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Purpose. Although the dynamic capability concept has been one of the most researched topics in strategic management in recent years, it is
not commonly defined in theory and hardly applied in practice. For this reason, the authors decided to re-evaluate dynamic capability
literature.

Design/Method/Approach. Systematic literature review.

Findings. Various discrepancies concerning the very nature of dynamic capabilities and their impact on firm performance are identified that
need to be resolved.

Theoretical implications. For the purpose of enabling more precise prediction, it is recommended to contrast various dynamic capability
concepts, reducing the number and increasing the predictability of the contingencies involved. It is advised to develop these scenarios
based on the various seminal papers on dynamic capabilities, grounded in empirical research and supported by specific examples.

Practical implication. It is concluded that there is a generalized version of the dynamic capability concept that allows one to understand the
rough outline of dynamic capability theory. However, it is noted that this generalized, contingency-based version compromises the
prediction of specific dynamic capability deployment outcomes,
therefore hindering dynamic capabilities in gaining practical
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AuvHamiyHi 3gi6HOCTI:
CUCTEMATUYHUI aHai3 AiTepaTypu

3 Teopii i NPakTUKK

K.-M. I'pemme,

®. Bonbzemym
YHigepcumem npuk/nadHux Hayk XTB m.bepiH,
BepniH, HimeyyuHa

MeTa gocigKeHHA. He AMBAAYMUCH Ha Te, L0 KOHLUENLA AUHAMIYHKX
3pibHOCTEN — OAHA 3 Halbi/fbll AOC/iANKYBaHMX TeM B 06/1acTi
CTpaTeriyHoro MeHe/KMeHTY, He iCHye €AMHOrO PO3yMiHHA i
Teopii. KOHLenuito TakoX BaKKO 3aCTOCOBYBATU NPaKTUYHO. TOMY
aBTOpPM BMPILUMAKM NPOBECTM aHaAi3 iCHyto4ol AiTepatypu 3
AVHAMIYHKX 34i6HOCTEN.

MeTog, AOCAIAXKEHHA — CUCTEMATUYHWIA aHani3 iTepaTypu.

Pesy/ibTatu. By/n0 BUABAEHO HM3KY HeOOXigHMX (A0 BUpilleHHA
PO36iXKHOCTe W00 NPUPOAMU AMHAMIMHMX 34i6HOCTEN i X BNAMBY
Ha yCniWwHicTb Gpipmu.

TeopeTUyHa 3HAYMMICTb AOCAIANKEHHA. 3 MeTOK 6i/bll  TOYHMX
NPOrHO3iB  PEKOMEHA0BaHO 3aCTOCOBYBATW  Pi3Hi  KOHUenuii
AVHAMIYHMX  3a4i6HOCTEl. [pyM  UbOMY HEObXiAHO 3MeHLaTH
Ki/IbKICTb BUMAAKOBMX OBCTaBMH i MparHy™M A0 36i/blUeHHA iX
BYaCHOrO BW3Ha4YeHHA. PeKkoMeHg0BaHO oOrnpalboByBaTH Ppi3Hi
cueHapil, AKi MOBMUHHI BYTW 3aCHOBaHI Ha HAYKOBMX AOC/IAKEHHAX
3 AMHAMIYHUX 3gibHOCTel, 0Co6/MBO TUX, WO 6asyloTbcA Ha
eMMipUYHMX  AOC/IAXKEHHAX | nNigKpinaeHi  npakTU4HUMUK
NpUKAagaMu.

MpaKTUYHa 3HAYMMICTb AOC/IANKEHHA. 3p06/IEHO BUCHOBOK, LLLO iCHYE
y3araZbHeHa Bepcia KoOHUenuii AuHamiyHux 3gibHoCTel, AKa
HeobXigHa AAA pO3yMiHHA i GOpMyBaHHA Teopii AMHAMIYHUX
3pibHOCTe. OgHak CTBOPEHHA TaKoi y3arazbHeHO! Bepcii,
obyMOB/IeHOT  BM/MBOM  BUMAgKoOBUX  OOCTaBMH, ObMexye
nepeabaveHHA pe3y/bTaTiB 3aCTOCYBaHHA AMHAMIYHUX 34i6HOCTeN
i TUM camum OBMesKy€E NMpakTUYHE 3aCTOCYBAHHA KOHLenL,i.

OpuriHa/bHICTD | LIHHICTb AOC/igKEHHA. 3icTaB/IeHO | NpoaHai3oBaHO
B3aEMO/,OMOBHIOIOYi | MPOTU/EXKHI MOrAAM Ha XapaKTEPUCTUKM,
MPUYMHHO-HAC/AKOBMI  3B'A30K | OOCTaBUHUM  KOHCTPYKTY
AVHAMIYHKX 34i6HOCTEN.

Ob6merkeHHA gocaigKeHHA[/[lepcnekTUBU MOoAA/bILUMX AOCAIAXKEHb. Y
AaHil cTaTTi NO3HaYeHO HaNpAMOK A/1A NOAA/IbLUMX AOC/IAMKEHDb AK
LU/IAX MPOTUCTAB/IEHHA, @ HE 3/IMTTA Pi3HUX TEOPETUYHUX MiAXOAIB.

Tun cTaTTi — TeopeTHyHa.

Katouosi cno08a: AvHamivHi 34i6HOCTI; Teopid; cMcTeMaTUYHUIA aHaAi3
niTepatypu.

Od

AVHaMnyeckume cnocobHoOCTH:
CUCTEeMATUYECKUI1 aHa/In3 IMTepaTypbl
Mo TEOPUM U NPaKTUKe

K.-M. I'pemme,

®. Bonnbzemym
YHusepcumem npuk/aadHeix Hayk XTB 2.6ep/uH,
BepsuH, Fepmanus

Lenb wuccnegoBaHna. He cmoTpA Ha TO, 4TO KOHLeNUWA
AVWHAMUYECKUX CMIOCOBHOCTEN — OZHa U3 CaMblX UCC/1eAyeMblX TeM
B 006/1aCTW CTpaTermMyeckoro MeHe/KMeHTa, He CyllecTByeT
€AMHOro MOHMMaHWA eé Teopuu. KOHLenuuio TaKKe TPYAHO
NPUMEHATb MPaKTUYeCcKW. [03TOMY aBTOPblI MPUHAMM peLleHue
NpoBeCTM aHa/M3 CyLLLeCTBYIOLLLeM /IMTepaTypbl MO AUHAMUYECKUM
crnocobHocTAM.

MeTog ucciesoBaHUsA — CUCTEMATUYECKUIA aHa/IM3 IMTepaTypbl.
Pesy/bTaTbl. bBbiI0  BbIAB/IGHO MHOXECTBO MNPEeACTOALMX K
paspelleHnto pa3HOr/1acuit KacaTe/IbHO MPUPOAbI AUHAMUYECKUX
CMOCOBHOCTEN U UX BAWAHWA Ha YCMELWHOCTb GUPMBI.
TeopeTnyeckasa 3HaYMMOCTb MccaegoBanua. C uenbto 6osee
TOYHBIX Mpe/CKasaHuii peKOMeHyeTCA UCTO0/Ib30BaTh Pas/nyHble
KOHLIeNUUM gMHaMMUYeCK1X crnocobHocTelt. Mpu 3Tom HeobxoArmo
YMEHbLLATb KO/IMYECTBO C/1y4aiiHbiX 0BCTOATE/IbCTB U CTPEMUTBLCA
K yBe/IMYEeHUIO UX CBOEBPEMEHHOr o onpege/neHus.
PekomeHg0BaHO npopabaTtbiBaTb pas/inyHble CLieHapuu, KOTopble
A,0/1KHBl ObITb OCHOBaHbI Ha HAy4YHbIX CTATbAX MO AMHAMUYECKUM
CNOocobHOCTAM, OCODEHHO 6asMpyoLIMXCA Ha  3MMUPUHECKMX
nccief0BaHUAX U NOAKPEN/IEHHbIX NPaKTUYeCKUMU NpUMepamMu.
MpaKkTUyecKas 3HAYMMOCTb UCC/AIEAO0BAHUA. Bbli cae/naH BbIBOA,
YTO CyliecTByeT 0606l eHHaA BEPCUA KOHLENLUU AUHAMUHECKUX
CMnocobHOCTEN, KOTOpad HeobxoAMMa AAA  MOHUMAHMA U
$GOpMUPOBaHMA TEOPUU AMHAMUYECKUX CnocobHoCTel. OpgHako
co3gaHue Takoi 0606LWEHHOM BepcHKM, 06YC/10B/IEHHOM BAUAHWEM
C/lydaiHbIX ~ OBCTOATENIbCTB,  OrpaHM4YMBaeT  MpegcKasaHue
pe3y/IbTaToB MPUMEHEHUA AUMHAMUYECKMX CMOoCOBHOCTeN U Tem
CaMbIM OrpaHU4MBAET MPAKTUHECKOE NMPUMEHEHNE KOHLEMNLWM.
OpUIrMHa/ZIbLHOCTb U LLEHHOCTb MUcCIegoBaHUA. COMocTaB/ieHbl U
NpoaHa/IM3MPOBaHbl B3aMMOZOMO/HAOLLME U MPOTUBOMO/IONKHbIE
B3r/1A4bl Ha XapaKTEPUCTWKM, MPUYUHHO-C/IEACTBEHHYIO CBA3b U
06CTOATE/IbCTBA KOHCTPYKTA AUHAMUYECKMX CMOCOBHOCTE.
OrpaHuyeHus uccnegosatme/llepcneKkTusebl Aa/bHENLINX
uccnefoBaHuii. B gaHHOM cTaTbe 06O3HayeHbl HanpaB/ieHWA AA
OyaylWMX UCCIeq0BaHUIt KaK MyTb MPOTMBOMOCTaB/EHUA, a He
C/IMAHUA Pa3/IMYHBIX TEOPETUYECKUX MOAXOL0B.

Tun cTaTbu — TEOPETUYECKaA.

Knrouesble  cnosa:  auHamuHeckue
CMCTemMaTUHeCKUIA aHa/In3 IMTepaTypbl.

CnocobHOCTY;  Teopwus;
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Introduction

n recent years, the dynamic capability (DC) concept attracted
increasing attention. With more than 200 publications each

year since 2011, the DC construct has turned into one of the
most researched and discussed topics in the field of strategic
management (Easterby-Smith, Lyles, & Peteraf, 2009; Di Stefano,
Peteraf, & Verona, 2010, 2014). Nevertheless, the DC construct has
not yet been commonly defined: Approaches to DC theory are
often disconnected and sometimes contradictory and thus
threaten practical implications of the concept (Easterby-Smith et
al., 2009; Barreto, 2010; Di Stefano et al., 2010, 2014; Peteraf, Di
Stefano, & Verona, 2013). For instance, to date there has been little
agreement on the characteristics of DCs and their actual impact
on firm performance (Barreto, 2010). Consequently, the very
purpose of the DC concept’s existence, creating and sustaining
competitive advantages in highly dynamic environments, is
controversial (Burisch, & Wohlgemuth, 2016).

Research Questions

literature (Tranfield et al., 2003) and evaluate the ‘soundness’

and ’practicality’ of DC theory based on Dubin’s (1976, 1978)
four elements of theoretical systems. Specifically, this paper seeks
to answer the research questions whether existing theories on DCs
allow us to understand the theoretical construct and to predict its
practical implications.

:: his paper takes a step back to systematically review DC

Method and Data

A comprehensive systematic review on the DCs literature is
conducted incorporating articles published over a 26-year time
period in multiple renowned management and business journals.
The following quality/selection criteria have been applied to the
initial 4691 results recorded in the Web of Science database:
“dynamic capabilities” being included in title and keywords, the
document needs to be a research article (and not a review) and
classified as “Business and Management” in the Web of Science,
and a citation count above the average of all articles above the
average h-index. In addition this procedure was repeated for
articles that were published after 2011 (the last review) to include
recent developments, since recently published articles have a
significantly lower h-index. Three more articles that provided a
significant contribution, but are considered as reviews are added:
Teece et al. (1997), Teece (2007) and Helfat & Peteraf (2003). The
final sample of this systematic literature review are 20 articles
(see Table 1).

The journal articles have been analyzed in respect of the four main
elements of theoretical constructs by Dubin (1976, 1978). The
following sections elaborate (1) the elements of DC theory, (2)
causalities within the DC concept as well as (3) contingencies and
boundary conditions within the DC framework respectively.

Table 1

Key academic papers on dynamic capabilities

Ambrosini & Bowman (2009)

Rindova & Kotha (2001)

Augier & Teece (2009)

Teece (2007)

Cepeda & Vera (2007)

Teece (2014)

Easterby-Smith & Prieto (2008)

Teece et al. (1997)

Easterby-Smith et al. (2009)

Verona & Ravasi (2003)

Eisenhardt & Martin (2000)

Weerawardend et al. (2007)

Helfat & Peteraf (2003)

Wheeler (2002)

Hodgkinson & Healey (2011) Winter (2003)
King & Tucci (2002) Zollo & Winter (2002)
Pavlou & El Sawy (2011) Zott (2003)

Results of the Systematic Review

Elements of Dynamic Capability Theory

he following paragraphs elaborate (1) the most common
underlying components of DCs, processes and routines, (2)

the difference between zero-level and higher-order
capabilities, and (3) a number of DC frameworks that amplify the
units of theory as tangible process combinations.

Processes & routines: Although most authors have been defining
DCs slightly different over that last 26 years, there is a somehow
common ground on what the underlying components of DCs are:
organizational processes and routines. Teece et dal. (1997) describe
DCs as “[...] organizational processes, that are [...] shaped by
firm’s assets (positions) and its evolutionary path” (1997, p. 524).
Eisenhardt, & Martin (2000) transform DCs into a much more
tangible concept by describing DCs as “specific organizational and
strategic routines” (2000, p. 1107). Most articles published after
the year 2000 adapt and/or partially modify Teece, et al. (1997)
and/or Eisenhardt & Martin’s (2000) findings (Peterdf, et al., 2013).
For instance, Rindova & Kotha (2001), Cepeda & Vera (2007) and
Easterby-Smith & Prieto (2008) state that DCs are routines or
processes routed in knowledge and evolved through learning
processes. Winter (2003), Pavlou, & El Sawy (2011) and Schilke

0P

(2013) agree that DCs consist of highly patterned, to some extent
repetitious, routines.

Lower- and higher-order organizational processes: Many scholars
distinguish between zero-level and higher-order capabilities.
According to Zollo, & Winter (2002, p. 340), first-order capabilities
are learned, stable, structured patterns of collective activity and
“constitute the firms systematic methods for modifying operating
routines”, whereas second-order capabilities are the learning
mechanisms that first-order DCs are made of/developed from.
Winter (2003) refers to zero-level/ordinary (‘how we make a living
now’) and higher-order (‘how you change your operational
routines’) capabilities. The latter are DCs that build or modify
zero-level/ordinary capabilities (Winter, 2003, p. 991). Winter
(2003, p.992) stresses that although DCs are concerned with
change, they are still based on highly patterned routines. Winter
(2003) thus disagrees with Eisenhardt, & Martin (2000), who state
that DCs consist of simple, experimental routines in fast-paced,
high-velocity environments. Wheeler (2002) also describes DCs as
a combination of lower-order, simpler capabilities and their
underlying routines.

Dynamic Capability Frameworks: Most authors agree that DCs
comprise a bundle of processes/routines/ordinary capabilities.
Based on this assumption a number of authors developed
frameworks that substantiate those underlying components.
Teece, et al. (1997) claim that there are three kinds of processes
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that form DCs: coordinationfintegration, learning and
reconfiguration/transformation. Teece, et al. (1997) view on DCs
shaped many other researchers’ publications (e.g. Rindova, &
Kotha, 2001; Verona & Ravasi, 2003; Hodgkinson, & Healey, 2011;
Schilke, 2013). Teece (2007) expands the concept by claiming that
"[...] 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” (2007, p. 1319). Authors writing about DCs have often
adopted one of Teece’s frameworks (e.g. Easterby-Smith & Prieto,
2008; Ambrosini & Bowman, 2009; Helfat & Peteraf, 2009;
Hodgkinson & Healey, 2011; V. P. Rindova & Kotha, 2001; Verona &
Ravasi, 2003 etc. Wheeler, 2002).

Causalities
Concept

within the Dynamic Capability

promotion of competitive advantage. However, researchers

have clashing opinions on how and why DCs affect
performance (Barreto, 2010, p. 274). In earlier publications,
authors assume a direct relationship between DCs and sustainable
competitive advantage, whereas in more recent papers,
researchers dispute that DCs have a direct effect on performance.
They claim that DCs have an indirect impact on competitive
advantage (e.g. Rindova & Kotha, 2001; Zott, 2003; Blyler & Coff,
2003; Weerawardena, Mort, Liesch, & Knight, 2007; Ambrosini &
Bowman, 2009; Schilke, 2013). On the very basis, there are three
different views on how DCs indirectly impact performance. A
range of authors believe that DCs can, under certain
circumstances, indirectly, but ultimately lead to sustainable
competitive advantage (e.g. Wheeler, 2002; Blyler, & Coff, 2003;
Zott, 2003). Other researchers argue that DCs can indirectly cause
temporary competitive advantage only (e.g. Eisenhardt, & Martin,
2000; Violina P. Rindova, & Kotha, 2001; Schilke, 2013). Further, a
few authors believe that DCs and their direct impact on a firm’s
resource base simply boost efficiency, but do not necessarily lead
to any sort of competitive edge (e.g. Easterby-Smith & Prieto,
2008; Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011; Weerawardena et al., 2007).

:: he most significant causality associated with DCs is the

Contingencies and Boundary Conditions in
Dynamic Capability Theory

DC concept and its effects on firm performance by referring

:: number of authors explain the uncertainty surrounding the
to boundary conditions.

External Contingency Factors: Two of the most common
mentioned external contingency factors are market dynamism
and competitive landscape that can impact DC development,
deployment and performance (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2009; Pavlou
& El Sawy, 2011; Winter, 2003 etc.). However, researchers utter
opposing views on how environmental dynamism affects or
restricts DCs’ impact on performance: Teece et al. (1997, p. 509)
explain that DCs are developed and deployed “in environments of
rapid technological change”. Numerous authors simply emphasize
that DC efficiency increases with market dynamism (Rindova, &
Kotha, 2001; Wheeler, 2002; Zollo, & Winter, 2002; Sher, & Lee, 2004;
etc.). Other authors state that DCs can be effectively deployed in
all kinds of market dynamisms. For instance, Zott (2003)
elaborates that DCs exist and are effective in fast-paced and
slower-paced environments. Also, Pavlou, & El Sawy (2011, p. 261)
emphasize a "positive role of dynamic capabilities in the entire
spectrum of environmental turbulence".

Internal Contingency Factors: The most common internal
contingency factors discussed in this literature sample are (1)
organizational paths and positions, (2) learning investments and
abilities as well as (3) top/-management characteristics. First, a
firm’s positions (e.g. resource base) and a firm’s path of

OO

competence development are categorized as essential factors
impacting DC creation and usage (Teece et al., 1997; Wheeler, 2002;
Easterby-Smith, & Prieto, 2008; Ambrosini, & Bowman, 2009; Paviou
& El Sawy, 2011). Teece et al. (1997) state that firms are position- as
well as path-dependent, and that both dependencies affect DC
development and deployment. This concept explains why Teece
(1997), contrary to Eisenhardt, & Martin (2000), argues that DCs
are not simply best practices. Numerous authors agree that DC
performance varies with a firm’s existing and historical resource
conditions (Wheeler, 2002; Easterby-Smith & Prieto, 2008;
Ambrosini & Bowman, 2009; Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011).

Second, Learning investments and knowledge management are
commonly identified as influential contingency factors within the
DC concept (e.g. Easterby-Smith & Prieto, 2008; Eisenhardt &
Martin, 2000; Zollo & Winter, 2002; Zott, 2003; Sher & Lee, 2004).
Third, management characteristics, i.e the experience, skills,
mindset and intuition of a firm’s top-/management, have been
classified influential internal contingency factors (e.g. King, &
Tucci, 2002; Wheeler, 2002; Cepeda, & Vera, 2007; Hodgkinson, &
Healey, 2011).

Discussion

and practical application and implications for its domain

(Barreto, 2010). Having analyzed DC literature according to
Dubin’s theory elements, it can be said that even though the DC
concept has been one of the most researched topics in strategic
management over the last few years, large parts of its theoretical
structure are not yet clearly, and, most importantly, not uniformly
defined (Barreto, 2010). Although many differing views on DC
theory elements are somehow complementary and can be
combined, there are also contradictions. Often these
contradictions are routed in the opposing approach to DC theory
of the two basic seminal papers: Teece et al. (1997) and Eisenhardt,
& Martin (2000), although scholars try to merge both views into
one coherent theory using a contingency-based approach (Peteraf
et al., 2013; Di Stefano et al., 2014).

:: he DC concept is criticized for lacking theoretical soundness

Understanding  the

Framework

Dynamic  Capability

performance’ can be identified as theory units of the DC

construct, since DCs reconfigure a firm’s resource bundles
and indirectly impact firm performance. More importantly, DC
literature commonly agrees that DCs consist of various underlying
components. Combining the variety of perspectives on what
these are, one could summarize that DCs comprise organizational
processes, routines and/or bundles of lower-order capabilities
(Teece, et al., 1997; Eisenhardt, & Martin, 2000; Zollo, & Winter,
2002). However, researchers’ views on the nature of those
processes and/or routines are neither consonant nor
complimentary/combinable. Certainly, this paper is not the first to
identify this divide concerning the nature of theory units of the DC
concept (e.g. Easterby-Smith, et al., 2009; Barreto, 2010; Peterdf, et
al., 2013; Di Stefano, et al., 2010, 2014; Wohlgemuth, & Wenzel, 2016
etc.). The DC literature allows one to understand the basic DC
theory 'skeleton'. However, it should be noted that this
generalized version of DC theory units and their characteristics is
highly context dependent. This context dependency is an
important fact to consider when analyzing the practicality of a
theoretical contribution, since all further theory elements are
somehow dependent on the basic units of theory (Dubin, 1976,
1978).

:: nits of Theory: Firstly, a firm's resource base and ‘firm

Laws of relationships: DC literature seems in unison with respect
to the primary causalities of the DC construct, commonly
emphasizing that DCs* modify a firm's resource base, including its
ordinary capabilities, in order to match or create market change
(Pavlou, & El Sawy, 2011). However, there is a theoretical divide
concerning the secondary causalities associated with the DC
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concept: Theories about DCs' secondary impact on firm
performance range from no impact (failure), over efficiency
boosting effects, to temporary or even sustained competitive
advantage creation (Ambrosini, & Bowman, 2009). These
discrepancies can be overcome applying the contingency-based
approach used to generalize the understanding of the basic units
of theory (Peterdf, et al., 2013). Currently, outcome predictions of
DC deployment are largely imprecise. It should be noted that once
a theory is uniformly described and explained it is generally
understood, however its outcomes can only be predicted if
contingency factors and boundary conditions are known and
applied (Whetten, 1989).

Contingency factors and boundary conditions: All in all, DC
literature allows one to understand that numerous internalities
and externalities impact DC development, deployment and
effectiveness. However, the extent und kind of impact is often
unclear. Numerous attempts to compromise, merge or ‘de-
paradoxify’ contrasting views on the impact of market dynamism
on the DC concept offer a rough overview, however cannot
provide detailed explanations on how DC outcomes are
specifically affected. ‘Tangled’, almost tautological contingency
factors underlying the generalized, contingency-based version of
DC theory compromise detailed DC outcomes prediction: For
instance, the impact of contingency factors on DC theory units
and causalities depends on the nature of DCs, which is again
dependent on those contingency factors.

Predicting Dynamic Capability Outcomes

and simplifies the evolvement of the field, it can also

compromise one’s ability to predict practical outcomes
(Thompson, 1967). Since the harmonized version of DC theory,
which is rooted in a contingency-based approach and hence highly
context dependent, precise DC outcome/effect prediction is next
to impossible. Contrasting as opposed to generalizing is expected
to simplify outcome prediction by reducing the number of
contingency factors, while increasing the predictability of the
remaining contingency factors’ impact on theory outcomes. After
having harmonized the concept and thus understood DC theory
and allowing it to evolve further, contrasting might be the next
step to ensure that DC theory outcomes can be predicted and
thus allow for DC theory’s practical application. Contrasting DC
scenarios can be facilitated by focusing on a range of specific,
empirically researched DC cases. The creation of a small
‘database’ of specific DC concept scenarios, which are singular in
their definition of theory units and causalities instead of context-
dependent, might increase the theory’s practical application in
management today. Various researchers have already examined
and/or empirically tested specific DC cases. The DC perspective of
accelerated internationalization in born global firms by
Weerawardenag, et al. (2007) is a fitting example of how specific DC
concept scenarios could be realized.

:: hile harmonization/generalization enhances understanding

Conclusions and Recommendations

hile a variety of papers have addressed analyzing and
@bridging the theoretical divide in DC theory, this paper

uncovered to which extent DC literature allows practitioners
to understand each DC theory element and predict the outcome
of their interplay. Thus, this paper analyzed the ‘soundness’ and
’practicality’ of DC theory in accordance with Dubin’s model of
theoretical systems. The qualitative data synthesis exposed that,
although DC theory is a strongly researched concept, neither of
the four theory elements (units of theory, laws of relationship,
contingency factors or boundary conditions) has been clearly and
uniformly defined. The theoretical discrepancies might be rooted
in the contradictory conceptualizations of DCs in the two seminal
papers of the concept, Teece, et al. (1997) and Eisenhardt, & Martin
(2000), which have influenced and thus split the entire field.

Od

Since various papers have attempted to merge, combine or ‘de-
paradoxify’ contradictory statements and approaches in DC
literature, this paper has applied their contingency-based
solutions to justify that DC literature can be commonly
understood. However, contingency-based generalization can
compromise precise theory outcome prediction. In addition to the
contingency-based generalization of DC theory, which enhances
the understanding of the construct as a whole, it is suggested to
contrast contradictions in DC theory in order to simplify DC
outcome prediction. By creating a variety of specific DCs
scenarios, each being singular in their definition of theory units
and causalities instead of context-dependent, the amount of the
contingency factors deviating theory outcomes for each DC
scenario can be reduced and the impact of the remaining
contingency factors can be evaluated. Accordingly, this paper
recommends the development of a ‘database’ of contrasting DC
scenarios with each scenario being developed based on the
various seminal papers, grounded in empirical research and
supported by specific examples. A collection of specific DC
scenarios, as a reference point for managers, is expected to
simplify prediction and thus foster justification for and practical
application of the theoretical concept.
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