 
acting is difficult, and to put one's thoughts into action is the most difficult thing in the 
world.....” 
 
The innovation capability could be seen as a general state or as a temporary condition 
achieved by “nutrition and exercise”. By introducing “nutrition” the creativity is stimulated 
and by introducing “exercise” processes and routines could be created and optimized. 
Fredberg (2014) and Smith and Lewis (2011) propose that organisations always find 
themselves in a state of dynamic equilibrium. Any pull in one direction immediately results in 
a motion in the opposite direction indicating that any organisational system seeks and finds 
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balance. This balancing could either be gained by compromises or “non-compromises” 
initiated by the leaders in the organisation indicating the need of an instinctive feeling and 
handling of possible paradoxes. It is of essence to state that performance management 
processes with objective settings which encourage transforming are often used in 
organisations to overcome the barrier of unwillingness to leave known areas and to trigger 
innovation (Merchant and V.D. Stede, 2012). A tool especially powerful in combination with 
developed BMI processes. 

2.4.3 Established processes  

Entrepreneurship and seizing opportunity lead to dynamic capability and should be made by 
using systematic processes (Eckhardt, 2013). Within this the relevant process chosen should 
depend on how the opportunity is categorized. Looking at the success behind Apple and the 
extraordinary entrepreneurship of Steve Jobs this systematic approach seems a bit 
fragmentary. However for a company like Cisco that has a business model and DC lubricated 
by clear rules and routines for repeatedly acquiring R&D intensive companies to keep the 
never-ending pipeline of R&D innovations entering the market then it is successful.  
As other processes in a company, the process of BMI needs to be standardized and formalized 
to be effective and profitable. The capture of the value from an innovation may require the 
development of an appropriate business model. According to Amit and Zott (2011) key 
aspects of BMI are the unit of analysis, novelty, lock-in complementariness and efficiency, 
i.e. aspects that often conflict with the traditional configurations of firm assets and hence 
might be regarded as a threat against the on-going value to the company. Also obvious and 
mentioned above, are the cognitive barriers to business model innovation. Top managers that 
have reached their position based on the fact that they know the strengths of the current 
business model and how to exploit these advantages are less interested in challenging the 
business model. Thereby managers of today gain to be transformable.  
 
To enhance dynamism and BMI it could be a strategy from senior management and 
shareholders to apply to different CEO’s in different periods i.e. creating dynamism due to 
changes in top management. However, Chesbrough (2007) reckons that there is a “business 
model innovation leadership gap” since in many companies there seldom exist one person or 
role in the organisation that has both the authority and the capability to innovate the business 
model. Hence, if no process or clear assignment/responsibility for the innovation is defined 
inertia most often will appear. Therefore processes where experimentation (e.g. small-
scale/pilot testing) is possible have been suggested. 

2.4.4 Efforts triggering the organisational DC 

By concluding all the above, the authors of this master thesis suggest that by having 
prerequisites such as spirit of enterprise, strong leadership and processes for business model 
innovation (that also include experimentation), a company sets an relevant basis for the 
dynamic capability strived for. Accordingly, it constitutes a basis that is like a roadmap or 
direction for the dynamic capability when it steers the organisation away from stagnation and 
towards innovation and progress. A basis that prevents barriers to arise and then when the 
basis is set, movement and speed is gained by dynamic capability enhancement. By making 
cycling active and by pushing the states of dynamic equilibrium this enhancement is 
supported. Furthermore the frequent and continuous cycling, i.e. catching and processing of 
opportunities, would finally lead to a strong self-moving DC. This is possible since each 
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round in the cycle turns opportunities into growing capacity and when one area is strong it 
triggers others to start catching opportunities.  
 
In this master thesis it is assumed that strong capabilities lead to positive business 
performances. Furthermore, the hypothesis is that enhancements in one area are spilled-over 
to other areas, i.e. meaning that a self-moving dynamic capability when it comes to one 
innovation area leads to enhanced dynamic capability in another due to creativeness affecting 
and pushing the equilibrium states. Thereby by gaining a strong dynamic capability an 
outcome becomes a business model innovation and a business performance. Therefore 
overcoming the barriers for seizing and sensing could be regarded as the gateway to more 
dynamic capabilities and reconciling the next barrier for transformation as the important exit 
leading to business model innovation. To illustrate this theoretical framework the authors of 
the master thesis have summarized the relations in Figure 1.1.  
 

2.5 Theoretical framework 

Based on the above literature, a theoretical framework in the form of a theoretical conceptual 
model is presented (depicted in Figure 2.7), which is a simplification of the illustrated picture 
presented as Figure 1.1. This theoretical framework serves as the basis for the empirical data 
collection as the topics in the theoretical framework are represented in the performed case 
study. The framework is also used as the basis for the analysis. 
 

 
 
Figure 2.7 Simplified theoretical model illustrating the parts present between opportunities and business 
performance. Illustrating the four factors affecting the dynamic capability as F1 (Change intensity), F2 (Spirit of 
enterprise), F3 (Strong leadership) and F4 (Established processes). 
Source: Roxin and Lettström (2015). 

During the case study interviews, a qualitative analysis and a literature study were made to 
show the existence of the factors described as F1 (Change intensity), F2 (Spirit of enterprise), 
F3 (Strong leadership) and F4 (Established processes) in Figure 2.7. The existence of each 
part is shown separately and connections are presented at its relevance. Moreover, ranking of 
these most influencing factors is made. 
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3. METHOLOGY 

This chapter describes the method used in the research process for answering the research 
question of this master thesis. In the beginning of the chapter the research design of the study 
is described. Thereafter information about how the sampling was made is presented. Data 
collection and data analysis methods that have been used are discussed before the last part 
where a discussion is presented about validity and reliability aspects of the conclusions that 
have been drawn from the research.  

3.1 Research design 

Case studies can be used for descriptive, explanatory, or exploratory purposes (Yin, 2014). 
For any of these purposes, there are two distinct case study designs: single-case study design 
and multiple-case study design. Single-case studies are just that, an examination of one 
individual or group. In this report a single-case study of factors affecting DC has been chosen 
to be studied. Yin (2014) presents strengths and weaknesses for six sources of evidence for 
case studies. Conclusively all sources have their pros and cons. To answer the pre-defined 
questions for this single-case study a combination of sources have been used.  
 
Yin (2014) argues that a first consideration in choosing between different strategies in a case 
study, such as this master thesis, is to define the research question in the study and ‘how’ and 
‘why’ questions are more favourably approached when using case studies. This aligns with 
our research question. The fundamental problem addressed in this study is the relationship 
between different factors influencing dynamic capabilities. There are a number of studies that 
have investigated the relationship between seizing and dynamic capability and between 
dynamic capability and business model innovation. In those studies, focus has been on the 
specific parts e.g. definition of the components affecting or even making dynamic capabilities. 
Moreover, lots of literature has been dealing with the definition of business model and 
frameworks trying to describe its components and relations to ingoing components. While the 
direct relationship and a theory building with key variables leading to a well-trained dynamic 
capability that subsequently lead to business model innovation. Authors of this master thesis 
have suggested a theoretical framework (see Figure 1.1) for the hypotheses and aims to verify 
the pattern and linkages between variables and describe why relationships exist.  
 
As mentioned earlier, the predictions are that four different factors significantly influence 
dynamic capability of an organisation and hence movements occur. Assuming that these 
movements (e.g. innovations, changes, creativity etc.) lead to constant re-creation of the 
dynamic equilibrium in an organisation, it would lead to sensitivity and re-bounce. By 
collecting data around the movements and thereby ranking the most influencing factors the 
research question is met.  
 
The basic approaches used in scientific research are; qualitative research, quantitative 
research and mixed research method i.e. a combination of the two. Each method is better 
suited to specific types of studies. According to Creswell (2008) the qualitative research is 
employed while exploring and gaining understanding of the meaning that both individuals and 
organisations give to a societal or organisational problem. While on the other hand, Creswell 
(2008) argued that quantitative research is adopted when assessing objective theories by 
examining the relationship among variables. 
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Bryman (2008) highlighted that the main differences between the quantitative and qualitative 
methods is that whereas quantitative strategies revolve entirely around numbers, qualitative 
involves words. Accordingly, it would be meaningful to adopt the quantitative method in a 
research where the collected data is most suitably expressed in numerical terms, and where 
the contrary is the case, a qualitative method would be appropriate. Bryman (2008) further 
stressed that the quantitative approach is appropriate when the data gathered would have to be 
analyzed using statistical tools and thereby generating more data. Since our purpose involves 
describing and understanding of the research problem, the authors find the qualitative research 
appropriate and thus choose it for this study. 
 
The case study approach allows opportunity to collect detailed information adopting many 
kinds of procedures over a specific time period (Creswell 2008). Yin (2014) had also noted 
that with the case study approach the researcher is able to investigate current phenomenon 
within real life context. In this master thesis, a case study is performed on companies in the 
steel and metal industry by evaluating public literature, such as annual reports and press-
releases, mainly from the companies. According to Yin (2014) this study fulfils the criteria to 
be counted as a case study i.e. it is made on a specific company, group or organisation. There 
are two types of case studies, first when only one company, group or organisation is studied 
and this is called single case study. The second includes several companies, groups or 
organisations and it is called multiple case studies. Even though our study partly compares 
data from two companies it still should be regarded as a single case study since the depth from 
interviews and evaluation of were only made at one single company.  
 
A case study should rely on multiple sources of evidence with data needing to converge in a 
triangulating manner and resulting in a new outcome (Yin 2014). Yin (2014) stated that while 
gathering evidence for case studies, six different sources could be used i.e. documents, 
archival records, interviews, direct observation, participant observation, and physical artefact. 
According to Denzin and Lincoln (2005) triangulation involves seeking good understanding 
of the research theory. It involves getting similar knowledge from different sources to verify 
their validity or making use of several cross-checked sources and methodology in order to 
avoid misleading outcomes (Christensen 2006). 

3.2 Sampling and execution 

During this case study one part of the data was collected from interviews. As is common with 
quantitative analyses, there are various forms of interview design that can be developed to 
obtain solid, rich data utilizing a qualitative investigational perspective (Creswell, 2008). The 
methodology used during the first part of the interviews was to perform unstructured 
interviews (Yin, 2014), i.e. questions were predetermined, but they were given in an unbiased 
manner to encourage conversation. This enabled to get to the depth of why things are the way 
they appear. Unstructured interviewing tends to be very similar in character to a conversation 
(Burgess 1984). 
 
Purposive sampling and snowballing were used to receive participants. The strategy of 
purposive sampling is to recognise prominent resources of distinction between respondents. 
Therefore, employees in different management roles were chosen to mirror the interpretation 
of the existing leadership, change intensity, process landscape and atmosphere in the 
organisation. Snowball sampling identified the need for additional participants. Snowball 
sampling is a referral system utilized to expand the number of participants within a study and 
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the concept is that participants who meet the criteria of a particular research often know other 
potential participants who meet the established criteria, according to Kvale (2007).  
 
Participants in this study were persons in management position who have experience related 
to the research question and who can articulate their conscious experience (Creswell, 2008). 
Kvale (2007) states that 16 is an adequate number of participants to interview in a 
phenomenological study, with a variance of 10 and Creswell (2008, p. 122) states that, “The 
important point is to describe the meaning of a small number of individuals who have 
experienced the phenomenon”.  Therefore, for the purpose of this study the research 
participants consisted of 12 individuals in management position at the studied company. The 
persons interviewed were:  
 
- Global EHS Manager at Company A  
- Production Leader Company A 
- Development Engineer at Company A  
- Technical Manager at Company A 
- Head of Sustainable Business at Company A 
- Head of Product Area A at Company A 
- HR Manager at Company A 
- Production Unit Manager at Company A 
- Logistic Manager at Company A 
- Planning Manager at Company A 
- Quality Assurance Manager at Company A 
- Production Leader B at Company A 
 
The final constituent in the interview design process is interpreting the data that was gathered 
during the interview process. During this phase, the researcher must make “sense” out of what 
was just uncovered and compile the data into sections or groups of information, also known as 
themes or codes (Creswell, 2008). These themes or codes are consistent phrases, expressions, 
or ideas that were common among research participants (Kvale, 2007). 
 
To further gather rough data to catch indications related to the research question a self-
administered questionnaire was developed in Google Docs. The purpose was to get data in 
order to able to present and visualize the phenomena in a generalized way.  The qualitative 
analysis was sent out via e-mail as solicited information to 42 chosen persons at Company A, 
to which 23 answered to the guiding qualitative analysis. The questionnaire was open to 
anyone with access to the link distributed via e-mails. Follow ups were made to Non-
respondents via repeated e-mail even though answering was seen as voluntary. The total time 
for the unstructured part of interviews was 20-60 minutes and for each respondent to answer 
the qualitative analysis about 10 minutes.  
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4. EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

Below qualitative data collected from the interviews and qualitative analysis are put together. 
The questions from the interviews and from the qualitative analysis as presented to the 
respondents are presented in Appendix A and Appendix B respectively.  

4.1 Empirical findings from interviews 

The interviews showed that people that worked within Company A are very faithful to the 
company and many have been working there for a long time. This loyalty is considered to be 
one of the success factors since skilled senior people stay. Moreover, people are well aware of 
procedures and routines that are standardized and well implemented. Several interviewees 
describe Company A as a company with an old history and with employees with a mentality 
and core values based on local “works mentality”. Company A This well-known and old 
mentality within the company originates from its’ start, but hadn't until recently been written 
down in words. However, the words describing the works mentality strived for were for the 
first time written down 11 years ago and it was compiled as “working with an open mind, fair 
play and team spirit”. With “open mind” the interviewer sees a correlation to being innovative 
and solution driven. Something that by several interviewees is said to be “highly associated 
with the company”.  
 
Lately Company A changed its core values slightly and the reason being to better reflect 
ambitions and recent successful innovations in its business model. The core values have 
thereby been changed (during 2014) to “Customer focus, Fair play, Passion to win and 
Innovation”. According to the interviewees a lot of discussions were held before the change 
and “Fair play” which was part of the earlier values was so deeply rooted that it had to 
remain. Together with “Innovation," “Fair play” is also mentioned as important success 
factors for Company A by the interviewees. Several interviewees at Company A stated that 
they are constantly reminded of the founder of Company A, an entrepreneurial person who 
made the company what it is today. They say that his spirit of entrepreneurship still lives in 
the company and makes the employees more motivated to innovate and come up with new 
ideas. Therefore, “Innovation” is clearly motivated to be included in the core values. “It 
reflects the company”, says Production Leader A 
 
At Company A there is a clear apprehension that a collaborative and entrepreneurial corporate 
culture, an energized and entrepreneurial team as well as strong collaboration skills are all 
crucial for Company A, while, an open flow of information is not considered as important. As 
the company is divided into several business areas, it is difficult to create perfect 
communication and cooperation within the entire company.-“Your focus is in your own 
business unit," says Development Engineer at Company A. However, there is a good potential 
for cooperation between the business areas within Research and Development. The 
interpretation of the interviews is that intense cooperation between and within all departments 
and business units would be good for the company and thereby supporting, exchanging 
experiences and ideas among people, which would support innovation. Still, this is hard to 
coordinate today and it is more or less up to each individual manager or employee to establish 
networks and/or contact with other people or projects. On the other hand, information about 
progress at other units are shared which is considered to be good for the innovation process 
according to several interviewees, because similar projects within the same company can 
increase internal competition. “Every team wants to be the first to present the best 
idea/innovation” says Development Engineer at Company A. 
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Within the environment health safety (EHS) area there is comparable reasoning even though 
safety and health are important areas for the working environment and synergies should be 
advantages for these prioritized areas. However, different demands exist in the business areas 
that further make the units more internally focused than focused on the intra-relations between 
business units. What were also pointed out as a disadvantage, from a cooperation point of 
view, were the different reporting systems at the different business units which does not 
encourage or support cooperation. However, this has been identified and thereby this is 
constantly changing, because EHS presently has a large focus in Company A as a whole. 
 
According to interviewees, Company A has a process to work close to their customers, which 
gives them a good input as to how they should improve their customers’ products. 
Furthermore as the company works in and delivers products to different countries around the 
world the company has to consider the different laws and environmental aspects for each 
country. Company A has to be in the frontline and make investments in the one important area 
which has made it easy to perform well. The Company A has for a long time been the world 
leader which according to some interviewees has made them a little bit complacent. However, 
this has been brought to attention and has lead to reconsiderations and several organisational 
changes to improve the innovation in the company.  
 
According to the Head of Product Area A, the mining industry is in a phase where the need 
for operational efficiency is increasing and considered as important. For example an 
Australian mining contractor specialized in services for underground mining is mentioned as 
working hard on the challenging market. With a strong focus on cost efficiency, the last years 
the company has defended and extended their contacts in Australia. One of the biggest 
reasons for this success is having more efficient equipment coming from Company A and 
according to the Technical Manager at Company A, the company has listened to and learned 
about their customer needs. This was done with a strong focus on productivity and safely led 
to a product “suitable as a glove for the business”.  
 
Other examples include a customer from United States and a customer from South Korea who 
have a common vision regarding fuel cells that create a sustainable and environmentally 
friendly energy supply. To reach their vision they share the production technology to create a 
cost effective global platform. According to the Head of the Sustainable Business at Company 
A, both companies take part in Company A´s expertise. This means that the production in 
United States and South Korea relies today on Company A´s resource efficient steel machines 
for casting and manufacturing. Company A´s technology provides their customers with an 
affordable and effective solution for distributed power generation solution around the world. 
In South Korea the government has a long-term plan to increase the renewable energy sources 
which are important for fuel cell technology. There is a big demand for efficient cleaning and 
secure solutions which depends on fossil fuels. The energy focus and the experience of 
technology make a natural partner in this development. - “We have an ambitious plan to 
continue to grow in South Korea and also in Asia. Having a close partnership with Company 
A is important to succeed” says Head of the Sustainable Business at Company A.  
 
Company A has as developed partner relations helped other mining companies to reduce their 
emissions, where one example is a design of a light weighted trucks and loaders. The profit is 
a lower impact in the environment and at the same time lower cost per ton for the customer. 
As a Company A has a segmented business model they also has a focus on energy-efficient 
heating cassettes for solar panels and corrosion resistant stainless steel plates for fuel cells and 
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as the Global EHS Manager at Company A says “the best kilowatt hours are the ones we are 
not using as walking or riding a bike instead of taking the car, turning the light off whenever 
you are not in the room and other things that everyone easily can do”.  
 
It is further stated by the interviewees that the strategy of Company A is to offer their 
customers products with extended service life and effective resource utilization. The products 
made by Company A must to the greatest extent possible, contribute to reduce the 
environmental impact of their customers’ processes and also be recyclable. The 
environmental principles that Company A stands for is stated to have a positive impact. This 
is shown by the environmental responsibility where the company is actively working to 
minimize negative impact and the environmental performance development of Company A’s 
operations. Thus it is concluded that frequent changes to support sustainability are made.  
 
Company A has even a precautionary approach where measures are taken, if there is an action 
which could harm the environment or human health. Moreover, the company has introduced 
environmental risk management which means that all activities, products and services are 
risk-evaluated from the sustainable perspective to identify possible reduction or minimization 
of the environmental impact. Company A requires a compensation payment from those who 
cause the environmental damage.  
 
Overall sustainability in combination with the core value “Customer Focus” seems to be a 
focus combination at Company A. The company helps their customers reduce the impact on 
the environment by offering highly productive products that provide high energy efficiency. 
This can be done because of modern technology that helps Company A build more climate-
smart plants and offices and reduce carbon emissions. Thus key partners have become 
suppliers that contribute with solutions supporting this. Another area in which Company A 
helps to save energy is helping customers to produce components in smaller machines. As a 
Technical Manager at Company A said, his team can help Company A’s customers to produce 
their components on a smaller machine with significantly lower impact and still reach the 
same result as with a large machine. The recycling of carbide tools has during 2014 been 98% 
of weight sold and in the last quarter even been 100%, for the fact that Company A accepted 
all brands in the recycling holders. This means that it requires 70% less energy to produce 
tools from solid carbide than making them from raw material. Thus environmental efforts 
have become key activities within the business model at Company A.  

From interviews it is learnt that one way of feeding the experimentation and get focus on it is 
to cooperate with universities. Accordingly, Company A is regularly having projects and joint 
research specifically made for the company at universities. Examples are the cooperation with 
KTH, the Royal Institute of Technology in Sweden, with Company A has a long history of 
collaboration in education, research and innovation. Others are Chalmers University of 
Technology in Sweden, researchers at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) in the 
US and Shanghai University in China.  
 
In the innovative landscape at Company A characterized by the work mentality there are 
according to the interviewees few career ladders. The main path is through leadership, but 
recently the need for carrier paths for specialists has been identified. Due to the recent 
increased staff turnover driven by a large amount of employees of the forties and the new 
generations of “millennials” coming in with new expectations the need has been obvious.  
 
The core values for Company A are the base for diversity and inclusion. Diversity is 
according to the company personal and cultural differences, different work, different skills 
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and abilities, life experiences as educational and professional backgrounds and different ways 
of thinking and problem-solving. Moreover inclusion according to Company A is the 
approach to promote diversity where all employees can contribute in their daily work. For 
Company A diversity and inclusion is of importance for their future success in terms of 
fostering innovation, fulfilling customer expectations in a global marketplace and for 
attracting, developing and retaining the best talent. The contribution for inclusion are respect 
and value differences, shared information and knowledge, open to new ideas and to learn 
from each other, expected to perform to our full potential.  
 
Company A has developed a model for managers within the company, which is for both new 
managers and experienced managers. This model is developed with the purpose to make 
expectations clear for the managers. A manager should be a role model where safety comes 
first and the manager acts according to the company’s culture and core values. As the 
company is target controlled the manager has to understand and act on business priorities, set 
ambitious targets that can be executed and make decisions. Furthermore a manager has to 
develop and drive improvements and for this the manager should promote a culture of 
innovation and continuous improvements, think and act strategically and drive changes. The 
manager has to develop people through a communication that is open and honest and that 
provides feedback, gives people freedom to act and supports the development of teams and 
individuals. A manager has to demonstrate self-awareness and show awareness of personal 
impacts on others, seek feedback and take responsibility for their own development and act 
with integrity and build trust. Most of the interviewed people knew about this model and said 
that it is good both for the managers, but also for the employees to know what is expected of 
their manager. 
 
For the managers at Company A it is of relevance that they have the right team. This can be 
achieved through good recruitment within the company or outside the company. Company A 
is built upon many small companies within the larger Company A. Therefore it is of concern 
to managers to have a good network within the company. The network is different from the 
role the interviewees had. Some interviewees had a network worldwide and others only had 
their network within their unit. To have collaboration within the company with other units 
very much depends on how long you have been in the company. You take your network with 
you and expand it during the time you work for Company A. The organisational changes that 
were made in recent years have for some interviewees made it more difficult to receive the 
same information as before. This was stated as having been a problem in the beginning, but  
“now everything is in order again” says Production Leader A at Company A. Still, cross-unit 
task forces and knowledge sharing committees are not seen as significant for the capability 
development of the company. This leads to the question whether the answers depend on the 
fact that task forces are seldom initiated and therefore value is difficult to assess or if they 
actually have been tested as a working model and judged as unpromising.  

The communication in Company A takes place in different ways in the company where the 
largest written information source is communicated via thorough intranet system. In the 
intranet you can find everything from information about each business area, business systems, 
organization charts, laws and rules that affect the company, how to relate to other employees 
within the company and to customers  and more. Use of email is off course common use of 
communication between personal and also from manager to employee. There is also a chat 
program available for those who have a need. The spoken communication is either directly 
from person to person or with a use of a telephone. In addition to this there are in each 
department or unit meetings that each manager should have with their employees, so that they 
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have the latest relevant information. In other cases it may also be the project manager who 
needs to communicate information to the project group or improvement group.  
 
For a manager it is always of importance that his team is given the right information and 
feedback in order to avoid misunderstandings in work or in a project. As Company A has 
employee all over the world it makes it difficult to meet in person and therefore Company A 
uses telephone meetings, telephone meeting where you can see the other persons computer 
screen or video meetings. The interviewed persons feel that the most vital information should 
come from the organization they work for or their manager. There are several ways to receive 
information and therefore it is good to have good network. As Company A is a large company 
and there is so much information it is according to the interviewed persons impossible to be 
updated with all the information flowing. The importance is according to interviewed persons 
to have the right information in the right time. For projects and development there are several 
databases available to distribute information to the certain participants. 
 
Company A also uses non-standardized processes, the difficulty being that the company has 
many differentiated products and business areas. The many processes that are standardized are 
reviewed at least once a year to make changes or improvements on the systems. Company A 
is working towards getting a complete basic standard for the whole company in order for the 
company to be “One” in several areas. This will take some time, but the work has started to 
get to this vision. The information that streams through Company A mostly comes from the 
business area in which you work in. The information comes from committee meetings, 
steering meetings within projects or from the line organization. There are product areas that 
also have a matrix organization, which is harder to control, because they are dependent on the 
line organization. The standard for Company A is that the information and communication 
goes through a line organization. 
 
At Company A the budget process is strict and formalised and this does also include 
investments. An investment can for instance be new plants, products, machinery, or research 
and development projects. For investments, both minor and major, Company A uses low 
approval rights. This is with the expectation that no unnecessary investments are made. In this 
way the investment is carefully prepared and anchored in the organization before 
implementation. Since the investment must be approved in several managerial stages this also 
brings an information flow through the organization, where more persons receive information 
about the new investment. According to several interviewees, this information flow and 
carefulness in preparing has been a successful concept for Company A since the budget for 
investments is not spent on unnecessary investments and instead focuses on what is really 
necessary and adds value. In this way Company A can still have a good reserve to invest 
from. An investment should in the approval stage at least have a prepared budget and costs, 
completed risk analysis, payback calculation, time for completion. The interviewed persons 
say that they sometimes feel a time loss until the investment is approved, but that this time 
loss is recovered given the fact that there has been such a long preparation time. 
 
When an investment or a project is approved Company A uses a project model for 
implementation. A project could be customer projects, new products, machines, process 
development or platform projects. A project, which is a temporary organization that is 
delivering a unique result, is structured into different phases including initiating, planning, 
executing and closing. Company A’s project model has a temporary project organization that 
has a structure of a business sponsor person ordering the project, a project manager an 
operative manager for the project, a reference group which supports and helps the project and 
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the project manager, the resource owner contributes with staff members to the project 
organization, and steering the group is the board for the project and if necessary a sub-project 
which is a part of the whole project. According to the interviewed persons there is no standard 
within Company A as to how a project is fulfilled. This is because much is depending on how 
much resources and budget money there is in the project, which persons are in the project 
group or the project organization, how important the project is. Another essential 
circumstance is the project manager and how the project manager chooses to carry out the 
project. Some project managers are more administrative and follow the project management 
model by the book, while others think more about achieving the goal quickly. The project 
manager who follows the project model commits fewer mistakes because there are guidelines 
in the gate points and milestones where certain things must be completed in order to proceed 
with the project. 
 
The interviewer describes that the Company A is an old company that has made continuous 
changes during its life time. The changes have been both within the areas that they work in, 
but also in new segments of the company. As Company A is not totally immovable/fixed in 
the area they work in, changes can always come into new areas and investments can be made 
into these new areas. Investments are made, but it always takes time therefore it has to be 
approved by several managers. This is why new ideas can take time to be implemented, but 
the advantage is that it has been discussed and is not something unexpected. When it comes to 
taking a new product into the market Company A works with a time plan to have control of 
and to follow the new product. For this development, marketing and production have to work 
together to make this work. Regarding changes within the company it is very important that 
they are well communicated, so that employees and the organization know what is expected 
of them. As Company A is a target driven organization it therefore has to be grounded higher 
up in the company. Smaller improvements and changes can naturally be transacted by the 
immediate manager within his responsible range.  

Changes are constantly taking place in Company A and therefore it is difficult for the 
interviewed persons to answer how often and when they take place. Changes happen through 
the entire organization from top management down to the lowest level. Some changes can 
affect many people in the organization and there are other changes that are barely noticeable.  
Changes can affect education and training for the employees, recruiting new personal, 
organizational changes, investments, employee changing positions within the company.  

At Company A, environmental goals are influencing the culture and they are including areas 
such as energy consumption, input materials, freshwater and hazardous chemicals, emission 
and waste management, recycling of primary products, material and the use of by-products. 
Effective resource utilization and recycling are part of the drive to take an environmental 
responsibility where the company is actively working to minimize negative impacts in the 
environmental performance development. Efforts range from the production and 
transportation of goods and employees, to the supply chain dealing with distribution, 
customer use and the recycling of our products, among other activities. Moreover, at 
Company A it is stated that managers should actively support the efforts by securing a low 
environmental impact approach in Company A’s corporate culture, system and performance 
measurements.  

To maintain innovativeness the defined research and development strategy at Company A is 
directly linked to the business strategy and against prioritized areas for the company. 
Identified global trends are thoroughly followed and make the basis for strategic initiative. By 
continually identifying and building on advantages and by nourishing and exploiting these 
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opportunities within a complementary organisational design and by leveraging them via an 
appropriate market focus a company like Company A is able to aspire realistically to attain 
sustainable advantage. Thus a continual and intimate connection with the market trend is vital. 
However, since opportunities might be hidden in latent resources it is important not to become 
stagnant.  

4.2 Empirical findings from qualitative analysis 

Results from the qualitative analysis are visualized in Appendix C and are presented as 
generalising data to visualize the apprehended importance of different factors. Within the 
qualitative analysis the results from Question 3) and Question 4) have the highest amount of 
respondents choosing 5, 6 or 7 as answers i.e. values that corresponds to important to crucial 
for the success of the company. Both Question 3) and Question 4) relates to spirit of the 
enterprise and the importance of an energized and entrepreneurial personnel as well as a 
collaborative and entrepreneurial corporate culture.  
 
Question 9) in the qualitative analysis asks about the importance of control of key technology 
standard and this factor is also judged as being rather essential.  
 
Next after the above mentioned results, the highest results are received from the questions 
related to strong leadership. Respondents were asked to evaluate how important strong 
leadership is for the company success (Question 1)) and also judge how urgent channelling of 
the best resources to build core capabilities is for the positive results (Question 2)). Both had 
90% of the respondents choosing 5, 6 or 7 on a 7-grading scale. For Question 6) the results 
were the lowest from the respondents with about half of the respondents responding that 
effective collaboration among sub-units is 5-7 on a 7-grading scale. In the results from 
Question 5) the respondents have rated the importance of clear prioritization showing that 
main part (80%) choosing 5 or 6 on a 7-grading scale. Regards to unique knowledge of 
market segment or customer the responses asked for in Question 8) indicate that 90% sees it 
as 5-7 i.e. important to crucial. 
 
One of the lowest ranked, but still high results in the qualitative analysis was found for one 
questions related to company processes. Question 7) asked the respondents to rate how 
essential efficient routines for capability development and applications are for the capability 
development.   

4.3 Empirical findings from company literature 

From interviews made by the authors of this master thesis it was learnt that Company A is 
sticking out as an innovative company producing significant amount of patents per year 
leading to that Company A has been part of Thomson Reuters list of Top 100 Global 
Innovators three times (2011, 2012 and 2013). The list contains 100 companies and 
institutions worldwide and bear upon innovation, measured through patent related statistics. 
Only three Sweden based companies where part of the list (Thomson Reuters top 100 global 
innovators, 2015). One impressive patent from Company A even lead to the Nobel Prize in 
2011. 
 
Diverse articles are to be found about Company A and in an article from August 2011 (Chef, 
2011) the leadership of the CEO at Company A is described. The CEO is presented as a 
present, keen and resolute leader that prioritizes collaboration, clarity and empowerment of 
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employees. Moreover, he values tight communication and cooperation with the unions and 
inspires the organisation to progress. What could also be found in another article is that the 
CEO at Company A, has been nominated to the best Diversity manager in 2015 by the 
organisation Chef in Sweden (Chef, 2015).  
 
Looking at yearly reports about sustainability and business (Sandvik, 2015), Company A has 
a clear focus commitment when it comes to continuously finding innovative ways throughout 
the value chain to minimize their environmental impact to achieve their environmental goals. 
Goals and focus has been part of the company goals for a longer period indicating that there 
today is not only a fulfilment of requirements from authorities, but an on-going process and 
well-nourished dynamic capabilities in the organisation for a continuous strive to surpass pre-
defined goals. Thereby, necessary steps to minimize environmental footprint and likewise 
ensuring that the efforts create business benefits for their customers are made at Company A. 
 
As presented earlier in Section 2.2. see Table 2.1, Chesbrough (2007) has described Business 
Model Framework (BMF) as a model that sequences possible business models from very 
basic models to far more advanced models. In the article six different types of models are 
categorized. A comparison between Company A and BMF described by Chesbrough (2007) 
and from sustainability point of view has been compiled in Table 4.1.  
 
Business model architectures Company A 
Maximize material and energy 
efficiency 

Long term technology optimized within generations. Continuous 
improvements and compilation of patents for new technologies part of 
Company A culture. Repurchasing cemented carbide products to reduce 
environmental impact and to maximize sustainable utilization of materials.  

Create value from ‘waste’ 81% from metallic raw material is derived from recovered material.  
Substitute with renewable and 
natural processes 

No data found 

Deliver functionality rather than 
ownership 

No data found 

Adopt a stewardship role No data found 
Encourage sufficiency No data found 
Re-purpose the business for 
society/environment 

Four environmental risk management principles; 
- precautionary measurements   
- environmentally friendly techniques 
- polluter pays principle  
- program on environmental responsibility 

Develop scale-up solutions No data found 
 
Table 4.1 Comparing architectures at Company A 
Source: Sandvik (2015) 
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5. ANALYSIS OF THE EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

This master thesis aims to show how opportunities are captured by a large global company 
and how it nourishes the dynamic capabilities. By understanding the importance of the 
influential factors for the nourishing, successful efforts can be made by management since 
this enhancement of DC is shown to lead to positive business performance. In the case study, 
a larger and a well-established company has been chosen as the subject implicating that this 
company is to be regarded as a model for any company.  

The assumed model for the process to turn opportunities into business model innovation due 
to dynamic capabilities is presented in a theoretical conceptual model depicted in Figure 1.1 
and a simplified version of the model is presented in Figure 2.7. This latter model is also used 
to present the methodology to be used for the case study where four factors influencing the 
dynamic capability are evaluated. 

 In Figure 1.1 and Figure 2.7, the idea is accordingly to describe the flow from opportunity to 
business performance and the barriers present for the dynamic capability of an organisation. 
Two areas of interference are illustrated between opportunity and business model innovation. 
The first barrier is related to the seizing and sensing ability and the second is related to the 
barrier to transform opportunities into BMI.  

Thereby, within this section, data from section 4 is analysed together with data from 
interviews and literature. During the analysis the simplified theoretical framework model in 
Figure 2.7 is considered.  

5.1 Existence of change intensity at Company A  

When comparing Company A with other companies in the steel and metal industry it shows 
that Company A results are above branch index. Adapting the architecture for sustainable 
business model innovation defined by Bocken et. al. (2014) it requires technological, social 
and organisational innovation to be successful. The understanding from the interviews and 
case data, show that all these three parts have been considered at Company A. Technological 
innovations are regularly introduced and investments in social and organisational innovations 
are mentioned in section 4. The importance of controlling key technology standards for the 
success of the company is also included in Question 9) of the qualitative analysis and the 
result indicates that the respondents regard this to be one of the most crucial components for 
Company A. 
 
Wilden, Gudergan and Lings (2009) have shown that frequent and timely dynamic capability 
(DC) deploys an organisation to gain significant effect on the resource base. In this master 
thesis it is though further suggested that the effect on the resource base by stimulating the 
dynamic capability in one area will enhance the total resource base and accordingly the 
organisational dynamic capability. In an innovative organisation as Company A failure is a 
part of the cost of discovery and not only the attempt to innovate new things. One way of 
feeding the experimentation and to get focus on it is to cooperate with customers and 
universities which both are something that Company A has been doing on a regular basis. 
Hence, to stimulate innovation the company has run projects and joint research specifically 
made for the company at universities. 

In the face of stiff competition, the steel and metal production industries are also subject to a 
strict regulatory control. Various solutions are used to help to harmonize productivity and cost 
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targets with environmental pressures e.g. ore reduction and metals recycling through refining 
and casting to reheating and metal working etc. These innovative solutions have already 
brought massive, quantifiable efficiency gains to many companies, which are also seen in 
Company A.  

While BMI is seen as important in today's business world sustainable business models are 
seen as the ultimate goals. Bocken et. al. (2014) has presented a literature and practice review 
resulting in eight sustainable business model archetypes. These eight archetypes developed 
are: Maximise material and energy efficiency; Create value from ‘waste’; Substitute with 
renewables and natural processes; Deliver functionality rather than ownership; Adopt a 
stewardship role; Encourage sufficiency; Re-purpose the business for society/environment; 
and Develop scale-up solutions. Looking at Company A in Table 4.1, it could be concluded 
that “Maximize material and energy efficiency” seems dominant and is according to the 
interviews an area where business model innovation is continuous. 
 
Another evidence of innovativeness is the high amount of patents (8000) and the 
acknowledgement on the Thomson Reuters list of Top 100 Global Innovators three times 
(2011, 2012 and 2013), see Section 4.3. The employees seem to really live up to the core 
value of supporting innovation and you also get a feeling of pride from the employees during 
the interviews which indicate a well-developed company spirit. Moreover the revealed 
interest in listening to customer requests and adapting solutions to the customer needs 
indicates an effectual attitude towards business model innovation that actually also includes 
adapting of the organisational change process at Company A. The perfect examples presented 
in Section 4.1 about efforts in Australia, United States and South Korea indicate that 
Company A shows this and referring to Chesbrough (2010) this attitude is of importance to 
achieve successful BMI. 
 
Conclusively, Company A could be regarded as rather advanced when it comes to innovation 
and business model innovation and it is indicated that they take certain benefits from 
opportunities raised by customers and by frequent upcoming solutions especially related to 
the environment.  

5.2 Existence of spirit of the enterprise at Company A  

In the performed qualitative analysis, two questions related to the factor spirit of enterprise 
were clearly sticking out having up to 100% of the respondents judging the factor as crucial or 
close to crucial for the company success and conclusively this factor could according to the 
qualitative analysis be regarded as the highest ranked influencing factor. The questions were 
Question 3) evaluate how important energized and entrepreneurial personnel are for the 
company strength and Question 4) rate how much is capability development supported by a 
collaborative and entrepreneurial culture.  
 
Also in the interviews spirit of the enterprise described in discussions about the valuable 
company culture and the work mentality of team spirit, innovativeness, and open mind are 
mentioned repeatedly as success factors. Factors that could be compared with creative 
solution, creative abrasion and creative agility i.e. significant capabilities of innovation (see 
Section 2 and Figure 2.4).  
 
Hill et al (2015), states that creative abrasion is when people and groups do collaborative 
problem solving together. Referring to the organisational drivetrain the abrasion could be 
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regarded as the linking mechanism. As people with diverse expertise, experience, or points of 
view go into their differences new and useful ideas will emerge. This should involve 
passionate discussion and disagreement and produces innovation which is more than simple 
“get-along” cooperation. This kind of engagement is present at Company A and is considered 
hard and emotionally demanding, which creates tension and stress, but at the same time is a 
creative collaboration that produces innovation. To be exposed to hard questions and push-
back is collaborating, which is something that not everyone wants to do all the time. Dynamic 
capabilities gets nutrient and innovation occurs.  
 
For an organisation to foresee or plan a truly creative solution you need creative agility i.e. a 
problem-solving innovation process that is preceded by trial-and-error and this is found at 
Company A. Using the organisational drivetrain model it hence means specific free wheels 
(complex routines) to support the activities are present. In an often lengthy process of 
repeated experimentation a portfolio of ideas are generated and tested then revised and 
retested. Thereby innovation requires activities which make an organisation nervous through 
interim outcomes. By creative resolution Hill et. al. (2015) means that to produce the most 
innovative solution it is often better to create something new by incorporating the best of out 
of two options. To integrate ideas makes that the process can be more uncomfortable both 
emotionally and intellectually. However, at Company A synergies and usage of learning’s 
from one positive customer project to another is naturally part of the daily business and 
mindset. 
 
According to Drucker (2006), innovation is a function of entrepreneurship and innovation can 
be learnt and applied. Seven sources of innovation opportunities have been identified 
(Drucker, 2006): unexpected occurrences, incongruities, process needs industry and market 
changes, demographic changes, changes in perception and new knowledge. At Company A 
the innovations seems mainly originate from the opportunities arising from process needs 
industry and market changes plus demographic changes. However, more opportunities might 
be seized, but not touched upon in the interviews. 

5.3 Existence of strong leadership at Company A  

The qualitative analysis indicates further that the respondents at Company A judges the 
importance of having leaders who prioritize core capabilities to get appropriate funding and 
attention for the capability development of the company as significant. However, the skills 
within the business unit are seen as slightly more relevant than to have skills across business 
units when asking interviewees. Moreover, interviews shows that during collaboration, 
excellent vertical and horizontal communications for sharing knowledge and priorities is 
judged as essential for the capability development of the company and supports the company 
success.  
 
As mentioned in Section 4.3, the CEO at Company A, is described as a present, keen and 
resolute leader. Moreover collaboration, clarity and empowerment of employees are stated to 
be prioritized areas (Chef, 2011). This indicates that leadership is seen as notable and 
moreover the CEO is intensively promoted as part of the trademark Company A, and as a role 
model as the good leader. Assuming that the leadership executed by the CEO is also followed 
by the organisation it supports the hypothesis that strong leadership is part of the factors 
triggering the dynamic capabilities at Company A.  
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From the performed case study qualitative analysis it could be apprehended that the leadership 
is the secondly ranked influential factor affecting the dynamic capability at Company A i.e. 
beaten by spirit of the enterprise. The leadership is also the second most discussed topic in the 
interviews. The importance of leadership programs to establish a common culture and down-
the-line leadership skills are widely discussed as positive.  
 
Moreover it seems like the leaders at Company A have the ability to see creativity and 
balance that with change and empowerment of the employees. At the same time as 
collaboration is mentioned to be frequent between functions plus that the already defined clear 
roles and responsibilities are seen as of concern by everyone. The strict budget frames and 
low authorization for payment keeps the organisation stay with only prioritized tasks and 
“refrain the organisation from being overloaded” (Fredberg, 2014).  
 
Evaluating the results from the interviews with the research made by Beer and Eisenstat 
(2000) it could be assumed that few of the silent barriers, referred to at Page 22, are evidently 
present at Company A. Still the quality of direction, the quality of learning and the quality of 
implementation seem to be sufficient. Coordination across functions seems to be working 
even though cross units is an identified area of improvement and where the slogan “One 
Company A” is rolled out as a reminder to all employees. Strategies are regarded as clear and 
distinctly communicated by management and moreover performance goals for the individuals 
are in line with the overall strategies and company roadmap.  
 
According to the trend in the business world today diversity management is a key to growth in 
today’s fiercely competitive global marketplace. Organisations that seek global market 
relevancy should thereby embrace diversity – in how they think, act and innovate. Idea is that 
diversity can no longer just be about making the numbers, but rather how an organisation 
treats its people authentically down to the roots of its business model. Thus in today’s new 
workplace, diversity management as well as the environmental area is a time-sensitive 
business imperative. This has been noticed by the management at Company A and the CEO at 
Company A, has even been nominated to the best Diversity manager in 2015 by the 
organisation Chef in Sweden (Chef, 2015). Something that could be regarded as another 
capability of the management since it includes seizing and transforming of an opportunity.  
 
What is interesting though to make research on is the correlation between diversity and 
dynamic capability whereas the research implication should be to study to what extent the 
situation of having a diverse management that feeds innovation compared to a homogenous 
management group affects the dynamism and how much the moving transition from 
homogeneous to diverse triggers the dynamic capabilities and thereby innovation. The 
hypothesis set in this master thesis would support that the latter is a significant part. 
Considering that change at Company A has been introduced the last years the results seen at 
Company A supports this hypothesis, i.e. that changes play a significant role and triggers 
dynamic capabilities. 
 
What could also be concluded from the interviews is that sustainability is influencing all parts 
of the organisation at Company A. For example, to support environmental efforts, managers 
actively support initiatives and inspire the teams to see opportunities related to environmental 
efforts.  
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5.4 Existence of established processes at Company A  

In the qualitative analysis results, a clear prioritization of capabilities is apprehended by the 
respondents as significant for the positive result of the company, see Section 4.2.  The same 
apprehended importance and the verified existence of established processes are also perceived 
from interviews presented in Section 4.1. Especially in interview parts with descriptions of the 
budget processes and project models. Hence, it the existing entrepreneurship (spirit of the 
enterprise at Company A) and seizing of opportunities seems to be made using systematic 
processes as suggested by Eckhardt (2013). 
 
For experiments you need time and patience, because they produce false starts, mistakes, and 
dead ends along the way. The organisation must accept or even encourage missteps and 
rework and this is done at Company A. Following the core values of Company A you should 
avoid criticism and blame because anything that looks like failure make most people to not 
perform the experiments that produce real innovation and this is considered as missed 
opportunities.  
 
Company A is committed to take necessary steps to minimize environmental footprint and 
likewise ensuring that the efforts create business benefits for their customers and themselves. 
Accordingly, environmental responsibility is a part of the business and well integrated. 
Established processes are thereby considered to be in place to support dynamic capabilities. 
By continuous finding of innovative ways throughout the value chain to minimize the 
environmental impact the environmental goals are achieved. Efforts range from the 
production and transportation of goods and employees, to the supply chain dealing with 
distribution, customer use and the recycling of our products, among other activities. How far 
the key aspects of BMI, i.e. unit analysis, novelty, lock-in complementary and efficiency 
(Amit and Zott, 2011), are done is not easy to grasp. Thus it cannot be excluded that changes 
and innovations are mainly made where there is no conflicts with traditional configurations. 

5.5 Performance and business model innovation at Company A 

In Table 4.1 Company A has been presented as regards to the BMF described by Chesbrough 
(2007). Looking at the results, Company A, has a segmented business model and is hence 
competing in different segments simultaneously. Moreover, the company is externally aware 
which is reflected in their business model and leads to promising relationships with outsiders. 
Looking at Company A it is also apprehended that innovation is integrated in the business 
model which leads to the fact that the business model has an integrated key role. The 
interviews suggest that the company also has an adaptive business model platform with ability 
and commitment to perform experimentation.  
 
Bocken et. al. (2014), defined architectures which were developed by setting the base of a 
defined business model including three elements; Value proposition, Value Creation and 
Value Capture i.e. a conceptual business framework adapted from Richardson (2008) and 
Osterwalder and Pigneur (2005). Whereby, the Value Creation is stated as the heart of the 
business model by seizing new opportunities, market shares and new streams of revenue. 
Parallel to this the Value Proposition gives measurable for economic growth plus ecological 
and social values. Countless amounts of articles show the positive relation between BMI and 
performance see section 2.2.  
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Company performance could be seen as evidence of successful BMI but is commonly 
considered as a complex, multi-dimensional construct (Chakravarthy, 1986; Kaplan and 
Norton, 1992). This case study uses perceived measures to operate firm performance in terms 
of two dimensions: profitability and market performance. Profitability was measured with 
items reflecting profit margin, return on assets (ROA), return on equity (ROE) and net profits 
relative to competition, whereas market performance was measured with market share, sales 
volume and increase in market share and sales. The use of subjective performance measures is 
a common practice in strategy related research when financial statement data are unavailable 
or when accurate comparisons amongst companies are not allowed (e.g. Dess and Robinson, 
1987; Powell, 1992; Powell and Dent-Micalef, 1997; Tippins and Sohi, 2003). Furthermore, 
this is regarded as a relevant approach since literature shows that there are high correlations 
between objective and subjective measures.  
 
Results presented in Appendix D, i.e. closing figures 2014 from the company show positive 
ROA/ROE and environmental values. From the table as well as from section 4.2 it could be 
concluded that environmental responsibility is a part of the business model and is well 
integrated in their daily business. The economical figures are also presented in the homepage 
of Largest Companies (2015), beneath the steel and metal companies in Sweden. Evidently, 
Company A sticks out as being successful. ROA and ROE for Company A was at closing in 
2014 in the magnitude of 9.7% and 22.5% respectively.  
 
It is evident that Company A shows high capabilities in seizing and sensing opportunities by 
the impressive amount of patents owned. Moreover it seems like the frequent and continuous 
improvements such as struggling for improvement environmental area nourish the dynamic 
capabilities give spill-over effects to other areas. Capabilities are especially valuable when 
they can leverage across a broadening set of market opportunities. Such leveraging must 
become a never-ending process with virtuous circles that strengthen DC and lead to new 
possibilities. In the case study it is, except for the 8000 patents submitted by Company A also 
verified by looking at figures for Company A that frequent and continuous improvements lead 
to persuasive positive economic results. Accordingly the hypothesis that deliberate pushing of 
the dynamic equilibrium by being active in one fast changing area could be seen as a strategic 
imperative since it triggers DC and finally leads to BMI. 

5.6 Summary of the analysis 

Competitive advantage comes from using organisational processes and design to identify 
emerging possibilities and strengths and build them into capabilities. By training the 
organisation in its leadership, communication skills plus priority settings and by frequently 
introducing repeatable changes and continuously seizing advantages the DC gets strong at 
Company A. In the case study it is moreover evident that these continuous hunting for 
opportunities inside and outside the organisation plus investments in innovation and 
especially environmental opportunities leads to BMI and successful results.  
 
Strong and empowering leadership as well as channelling of the best resources to build core 
capabilities are both judged as essential at Company A. Accordingly, the existence of strong 
leadership is to be seen and acknowledged as an influential factor. Furthermore concentration 
on opportunities that can benefit from the same key capabilities is evaluated as giving a 
positive result of the company.  
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At Company A it is stated that managers should actively support the efforts by securing a low 
environmental impact approach and this is reflected in Company A’s corporate culture, 
system and performance measurements. Hence, indication is that well defined processes are 
present and creative abrasion exists.  
 
However, the most dominating factor influencing the dynamic capability of Company A is 
clearly to be interpreted as the entrepreneurial atmosphere and open minded climate. The 
generalising qualitative analysis as well as the interviewees announces the same thing and 
furthermore in a convincing way. Hence, spirit of the enterprise is clearly proposed to be the 
highest ranked factor for positive influence on the dynamic capability at Company A. 
 
While we cannot presume that lack of changes or few initiatives is an example of a company 
operating in stable and non-BMI conditions, it is still interesting to understand in more depth 
the range of market dynamism in which dynamic capabilities are valuable. For example, even 
if a company rarely has to change its functional competences because the technology or 
market conditions remain constant in the particular industry, its performance seems to be 
enhanced as findings suggest. However, too much investment in dynamic capabilities may not 
pay off, i.e. company performance may be harmed in the long run if it expends significant 
resources to develop and maintain dynamic capabilities that may never be used. On the other 
hand, when environmental contexts are extremely dynamic, dynamic capabilities may acquire 
a different role (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000) and there might be a trade-off between 
developing dynamic capabilities and ad-hoc problem solving (Winter, 2003).  
 
By having the advantage of accessible capabilities as shown at Company A, opportunities are 
transformed into BMI. Barriers preventing an organisation to transform opportunities into 
successful BMI could be lack of BMI processes (Amit and Zott, 2011) and unwillingness to 
leave the already known areas (Chesbrough, 2007). This could however be challenged by 
frequent and repeatable changes that triggers the organisation to formalize and to think 
outside the box and this is done at Company A. Conclusively this goes hand in hand with the 
spirit of the enterprise at Company A.  
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

6.1 Conclusion 

The first purpose of this study was to confirm the presence of the, by literature, stated most 
prominent factors influencing the dynamic capability within an organisation. The second 
purpose was to describe how these factors influence the dynamic capability. With the premise 
of the first two purposes being answered, the third purpose was to explore the ranking of these 
most influential factors.  
 
Thereby a case study of one large well-established global company has been conducted. 
Based on the results and the succeeding discussions on the research components, conclusive 
answers to the research sub-questions is given, leading at last to an aggregated conclusion on 
the main research question.  
 

(1) “Which are the most prominent factors influencing the dynamic capability?” 
From literature it was concluded that the most prominent factors affecting the dynamic 
capability of a company are 1) spirit of the enterprise 2) Change intensity 3) Strong 
leadership and 4) Established processes. Within the case company all the influential 
factors were found and descriptive interviews explained relationships and importance. 
The conclusion is therefore the four factors nourish the dynamic capability by 
enhancing the capability of seizing, sensing and transforming opportunities.  

 
(2) “How should the most influential factors be ranked?” 

Within the case company the evident order shown from interviews and a generalising 
qualitative analysis is 1) spirit of the enterprise 2) Strong leadership and 3) Established 
processes. Whereof the influence of the change intensity is difficult to conclude, but 
interpreted as involved in the spirit of enterprise factor as well as in the strong 
leadership factor.  
 

The main research question of the study was: “How do the most prominent factors influence 
the dynamic capability?”. Based on the answers to the sub-questions above, the main 
conclusion is that three of the influential factors clearly affect the dynamic capability and 
interacting plus movements are possible to explain by referring to the “organisational 
drivetrain” model suggested by Giada Di Stefano et. al. (2014). 
 
Accordingly, the suggestion that different dimensions and parts of dynamic capabilities 
coexist and reinforce each other is supported by both qualitative analysis and interviews in 
this case study and show that opportunity seizing with environmental focus at the case 
company has a significant impact on the dynamic capabilities and trigger business model 
innovation. The findings are in line with the literature which suggests that a company 
operating in a turbulent environment may be more aware of the need to transform or 
reconfigure its functional competences in order to compete. The results also suggest that 
dynamic capabilities have a positive impact on functional competences and firm performance 
even if less dynamic environments. This finding may be attributed to the fact that dynamic 
capabilities are likely to lead to superior performance by reshaping more effectively existing 
competences (Penrose, 1959).  
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7.2 Implications  

Research projects most often represents only a small brick in a large wall of a certain area of 
research and is unquestionably limited by its focus, not allowing the answering of other 
important questions. This kind of limitations may be seen as potentials for further research 
that will complement the findings of this study. The inherent shortcomings of the 
methodology have already been discussed in Section 4.3. The weak external validity, which 
generally results from case study research, provides a potential for quantitative approaches 
that could increase the ability to generalizing the findings. The suggested framework needs to 
be validated by further empirical data. Regarding the data sources, the answers of 
interviewees could be biased. For example, company representatives may more likely 
attribute sources of a dynamic capability to their corporate management achievement than to 
external factors and rarely express critical statements about their organizations.  
 
A large majority of interviewees attributed the most influential factor enhancing the dynamic 
capability to the work mentality and the entrepreneurship of the personnel, i.e. spirit of the 
enterprise. Nevertheless, the author abstained from creating a ranking based on the 
interviewees’ statements, since it would have little meaning regarding the number of 
interviews. With the applied holistic approach, the identification of the influence factors was 
intended. Empirical research that relies on a larger sample size and employs questionnaires is 
surely better suited to generating quantitative answers for the question about which factor has 
the strongest influence on the dynamic capability.  
 
Furthermore, the study does not claim to be completely exhaustive, even though it employs a 
holistic lens. Other factors having impact on the dynamic capability may exist, as suggested 
by other researchers. For the special case examined in this study, other factors would have 
probably appeared with the inclusion of interviewees from other functional areas. Since the 
people, who were interviewed in this thesis almost only are working in Sweden this has the 
implication that this thesis demonstrates how the dynamic capability is in one country. 
Therefore the conclusions that are maid are not certain to fully be applied for Company A 
globally. It would have made an implication if the interviewed persons were more persons 
higher up in the organization which could have given different responses on interview 
questions. This thesis could have had deeper empirical data findings, if there were more 
respondents on the questionnaire. The questionnaire is instead in this thesis only used as a 
backing document. 
 
Further empirical data including a cross-analysis among different industries would also 
enhance the understanding of the potentially differing value of certain influence factors for 
firms with different industrial backgrounds. Also, the time variable would add interesting 
insights about the correlation between influence factors and their importance over the 
different stages of a company’s existence or an industry’s maturity. There are probably factors 
that are more important in the start-up of a new business and other factors that become 
relevant for more mature stages of an organization.  
 
This thesis aimed to reconcile diverging views in the research about dynamic capabilities by 
proposing an illustrative framework. New directions for further studies are suggested, 
hopefully entailing more research that employs a broader lens and acknowledges the 
importance of context and normative practical inferences in order to explain just why some 
companies perform better than others. 
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7.4 Future research  

Firstly, because of the limitations of this empirical study, it is suggested to further explore the 
different factors influencing the dynamic capability and further to make this exploration in 
broader scale and quantitatively. For example, additional research could be to make the same 
study in another country and compare this report to learn more how Company A is different 
globally regarding dynamic capability. More research would be to compare this thesis with 
other large global companies to see the differences and similarities. Another interesting path 
would be to study possible hierarchies between factors such as spirit of the enterprise that 
seem highly correlated.  
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APPENDIX A - Interview questions  

 

1. What makes a team successful at your company? 

2. Describe the collaboration at your company? 

3. How important is energized and entrepreneurial personal for your company?  

4. How is capability development supported by collaborative initiatives with customer? 

5. How do you describe the leadership you have at your company? 

6. Describe how your company channels the best results to build core capabilities? 

7. How does your company use and share key capabilities? 

8. Explain the flow of information at your company?  

9. Describe communication channels at your company?  

10. To what extent are positive results at the company facilitated by clear prioritization of 
capabilities and standardized processes?  

 
 
11. Explain the importance of effective routines for capability development and application at your 

company? 
 
 
12. Describe how your employees meet changes?  

13. Explain how your company work with improvements?  

14. How often and what kind of changes does you company do?  

15. Describe how change intensity affects your company? 
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APPENDIX B – Questions in the qualitative analysis  

 

Question 1 - the respondents were asked to evaluate how important a strong and empowering 
leadership is for the positive result of the company. The scale given was 1 – Not at all and 7- 
Crucial. 

Question 2 - the respondents were asked to rate how important channelling the best resources 
to build core capabilities is for the positive result of the company. The scale given was 1 – 
Not at all and 7- Crucial. 

Question 3 - the respondents was asked to evaluate how important energized and 
entrepreneurial personnel are for the company strengths. The scale given was 1 – Not at all 
and 7- Crucial. 

Question 4 - the respondents were asked to rate how much is capability development 
supported by a collaborative and entrepreneurial corporate culture. The scale given was 1 – 
Not at all and 7- Crucial. 

Question 5 - the respondents were asked to rate how important clear prioritization of 
capabilities is for the positive result of the company. The scale given was 1 – Not at all and 7- 
Crucial. 

Question 6 - the respondents were asked to rate how important effective collaboration among 
sub-units is for the positive result of the company. The scale given was 1 – Not at all and 7- 
Crucial. 

Question 7 - the respondents were asked to rate how important efficient routines for capability 
development and applications are for the capability development. The scale given was 1 – Not 
at all and 7- Crucial. 

Question 8 - the respondents were asked to rate how important unique knowledge of market 
segment or customer is for the company success. The scale given was 1 – Not at all and 7- 
Crucial. 

Question 9 - the respondents were asked to rate how important control of key technology 
standard is for the success of the company. The scale given was 1 – Not at all and 7- Crucial. 
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APPENDIX C – Results from qualitative analysis 

 

 

Results presenting results from qualitative analysis with questions according to Appendix B. Question 1 
corresponds to 1 on y-axis, Question 2 to 2, etc. 
 
Source: Roxin and Lettström (2015) 
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APPENDIX D - Performance at Company A  

 

 Closing figures  
Turnover at book closing  2014; 88821 MSEK 

2013; 87328 MSEK 
2012; 98529 MSEK 

Turnover per employee 2014; 1877 kSEK 
2013; 1818 kSEK 
2012; 1995 kSEK 

Margin of profit 2014; 9,3% 
2013; 7.7% 
2012;11.7% 

Return On Assets (ROA) 2014; 9,7% 
2013; 9.4% 
2012; 13.4% 

Return On Equity (ROE) 2014; 22.5% 
2013; 20.1% 
2012; 31.8% 

 
Source: Largest Companies (2015) 
 
 

 


