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Abstract  

 
Background: With the emergence of new digital technologies, the ongoing digital 

transformation is argued to heavily impact core societal pillars such as logistics and 

transportation. This has generated unique challenges and introduced an increasing need for 

organizations to take steps towards innovating their business models. Thus, a popular 

theoretical lens for keeping up with disruptive changes through business model innovation 

(BMI) is via the dynamic capability framework – consisting of sensing, seizing as well as 

transforming microfoundations.   

 

Purpose: The purpose of this thesis was to explore digital transformation through the 

framework of dynamic capabilities within the logistics and transportation industry. The study 

aimed at investigating the nature of building dynamic capabilities for business model 

innovation towards the ongoing digital transformation. 

 

Methodology: To explore how organizations build dynamic capabilities for business model 

innovation towards digital transformation, this study was carried out using semi-structured 

interviews. The interviews consisted of 11 participants in various senior management positions 

at 6 case companies whom are all global actors in the logistics and transportation industry. 

Additionally, documentary secondary data was included to provide additional information 

about the case companies.  

 

Findings: Our study revealed that business model innovation for digital transformation 

consisted of processes within 3 domains – new digital products & services, new markets & 

segments, as well as key partnerships. Additionally, the findings of our study acknowledged 

that logistics and transportation enterprises build dynamic capabilities via a total of 13 

activities. These included: digital scanning and information management; digital learning; 

internal communication; digital asset investment; agile working; external partnerships; 

organizational restructuring; dynamic mindset; change management; and power redistribution. 

Finally, our study found that the main challenges for building dynamic capabilities towards 

BMI involved: size, agile working, data management and the changing of old mindsets.  
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CHAPTER 1  

 

Introduction  
The following subchapters will present the phenomena of digital 

transformation along with introducing business model 

innovation as its key component. This is thereafter followed by 

the introduction of dynamic capabilities as a popular framework 

for studying disruptive change. Lastly, the chapter will conclude 

with a problem statement highlighting the current gap in 

research and our purpose and research question expressing 

how we intend to close the research gap.  
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1.1. Background 

As a result of rapid advancements in digital technologies, previously thought implausible 

concepts such as smartphones and virtual reality has come to fruition. This growth has 

fundamentally changed the infrastructure of present-day societies, where digitalization has 

disrupted the perception of what a modern-day society should resemble (Dufva & Dufva, 2018; 

Grewiński, 2017). According to literature, core societal pillars such as logistics and 

transportation are arguably a few examples that have and will continue to see dependence on 

digital technologies. Consequently, the present digital societies will continue to develop 

together with new opportunities brought forward by digitalization, transforming both the way 

we learn and work today (Grewiński, 2017). This is evident with the ever-growing interest in 

digital transformation and how it is expected to fundamentally shape industries and the digital 

economy (Grewiński, 2017). 

 

The popular term “digital transformation” has thus become a crucial element on every leader’s 

agenda. Fitzgerald et al. (2014, p. 2) have defined digital transformation as “the use of new 

digital technologies [...] to enable major business improvements such as enhancing customer 

experience, streamlining operations, or creating new business models”. Just recently, Warner 

& Wäger (2018, p. 19) have contributed with conceptualizing the scope of this definition by 

adding that “Digital transformation is an ongoing process of strategic renewal that uses 

advances in digital technologies to build capabilities that refresh or replace an organization's 

business model, collaborative approach, and culture”. 

 

Furthermore, an organization’s business model illustrates the design or architecture of value 

creation, delivery, and capture mechanisms (Teece, 1986; 2006). The main purpose of a 

business model is correspondingly to define the way the firm delivers value to customers, 

attracts customers to pay for value, and converts those payments to profit (Teece, 2010). 

Digitalization increased the opportunities for organizations to interact with customers, which 

has led to new and unexpected business model innovations (Amit & Zott, 2001; Aspara et al., 

2013; Chesbrough, 2010; Khanagha et al., 2014; Wirtz et al., 2010).  

 

One key aspect of digital transformation is thus business model innovation (Demil & Lecocq, 

2010; Doz & Kosonen, 2010). Successful digital transformation requires enterprises to develop 

a wide range of capabilities while implementing digital technology in the center of business 

operations, aligning as well as creating a digital transformation strategy, and more importantly, 

potentially re-thinking or re-inventing their business models to sustain competitive advantage 

(Achtenhagen et al., 2013; Zinder & Yunatova, 2016; Doherty et al., 2016; Ransbotham et al., 

2017). As firms have high expectations linked to business model innovation and start a number 

of initiatives to change the way they create value, it seems clear that the academic research 

agenda needs to move forward to develop a better understanding of these complex 

transformations (Matt et al., 2015; Warner & Wäger, 2018).  

 

A popular approach to examine strategic change in organizations is through the dynamic 

capabilities framework and has become a growing theoretical research stream in strategic 
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management literature with regards to how organizations react to fast technology or market 

changes (Teece et al., 1997; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Di Stefano et al., 2014; Helfat et al., 

2007; Teece, 2007; Ambrosini & Bowman, 2009; Konlechner et al., 2018). Arguably, first 

theorised by Teece et al. (1990), dynamic capabilities emerged through the need for a 

conceptual framework explaining how successful firms demonstrate flexibility, timely 

responsiveness, ability to relocate internal and external expertise (Ambrosini & Bowman, 

2009) to achieve positive results, such as competitive advantage (Arndt & Pierce, 2018). 

Arguably, it seems evident that there is a connection between a firm’s dynamic capabilities and 

business model innovation. Recent scholars have stated that the “design and operation of 

business models are dependent on a firm's capabilities and that the crafting, refinement, 

implementation, and transformation of business models are outputs of high-order dynamic 

capabilities” (Teece, 2018, p. 1). As such, this underlines the importance of exploring the 

connection between business model innovation and dynamic capabilities in strategic 

management research.  

 

With this in mind, one sector that will see enormous change within the years to come is the 

logistics and transportation industry. In logistics and transportation, digital transformation is 

not exclusively referring to the implementation of autonomous vehicles, but rather primarily 

concerning the development of a new business ecosystem in addition to fostering the future of 

mobility (Abduljabbar, 2019). Especially in combination with ‘shared economy’, Corwin et al. 

(2015) has predicted a new age of accessible autonomy, consisted of autonomous fleets 

managed by mobility providers and highest assets utilization.  

1.2. Problem Statement   

While digital transformation is becoming a popular topic for the ongoing changes within 

society and organizations, the current state of literature is lacking substantial conceptual and 

empirical research that outlines how organizations are becoming digitally transformed 

(Fitzgerald et al., 2014; Hess et al., 2016; Singh & Hess, 2017). Digital transformation is 

different from traditional forms of strategic changes in a way that digital technologies have 

increased the speed of change processes – resulting in an environment that is much more 

volatile, uncertain, complex and ambiguous (Matt et al., 2015; Schoemaker et al., 2018; 

Loonam et al., 2018). 

 

Furthermore, as stated previously, research on dynamic capabilities has seen an increasing 

development but been considerably limited to conceptual theories. For instance, dynamic 

capabilities are primarily represented through a microfoundation perspective. This is a view 

that consists of (1) sensing opportunities and threats, (2) seizing opportunities, and (3) 

transforming the organization's business model (Teece et al., 2007; Arndt & Pierce, 2018; 

Salvato & Vassolo, 2018), by maintaining competitiveness through enhancing, combining, 

protecting, and when necessary, reconfiguring the enterprise's tangible and intangible assets 

(Teece et al., 2007).  

 

Yet, empirical studies demonstrate an extensive degree of ambiguity in comparison. For 
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instance, Bendig et al. (2018) present a dynamic capability framework consisting of tiers based 

on different areas of the organization, such as marketing capabilities, R&D capabilities and 

production capabilities. Alternatively, Inigo & Albareda (2019) describes dynamic capabilities 

in a hierarchical perspective, which includes adaptation-, expanding-, and transformation 

capabilities. However, recently, Warner & Wäger (2018) have initiated research of 

implementing both topics, by redefining digital transformation and building up a process model 

based on the observations of senior executives' experiences on how incumbent firms in 

traditional industries create dynamic capabilities for digital transformation (Warner & Wäger 

2018). Additionally, they reveal that digital transformation is an ongoing process of using new 

digital technologies in everyday organizational life, which recognizes agility as the core 

mechanism for the strategic renewal of an organization's (1) business model, (2) collaborative 

approach, and eventually the (3) culture (Warner & Wäger 2018). Nevertheless, the authors 

stress the limitations of their study with concerns to its transferability to wider research contexts 

and a broader population of enterprises in a fast or moderately changing environment. Thus, 

they propose that further exploration is wanted between dynamic capabilities and digital 

transformation (Warner, & Wäger 2018). 

 

Similarly, research around business model innovation for digital transformation and dynamic 

capabilities are scarce. While, Achtenhagen et al. (2013) have outlined an integrative 

framework for achieving business model change for sustained value creation by focusing on 

the critical capabilities, Teece (2018) has solely recently described business model, dynamic 

capabilities and strategy as interdependent concepts. Teece (2018), claims that the relationships 

of these topics are understood on a theoretical level, however, he calls for further empirical 

research to expand the details. He continues to argue that studies that provide further insights 

into business model innovation, implementation, and change will reveal important aspects of 

dynamic capabilities (Teece, 2018). 

 

Given the limitations of previous research concerning business model innovation and dynamic 

capabilities, we argue that there is a lack of understanding with regards to how organizations 

build dynamic capabilities for ongoing organizational changes. This lack of understanding is 

further evident with respect to the conceptual-centric and limited body of literature that 

connects dynamic capabilities with the specific process of business model innovation – hence 

signifying a research gap. Thus, to clarify the ambiguous nature surrounding these two research 

stems, this strategic management study will address the current research gap by inquiring into 

organizational enterprises in the fast-changing logistics and transportation industry, through a 

qualitative multiple-case research strategy. Subsequently, this study will aim to investigate the 

nature of business model innovation during the process of digital transformation as well as 

identify potential challenges for building dynamic capabilities. Consequently, we intend to 

provide needed empirical insights, advance the current body of literature surrounding dynamic 

capabilities and business model innovation for digital transformation, and contribute 

suggestions to both academics and managers alike.  
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1.3. Purpose  

Considering the research gap discussed in the previous chapter, the purpose of this thesis is to 

explore digital transformation through the framework of dynamic capabilities. 

 

The research question that will drive our study is:  

How do organizations in the logistics and transportation industry build dynamic capabilities 

to innovate their business models for digital transformation? 
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CHAPTER 2  

 

Frame of Reference  
The following sub-chapters provide a review of the current state 

of the literature, starting by describing and defining digital 

transformation. Thereafter, the concept of business model 

innovation is defined. Lastly, the frame of reference concludes 

with defining and discussing the nature of dynamic capabilities 

as a theoretical framework for managing disruptive changes.  
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2.1. The Digital Transformation Context 

With the rise of new digital technologies such as artificial intelligence (AI), internet of things 

(IoT), mobile and social internet, blockchain and big data, firms in almost all industries are 

conducting multiple initiatives to explore and exploit the benefits of these technologies 

(Fitzgerald et al., 2014; Ross et al., 2017). This necessarily entails transformations of key 

business operations and affects products and processes, as well as organizational structures and 

management concepts to conduct these complex company-wide transformations (Matt et al., 

2015). Meanwhile, the society is facing fast and radical changes due to the maturation of digital 

technologies and their power to penetrate markets rapidly, while customers’ demands are 

increasing, and organizations face tougher competition due to globalization (Bharadwaj et al., 

2013; Li et al., 2018).  

 

Organizations are pressured to go digital before other market players move forward and thus 

forces the organization to develop a wide-range of capabilities to successfully lead and 

implement digital transformation initiatives (Warner & Wäger, 2018). Even though the idea of 

digital products, services and mediums were already well-understood in the 1990s and 2000s, 

for example through digital mass media advertising campaigns – digital transformation is just 

arising as popular point of discussion within research in the last decade (Reis et al., 2018; 

Schallmo & Williams, 2018). It is only recently, after 2014, that a growing body of research 

emerged around the term “digital transformation”, which is yet rather fragmented (Loonam et 

al, 2018; Reis et al., 2018). Because digital technologies are expected to revolutionize the 

everyday operations of modern organizations within the next few years, “digital 

transformation” is expected to become one of the ubiquitous terms around the internet, which 

is why several academic scholars endeavor to define and discuss the exact concept of it (Reis 

et al., 2018).  

 

Warner & Wäger, (2018) have just recently outlined that digital transformation is inconsistently 

used by leaders within and across the industries to describe various strategizing and organizing 

activities, which reaffirms the importance of defining this concept, as no formal categorization 

exists in academic literature and the boundaries of the term are often blurred (Reis et al., 2018) 

The table below shows a full overview of typical definitions according to the literature.  

 

Author(s) Definition(s) 

Warner & 

Wäger, 

(2018) 

Digital transformation is an ongoing process of strategic renewal that uses advances in digital 

technologies to build capabilities that refresh or replace an organization's business model, 

collaborative approach, and culture. 

Abdelaal & 

Zakil, 
(2018) 

Digital transformation is defined as the process through which companies converge multiple new 

digital technologies, enhanced with ubiquitous connectivity, with the intention of reaching 
superior performance and sustained competitive advantage, by transforming multiple business 

dimensions, including the business model, the customer experience (comprising digitally 

enabled products and services) and operations (comprising processes and decision-making), and 

simultaneously impacting people (including skills talent and culture) and networks (including 

the entire value system). 
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Li et al, 

(2018) 

Digital transformation as transformation “precipitated by a transformational information 

technology” (Lucas et al., 2013, p. 372). Such transformation involves fundamental changes in 

business processes (Venkatraman, 1994), operational routines (Chen et al., 2014), and 

organizational capabilities (Tan et al, 2015), as well as entering new markets or exiting current 

markets (Dehning et al., 2003). 

Singh & 

Hess, 

(2017) 

The term “transformation” (as opposed to “change,” for instance) expresses the 

comprehensiveness of the actions that need to be taken when organizations are faced with these 

new technologies. Thus, a digital transformation typically involves a company-wide digital 

(transformation) strategy, which goes beyond functional thinking and holistically addresses the 
opportunities and risks that originate from digital technologies. 

Collin et 

al., (2015) 
Kane et al., 

(2015) 

While digitization commonly describes the mere conversion of analogue into digital information, 

the terms digital transformation and digitalization are used interchangeably and refer to a broad 
concept affecting politics, business, and social issues 

Fitzgerald 

et al. 

(2014) 

Digital transformation is the use of new digital technologies (social media, mobile, analytics or 

embedded devices) to enable major business improvements such as enhancing customer 

experience, streamlining operations, or creating new business models. 

Liu et al 

(2011) 

Digital transformation is as an organizational transformation that integrates digital technologies 

and business processes in a digital economy. 

Liu et al., 

(2011) 

Digital transformation (DT) can be defined as an organizational transformation that integrates 

digital technologies and business processes in a digital economy. It is about structuring new 

business operations to facilitate and fully leverage firms’ core competence through digital 

technology in order to attain competitive advantage (Brynjolfsson & Hitt, 2000). 

Table 1:Summation of Digital Transformation definitions 

These definitions for digital transformation were categorized by Reis et al. (2018) into (1) 

technological – based on the usage of emerging technologies; (2) organizational – which 

requires change within the organization considering processes or creating new business 

models; and (3) social – which can be seen as an overriding phenomenon shaping all aspects 

of society by for example intensifying the customer experience.  

 

A further elaboration understands digital transformation as the use of these technologies to 

impact three organizational dimensions: externally, with a focus on digital enhancing the 

customer experience and changing the entire life cycle; internally, shaping business operations, 

decision-making and organizational structures; and holistically, where all business segments 

and functions are affected – often leading the entirely new business models (Kaufman & Horton 

2015; Schuchmann & Seufert 2015; Hess et al., 2016). Conclusively, scholars have agreed that 

digital transformation is connected to an elemental shift in reaching a competitive advantage 

and that it considers internal, external and holistic firm dimensions (Abdelaal & Zaki, 2018). 

 

However, where can the digital transformation phenomenon be positioned and how is it 

different from previous studied IT-enabled transformations? (Venkatraman, 1994). Abdelaal 

& Zaki (2018), have proposed (1) the complexity of digital transformation exceeds that of 

previous IT-enabled transformation and (2) the impact and benefits that digital transformation 

creates are higher and have a specific external impact crossing organizational boundaries. 
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Building upon the findings of Venkatraman (1994), Abdelaal & Zaki (2018) have outlined the 

scheme below, which positions digital transformation within the revolutionary levels of 

transformation due to its transformation complexity and impact.  

 

. 

Figure 1: Classification of digital transformation Abdelaal & Zaki, 2018). 
 

This classification shows, that in contrast to i.e. localized exploitation or business network 

redesign, which are considered as previous IT-enabled transformation efforts, business model 

transformation is located within the revolutionary levels of organizational transformation and 

is thus considered the one with the highest transformation complexity and impact.  

 

Various authors have outlined the distinctive characteristics of digital transformation (Yoo et 

al., 2010), by exploring the differences from a technological point of view and discuss the 

implications on products, firm’s value chains and the external environment, as well as the 

internal change processes. The table below summarizes the key differences of the earlier 

studied IT-enabled transformations (Venkatraman, 1994) in detail.  

 

Perspective Characteristics of digital transformation  

Technological The key differences of digital transformation is grounded in characteristics of digital 

technologies. Yoo et al, (2010) have outlined the major differences from earlier technologies 

as: (1) Re-programmability, meaning that new capabilities can be added even after a product 

or tool has been designed or produced; (2) Homogenization of data, enabling storage, 

transmission, processing and the display of digital content using the same device; (3) Self-

referential nature, outlining the requirement of using digital technology, resulting in faster 

diffusion and positive network effects (Yoo et al., 2010). Having mobility and ubiquitous 
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connectivity features (Iansiti & Lakhani, 2014; Lanzolla & Guidici, 2017), these 

technologies have the potential to reformulate the entire business strategy, as a result of their 

capabilities to ensure efficiency, scalability, reliability and predictability of core operations, 

while fostering fast development and the implementation of rapid innovations as answer to 

customers’ needs (Sebastian et al, 2017). 

Product The third wave of technology-enabled transformation enables technologies to be integrated 

into products, which is different, than what has been encountered during earlier forms of 

transformation (Hansen et al., 2011; Iansiti & Lakhani, 2014; Porter & Heppelmann 2015). 

Major driver such as improvements of processing power, device miniaturization as well as 
the ubiquity of wireless connectivity lead to smart connected products that share physical 

components, smart components such (as sensors, microprocessors, data storage and digital 

user interfaces), and connectivity components (ports, antennae, protocols and networks 

enabling connection to the cloud) (Porter & Heppelmann 2015). These new components 

within digital products lead to great opportunities for new functionalities, but also reliability 

and higher utilization, which surpass boundaries of earlier products (Iansiti & Lakhani, 2014; 

Porter & Heppelmann 2015) 

Value Chain Digital transformation in combination with the emergence of smart, connected products are 

argued to restructure the entire value chain activities and support co-creation of value 
together with partners and customers (Zimmermann et al. 2016). According to Porter & 

Heppelmann (2015) products have increased software functionalities and need to be flexible 

in terms of customer requirements. The largest worldwide trend connected to this 

phenomenon is Industry 4.0 focused on the manufacturing industry, requiring cloud-based 

systems, machines which work in a network structure in order to optimize production (Von 

Leipzig et al., 2017). Additionally, today’s term “Internet of Things” is driving for example 

the autonomous vehicle revolution, which requires an enormous quantity of data collecting 

and processing, offered by IoT devices to share driverless car information. Connecting this 

to marketing and sales activities Porter & Heppelmann (2015) argue that companies can 

conduct better customer segmentation, tailored solutions and advanced pricing concepts by 

using the data from smart, connected products.  

External 

environment 

The external environment of the current digital transformation has fundamentally changed 

especially when considering the specific trends of how organizations engage with their 

customers. According to Lanzolla & Anderson (2008) the major trends are (1) digital 

interaction, enabling people to have more active interactions by creating, eliminating or 

consuming at any time; (2) digital distribution, allowing widespread content distribution due 

to social media and increased number of channels and devices; as well as (3) ubiquitous 

digital reach, enabling organizations to reach customers without geographical limitations. 

Leipzig et al, (2017), support these changes in customer behavior and add that customer have 

more information and engage more with other customers leading to increased expectations 

considering the digital services.  
The emergence of network competition is another feature shaping the external environment 

Katsamakas, (2014) argues that companies are increasingly working in a value network 

competing together in the marketplace with focus on increased cooperation and information 

sharing, co-specialized investments and long-term relationships.  

Internal 

Structures  

As digital transformation is described as a continuous, complex and revolutionary affair, it 

does not have a completion date due to digital technology adoption and fast-changing 

customer behavior (Liu et al., 2011; Matt et al., 2015; Hess et al., 2016). Therefore, the 

company is affected entirely, compelled to reassess organizational structures as well as 

norms and values (Liu et al. 2011). Therefore, not only new digital roles are needed (Singh 

& Hess 2017), but also the creation of cross functional or interdisciplinary teams (Ross & 
Blumenstein 2013), the formation of new organizational units (Porter & Heppelmann 2015; 

Horlach & Drews 2016) and the advancement of skills and mindsets need to be adopted 

towards the digital change processes (Hess et al., 2016; Singh & Hess 2017). 

Table 2: Characteristics of digital transformation 
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2.2. Digital Transformation Strategy 

Various scholars within the digital transformation literature stream have studied the “digital 

transformation strategy” of organizations and thereby supporting with guidelines on how an 

enterprise can set up a strategy towards digital change (Bharadwaj et al., 2013; Matt et al., 

2015; Matt et al., 2016; Abdelaal & Zaki, 2018; Horlacher & Hess, 2016; Sebastian et al., 2017; 

Singh & Hess, 2017; Heavin & Power, 2018). Abdelaal & Zaki (2018, p. 15) have extended 

the definition of Bharadwaj et al. (2013) and define digital transformation strategy as “a 

company-spanning strategy that is formulated to enable a company to incorporate the 

opportunities of the digital economy by leveraging digital resources and capabilities, and 

digitally transforming along multiple business dimensions: operational, customer-focused and 

business models”. 

 

Matt et al. 2015 have elaborated the common elements of digital transformation strategies as 

(1) the use of technologies, (2) changes in value creation, (3) structural changes and (4) 

financial aspects. Whereas, the “use of technologies tackles” the enterprise’s attitude towards 

new technologies and its capability to take advantage of these technologies, “changes in value 

creation” concerns the impact digital transformation strategies have on the value creating 

processes of the organization (Matt et al., 2015; Zimmermann et al., 2016). “Structural 

changes” are inevitable and refer to variations in a firm’s organizational setup including 

integration of digital activities within the corporate set up. Nevertheless, all three dimensions 

can only be performed after a financial consideration depending on the urgency of digital 

activities (Matt et al., 2015) 

 

By holistically tackling the opportunities and risks connected to the emerging digital 

technologies, the digital transformation strategy is distinct of being inclusive of all business 

segments, which requires several alignment mechanisms (Matt et al., 2015; Singh & Hess 

2017). Arguably, the organization needs to align with the business strategy, as well as other 

operational or functional strategies to act as link between various strategy levels (Matt et al., 

2015; Hess et al., 2016). After all, the broadly designed strategy shall be continuously re-

assessed considering the underlying assumptions as well as the progress (Matt et al., 2015). 

 

Furthermore, as Singh & Hess (2017) have outlined, new digital technologies require different 

skills and mindsets to previous waves of disruptive technologies. A rather recent phenomenon 

in connection with the digital transformation strategy is thus the emergence of a new position 

at the top management level. For instance, a Chief Digital Officer (CDO), who works alongside 

the Chief Information Officer (CIO) and takes care of the digital products as well as services 

at the customer interface (Hess et al., 2016). However, CDOs in comparison to CIOs have no 

functional IT responsibility, most often no profit and loss responsibility, but a broader corporate 

perspective on transformation is at the core of a CDO’s role (Singh & Hess, 2017). 

Additionally, Hess et al. (2016) frame the CDO as an entrepreneur – devising and implementing 

digital strategies, but also views the role as a spokesperson and leader, countering cultural 

resistance.  
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2.3. Business Model Innovation as Digital Transformation  

Various authors within the digital transformation literature stream have discussed the role of 

an organization’s business model in their research (Berman, 2012; Fitzgerald et al., 2014; Li, 

2017; Sathananthan et al., 2017; Loonam et al., 2018). While Kotarba (2018, p. 1) argues that 

digital transformation can be defined as the “modification or adaptation of business models, 

resulting from dynamic pace of technological process and innovation that triggers changes in 

consumer and social behaviours”, further scholars have integrated the term “business model” 

in their definition of digital transformation (Fitzgerald et al., 2014; Warner & Wäger, 2018; 

Abdelaal & Zaki, 2018). Several authors argue that there is a necessity for reinvention or the 

creation of new business models to stay competitive in the digital world (Berman, 2012; Li, 

2017; Warner & Wäger, 2018).  

 

While business models are a complex and multidimensional concept and have been defined by 

multiple authors (Schallmo et al., 2017), we are focusing how companies build dynamic 

capabilities to innovate the organizations business models for digital transformation. Teece, 

(2010) has provided an often-cited definition of business model as the architecture of the firm’s 

mechanisms for creating, delivering, and capturing value. The business model components are 

namely, value proposition, target segments, value chain organization and the revenue capture 

mechanisms (Teece, 2010). The term “architecture” of the definition specifies the relationships 

among the firm’s mechanisms and underlying activities for creating, delivering and capturing 

value – “fundamental organization of a system embodied in its components, their relationship 

to each other, and to the environment, and the principles guiding its design and evolution” 

(Maier, et al. 2001, p. 108). 

 

Building up on the business model research, an increasing body of scholars has been studying 

business model innovation (BMI) by conceptualizing the term, realizing it as an organizational 

change process or the outcome and describing the consequences and organizational 

implications. According to Foss & Saebi’s (2015) review there is still deep ambiguity about 

the definition of business model innovation, as one research stream (i.e. Demil & Lecocq, 2010; 

Doz & Kosonen, 2010) views BMI as a process (i.e. searching, experimenting and 

transforming) while others view it as the outcome (i.e. an innovative business model) (Bucherer 

et al., 2012; Günzel & Holm, 2013; Mitchell & Coles, 2004a; 2004b). For our study, we are 

focusing on the body of research that takes a dynamic approach and looks into the 

organizational characteristics that facilitate or hinder and thereby define BMI as a process 

rather than an outcome.  

 

Studies within this stream of research describe BMI as a dynamic process, (1) by highlighting 

the different stages of the BMI, (2) outlining different organizational capabilities and activities 

needed to foster this change process, (3) elaborate on the importance of experimentation and 

learning and (4) suggest tools for managing the process in practice (Foss & Saebi, 2015). The 

table below summarizes the findings of various authors in order to get a complete overview of 

the process.  
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BMI Studies Findings 

Stages of BMI 

(Frankenberger et al., 2013; 

de Reuver et al., 2013; 

Girotra & Netessine, 2013; 

2014; Pynnonen et al., 

2012) 

 

Authors have developed several concepts of outlining the stages of BMI. While 

Frankenberger et al., (2013) developed a 4I-framework (initiation, ideation, 

integration and implementation that structures the innovation process, de Reuver 

et al. (2013) display business model roadmapping as an approach to define the 

transition path from current to the desired business model. Similarly, Girotra & 

Netessine, (2013;2014) show that an audit process is necessary before new 

business models can be identified, which are supposed to create value by 

realizing misalignment and inefficiencies. Subsequently, Pynnonen et al. (2012) 
present a four-phase concept to develop a customer-driven business model, by 

analyzing, innovating, implementing and adjusting the business model. 

Organizational 

Capabilities 

(Achtenhagen et al., 2013; 

Demil & Lecocq, 2010; 

Doz & Kosonen, 2010; 

Dunford et al., 2010) 

Achtenhagen et al. (2013) elaborate that organizations need three critical 

capabilities, namely a (1) orientation towards experimenting with and exploiting 

new business opportunities; (2) a balanced use of resources; as well as (3) 

achieving coherence between leadership, culture, and employee commitment to 

successfully engage in BMI. The three capabilities, their activities and 

strategizing actions can be considered as value creation. Demil & Lecocq, (2010) 

add that business model evaluation as a fine-tuning process can be considered a 
major organizational capability, which involves voluntary and emergent changes 

in and between permanently linked core components of the firm. Dunford et al., 

2010 discuss the capability of business model replication as important especially 

in early and rapid internationalization settings. 

Experimentation and 

learning 

(Andries & Debackere, 

2013; Cavalcante, 2014; 

Eppler et al., 2011) 

Firms are often faced with market and technological uncertainty when trying to 

renew their business model. The literature suggests that under uncertainty, firms 

can either develop new business models through commitment, incremental 

experimentation, or radical experimentation (Andries & Debackere, 2013) The 

appropriateness of these learning approaches are influenced by experience 

effects, complexity, and ambiguity according to Andries & Debackere, 2013. 
Correspondingly, Cavalcante, 2014 argues that the “pre-stage” of potential 

business model change is essential and includes a process of experimenting and 

learning while allowing managers to apply proactive behavior towards change. 

Eppler et al. (2011) add with their pilot study about artifacts such as visual 

templates, physical objects, and sketches have the power to shape the group 

collaboration during the process of new business development.  

Tools for managing BMI 

(Deshler & Smith, 2011; 

Evans & Johnson, 2013) 

Research has additionally discussed various tools for managing BMI. Deshler & 

Smith, (2011) present three tools as facilitators of BMI: (1) A.N.C.H.O.R 

(audience, need, channel, omit, revenue); (2) Differentiators (which translates 
the ANCHOR framework in daily work activities and outlines the one which 

must be done in unique and different ways); and (3) Functional Alignment 

Matrix which supports HR to realign the choices within and across functions. 

Additionally, Evans & Johnson (2013), argue that a new concept: Innovation 

Readiness Levels (IRLs) offer an assessment tool which can enable organizations 

to quantify their readiness for the implementation of a new business model. 

Table 3: Summation of BMI studies 

Foss & Saebi (2015) conceptualizes BMI as part of a research model which describes external 

factors such as a change in competition, technologies and stakeholder demands, as well as 

internal factors (dynamic capabilities and change in strategy) as antecedents of BMI and 

financial performance, innovativeness and cost reduction as outcome of the process. They also 

focus on the influencing factors which may facilitate or hinder successful BMI based on a firm- 

and micro-level. According to various authors, organizational values, organizational culture 

and organizational design are major determinants of the business model change process (Foss 
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et al, 2012; Foss & Saebi 2015). Thus, successful BMI may need changes in the organizational 

design considering structuring, coordination and motivation at work (Foss & Saebi 2015). 

Finally, the characteristics of employees in terms of human capital, skills and psychology are 

also crucial (Foss & Saebi, 2015). Especially, important here is the managerial cognition 

according to Saebi et al. (2016), as managers are the first that perceive changes within the 

environment, have the authority to implement changes and have a decisive interpretation of the 

according needs.  

 

Several authors have discussed the main elements and characteristics of BMI. New business 

models are typically created by changing individual components, such as the value proposition, 

market segment, the revenue model or by introducing new combinations of entire 

configurations of the business model of the organization (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; 

Teece, 2010). The typical schemes of business model components from Schön (2012) as well 

as Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010) have been aligned with current research on the dynamics of 

business models by Achtenhagen et al. (2013), Teece (2018) and are summarized in the table 

below. It gives an overview of the most discussed components of business model changes 

within the scientific literature. Even though this overview is presented in more modular terms, 

it is important to be aware that the business model components are usually not perfectly 

modular, because changing a certain component will lead to further adaptations of other parts 

of the business model (Teece, 2010). 

 

BM Elements Findings 

New Products 

& Services  

Various authors have included new products and services in their frameworks of BMI. 

Westerman et al, (2014) outline substituting products or services with a new digital format 
as one of the five archetypes of business model reinvention. Similarly, Markides (2006) 

argues that BMI can be done be redefining ways of producing, delivering or distributing 

existing or new products. Baines et al, (2009) additionally discuss servitization – which 

entails a shift from selling products to selling integrated products and services that deliver 

value in use, as an important element of BMI. 

New Markets 

& Segments  

Besides products and service innovation, organizations sustain value by expanding along 

several strategic dimensions also including new customer segments, as well as new 

geographical markets (nationally and internationally) (Ireland et al., 2001; Achtenhagen et 

al, 2013). Additionally, authors have argued that systematically challenging the industry’s 

structural development, current customer segments, customer preferences and competition, 

can enable companies to identify emerging or latent markets which can then be targeted with 
new business models and will lead to BMI (Mezger, 2014) 

Key Partners  Several authors have also elaborated on the importance of partnerships when it comes to 

BMI. Giesen et al., (2007) found that external collaboration and partnerships are essential 

for BMI, with enterprise models that focus on network plays being the most common 

strategy for innovation in their case study research. Correspondingly, Chesbrough & 

Schwartz (2007) outline that an important mechanism for BMI is the establishment of co-

development relationships.  

Table 4: Main BMI components 

Overall, it has been argued that business model innovation is a rather complex process and 

according to the survey research done by Fitzgerald et al. (2014), it is less prevalent than 

transformative effects across customer experiences and operational improvements. 
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Additionally, Berman (2012) explains that business model innovation is an essential capability 

to generate new customer value propositions and be flexible and responsive to fast-changing 

customer requirements. The author argues that organizations constantly need to explore the 

best ways to capture revenue, structure enterprise activities and stake a position in new or 

already existing industries (Berman, 2012; Schallmo et al., 2017). 

2.4. Dynamic Capabilities 

The concept of dynamic capabilities was arguably first introduced by Teece et al. (1997) with 

the purpose of trying to explain how successful firms manage to reconfigure and reaffirm 

expertise in pursuance of conformity towards transformative business environments (Qaiyum 

& Wang, 2018). The concept initially stemmed from an external perspective, with a focus of 

analyzing macro-level factors, such as market dynamics (Qaiyum & Wang, 2018). Yet, recent 

studies have consistently argued for a micro-level perspective towards the concept, by 

investigating internal organizational activities for building dynamic capabilities (Bendig et al., 

2018; Roy & Khokle, 2016; Kevill et al., 2017). Furthermore, as a part of organizational 

capabilities theory, dynamic capabilities are distinguished from a firm’s ordinary capabilities 

(Qaiyum & Wang, 2018; Karimi & Walter, 2015). Subsequently, whereas ordinary capabilities 

involve the exploitation of current resources to achieve the desired result, the literature 

describes dynamic capabilities as an organization’s ability to change and modify the current 

resource-base by means of exploration. 

 

Furthermore, recently research on dynamic capability has seen increasing empirical 

investigation in connection to areas such as sustainable business development, corporate social 

responsibility and specific industry sectors that are seeing increased competition (Cezarino et 

al., 2019; Inigo & Albareda, 2019; Zhao et al., 2019; Akram & Hilman, 2018; Huang & Li, 

2017). The findings from these studies have primarily been scattered. For instance, in 

comparison to theoretical research, which argues that dynamic capabilities can only be built 

and developed internally within an organization (Helfat et al. 2007), empirical findings suggest 

otherwise (Ambrosini et al., 2009). Yet, in many cases similar factors are indeed discussed, 

such as: strategy, culture, learning- knowledge- and information processing abilities, as well as 

what we will refer to as “routine innovation” (Huang & Li 2017; Cezarino et al., 2019; Prange 

et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2018; Akram & Hilman, 2018).  To clarify, routine innovation is the 

process of which organizations generate or modify their existing routines (Huang & Li, 2017; 

Prange et al., 2018). As such the wide majority of recent literature tends to focus on the internal 

factors of dynamic capabilities (Kevill et al., 2017; Roy & Khokle, 2016; Prange et al., 2018; 

Wang et al., 2018).   

2.5. Microfoundations  

Within dynamic capability research, the term micro-foundation relates to internal 

organizational factors that serve as a foundation for developing dynamic capabilities (Bendig 

et al., 2018; Roy & Khokle, 2016; Kevill et al., 2017). Yet, given the ambiguous nature of the 

term, it has been a subject of theoretical clarification. Additionally, Teece (2007) further 
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clarifies the term through a framework of sensing, seizing and transforming. As such, the 

framework allows microfoundations to be categorized into 3 different process components and 

has been the widely used guideline in dynamic capability studies (Roy & Khokle, 2016; Dixon 

et al., 2014; Bendig et al., 2018; Kindström et al., 2013; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015). 

 

To explain further, it is argued that building dynamic capabilities correlate to entrepreneurial 

management activities (Teece, 2007). The author claims that developing dynamic capabilities 

is principally about sensing, seizing new opportunities, as well as transforming or reconfiguring 

resources accordingly, to increase performance, rather than analyzing and optimizing the 

current resource base. Subsequently, results indicate that dynamic capabilities do not 

necessarily have a direct effect on performance, but rather an indirect effect via the influence 

it has on a firm’s resource base (Battisti & Deakins, 2017).   

 

Teece (2007) continues to argue that although sensing, seizing and transforming activities are 

entrepreneurial by nature, they are not limited to start-ups, but are equally applicable to larger 

enterprises. In conclusion, the author clarifies that significant favorable outcomes can be 

interchangeably (Teece, 2007), however adding that microfoundations for sensing, seizing and 

transformation are unlikely to be found within single individuals, therefore suggesting that 

teams or groups of individuals are needed to leverage dynamic capabilities (Teece, 2007; Helfat 

& Peteraf, 2015).  

2.5.1. Sensing  

The first process of dynamic capabilities is referred to as sensing (Teece, 2007; Helfat; Peteraf, 

2014; Roy & Khokle, 2016). In his theoretical contribution, Teece (2007, p. 1322) defined the 

process as a “[...] scanning, creation, learning, and interpretive activity”. This is further 

corroborated by empirical findings. For instance, Helfat & Peteraf (2015) found that top 

managers who are attentive and perceptive are more likely to sense emerging transformative 

changes. Similarly, Roy & Khokle (2016, p.5) describes the process of sensing as (1) becoming 

familiar and acknowledging that a rapid change is occurring and (2) integrating “[...] all the 

information in a meaningful manner”. The authors continue explaining that effective 

information integration from exploration is critical to identify possible utility approaches for 

seizing different opportunities. This may be given dedicated resources and involve, for 

instance, simple activities such as carrying out presentations with a purpose of informing as 

well as “sensitizing” others in the organization of transformative changes (Roy & Khokle, 

2016).  

 

These results confirm the findings of Akram & Hilman (2018) and Zhao et al. (2019), who 

emphasise the continuous need for learning and integration activities to build dynamic 

capabilities. It is argued that learning activities cultivate and improve internal skill-sets, as well 

as being regarded as a core foundation for increasing individual and organizational 

performance (Akram & Hilman, 2018; Bendig et al., 2018). These learning capabilities include 

activities such as (1) knowledge sharing, (2) knowledge acquisition from internal and external 

sources, as well as (3) knowledge creation, which can include internal projects, programs or 
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other attempts to cultivate new knowledge (Akram & Hilman, 2018). 

 

Learning capabilities as an important microfoundation is further supported by Bendig et al. 

(2018), whose findings indicate that the ability to manage knowledge internally as well as 

accumulating experience are two necessary factors for building dynamic capabilities. The 

researchers continue stating that although such foundations may not lead to competitive 

advantage directly, they contribute to employees’ abilities to explore and identify new 

opportunity and threats (Bendig et al., 2018). Finally, Battisti & Deakins (2017) makes a 

closing remark arguing that the current body of literature has focused primarily on learning 

foundations, and less focus has been given to knowledge integration foundations.  

2.5.2. Seizing  

The second process of dynamic capabilities refers to the activity of addressing opportunities 

and threats (Matysiak et al., 2018). In his theoretical contribution, Teece (2007) describes 

seizing as the process in which substantial investments are devoted to address new 

opportunities and threats, which are found by means of sensing.  More specifically – with 

support from empirical findings – it is argued that this can be through the introduction of new 

products and services (Teece et al., 2007; Roy & Khokle, 2016), as well conducting incremental 

changes to existing business models (Helfat & Peteraf, 2015).  

 

Furthermore, Roy & Khokle (2016) emphasizes the importance of seizing, claiming that the 

act of deploying dedicated resources towards opportunities and threats has a large impact on 

how organizations manage dynamic environments. In their study focused on cognitive 

capability foundations, Helfat & Peteraf (2015) argues that foundations such as favorable 

problem-solving as well as reasoning capabilities from top management have a positive 

influence on activities related to investment choices and designing business models. 

Additionally, the authors state that managers can help build dynamic capabilities for seizing, 

by encouraging cooperation, investing in new skills and assets, as well as lowering the 

intransigence for change (Helfat & Peteraf, 2015). Additionally, Teece et al. (2016) have 

argued that organizational agility is often treated as an abiding aspect, entailing that firms need 

to continuously transform. They framed agility as “the capacity of an organization to efficiently 

and effectively redeploy/redirect its resources to value creating and value protecting (and 

capturing) higher-yield activities as internal and external circumstances warrant” (Teece et 

al., 2016, p. 17). Thus, they argue that strong dynamic capabilities are a necessity to advance a 

firm’s agility to address deep uncertainties, such as that generated by innovation and dynamic 

environments (Teece et al., 2016; Rigby et al., 2016)  

 

Alternatively, Kindström et al. (2013) present additionally foundations that help shape dynamic 

capabilities for seizing. In their study focused on the service industry, Kindström et al. (2013) 

particularly put emphasis on the need for external interactions. For instance, the authors claim 

that interaction and co-development with customers and other stakeholders may aid with 

seizing opportunities. The authors also indicate that the main challenges of seizing are a part 

of a firm’s organizational arrangements, which is further corroborated by Wang et al. (2018). 
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This relates to an organization’s scheme, structure, and hierarchy. It is argued that firms may 

need to update their organizational arrangement in order to receive a clearer picture of what 

direction to take the company (Wang et al., 2018; Kindström et al., 2013). 

2.5.3. Transforming 

The final step in the process of building dynamic capabilities is referred to as transforming or 

reconfiguration (Teece, 2007; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015). From sensing, followed by addressing 

new opportunities and threats with seizing capabilities, Teece (2007) describes the process of 

transforming as the ability to configure organizational assets with the purpose of not becoming 

static and passive to future changes. The author further adds that transformation involves costly 

activities of altering and modifying organizational routines, thereby stating that it is not, and 

should not, be regarded as involving effortless and impromptu activities (Teece, 2007).  

Instead, it calls for an extensive structural change towards organizational operations and assets 

(Teece, 2007; Helfat & Peteraf, 2014). Therefore, although the combination of sensing and 

seizing may lead to temporary competitive advantage (Bendig et al., 2018), it is argued that 

transformation as process serves the purpose of sustaining competitive advantage over time 

through continuous reconfiguration (Kindström et al., 2013; Teece, 2007).  

 

In their findings, Helfat & Peteraf (2015) states that communication and social cognitive 

foundations from top management attribute to superior prospects of accomplishing 

reconfigurations of strategic resources. Alternatively, Kindström et al. (2013) found that 

restructuring internal norms, values and business philosophies influenced organizations in the 

service industry to reconfigure their organizational operations. Viewed from an alternative 

perspective, the highly cited theoretical contribution from Hodgkinson & Healey (2011), 

explores the psychological aspects of transformation. They state that resistance to change in 

individuals of all levels in an organization can become a significant barrier that prevents new 

strategic reconfiguration initiatives. As such, it can threaten strategic renewals, as individuals 

– or groups of individuals – adhere to past organizational activities and philosophies 

(Hodgkinson & Healey, 2011). The authors conclude stating that necessary steps to mitigate 

resistance to change involves addressing the potential identity threat perceived from change by 

cultivating a “psychologically secure emotional climate” (Hodgkinson & Healey, 2011, p. 

1510). This consist of coaching and training employees to become further familiarized with 

change but also the ability to present change as an opportunity to mitigate potential identity 

threats from employees (Hodgkinson & Healey, 2011).  

2.6. Managerial Capabilities 

Lastly, another core focus of building dynamic capabilities has been studying the role of 

management, which has been an unambiguous trend across the growing body of recent 

empirical studies (Inigo & Albared, 2019; Bendig et al, 2018; Wang et al., 2018; Kevill et al., 

2017; Saebi et al., 2016). This is further supported by Laaksonen & Peltoniemi, (2018) who 

has categorized previous studies on dynamic capabilities, in which the view of managers has 

been regarded as the predominant perspective. These studies have focused on factors such as: 
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managerial cognition (Ambrosini et al., 2009; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015, Wang et al., 2018; Saebi 

et al., 2016), self-efficacy (Kevill et al., 2017), human capital and social capital (Adner & 

Helfat, 2003; Foss & Saebi, 2015). Roy & Khokle (2016) corroborates the importance of 

management to build dynamic capabilities via the use of clear communication, however further 

adding that the inception of cross-functional teams together with dedicated resources, as well 

as acknowledgment of organizational limitations, are necessary to realign organizational 

operations (Roy & Khokle, 2016).  

 

Managerial cognition in relation to dynamic capabilities refers to abilities such as attention and 

perception to change, reasoning-, problem-solving-, and communication skills (Adner & 

Helfat, 2003; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015). Furthermore, the literature describes self-efficacy as the 

ability to self-evaluate one’s own abilities to influence action and behavior (Kevill et al., 2017). 

Human capital consists of learnings and knowledge developed from prior experiences that 

allow managers to sense, seize and transform opportunities as well as threats in dynamic 

environments (Adner & Helfat, 2003; Helfat & Martin, 2014). Lastly, social capital is presented 

as the ability to develop relationships, internally and externally of the organization, through 

either formal or informal connections (Adner & Helfat, 2003).   

 

Yet, even though research has primarily been on managers, there have been deviating studies 

focused on non-managerial employees (Akram & Hilman, 2018; Laaksonen & Peltoniemi, 

2018). For instance, a study within the banking industry from a non-managerial focus found 

that learning activities and knowledge management capabilities are significant for building 

dynamic capabilities and increasing employee performance (Akram & Hilman, 2018). This 

supports similar findings of studies with a management-centric perspective (Huang & Li 2017; 

Cezarino et al., 2019; Prange et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2018; Akram & Hilman, 2018). 

2.7. Dynamic Capabilities & Business Model Innovation 

Despite shared similarities in both dynamic capability and digital transformation research 

presented in the previous subchapters of this study, we find limited studies investigating the 

direct role of building dynamic capabilities towards digital transformation. Research with such 

focus find that business model innovation, in particular, followed by culture, collaboration 

(Warner & Wäger, 2018), information technology (IT) skills (Hsu, et al., 2018) and managerial 

cognition and social capital (Li et al., 2018) may be desired foundations to persevere the 

ongoing digital transformation. This aligns with findings from previous studies on dynamic 

capabilities in alternative settings and contexts, as we have presented in the previous chapters 

of this literature review. Teece (2017) argues that management's ability to develop and refine 

business models is a core microfoundation of dynamic capabilities. This is not only true for 

designing the initial business model, but also for replacing and recombining elements of the 

model, over time – commonly referred to as business model innovation (Teece, 2018). 

 

Thus, a vast faction of research emphasizes the role of business model innovation as a 

fundamental process within digital transformation (Berman, 2012; Fitzgerald et al., 2014; Li, 

2017; Sathananthan et al., 2017; Loonam et al., 2018), in which digital transformation is even 
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defined as the process of adapting or modifying business models (Kotarba, 2018). Apart from 

this, business model innovation is additionally regarded as the internal process within digital 

transformation that grants the greatest transformational impact on the ability to persevere 

digital disruption, while simultaneously being viewed as the process which presents a 

considerable degree of transformational complexity (Abdelaal & Zaki, 2018). Ergo, the 

literature argues that there is a prerequisite for organizations to adjust or reconfigure their 

business models to remain competitive (Berman, 2012; Li, 2017; Warner & Wäger, 2018).  

 

While Teece (2018) has recently outlined the interdependence of business models, dynamic 

capabilities and strategy, he argues that it is the strength of the organization's dynamic 

capabilities which helps to shape its proficiency at business model design. Furthermore, Teece 

(2018) elaborates a business model influences a firm’s dynamic capabilities through its effect 

on organizational design and therefore restricts the feasibility of organizational strategies. 

Practically speaking, this means that a dynamically capable organization might be able to 

implement, test and refine both new and refined business models in a quick manner. Also, 

Achtenhagen et al. (2013) have elaborated in their integrative framework that business model 

changes for sustained value creation can be achieved through combining critical capabilities 

and strategizing. The correlated business model changes have been outlined by the authors as 

new products/services new markets/customers changes in the value chain as well as changes in 

key activities (Achtenhagen et al., 2013). Furthermore, it has been claimed that successful 

implementation needs to focus on management's architectural design, asset orchestration, and 

learning functions, which are essential dynamic capabilities as defined by Teece (2018). While 

these relationships have been understood on a theoretical level, Teece (2018) has outlined the 

importance to expand the details of these concepts and argues for studies that provide a better 

understanding of business model innovation, implementation, and change to shed light on 

important aspects of dynamic capabilities. 

 

As such, the research question of our study intends to address: How do organizations in the 

logistics and transportation industry build dynamic capabilities to innovate their business 

models for digital transformation? 
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CHAPTER 3  

 

Methodology  
The following subchapters provide detailed descriptions with 

regards to our choices surrounding: research philosophy, 

research approach, methodological choice, research strategy, 

data collection and data analysis methods, as well as the ethical 

principles that guided this study.  
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3.1. Research Philosophy 

To ensure quality in management research, it is argued that researchers should consider their 

philosophical positions relating to the design of their study (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). First, 

it is necessary for researchers to recognize their reflexive role in the research method. 

Thereafter it helps to clarify the research design of the study regarding how to gather, interpret 

and analyze empirical information, as well as allowing researchers to distinguish appropriate 

research designs from unsuitable ones. Lastly, it is claimed that recognizing philosophical 

positions can help researchers consider research designs outside of their past experiences. As 

such, philosophical positions primarily concern the researchers’ ontological and 

epistemological perspectives. (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015) 

 

In summary, ontology refers to how researchers view the nature of reality and existence, 

whereas epistemology concerns to the researchers’ notion of knowledge and how to 

appropriately acquire it from the nature of reality (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). Within 

ontology, there are 4 different stances: realism, internal realism, relativism, and nominalism. 

On one side of the spectrum, realism refers to there being one measurable truth for researchers 

to measure. On the other side of the spectrum, a nominalistic stance refers to a perspective 

where there is no truth, instead, facts are stated to be construed as human creations (Easterby-

Smith et al., 2015).  

 

Thus, with an aim to explore how logistics and transportation enterprises build dynamic 

capabilities to innovate their business models for digital transformation, through the 

perspective of various individuals in management positions, we affirmed an ontological stance 

where we perceived the nature of reality to include multiple different truths. This is aligned 

with a relativistic stance of ontology, which is described as a viewpoint where the researcher 

regards reality as including multiple subjective truths (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). 

Additionally, to inquire into the nature of reality, there are two primary epistemological 

stances: positivism or social constructivism (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). With an aim to create 

general understanding and explore the topic through a focused number of key individuals – as 

outlined in the following subchapters – rather than testing theory with statistical probability 

using a large random sample, we affirmed an epistemological position of a constructivist for 

this study (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015).   

3.2. Research Approach 

The common forms of logical reasoning when conducting research is through deduction, 

induction or abduction (Woo et al., 2017). As such, with the aim to develop an understanding 

of how to build dynamic capabilities for business model innovation via an exploratory research 

design, we affirmed an abductive approach throughout this study. This is based on collecting 

data to identify themes and patterns with the goal of modifying existing theory and eventually 

generating new ones which may be tested throughout further data collection (Saunders et al., 

2012). Dubois & Gadde (2002) explain that the abductive approach, which is also called 

systematic combining, is alternating between empirical findings and theory and enables the 
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researcher to develop the understanding of both the empirical phenomena and theoretical 

concepts. 

 

The process of our abductive research is presented in the figure below and is similar to the 

procedures Lundin & Norrman (2010) have applied in their study based on the ideas of Dubois 

& Gadde (2002) as well as Kovacs & Spens (2005). After defining the problem based on gaps, 

in theory, we developed a frame of reference which discussed and exhibited the business model 

innovation as digital transformation, as well as its theoretical connection to dynamic 

capabilities. Afterward, empirical data were collected by means of qualitative interviews, 

which lead us to revise the frame of reference. In the end, we analyzed our empirical data, 

outlined our findings and consequently developed our final framework by building upon the 

existing theory.  

 

 
  

Figure 2: Abductive Research Process (Lundin & Norrman, 2010, p. 284). 

 

Thus, the primary goal of our scientific study is to confront theory with empirical findings from 

practical cases and contribute to the theory building process. With the abductive research 

approach, we consider advancing our final results due to the continuous revision and 

adjustment throughout our study. Furthermore, to mitigate the challenges and limitations of the 

chosen research approach, we further acknowledged a strong need for transparency throughout 

the data collection and data analysis process. Thus, we assert additional emphasis on presenting 

and describing each step in clarity in the following subchapters under ‘data collection’ and 

‘data analysis’ – an approach suggested by Weligodapola & Darabi (2018).  

3.3. Methodological Choice 

Following an exploratory research design, it is argued that conducting qualitative research is 

favorable if the researchers aim to develop an understanding of complex phenomena and where 

data from structured questions as well as surveys or alternative quantitative approaches, are not 

sufficient to obtain the necessary information (Malhotra & Birks, 2006). The same authors 

argue that qualitative research additionally permits researchers to acquire a comprehensive 

perspective of the phenomena, by exploring it from different angles as well as spotting patterns 

and themes that may emerge from observations.  

 

Thus, in order to align with our purpose and answer our research question, we needed to obtain 

rich and comprehensive information by interviewing, elaborating and probing various 
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employees at management levels in the logistics and transportation industry, concerning the 

phenomena of digital transformation. This would not have been possible by conforming to a 

quantitative research approach, where the sample would indeed have been larger, but consisted 

of information that undoubtedly would have been lacking the necessary depth to develop a 

holistic understanding of the phenomena, as stated by the literature (Malhotra & Birks, 2006; 

Bryman & Bell, 2011).  

3.4. Research Strategy 

The selection of a research strategy is dependent on the research purpose, question, philosophy, 

and approach. As explained in our methodological choice, we decided to conduct a qualitative 

study, which further lead to the chosen case-study strategy explained in the next chapters. The 

author Yin (2009, p. 18) has given the following definition of a case study: “empirical inquiry 

that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context especially when the 

boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident”. Accordingly, our goal 

of this study was to holistically understand the phenomenon of building dynamic capabilities 

for business model innovation. The case study approach allows a deeper understanding of the 

dynamics present within a certain setting, with the aim to provide insights into unexplored 

concerns in the literature (Eisenhardt, 1989).  

3.5. Case Design  

Yin (2009) differentiates four different types of case study designs: single case vs. multiple 

case, and holistic case vs. embedded cases. While single-case studies are often used to provide 

extreme or unique examples of a certain phenomenon and involve a comprehensive analysis of 

one case, their goal is to develop, create and refine theoretical concepts (Yin, 2003). They are 

usually providing insights of individual cases, such as a certain company, a distinct project of 

an organization or a specific individual or group of people (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Stake, 

2005; Diaz, 2009). Even though single-case studies may be compelling, a multiple-case design 

is used to expand the theoretical concepts from one case to a further number of cases, thereby 

learning about similarities with the final goal of creating new theoretical constructs (Eisenhardt, 

1991; Yin, 2003; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007).  

 

Multiple-case studies contribute with great possibilities of developing a theory by comparing 

the various findings from each case study by means of replication or elaborating on the 

differences and have therefore been described as a ubiquitous method in management research 

(Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007; Eisenhardt et al., 2016). Authors commonly differentiate 

between literal replication, which composes comparing findings in multiple cases considering 

their similarities and contrary replication, which focuses on comparing the differences between 

the set of cases (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). Yin (2003) adds that literal replication leads to 

compelling theoretical arguments, as these are often distinct with specific outcomes for the 

studied phenomenon. However, other authors argue that it is unlikely that identical cases will 

be found because of the versatility of organizations (Fitzgerald & Dopson, 2009). Further 

scholars have elaborated that setting up comparisons to outline differences on one key 
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dimension such as entry time, market and performance facilitates the development of 

theoretical constructs (Langley & Abdallah, 2011). 

 

We have conducted our study with a multiple case study approach focused on 6 case companies 

within the transportation and logistics industry. As proposed by Eisenhardt (1989) theory 

building is more valid from multiple case studies, especially in new areas of research with little 

prior theory and empirical evidence, which supports our research strategy, due to the limited 

scientific research in the area of dynamic capabilities in combination with business model 

innovation. This is further supported by Graebner et al. (2012) as well as Eisenhardt & 

Graebner (2007), who state the usefulness of case studies for theory generation with previously 

not systematically investigated areas and research questions that elaborate on how and why 

certain concepts are happening. The multiple case study approach was chosen to be able to 

primarily understand and learn about the phenomena from a holistic point of view, as well as 

potentially describing similarities and differences of each case to strengthen the emerging 

theory in this area (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). 

 

Considering the time horizon, our study was conducted retrospectively as our goal was to 

explore dynamic capabilities of organizations facing digital transformation at one particular 

moment in time. Saunders et al., (2012) framed this as “a snapshot” which we capture by 

collecting empirical material solely once and in a rather short period of around one month. This 

can be contrasted with studies focused on change processes and development over time 

(longitudinal) – as we aim to collect data based on previous experiences, which shape the 

current state of how organizations build dynamic capabilities for business model innovation in 

the context of digital transformation (Payne & Payne, 2004).  

3.6. Case Selection  

Considering case study research, several authors have described the importance of sampling 

strategy and argued that appropriate selection of cases might be of crucial importance when 

conducting multiple case studies (Eisenhardt, 1989; Stake, 2005). Authors have outlined that 

cases shall be selected purposefully to explore the purpose of the study thoroughly and with a 

certain depth (Pratt, 2008). This is confirmed by Eisenhardt (1989), who supports the 

importance of selecting cases for theoretical reasons and not randomly or because of statistical 

purposes.  

 

Accordingly, our sampling method for the case-selection during this study was through 

purposive sampling and judgmental sampling, which is a non-probability sampling method, 

where the sample is chosen based on a set of prerequisite criteria (Malhotra & Birks, 2006; 

Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). This sampling method is favorable when the research does not 

require inferences from a broad population, when time and cost are of concern, as well as when 

the aim of the study is of an exploratory nature (Malhotra & Birks, 2006).  

 

Thus, to be included for our study, the case companies had to be (1) operating within the 

transportation and logistics industry and (2) to experience digital transformation and therefore 
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also taking steps to innovate their business models. Furthermore, (3) the case companies had 

to meet the requirements of being an ‘enterprise’, which entailed having more than 1000 

employees and operating in more than 1 geographic market. The reasoning for this was to 

investigate large companies and particularly explore how digital transformation is or has 

changed their business, rather than exploring small and medium-sized enterprises (SME’s) or 

startups who may have emerged a result of it. Additionally, given that our paper focuses on 

acquiring information related to strategy – as well as having adapted the theoretical dynamic 

capabilities framework, which emphasizes the role of management – our purposive sampling 

method included targeting individuals solely in various management roles, who were able and 

capable of sharing strategy-related insights.  

 

The table below provides an overview of the 6 different case companies which have been 

interviewed during our study. We have purposefully decided to interview these particular 

companies as they are well-known players in the market and all of them presented distinct 

information considering the expansion of digital offerings, investment into new digital 

businesses as well as changes within their operational set-up in their online presences. As the 

logistics and transportation industry is quite fragmented, where multiple actors are often 

involved throughout the supply and value chain process of these companies, we decided to 

interview 6 case companies to get a holistic picture of the industries’ digitalization endeavors, 

as mentioned previously.  

 

Case Company 1  

The organization is considered a major global logistics provider that supports industry and trade in the global 

exchange of goods through worldwide air and ocean freight as well as land transport, contract logistics and 

supply chain management. As a major actor, they carry top positions in industries such as automotive, consumer 

goods, technology as well as special logistic transportations. Besides the transportation of goods, they play a 

substantial role as contract logistics and supply chain management solution provider focusing on services in all 

stages of the value chain - from procurement, to production and distribution logistics as well as after sales 

services. Considering their digital endeavors, the company states that one of their aims is to deliver innovative 

services and solutions to its customers by shifting to data-driven company culture and actively implementing 

analytics and artificial intelligence-based solutions. Furthermore, they outline to offer various digital services 

such as platforms, apps, and IoT solutions. According to secondary sources, their innovation and digitalization 

efforts go as far as startup-management and collaboration, open innovation, developing solutions in connection 

with emerging technologies as well as providing new data-driven services. The company has recently brought 

to market a digital platform which offers instant quotes, booking as well as tracking possibilities. According to 

their CEO, this is a major step of their ongoing digitalization strategy and offers their business customers a 

digital access point to the international transportation network while being able to book any mode of transport. 

The company states that it has restructured parts of their organizations around 2 years ago, while also 

implementing a digital solutions department, which was mainly involved in the rollout of the digital customer 

interface. Besides this department other parts of the digital team, which is built upon head office level, are also 

the innovation team and a team focused on data analytics.  

Case Company 2  

This case organization is a global transportation provider, currently operating worldwide and providing mobility 

solutions for hundreds of millions of daily passengers. As one of the global leaders in the transportation 

industry, they are a manufacturer of both planes and aircrafts. They argue to provide world-class transportation 
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experiences by creating innovative and state-of-the-art planes and trains and wants to position itself as a 

visionary industry leader by redesigning digital communication platforms including showcasing products and 

services on their web presence and creating a digital brand experience. Around 2 years ago the CIO of the 

company was also appointed to lead the transformation journey of the organization. Within the organization, 

digital transformation was approached in a rather collaborative way than building up an entirely new unit 

focused on digital. The CIO claims that digitalization will allow the company to ease passengers’ journey to go 

from A to B while always staying connected on the go. One initiative they are applying to create new forms of 

cooperation and working together according to the CIO is their own start-up program which focuses on new 

technologies as well as scouting, filtering and pitching ideas to their leadership board.  

Case Company 3 

The third case company is a major cargo airline in international air traffic. The company markets their own 

freighter capacities as well as belly capacities of the passenger aircrafts of its parent company. As a freighter 

airline, their major focus is on transporting goods from airport-to-airport. Besides general cargo shipments, the 

company offers various tailored logistics solutions for special cargo shipments such as temperature-sensitive, 

perishables and animal transportations. The organization has a separate department focusing on digital 

transformation which has been implemented around 1,5 years ago. Besides fostering a "change community" 

focused on digital sales channels of experts from the entire organization, the company is expanding not only its 

digital initiatives such as document automation but also digital standardized interfaces which enable the better 

system to system communication between them and their customers. Further initiatives driven by the company 

are an online platform for dangerous goods shipments, which involves several stakeholders as well as current 

efforts to digitize the quoting and pricing system for shipments around the world. To expand its digital 

innovation portfolio the company also announced to strategically acquire new innovative ways for capacity 

management.  

Case Company 4 

This organization is a global transportation manufacturer of mid- to luxury-end automobiles and has recently 

taken large digital initiatives towards bringing the future of mobility to its customers. The company is taking 

several measures to innovate how people use mobility and is one of the drivers for the future of mobility. 

Besides connectivity and electrification, they suggest a collaborative approach and claim to work together with 

major tech companies to enhance the driving experience. They are launching various applications, set up a 

major research center to focus on emerging technologies, digital development as well as research and 

development. As the automotive industry will undergo tremendous changes within the years ahead the 

company's focus is mainly on innovation, digitalization and being in the forefront of digital services.  

Case Company 5 

Case company 5 is one of the largest Courier, Express and Parcel (CEP) providers in the world. While their 

main focus is on package delivery, they are a leading global provider of specialized transportation and logistics 

services. Considering their digital transformation efforts, they claim that innovation and growth remain among 

the most important pillars of digital endeavors. The company suggests an innovation collaboration approach, 

where innovation huddles with different market players such as suppliers, service providers, logistics companies 

a necessity to drive change and push digital initiatives forward. The main focus of their business is also 

profitability, this is why digitizing their operations is a major pillar of their digital strategy. Digitizing the 

decisions of their delivery personnel are part of the digitalization endeavors by optimizing their delivery times, 

using data-driven methods and sensors to optimize performance, routings, and tracking.  

Case Company 6 

Case company 6 is a key actor in changing the current transportation industry. The business started out by 

providing its customers with intercity transportations. Today the company has grown to become a European 
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market-leader and manages a wide range of regional transportation providers all over Europe. The company 

claims to be a combination of e-commerce platform and transportation company and focuses on a user-friendly 

booking system as well as an extensive network of travel connections. The backbone of their operations is a 

digitized service portfolio of e-ticketing, applications, GPS Tracking and Wifi offers. They are focusing on 

collaboration and partnerships with mobility providers thereby keeping their own assets low and managing an 

international platform of service providers. Besides their current digitalization efforts, they are in a stage of 

adapting and improving their core product daily to add new features and offerings for their customers. Also, 

they are taking measures to expand their business model to further mobility solutions to disrupt industries which 

have been stagnant for years.  

Table 5: Detailed overview of selected case companies 

3.7. Data Collection 

The following subchapters describe our choice of data collection, which consisted of primary 

data via semi-structured interviews, followed by secondary data for the express purpose of 

gathering information for providing company descriptions We outline the reasons for choosing 

these methods and provide a table consisting with practical information about the conducted 

interviews. 

3.7.1. Interviews  

With the purpose of exploring digital transformation through the theoretical framework of 

dynamic capabilities – using a multiple-case study approach – we collected our data by 

conducting 11 semi-structured interviews. The reason for our choice was to be able to discover 

meaning, common and contrasting patterns emerged from the interviews based on a loose 

framework of topics that were presented in the frame of reference of this paper. Thus, this level 

of depth would not have been possible by conducting highly structured interviews, as it would 

have involved utilizing predefined responses and provided less flexibility for asking potential 

probing questions during the interviews (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015; Malhotra & Birks, 2006). 

Similarly, our choice of not conducting unstructured interviews was also due to the purpose of 

this paper. As mentioned previously, our aim was to explore digital transformation through the 

framework of dynamic capabilities. Thus, our interviews were designed to follow a loose 

framework of topics derived from the literature, thereby not adhering to the format of 

unstructured interviews, which is comparatively spontaneous, open, and based without a 

general guideline in mind (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015; Blumberg et al., 2011).  

 

Ergo, our semi-structured interviews were conducted utilizing a topic guide containing a list of 

questions connected to different overarching topics that emerged from the frame of reference 

for this paper. Please refer to Appendix 1 for the topic guide that we used when conducting the 

interviews. The advantage of using semi-structured interviews for our research was so that we 

could cover the areas identified in the frame of reference. Also, it aided us to better understand 

the potential themes we wanted to analyze, such as how organizations build dynamic 

capabilities to innovate their business models for digital transformation and the potential 

accompanied challenges this brings forth. Besides that, semi-structured interviews enabled us 

with the goal of making the answers comparable, but still with the flexibility to ask the 

respondents additional follow-up questions, as mentioned previously (Blumberg et al., 2011; 
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Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). The topic guide, see Appendix 1, includes open questions, which 

motivated the respondents to describe their experiences of digital transformation and potential 

follow-up questions, which motivated the respondents to talk further about specific questions 

with the aim to receive further details to a certain part of the interviewee's answer.  

 

As mentioned, we conducted 11 semi-structured interviews through 6 case companies, which 

were between 55 minutes to 75 minutes long, as outlined in Table 6. Several measures were 

taken in order to avoid interview biases during the data collection procedure. First of all, the 

themes of the interview guide were developed in advance of the interviews and the questions 

asked during the interviews were thrived to be neutral and free from any personal beliefs. 

Secondly, we avoided questions that would touch upon sensitive information, such as financial 

rewards, budget targets or other sensitive data. This was due to sensitive questions potentially 

leading to an unwillingness to answer or discuss but the interviewees, which could lead to 

interviewee bias as suggested by Saunders et al. (2012).  

 

Finally, all interviews were conducted in a virtual setting, using tools such as Skype and other 

equivalent alternatives that were most convenient for the interviewees. This was due to the fact 

that the respondents were geographically dispersed and there was no opportunity to physically 

conduct the interviews with all of the participants. Table 6 shows a summary of all the 

conducted interviews. Company names and personal names have been removed and replaced 

with a dedicated company number, as well as an accompanying alphabetical letter to the 

respective interviewees. This was done due to the wishes of our respondents of remaining 

anonymous when signing our consent form. Please refer to Appendix 2 for the consent form. 

Furthermore, the classifications of the respondents and companies in Table 6 is used uniformly 

in both the empirical and analysis chapters of this paper.  

 

Company Respondent Position within Company Date 

(day.month.

year) 

Length 

(hours:minutes: 

seconds) 

Company 1 Interviewee A Head of Digital Products and Strategy 01.04.19 1:13:38 

 Interviewee C Digital Strategy Specialist 08.04.19 1:06:57 

 Interviewee E Manager Global Digital Learning 11.04.19 55:08 

 Interviewee G Project Manager Digital Solutions – 

Digitalization & Innovation  

16.04.19 1:02:21 

Company 2 Interviewee B Procurement Manager  07.04.19 1:14:13 

Company 3 Interviewee D Sales Manager & Digital Sales Project 

Member 

09.04.19 1:00:36 

 Interviewee I Senior Project Manager 24.04.19 1:03:54 

Company 4 Interviewee J Head of HR 03.05.19 57:27 
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 Interviewee K Senior Product Owner – Business 

Transformation Retail Experience 

24.04.19 1:02:30 

Company 5 Interviewee H Vice President Information Technology  23.04.19 58:35 

Company 6 Interviewee F Business Development Manager 15.04.19 1:08:18 

Table 6: Overview of interviews 

 

The table above displays an overview of the conducted interviews. It outlines the position of 

the interviewees within their companies, the date of the interviews as well as the length. Our 

semi-structured interviews were conducted with managers, which gave insights into digital 

initiatives and knowledge about their organizations’ digital strategies. The interview partners 

were carefully selected in accordance with the sampling method.  

3.7.2. Documentary Secondary Data  

Besides primary data collected via semi-structured interviews, we used documentary secondary 

data for our study. The secondary data utilized in this thesis included text material from the 

case organizations’ online presence and news articles. Besides facilitating the triangulation of 

the primary data which has been collected and suggested by Saunders et al. (2012), we used 

the secondary data mainly to elaborate on the company descriptions as well as to contextualize 

the empirical findings.  

3.8. Case Analysis 

According to Saunders et al, (2012) the analysis of qualitative data likely to be large in volume 

and rather complex in nature. Our semi-structured interviews were thus, firstly audio-recorded 

with the consent of the participants and afterward transcribed, which resulted in about 127 

pages of raw data. Though the raw data had typical characteristics of being unreduced, 

unstructured and without any particular order as well as difficult to analyze, Miles & Huberman 

(1994) refer to the conducted data as extended text.  

 

This, due to the high level of complexity, the first step in the data analysis was data 

simplification by means of the process identified by Miles & Huberman (1994), namely data 

reduction. Welman et al. (2005, p.211) have defined the method of theme identification as "one 

of the most fundamental tasks in qualitative research". Leading us back to our interview guide 

and the preparations before data collection, where we identified the following overarching 

themes, which were also outlined by Welman et al., (2005) as ‘umbrella constructs’. The 

themes, which had emerged for the topic guide were: general questions, sensing capabilities, 

seizing capabilities, transforming capabilities, business model innovation, challenges and the 

role of management. These themes were formulated in accordance with the research purpose, 

questions, and frame of reference. 

 

Furthermore, we chose case analysis as our approach for analyzing data with the main goal 
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being to draw systematic interferences from our qualitative data, which has been structured by 

a set of ideas or concepts (Krippendorff, 2018). We used case analysis for theory building and 

examined the data for the presence, meanings, and relationships of these ideas or concepts 

which were derived from the data itself in connection with pre-existing theory (Mayring, 2014). 

 

The first step in the analyzing process was open coding – whereby code can be a word or short 

phrase that summarizes the meaning of certain data, such as a statement, sentence or paragraph 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). The codes are meant to create a link between messy and 

overwhelming data and more systematic categories, which have been developed from similar 

sets of codes.  

 

The second step in the data analysis was categorizing: using relevant bits of textual data and 

attaching it to an appropriate category (Mayring, 2014). Categorizing of codes has been 

conducted by means of generating themes and building relationships between the codes. 

Additionally, coding frequencies have been used to evaluate the importance of certain codes 

into account. This step was done in an iterative way, and a step by step formulation of inductive 

categories out of the material, regarding category definition and level of abstraction (Mayring, 

2014). After the categorization, we generated themes which conceptualize how key categories 

and concepts relate (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). These themes are then used to address the 

research question. After that, we drew conclusions from the connections we identified, verified 

our findings by means of confrontation with the theoretical framework, which is reported in 

our findings.  

 

Besides the approach mentioned above, we followed Ayres et al. (2013) study, which argues 

that the basis for analytical generalizations in a qualitative study is to look at each case 

individually but also in combination of the different cases. This approach is also called cross-

case analysis and was used in order get a deep understanding of the individual interviews and 

accordingly being able to outline significant statements according to our theoretical 

categorization (Ayres et al., 2003). Additionally, the cross-case analysis enabled us to compare 

individual statements across cases to identify similarities and differences in the data. 

3.9. Research Ethics 

Blumberg et al. (2011) have pointed out that ethics address the question of how to conduct 

research in a moral and responsible way and how to make a compromise between theoretical 

recommendations and the feasibility from practical insights. Researchers should, therefore, 

follow four main ethical guidelines: informed consent, avoidance of deception, privacy and 

confidentiality as well as accuracy (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). 

 

Following measures were taken in order to ensure to appropriate ethical standards. First of all, 

we obtained the consent of the participants by stating the duration of the interviews and well 

as the purpose and methods of the research study prior to starting the interviews. The managers 

agreed voluntarily to participate in this study by signing the informed consent, which can be 

found in Appendix 2. As most participants decided to not have the respective company name 
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mentioned, we decided to exclude any company names, as well as using pseudonyms during 

the transcription, analysis and also within the research paper.  

 

Secondly, we avoided deception by informing the participants before the actual interview about 

the aims of the research. Besides talking to them before the actual interview via email, we have 

provided the participants with a written document outlining the aim of the research including 

a short description of the interview. Additionally, we informed all interviewees that they are 

voluntarily conducting this interview and are at any given point able to stop the interview.  

 

Thirdly, privacy and confidentiality have been thoroughly considered during our study, as one 

of the ethical guideline’s states, that researchers must protect people's identity against unwanted 

exposure (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). To ensure this standard, we asked the interview partners 

in our consent form, see Appendix 2, if they wanted their identity to be revealed or rather want 

to stay anonymous. As most of the participants decided that they solely wanted to be mentioned 

through a pseudonym name, we decided to not include the actual names of our respondents 

within our study. Nevertheless, during our research, we decided to assign each interviewee a 

letter from A to K randomly in the purpose of reporting the findings in an anonymized way and 

not pointing out which exact interview partner mentioned what during the interviews. 

Furthermore, to provide the context of the participating organizations, we decided to include a 

general description in an anonymized way, to provide information about what kind of 

organization we have been talking to, but at the same time not revealing the company name. 

Furthermore, we excluded any recognizable characteristics which may be used to disclose their 

identities and thereby address the ethical principle of avoidance of harm to the interview 

partner, which might lead to embarrassment, stress, discomfort or conflicts (Saunders et al., 

2012).   

 

Besides these principles, we ensured each participant that their anonymity would be secured, 

and data obtained would be protected. This was done in order to increase overall participation 

and obtain deeper insights and more accurate results. As such, we confirm that our study is 

characterized by high reliability and therefore we reported our findings in a rigorous manner, 

even though they might contradict expected outcomes of the study.   

3.10.Research Limitations & Reflections  

The first limitation of our study is related to the depth of our empirical investigation. We also 

acknowledge the unequal representation from the case companies as a limitation of this paper. 

However, as our goal was not to specifically compare each case company with each other, but 

to explore how enterprises build dynamic capabilities for BMI towards digital transformation 

and see potential similarities, we argue that this limitation is not as severe as it would have 

been using a comparative research design. Additionally, due to time constraint and difficulties 

of gaining access to additional individuals in management positions at the case companies, we 

understand that these additional insights would have granted us a clearer perspective on the 

topic. Furthermore, it would have provided us the opportunity to explore the topic from 

additional different angles within each case company, thereby providing not only richer 
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empirical material, but potentially also a deeper analysis. Therefore, given the difficulties of 

enquiring multiple managers from 3-4 enterprises, further similar case companies were 

included to gain additional empirical information for analysis. Consequently, this provided us 

a greater spread of information regarding how digital transformation has affected the fast-

changing logistics and transportation industry.   

 

The second limitation is considering the time horizon of our study. As it is a retrospective case 

approach, we explore how companies build dynamic capabilities to innovate their business 

models for digital transformation at a particular moment in time due to the limited time of this 

thesis study. However, as business model innovation is a process, which might last over several 

months or years, it is argued that a longitude case-study design, which captures the 

phenomenon over time might be more insightful (Langley et al., 2013). Also, dynamic 

capabilities – which are by definition referring to managing continuous change – might be 

better observed over time as outlined by Easterby-Smith et al. (2015).  

 

In other respects, the semi-structured interviews were solely conducted in English language. 

As English is not the native language neither for the researchers nor for all of the respondents, 

it might lead to issues considering the transferability of meaning including loss of meaning and 

possible misinterpretations. The authors Van Nes et al. (2010) have discussed that individuals 

expressing experiences in a non-native language might complicate the research process, as 

language has an impact on the construction of meaning. To overcome this limitation, we used 

a simpler and more understandable way of communication, purposefully avoiding difficult 

academic terms. In various cases we additionally tried to clarify interviewee’s statements and 

elaborate on the meaning of their explanations.  
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CHAPTER 4  

 

Empirical Findings & 

Analysis  
This chapter outlines the main findings of our study. In the following 

subchapters, namely subchapters 4.1-4.13, we present the empirical 

findings from the interviews. Subchapter 4.1 provides a general 

description of the logistics and transportation industry within the 

context of digital transformation. Subchapters 4.2-4.11 is 

additionally accompanied by an analysis subsequent to each 

empirical subchapter, and are categorized using the sensing, seizing 

and transforming framework presented by Teece (2007). Thus, the 

respective micro foundations are analyzed according to this 

framework and brought into perspective together with the literature 

in our frame of reference. Please refer to Table 6 under subchapter 

“3.7.1 Interviews” for an overview of the case companies and 

interviewees.  
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4.1. Digital Transformation in Logistics & Transportation Industry  

With digital transformation being a major driver of the industries change processes, many of 

the interviewees’ job roles have primarily emerged in recent years or it was described that their 

roles have developed further due to digital transformation. For instance, Interviewee C claimed 

to be working in the digital department of their organization, which has been built up after a 

transformation process of the company with a stronger focus on digital solutions:  

 

“I would say that's one of the key tasks that I'm working on in our team and supporting that is 

to define the companies market offerings of the future, looking beyond how the company makes 

money today, and look at potential new ways to transform our company within the logistics 

industry, as well as possible beyond the logistics in the very far future.” – Interviewee C.  

 

Similarly, one interviewee at Company 2 is now involved in a digital project besides their 

regular tasks: “In addition, I am a part of the digitization project in Frankfurt for the company 

in a worldwide scale. Which tackles the questions of how to transform and handle that change 

management that is currently going on” – Interviewee D. 

 

While digital transformation is almost in all case organizations lead from a digital 

transformation department, which is located on a strategy or headquarter level with a CDO 

(Chief Digital Officer) or CIO (Chief Information Officer) as head, case Company 5 claimed 

to have developed a CTO (Chief Transformation Officer) role, which was meant to drive 

organizational change and identify, as well as execute opportunities for profitable growth with 

existing units but also new markets and product segments. All case companies were started to 

go through internal change due the dynamic environment of the entire industry.  

 

While the companies saw that their core business of transporting goods or individuals mainly 

remain the same, it is the products and services around the core, which is changing. As 

Interviewee I described: “I just want to repeat. Our real core business – transporting goods, 

hardly anything changes. Rather [it is] the data transmission alongside the transport. Yeah, 

but not much the core business”. Furthermore, Interviewee D adds that the company is 

currently working on a more sophisticated digital offering:  

 

“And basically, you can sum it up to where the passenger's department was 5-10 years ago. 

That is where we are now. And where is the passenger department? Well, they are fully digital 

online bookings for all customers but still, there is a lot of going on in the background.” – 

Interviewee D. 

 

Besides that, Interviewee E argued that there is a need to develop skills of employees to cope 

with digitalization: “Then from a learning side is [that] people's jobs are obviously going to 

change, and there's not a need to cut headcount, but there is a need to up-skill and re-skill 

these employees.”. On top of that, the customer expectations are changing according to 

Interviewee F: “I think with our generation being first up kind of grew up with the smartphone 

and everything. Like that the demand for offline solutions just decreases with our generation 
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[wanting] to travel most probably.”, which leads to a higher need for personalization, self-

service solutions and further digital customer experience as confirmed by the statement of 

Interviewee I: “The booking process itself, the customers is able to book shipments himself via 

our electronic channels. That was a big step in the past already, but this is further enhancing 

in the future as well as all the big field of pricing, which was always a big manual process so 

to say, customers calling, and people had to look for the right rate for this particular shipment 

which now digitized and automized, with artificial intelligence in the background, so to say. 

This is having a major impact on our business.” 

 

When asking the interviewees how they perceive the industry within the next 5-10 years, the 

answer was straightforward, and all companies agreed that digital transformation will be 

ongoing for a few years and change many processes from digital offerings to the working 

culture of their organizations. Interviewee H at Company 5 outlined that “There’s probably 

almost a hundred percent change over the next five years, I don't know or even recognize a lot 

of the company within five years and the main driver of course is B2C right”. Yet not only new 

markets were stated to be emerging, but also new technologies, which are expected to shape 

the future. According to the interviewees, Internet of Things (IoT), automation, autonomous 

vehicles, as well as technologies such as drones and artificial intelligence (AI) will be 

influential in the years to come. As explained by Interviewee H, they “might take their drivers 

and then train them to be remote operators so they may be able to operate two or three vehicles 

at a time where we have an actual professional driver looking at it and then managing these 

drivers or managing the vehicles, or they go full on autonomous [...]”.  

4.2. Business Model Innovation: Empirical Findings 

During the interviews, the respondents gave us various insights on how they are currently 

changing their existing business model or creating new business models that better satisfy the 

needs of their customers. 

 

Firstly, most of the interviewees stated that the very core of their business model remains the 

same. As Interviewee I stated: “I mean we will still transport things from A to B in the future, 

so I think the core to this model will not change. But what we see of course is a rather secondary 

effect of digitalization on our business – I mean shopping has become more digital as well. 

People are not going to the store anymore they are just ordering stuff somewhere in the 

world.”. This is confirmed by other interviewees who explain that the core business model is 

stable and will be there in the future, but the delivery and the way of production will change. 

For instance, Interviewee F at Company 6 added that “We set the standards of what the product 

is what it should look like. We align over the countries and adapt where necessary because not 

every country is the same. That is what [company name] does. How is that creating value? I 

mean of course there's some economies of scale [involved], especially now that it's in so many 

countries”. Additionally, Interviewee C stated that “Digital business will become a more and 

more significant piece of our company's bread and butter, in terms of making money and 

serving the customers”, underlining the importance of innovating how the company creates 

value for its customers and itself.  
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Even though the companies claimed that the core of their business models stay the same, the 

interviewees elaborated on changes that they are making to it:  

 

“As to how we're adopting the product – I mean we won't change the fact that we're driving 

buses, but we now kind of apply the same model to trains, which is new and I think that's the 

biggest development in the product itself that we're not just there to get you from A to B, but  

at some point we want to get you from door to door. It's trying to find cooperation with 

[company name] and companies like that to go the last mile as you call it. That is mostly how 

it's changing and just seeing how we can apply our model to different modes of transport, like 

trains for example.” - Interviewee F, Company 6.  

 

In fact, the interviewed companies outlined that new products and services are emerging due 

to digital transformation, which will be further elaborated in mentioned in “4.6 Seizing 

Capabilities”. Interviewee D at Company 3 added “Let's say it could be to door shipments, 

right? That is not currently very normal in the airfreight business. That could easily be 

integrated that as soon as the old booking channels wither away and die.”. In addition, 

Interviewee I elaborated “Also some services which we can then sell in the future. We are able 

to tell the customer right away where the shipment is, when it will arrive, what happened to it 

during transportation and when they get this in real time this could also be a competitive 

advantage, which we could then probably also transform into more revenue.” The Interviewee 

further stated: ”I agree a lot of business model innovation is not [about] a new model being 

introduced to the market, but [rather] for example some other products and all the IoT 

activities that are going on [...]. So our new online booking page and the IoT thing are tangible 

ways on exploring what the new business model will be, which we could introduce”. 

Interviewee G confirmed the emergence of business model innovation within the organization 

focused on new product and service development as well as testing out completely new ways 

to generate revenue.  

 

Furthermore, in connection to the findings presented above, the interviewees also outlined that 

new target markets, segments and customers are emerging due to digital transformation, which 

consequently has an effect on their business model. For instance, as explained by Interviewee 

G at Company 1: “So I will say that digitalization and this transformation is helping companies 

to reach out to customers that normally will not be their customers. For example, smaller 

customers. In the case of logistics, these smaller customers are not logistical experts, so before 

they were maybe going to another agent”. Similarly, Interviewee I claimed “[...] we are 

expecting that in the future we have to transport probably different things from A to B. And 

that again has a change and an impact on our processes quite a lot, and also on our business 

model. You have to see if big global forwarders are the customers in the future as well, which 

we believe in a way, but we will probably also see some businesses changing, for example other 

partners, and we have to adapt to that with our processes, with our capacities [and] with our 

systems as well.  

 

The interviewees from the logistics segment elaborated on a shift from B2B to B2C shipments 
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and an increased focus towards newly emerging target markets. Interviewee H at Company 1 

brought up the health care sector as one of their new focus areas: “And so health care is one of 

our strategic pillars of our company [...]. There's a great cross-breed between health care 

because a lot of times you know the warehousing which is needed for health care, and that 

translates well into shipments [...] small package shipments as well. We've got a contract with 

a healthcare company and we also try to sell them a small package service. We're also getting 

into clinical trials.” Paired with an example that Interviewee H brought up earlier, considering 

drone usage on a medical campus in the United States, the interviewee confirmed the 

emergence of newly emerging target segments.  

 

Additionally, the interviewees where asked if they are currently developing or investing in any 

new digital businesses for creating new revenue streams connected to new business models. 

Some of the companies stated that they are actively looking into investing in digital startups 

and new solution providers. For example, Interviewee D at Company 3 stated: “We have 

acquired some other company customs brokers and pushing what is called the courier 

terminals in different places [around the world]”. Equivalently, Interviewee H at Company 1 

claimed “Our I.T. group will absolutely look for a third party, and then if they have a great 

solution, we will acquire them. In the context of small companies, they continued explaining: 

“[...] we can go out and do an acquisition and bring their technology in and make it our own. 

That's just what we did with this company in Germany.  When we purchased them, we brought 

the technology on board [...].  

 

Nevertheless, Interviewee H also stated that newer companies usually do not know how to scale 

their business, which is why the company is aiming to take their experience and collaborate to 

make the digital startup a much more scalable solution. Besides that, some of the companies 

have also created, or are thinking to create, new companies and business models within their 

organization to reach the new target markets. As Interviewee I outlined: 

 

“I mean we just founded a company in the area of [...], so I mean it mainly serves the reselling 

companies like Amazon. You know what I mean? For cross border e-commerce. Like what I 

mentioned before more [regarding] shipments and all the data of the shipments in order to 

serve big companies like Amazon and Alibaba, which are not yet our direct customers so far.” 

–  Interviewee I, Company 3.  

4.3. Business Model Innovation: Analysis 

Included in the frame of reference, business model innovation is outlined as digital 

transformation with high transformation complexity and similar high transformation impact. 

Thereby it is classified as rather revolutionary form of transformation. The process of 

developing and refining business models has arguably been a core part of the dynamic 

capability framework and its microfoundations and needs to be approached holistically with 

capabilities focused on sensing, seizing and transforming (Teece, 2007). While business model 

changes usually entail innovating many elements and components of the organizations business 

model (Teece, 2010; Lindgardt et al., 2009), we focus on the three themes which were outlined 
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with the highest frequency by the respondents of our study, namely: introducing new products 

& services, finding new markets & segments, as well as key partners.  

4.3.1. New Digital Products & Services  

Several authors have outlined the introduction of new products & services as a key element of 

business model innovation (Markides, 2006; Baines et al., 2009; Westerman et al., 2014). 

Changes due to digital transformation and competitive market are major drivers for companies 

to develop new products, services or processes connected to new technologies, which enable 

them to prepare for the future as well as tap into new markets (Chesbrough, 2003). Similarly, 

we found that all case companies are currently in a stage of working on or introducing new 

digital products. The core of the business model from all companies, namely the physical 

transportation of goods and individuals from A to B (simply explained), has been argued to 

remain rather untouched. However, the companies have also outlined that they are currently 

creating new digital products and services around their core product portfolio. Examples for 

these new digital products are: Online booking and quotation platforms, marketplaces, tracking 

& tracing systems, applications, online subscription services, as well as virtual assistance. 

Similar to Baines et al. (2009), we also found forms of servitization, where some of the 

companies outlined the importance of integrating service aspects into their current range of 

products, such as offering monthly or yearly subscription services or add-on features, such as 

advanced tracking updates.  

4.3.2. New Markets & Segments 

In combination with introducing new products and services, authors have elaborated on 

strategic expansion on dimensions including new markets, customer segments and 

geographical locations (Ireland et al., 2001; Zarah, 2001; Achtenhagen et al., 2013). Our 

findings show that BMI enables companies to target not yet satisfied needs for existing or new 

customers. In fact, companies outlined that building up new digital capabilities helps them to 

tap into new focus markets, target niche markets, expand internationally and try to replicate 

business models to new areas and geographical locations. Digital products and services enable 

the companies to reach customers on a larger scale, give them real-time interaction possibilities 

as well as new features, which the customers expect, because of the increasing digitalization of 

their own organizations.  

 

Also, some respondents explained that new technologies help them to enter into new markets 

and offer customers, faster, smarter and more optimized solutions for their needs. Implemented 

in the right way, digital technologies might even enable companies with a first mover advantage 

in certain markets, where another solution was until now prevalent, which is also confirmed by 

research from Mezger (2014). The author argues that emerging or latent markets can be 

targeted if an industries structural development and the various business model elements are 

systematically distorted with new solutions (Mezger, 2014). 
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4.3.3. Key Partnerships   

Authors have elaborated on the emphasis of key partnerships for innovating the business 

model. This is confirmed both, in the relevant business model innovation literature (Giesen et 

al., (2007); Schwartz, 2007) as well as in the theory of dynamic capabilities (Kindström et al. 

2013). During our study, we found that companies are increasingly looking to find new key 

partners in connection to innovation endeavors. As brought up by Giesen et al., (2007) who 

argue that external collaboration and partnerships are essential for BMI, we have found that the 

majority case companies are not only looking for external partnerships, which is further 

analyzed in 4.5.1 Digital Scanning & Information Management, but they also invest and 

acquire startups. We found that investments are mostly focused on startups, which usually work 

on solutions connected to newly emerging technologies. 

4.4. Sensing Capabilities: Empirical Findings  

Considering sensing capabilities, when asked how the case companies acquired information 

with regards to innovating their business models for digital transformation there was a clear 

pattern amongst the companies that they carry out various information gathering activities 

which are commonly distributed across different functions of their organizations. These 

functions included marketing, dedicated innovation hubs, strategy teams, and often the 

involvement of I.T. departments as pointed out by Interviewee F: “It is an interaction between 

[the] business side and the I.T. [department]". 

 

This portfolio of activities varied minimally across the respective case companies. For instance, 

the respondents from Company 1 frequently linked their information gathering activities with 

scanning startups on the market, within their own industry, but also across industries. 

Interviewee C claimed that: “We have people who focus on market research, on who the new 

start-ups coming into the market all over the world are and tries to understand what they do 

and assess its impact in our industry”. Additionally, as discussed previously, it was claimed 

that it was common practice to not solely scan various markets for startups but to also go a step 

further and scan the market for how various investments are distributed. The respondents from 

Company 1 claimed that this would provide insights into market behavior, future trends, but 

also practical use-cases on how one could leverage emerging technologies:   

 

“So, start-ups equal emerging technologies, right? You know right now, IoT is very hot. 

Predictive Analytics is very hot, and Marketplace is very hot. So, you see that such companies 

in these areas are collecting a lot of funding right now.”  –  Interviewee C.  

 

Despite startup scanning, the case companies shared similar information gathering activities 

with each other. Firstly, collaboration amongst competitors and third-party actors such as 

suppliers and consultants were common activities that emerged uniformly throughout the 

interviews with the respondents. It was common to share information with other actors in the 

industry, some cases even across industries to push the digital transformation agenda, as 

claimed by Interviewee I: “So there's also the possibility without any integrity and compliance 
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issues to contact and discuss this with our competitors, because it is an industry topic to 

digitize”. This could be through formal exchanges, but also via informal occasions. The 

respondents claimed that it was common to be invited to different fairs, conventions and 

conferences, sometimes even technology-centric events. On such occasions, it was described 

to be common to share information through natural encounters. For instance, Interviewee F 

claimed that: “I think lately, it's becoming more and more frequent that people from [company 

name] are being invited to tech conferences or to all different kinds of travel conferences and 

fairs. So, there's a lot of exchange with the industry there too”.  

 

Another similarity between the case companies was that a majority of them were increasing 

their efforts of leveraging data collected from customers. Although each case company may be 

in different stages of leveraging data, where Company 1 for instance already had taken a further 

step and built up a database of incumbent organizations as well as startups that they could 

leverage, the respondents from each company uniformly indicated an increased focus on data 

utilization in their business operations. Interviewee D, for example claimed that: "You can see 

data that customers have almost booked shipments to destinations and you can see patterns of 

how they're almost acting". As such, the respondents claimed to acknowledge the need for data, 

specifically customer data to stay on top of future needs and customer behaviors.  

 

Interviewee F argued that collecting and analyzing data are made easily available using online 

marketing tools such as Google Analytics, as well as Google Ads for online advertising 

purposes. The respondent further claimed that it was not possible to analyze customer 

behaviors with such accuracy prior to digital tools and channels. This was a point that emerged 

across the interviews, where it was argued that the challenge was not the lack of data, but rather 

that there was an overabundance of it – which is further developed in “4.12 Challenges”.  

 

Although most interviewees responded that they divulge in information gathering activities, 

the degree and structure of those activities varied. Interview F claimed that at Company 6, 

information scanning was primarily carried out on an individual basis, irrelevant of the 

department. It was claimed that this included simply scanning the web for information, adding 

that there is a need for self-education to stay on top of future trends. In contrast, Interviewee E 

at Company 1 described that the organization was heavily involved in developing a digital 

learning hub, spearheaded by digital learning managers. It was stated that this hub would 

function as the primary source for information and learning at the organization in the near 

future for the company. Similarly, in Company 2 it was also stated that most of the information 

gathering was done by specialized departments rather than individual efforts across the 

organization. Interviewee H at Company 5 also described their information gathering as a 

tripartite-structured process involving marketing, strategy teams as well as the I.T department: 

 

“The marketing team will get information from customers [...], then we're also looking for 

different opportunities as well that our customers haven't even thought of. Yeah, that's kind of 

where the strategy group comes in [...] and then they go look and see, you know, see what 
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information [and] what technologies can be put in place to do this. That's where I.T. comes 

in.” –  Interviewee H. 

 

When asked how the companies shared information internally, all the respondents claimed that 

their organization had an intranet or knowledge bank where most of the acquired information 

would be shared. Interviewee F described their intranet as the following: “We do have an 

Intranet, our own one, that has developed over time. So, before it was just for communication 

that people could [use to] put information on [that] you could read. Now it's more like a social 

network”. However, interviewee D, claimed that at Company 3, the primary means of sharing 

information was via e-mails and webcasts, stating that “Right now it's through e-mails and 

webcast, a lot of old fashioned".  

 

Furthermore, some of the respondents added that it was also common for the organization to 

use synchronous communication tools such as Slack, Microsoft Teams or Skype for informal 

information sharing, outside of leveraging the intranet. Additionally, in relation to how 

information is shared from a hierarchical perspective it was claimed that at Company 1, 

information is primarily shared top-down and from external partners, but not bottom-up, 

whereas Interviewee H at Company 5 described their environment as providing room for 

information to be shared bottom-up via employees on the fields.  

 

Additionally, it was described that most of the information sharing was done via different forms 

of presentations, both offline and online, as well as scheduled meetings with various positions 

in the company. These meetings were described as often being forms of compartmentalizing 

information to relevant specific departments. From a broader perspective, it was described to 

be common to share general information via newsletters and visualized reports. 

 

“We compile our research into visualized reports [that] everyone can get, and help himself to 

access, and read up on who the companies coming into the market are, how much they raised 

in the past month or so and so on. So, we sort of make things available to be consumed on 

demand by our stakeholders [...]. As a company, there are the newsletters and webinars to 

share what's going on across the world” – Interviewee C, Company 1.  

 

Furthermore, it was claimed that information was shared through webinars, Q & A sessions, 

and employee takeovers. Interviewee K at Company 4 described the Q&A sessions and 

employee takeovers as an additional opportunity to promote transparency across the 

organization, by giving employees the opportunity to ask questions to leaders during the Q&A 

sessions, as well as describe their work during the employee takeover events.   

 

In contrast to the majority of the case companies, Interviewee E described that Company 1 was 

undergoing experimentations on how to improve information sharing. This included testing 

different formats such video, podcasts, text, but also testing emerging technologies such as 

Augmented Reality (AR) and Virtual Reality (VR) for simulation training purposes. However, 

this was claimed to be in its infancy, as the primary goal for the organization was to build up a 
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strong foundation by working with external learning providers. The Interviewee added that the 

primary goal was to create a baseline of content formed by competencies that the organization 

wanted to strengthen. 

 

When asked if the case companies were investing in any digital learning activities, the 

responses varied. A few companies were providing specialized workshops related to for 

example business models, different operation methodologies or other learning activities that 

were specialized to the respective teams and departments. Other companies provided general 

trainings on how to work differently, identify and overcome barriers, as well how to improve 

working with various digital tools. For instance, Interviewee D at Company 3 described it as: 

“A lot of trainings here for all levels of the company. I was just on one last week. There's heavy 

investment in the training, which are very open-ended”. On the other spectrum, there was also 

an instance where it was described that digital learning activities were solely provided to the 

I.T department at Company 6.  

4.5. Sensing Capabilities: Analysis 

The literature summarized the dynamic capability of sensing as processes that include 

scanning, creation, learning, interpreting and sharing activities (Teece 2007; Akram & Hillman 

2018; Cezarino et al., 2019; Prange et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2018). Helfat & Peteraf (2015) 

corroborated these findings while also adding that managers who demonstrate manifestations 

of being attentive and perceptive are more likely to sense transformative changes. Through our 

empirical findings, we found that our case companies expressed sensing capabilities in 3 

particular areas. These include digital scanning and information management, as well as digital 

learning, and internal communication. 

4.5.1. Digital Scanning & Information Management 

Teece (2007), as well as Akram & Hilman (2018) describe sensing as consisting of activities 

where information and knowledge are gathered from internal and external sources.  As a result 

of our study, one of the strongest connections shared amongst the case-companies where the 

initiatives to scan for information and changes across industries. The companies’ endeavor to 

scan for startups and various investments in emerging digital technologies, followed by 

considerations of the applicability to their own business models can be argued to be in line with 

the literature (Helfat & Peteraf, 2015; Teece, 2007; Akram & Hulman, 2018).  

 

Additionally, by investigating startups and various investment initiatives, it can be argued that 

the managers indicated signs of being attentive and aware of the changes that were going on in 

their industry, but also how other industries were being disrupted by emerging digital 

technologies, hence also confirming the findings of Helfat & Peteraf (2015). However, the 

degree of these endeavors varied across case companies. As presented in the empirical findings, 

in the majority of cases this process was structured and carried out by a dedicated 

organizational function, but the findings also presented rather unstructured scanning efforts by 

single individuals of the organizations.  
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As such, it can be argued that the information gathering process is not always given dedicated 

resources as suggested by Roy & Khokle (2016), which could be a contributing factor to the 

issues of scattered data and information as presented in “4.12. Challenges”. Roy & Kholke 

(2016) further claims that besides familiarization and acknowledgment of transformative 

changes, properly integrating the gathered information was equally valuable. Through our 

study, it was determined that the main activity for integrating knowledge was carried out by 

storing information on an intranet or knowledge bank. This information would be accessible 

globally for various internal stakeholders, where they could gain general insight about news as 

well as market information on emerging technologies and competitors. As such, it can be 

argued that the intranet functions as a hub for general information, whereas specific information 

would be compartmentalized, which is further discussed in “4.5.3. Internal Communication”. 

 

Furthermore, the literature described that cultivating knowledge through learning activities is 

significant for building sensing capabilities (Akram & Hilman, 2018; Bendig et al., 2018). As 

such, it is described that one of the three learning activities is connected to knowledge 

acquisition from internal and external sources (Akram & Hilman, 2018). This claim is 

supported in our study, as a clear majority of the case companies were continuously developing 

collaborations internally and externally with various partners in order to cultivate knowledge. 

Internally, these collaborations entailed a clear pattern of working closely with the IT-

departments in relation to the process of gathering, integrating, sharing, as well as assessing 

technologically focused information and its business applicability. This can be connected to 

Teece (2007) and Helfat & Peteraf (2015) who claimed that building dynamic capabilities often 

requires a united effort from a group of people. 

 

 Our empirical investigation also demonstrated a plethora of external collaboration initiatives 

from the case companies, both informal and formal. These collaborations extended industry 

boundaries, in which collaboration and knowledge sharing with technology-centered 

businesses was common practice. As such, these findings are in line with theoretical findings 

(Akram & Hilman, 2018). Additionally, one could debate that external knowledge acquisition 

has taken a central role for transportation and logistics companies to acquire useful digital 

knowledge to innovate their products and services for the ongoing digital transformation. 

Arguably, this may be due to the lack of technological expertise that currently resides within 

organizations in the transportation and logistics industry, which was also emergent from the 

challenge of finding digital talents as pointed out in “4.12. Challenges”. 

4.5.2. Digital Learning  

Other than internal and external knowledge acquisition as a learning activity, the literature 

emphasis the need for knowledge creation as a learning activity to build sensing capabilities 

for change (Akram & Hilman, 2018; Bendig et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2019). The literature 

described these activities as any initiatives that help improve and cultivate internal skill-sets as 

well as increasing the individual’s and organization’s performance (Akram & Hilman, 2018). 

The findings from the case companies included in our study demonstrated a variety of 
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knowledge creation activities relating – but not limited to – digital topics. These included self-

learning via the web, online training sessions, workshops, implementation of dedicated 

learning platforms, as well as function-specific trainings. Although the case companies 

divulged in digital learning activities, some case companies were deeper developed and 

structured than others. Nevertheless, our findings indicate that knowledge creation was 

acknowledged as a significant factor for developing sensing capabilities and may be beneficial 

for reskilling and upskilling an organization’s workforce to cope with the ongoing digital 

transformation.  

4.5.3. Internal Communication  

Lastly, another common theme that emerged from the empirical findings was connected to 

internal communication. According to Akram & Hilman (2018), in addition to knowledge 

acquisition and knowledge creation, building sensing capabilities should also include 

knowledge sharing activities. The results from our study indicated that sharing information 

internally consisted primarily of regularly scheduled meetings, presentations as well as the 

utilization of synchronous and asynchronous online communication channels. Additionally, we 

found that information was shared differently between case companies from a hierarchical 

perspective, either being pushed from the top or the bottom. This may support the claims of 

Inigo & Albareda (2019), who stated that building dynamic capabilities could involve a 

hierarchical perspective. The findings also presented that information was compartmentalized 

to relevant departments. Thus, this may indicate that information can be shared in various 

different arrangements, and whereas these findings corroborate the claims of Akram & Hilman 

(2018) they do not particularly pinpoint the best methods of sharing knowledge to build sensing 

capabilities for business model innovation.  

 

Nevertheless, this is in line with the literature, which explained that building dynamic 

capabilities may not have a direct effect on an organization’s performance but may instead 

have an indirect effect via the organization resource-base (Battisti & Deakins, 2017). Thus, in 

relation to the above-mentioned activities, it can be argued that building sensing capabilities 

through: digital scanning and information management, digital learning and internal 

communication, may indeed have a contributing factor towards the process of business model 

innovation for digital transformation, by viewing the microfoundation as an antecedent or 

moderating factor towards building seizing and transforming capabilities.  

4.6. Seizing Capabilities: Empirical Findings 

The interviewees elaborated on several activities to address opportunities and threats connected 

to digital transformation and the modification of their business models. When questioned if 

their product or service portfolio is changing due to digital transformation most of the 

interviewees argued that they are at least in some ways implementing or changing their digital 

offerings. For Companies 1 and 3 the main focus is on providing a digital customer interface 

to receive real-time quotes, bookings and tracking updates of shipments. As Interviewee G at 

Company 1 mentioned: “And I would say that yes, the digital products or the digital offerings 
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are changing for sure, because of the digital transformation. The core of the business, the 

services and so on they're not changing but the way we offer them is changing. So it's just 

enabling this digital channel as well. It doesn't mean that we are really at first instance doing 

new business models but just digitalizing the interaction.”  

 

In the same way, Interviewee I elaborated that “[...] mainly what is changing is the interaction 

with the customer. So, this became much faster and more direct. That is why we have a project 

called “Rapid Rate Response” where we are aiming to give an instant rate for an ad-hoc 

request for example, which is completely new to the business. In air freight, we do not have 

this kind of spot rate instantly.”. Furthermore, one of the interviewees also explained the 

importance of user-friendliness of these solutions and argues that “[...] because Amazon is such 

a leader in driving e-commerce all over the world for consumers and businesses, our customers 

are pushing us [so that] our services perform to a similar level of user friendliness” – 

Interviewee C. 

 

While most interviewed companies are developing new products, services and customer 

solutions at the moment, Company 6 is already offering their digital storefront since several 

years, however, the interviewee argued that their application is continuously developed further. 

“[...] For example you can now reserve your seat. You can reserve a seat next to you, which 

back when we started was not the case. But that's also something we see it from like market 

research and feedback that we get that people would like that feature [...] or if you want to 

bring in extra luggage you can now also book it directly online [...]”  

 

A further approach was presented by Interviewee K and J at Company 4, who claimed that 

their company is not only looking into new ways of interacting with the customer and changing 

the consumer experience but also works on different new offers such as subscription services, 

electric vehicles, software products which are supplementary to there already existing products 

and services. This changes their revenue mechanisms in the next year to a more stable and 

subscription-based model: “The idea is that it should be simple to subscribe to a car and to 

subscribe to a new mobile home. So, we offer more flexibility on duration of contract even 

access to potentially a rental vehicle if you're in a different location.  We see potentially up to, 

minimum, half of our sales by 2025 as being on subscription services” – Interviewee K.  

 

Besides the current focus on digitizing products and services, the interviewed companies are 

already thinking how they can leverage their new digital offerings in combination with the 

newly emerging technologies such as IoT, Virtual Reality and Artificial Intelligence. For 

example, Interviewee F outlined that “We do have some developments, like virtual reality. 

We're doing testing and thinking. For example, that you can get VR glasses during your ride.” 

Similarly, Interviewee G at Company 1 and Interviewee I at Company 3 discussed IoT in 

combination with tracking shipments as a new digital offering: 

 

 “If you go to the website [...] you will see our different digital offers. Yeah, more like different 

apps, IoT and all these real-time track-and-trace solutions and visibility for a customer as 
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well.” –  Interviewee G.  

 

“[...] like a cloud-based data cloud for the shipment data. That is something that industry is 

working on. But we also are playing our role and contributing to this.” –  Interviewee I.  

 

Furthermore, Company 4 is already using IoT for some of its new services. Interviewee K 

stated that it is “like ‘on call’ which a way to stay connected to your car where you can actually 

[...] locate the car remotely, you can even start the engine remotely to stop the warmer the 

heater and so on. You can organize services, pick up a delivery and so on and to do that all 

from your phone. So, you can actually look at your car or start your car here in Sweden, if 

you're based in America.”. Thereby, they try to deliver more convenient experiences to their 

customers.  

 

Several interviewees discussed further insights when asked if they were currently investing in 

emerging technologies. Besides virtual assistance such as chatbots, investments into other 

online booking platforms and marketplaces, it was data analytics which was mentioned most 

by the interviewees. For instance, Interviewee E at Company 1 stated: “I mean the air freight 

business is perfect for that to predict the future the more correct that you get. If you have over 

1000 shipments going to Dallas. and you start losing them when you cross a specific rate, then 

how you get the data and the algorithm behind [our new product] is our effort to try to predict 

that.” Similarly of using data provided by new digital offerings as a way to improve their own 

systems iteratively, Interviewee C at Company 1 mentioned that: “these models [will] allow 

us to better predict the future, as well as to better serve our customers in letting them know 

when their shipments will arrive at their doors with more accuracy.”. This enables them to 

subsequently offer further premium services for their customers by selling better predictability 

and visibility. 

 

In order to bring these digital products, services, and solutions to the market and enable 

business model innovation, the interviewees described a variety of approaches on how to 

develop ideas about new opportunities into reality.  A topic that almost all companies brought 

up in this regard was ‘agile working’. The interviewees mentioned topics such as strengthened 

flexibility, flattening of hierarchy, moving faster, self-discipline and new ways of collaborating 

which support them to work in a more dynamic way. Interviewee G at Company 1 confirmed 

this by stating “We tried to follow more like [an] agile approach, in which we really focus on 

the main pain points, so the needs the customer is looking for and focused on that and 

developed like an MVP (minimum viable product) in a certain period of time.”  

 

Correspondingly, respondents from Company 1 and 5 claimed that they are changing their 

project management approach from a waterfall method, where a project is completed in distinct 

stages, towards a more dynamic approach: “You know agile and MVP, so MVP is like an agile 

process. So, when I talked about IT 2020 earlier we're moving from a waterfall project method 

to an agile project method. By 2020 we want to be 100 percent agile as a company.” –  

Interviewee H, Company 5. 
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Interviewee H further explained that their IT department works in a way that “an IT project 

starts small [...] called proof of concept” and if it is successful they move on to “a pilot, and 

that’s where the MVP or minimum viable product might come in”. Furthermore, they work 

with “product owners, [...] scrums, [...] sprints, [...]” and are “always looking to break it down 

into smaller and smaller pieces and then engage the strategy people, the end users and the 

marketing people in the development of the product. –  Interviewee H. 

 

This gives the companies a lot more flexibility for changes and as outlined by Interviewee G 

at Company 1: “So in case we realized that we are too slow because of something, we would 

raise the hand and say, ‘hey we need to change this in order to move faster in the next month’. 

So, I would say we make a lot of adjustments. Doing one thing and then adjusting and trying 

to make it better next time or faster.”. The interviewees specified that this approach of creating 

new products, services and internal solutions is linked to market and user testing. Interviewee 

F at Company 6, for example elaborated that “We can do a lot of A/B testing. Just seeing how 

people react, and we do have a very international customer-base which I think is even more 

important for us digital solutions.  Like Google Pay is not a German solution, it is supposed to 

be working all over the world.”. This was claimed to be an iterative process to develop their 

product further. Similarly to that, Interviewee E at Company 1 explained that their innovation 

hubs are testing and piloting new features and ideas on an international scale: “So we have, as 

I mentioned before, an HR innovation team, we have an Innovation Lab in [city], and then I 

think there is another innovation team overall that is really working on generating ideas seeing 

if it's best fit for our company and putting them to testing and piloting for countries that put 

their hand up or I have actual need for it as well.” – Interviewee E. 

 

Throughout the interviews, the participants had delineated several other techniques to seize 

new opportunities and innovate parts of their business model. Namely, the interviewees 

mentioned: Innovation labs and challenges, hacker days, internal pitching of innovative ideas 

and partnerships with universities as possibilities to enhance their digital offering and 

processes. For example, Interviewee F said, “If you have a good idea, you're willing to push it 

through, make a presentation and make your pitch for it – there is definitely a chance that's 

gonna be real at some point.”, which the interviewee saw as an approach to innovate from the 

ground up. Additionally, the interviewee mentioned the “regular hacker days” of their 

company where the I.T. department mostly “comes up with different developments [as well as] 

the development of the app.” Similarly, Interviewee B at Company 2 mentioned ‘innovation 

competitions’ as an opportunity to come up with innovative solutions that make the life of the 

company and their employees easier. Interviewee C also mentioned that they “[...] partner with 

universities, mainly in Germany to set up technology labs and so on. [We] take advantage of 

researches done at universities.” This is also supported by Interviewee B who exemplifies the 

work with university students further during the interview.  

 

However, the interviewed companies are not only working together with universities to seize 

new opportunities. When asked how they work together with external partners to seize digital 
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initiatives, they distinguished a series of partnership endeavors. For example, Company 1 and 

3 are engaging in industry forums and international organizations to push digital topics forward 

and work on them on an industry level. Interviewee D at Company 3 explained: “We have 

exchange points to IATA, the International Air Transport Association. There we are actually 

one of the drivers. So, we are actually driving digitization in the airline industry.” Besides 

these initiatives, companies are additionally collecting feedback from their customers via 

dedicated panels and customer round tables considering digital topics and new solutions, as 

mentioned by Interviewee A.   

 

Further partnership work is done in collaboration with authorities and governmental 

institutions, especially to get funding, but also in connection with new technologies as 

Interviewee G outlined: “So there are lot partnerships as well. I mean not only with other 

companies but the government of course. [...] I mean the German government, of course is very 

well known for kind of being very interested in moving faster in the digital transformation. So, 

of course there's a lot of, I guess not only in Germany, but [also] across Europe. You have [...] 

this digital Europe body in which they kind of incentivize the company to move faster.”. 

Furthermore, Interviewee C added “[...] we have a collaboration with [company] on 

autonomous trucks. Blockchain, for example, we are working with a number of partners plus 

governmental agencies on setting up Blockchain prototypes [and] proof of concepts.”. 

 

Finally, some of the interviewed companies are working together with other organizations 

outside of their own industries for example tech providers, software companies and IT 

consultants to enhance their digital portfolio.  

 

“In terms of external partners, I mean obviously on the kind of doing side of things we have 

I.T. consultant partners and so on that we work with and we also value to bring in a third-party 

point of view to what we're doing”. In the same way, Interviewee F discusses that “[...] there 

is also an interest from tech companies that do drive those developments, for us to test it and 

be amongst the first to see how it's working out there, because we do have a huge customer 

base.” - Interviewee K, Company 4. 

4.7. Seizing Capabilities: Analysis 

As outlined in our frame of reference, the second process of dynamic capabilities refers to the 

activity of tackling new opportunities and threats (Matysiak et al., 2018). From our empirical 

findings, we argue that companies build capabilities in three domains to innovate their business 

models for digital transformation, namely: digital asset investments, agile working, as well as 

external partnerships.  

4.7.1. Digital Asset Investments  

Teece (2007) has described the organizations seizing capabilities as a process which almost 

always requires investments in the development and commercialization activity of new 

products, processes or services. As outlined by Helfat & Peteraf (2015) this might necessitate 
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making large and sometimes irreversible strategic investments in tangible and intangible assets 

– which is often connected to senior management commitment, substantial funds, as well as 

organizations efforts under complexity and uncertainty. The interviewed case companies have 

shown tremendous efforts of investing in new digital assets by focusing on new digital products 

and services, digital technologies, digital customer interactions, digital tools and digital 

processes. Most organizations claimed that these new digital products and services are an 

important part of their future business model. It was described to provide the customer a more 

digital and open method to interact, as well as enable the organizations to gather relevant data, 

which can be used to further improve and optimize their digital capabilities for the future. 

Digital asset investment is mostly driven on a headquarter level and pushed forward by the 

digital departments of the organizations in connection with the overall support of strategy and 

I.T. departments. Whereas Helfat & Peteraf (2015) claim that seizing is connected to 

incremental changes to the existing business models, some of the respondents argued that 

changes can also be radical with breakthrough offerings connected to new technologies such 

as IoT and data analytics.  

4.7.2. Agile Working  

Roy & Khokle (2016) have elaborated on the necessity of deploying relevant resources towards 

opportunities and threats. This is further supported by Helfat & Peteraf (2015), who argue for 

a positive influence of top management’s problem-solving and reasoning capabilities on 

seizing capabilities including the design of business models – further discussed under the 

chapter “4.11 Management Capabilities”. Throughout our study, we found that companies are 

in fact investing in new digital skills and projects, which are supposed to drive change and 

work on new products & services as well as partnerships to reach untapped markets, which is 

supported by Helfat & Peteraf (2015). In most of the case companies, these resources and 

digital departments claim to work in an agile way. Teece et al. (2016, p. 17) has framed agility 

as “the capacity of an organization to efficiently and effectively redeploy/redirect its resources 

to value creating and value protecting (and capturing) higher-yield activities as internal and 

external circumstances warrant”  

 

Similarly, to Rigby et al. (2016), we found that agile methods are not only increasingly used 

within I.T. departments, but also in the digital departments of the case organizations by working 

with, product owners, scrum masters, proof of concepts, minimum viable products and the 

continuous development of their digital offerings. This also entails flexible sourcing 

arrangement, building organizational slack and adopting open innovation processes as outlined 

by Teece et al. (2016), which is represented in our study with the agile working mode of the 

digital teams. These build capabilities by (1) working together with the customer to build digital 

solutions, (2) achieve speed and faster decision making as well as (3) orchestrate agility via 

external partners (Sambamurthy et al., 2003, as previously discussed under “4.5.1 Digital 

Scanning & Information Management”.   

 

Even though agility seems to be a major component of seizing new opportunities and adapting 

the current business model of the organizations, it comes with certain pitfalls and responding 
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challenges. In the same way, several authors have outlined that for incumbents, real agile action 

tends to necessitate a deeper and broader digital transformation (Birkinshaw, 2018; Hess et al., 

2016; Sebastian et al., 2017; Svahn et al., 2017), which confirms our findings that agile is 

usually only a reality in I.T, and digital departments and might not necessarily be applicable 

for other parts of the organization. Besides agile methods, we found that organizations often 

work with further innovative techniques internally, such as innovation challenges and hacker 

days, which bring forward digital topics and change the way the organization is creating value 

to its customers.  

4.7.3. External Partnerships 

Other authors have elaborated on the importance of external interactions for seizing 

opportunities. Kindström et al. (2013), as well as Chesbrough & Schwartz (2007) have outlined 

that interaction and co-development with customers and other stakeholders may be relevant 

activities to support the organization to seize new opportunities. Correspondingly, we have 

found that organizations are actively engaging and seizing external partnerships to change the 

elements of their business model. New digital products & services can only be brought forward 

with large support from stakeholders as outlined by our respondents. A digital project to change 

parts of the business model might consist of external partnerships with: customers, suppliers, 

governmental institutions, international organizations and industry platforms, tech firms, 

research centers and universities, as well as consulting firms according to the respondents. We 

have found that as most of the new products and service, as well as projects companies are 

working on are connected to digital technologies. This confirms the importance of capturing 

value with a network approach focused on cooperation, information sharing and creating 

valuable long-term relationships as outlined by Katsamakas (2014). 

4.8. Transforming Capabilities: Empirical Findings 

Considering the final step in the dynamic capability framework, namely transforming 

capabilities, the respondents described similar responses in relation to how their respective 

companies prepared and pursued for continuous change. Most evident was their 

acknowledgment of agile as a popular method for continuous working, as pointed out by 

Interviewee D at Company 3: “That's the buzz words. That is correct. So agile sales, agile 

management, you can put agile in front of anything actually and tell them we have a program 

for it.”. The majority of the respondents claimed that their organizations were working in an 

agile workflow consisting of recurrent training and workshops, and lead by dedicated agile 

coaches. Interviewee F added that agile working at Company 6 was still primarily focused 

within IT, but that the rest of the organization did follow a scrum methodology. Interviewee C 

at Company 1 explained that agile working had been implemented for some time due to 

continuous change, and they were now exploring new methods of working for the future: 

 

“Every few months there are new programs coming out, where people have different ways of 

doing things, like agile methodology., and scrum methodology, that was pretty new 2-3 years 

ago. Now is sort of a little bit long in the tooth, and people are looking for new ways to organize 
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ourselves and perform tasks. Our department is sort of trying a few aspects of this to see 

whether such reorganization into forming product tribes and so on, will improve or make 

decision-making, processes, product management easier or better than currently. I foresee that 

every year into the future, there are all these re-organizations and we just have to live with it, 

like it is normal. " – Interviewee C, Company 1.  

 

Respectively, it was a common trend amongst the respondents to also highlight issues with 

working agile throughout their experiences, which is further developed in “4.12 Challenges”. 

Other than applying an agile workflow. A few respondents also claimed that they were working 

closely with change management functions and projects. Interviewee D, for instance claimed 

that “we're back to the change management project. Programming at all levels of the company 

is being invested in both training and openness to start a new project”. In some cases, this also 

included change management trainings, as described by Interviewee G at Company 1. 

Furthermore, the respondents generally had a positive view on change, in some ways describing 

it as the new normal. For instance, Interviewee K and Interviewee J at Company 4, described 

that their organization was moving towards a software as a service (SaaS) provider as well, in 

which continuously releasing improvements and features was the norm. Interviewee F at 

Company 6 further stated that “It's not that now we have a product and then ‘well, whatever 

happens, we're not going to change it’. It's more like we do have a product, but it's a constant 

development and where we always want to be amongst the first to implement new 

technologies.”  

 

Interviewee D further added that at Company 3 there were steps taken in terms of working 

through an ‘action tank’. This was a method of contributing to the advancements of the 

organization’s change initiatives, which was not brought forward by other respondents. The 

Interviewee further elaborated and emphasized the role of the individual during the change 

process, which was also described by other respondents. For example, Interviewee D claimed 

that the ongoing transformation was having effects on management. It was stated that the role 

of managers was changing from being authoritative to becoming an enabler and administrator 

for the employees. Furthermore, it was claimed that this provided further freedom, but also 

came with increased self-discipline and responsibility amongst individual employees. 

Interviewee C at Company 1 described similar claims, stating that “[...] there are a lot of things 

that we just have to self-learn and it depends on an interest level [...]. You have to be proactive 

sometimes, can't really wait for leaders to feed you information, they might give you bits and 

pieces, but then you have to sort research yourself”. Additionally, Interviewee I at Company 

3 added: “Think about the possibilities, each one has in his/her own working environments to 

change things and to be open and alerted on the necessity to implement more digital 

processes”.  

 

As such, it was claimed that there is an individual responsibility to initiate change and that it 

cannot be expected that transformation will solely be pushed from the top of the central parts 

of the organization. For instance, Interviewee G at Company 1 described that in their 

organization one significant change-process originated decentrally, from regional offices rather 
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than by the headquarter. The interviewee added that the core challenge, however, which is 

elaborated in “4.12 Challenges”, is how to successfully pursue change given the size of the 

organization. Interviewee B at Company 2 also provided a similar response, stating that 

improving the organization is a collective responsibility within every one of the organizations. 

The respondent continued explaining that at Company 2 the organization provides the freedom 

for its employees to define their own role of how they wish to initiate change. The respondent 

also remarks that these initiatives are welcome, but ultimately it is a business and the main 

objective is being profitable. This was additionally described by Interviewee H at Company 5, 

who explained that change and transformation initiatives are ideally to save costs and increase 

profitability: 

 

“[...] companies will frame it in different ways when they're talking externally. But 

transformation is also a lot of times [about] reducing costs. So, over the decades, big 

companies have grown up to rely on reports, systems or groups of people that exist, and then 

the original reason for creating the group, though, doesn't exist anymore, so transformation is 

also [about] companies taking an inward look, seeing what makes sense and what needs to 

stick around. So, on a large scale, that usually means [that] there's going to be employees’ 

jobs that are impacted” – Interviewee H. 

 

The respondent continued to describe that large organizations are often accountable to external 

parties such as shareholders. In that regard, it was claimed that pursuing transformation 

initiatives requires careful considerations, given that it is often a spending concern. Therefore, 

it is stated that the process of transforming often originates by examining various teams and 

departments based on functionality. This is followed by streamlining those functions, which 

consequently helps fund other projects and initiatives. Contrary to Interviewee H, when asked 

to compare digital transformation projects to other previous transformation projects, 

Interviewee I at Company 3 claimed that “It is more a positive change so to say. I would say 

in general that would be a positive change, quite a contrast to what we experienced with the 

other transformation projects before, which was more like reducing staff and optimizing 

processes to be lean in order to have less effort” .  

 

Another insight that emerged from the interviews regarding transforming capabilities was the 

role of communication. For instance, Interviewee B, Interviewee I and Interviewee E 

respectively described the need for clear communication in terms of setting up clear goals 

during change processes, as well as a means of conveying reassurance and security for 

employees during a change process. This was something that Interviewee E and Interviewee G 

at Company 1 explained had been an issue in the past, as clear communication was not provided 

uniformly across the organization. Additionally, although directives were provided of needing 

to be further digital, Interviewee G described that such directives lacked a type of clear 

execution plan. 

 

This was evidently also an issue that Interviewee I at Company 3 had encountered. The 

respondent claimed that they believe communication is key to successfully pursuing change 
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and that they will be dedicating a department solely on making sure that both information and 

direction conveyed from top management is provided with clarity to other functions of the 

organization. Furthermore, although a few respondents claimed that their organization to 

provide some form of training and coaching on managing change, they still argued that one of 

the major issues with transforming was how to change old mindsets, which is further elaborated 

under chapter “4.12 Challenges” of this study. 

 

When asked to describe change-processes within their organizations that have had disruptive 

impacts or affected internal norms and value, the majority of the respondents described that 

they have had large restructurings or revamps in their organization during recent years. For 

instance, Interviewee D at Company 3 described their restructuring as a flattening of the 

hierarchy and power redistribution, stating that “the manager in effect becomes the 

administrative assistant. He is assisting and supporting and getting down the barriers. But he 

is not managing”. The respondents further added that there was a grown focus on utilizing data 

and leveraging automation for operational processes.  

 

Interviewee B and Interviewee G at Company 1 described their change-process as a large 

revamp with changes to leadership. Interviewee G adds that Company 1 has a recent split in 

the organizational structure, dividing the company into two parts, going from having one CEO, 

to having two. Additionally, also at Company 1, Interviewee C described recent internal 

changes as in connection to becoming further data-driven and transparent in operational 

processes: 

 

"The way we manage our products and business is just much more transparent than before. I 

think that with more ways to analyze data or that the analysis of data becomes easier, it's more 

difficult to hide behind operations, and I think everyone just has to be more acceptable to that 

type of some business culture”. –  Interviewee C.  

 

Interviewee K at Company 4 also described recent restructurings at their organization with the 

rise of a new department dedicated to managing digital projects. Furthermore, Interviewee E at 

Company 1 claimed that another of the internal reorganizations at the business was connected 

to automating administrative tasks in their department, where the goal is to spend less time on 

administration and more on strategy.  Interviewee I described a few functions and initiatives 

that drive change at Company 3. First, they utilize their innovation hub to pursue new ideas by 

testing in smaller environments before scaling. Thereafter, it was stated that they have funding 

programs which are used to encourage and fund innovative ideas by employees. Third, 

Interviewee I, described that the I.T. department “[...] are trying out things in a laboratory 

environment. But this is on the I.T. and the innovation topic, also closer to the core processes”. 

Interviewee H described that Company 5 has planned to restructure open positions within I.T. 

to global groups in Asia in an effort to save costs.  

 

“So I'm blending my teams right now, and I want to get to like a 30% mix where I have 30-

40% of my I.T. costs are going to be outsourced to global development and then 60-70% are 
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going to stay inside because I need to need to retain that knowledge and that's kind of becoming 

a new industry best practice on how to manage I.T. organizations.” –  Interviewee H. 

4.9. Transforming Capabilities: Analysis 

As outlined in our frame of reference the third process of dynamic capabilities refers to 

transforming capabilities. According to Teece (2007) as well as Helfat & Peteraf (2015), 

building transformation capabilities require continuous reconfigurations of operations and 

assets. Thus, from our empirical findings, we argue that companies build capabilities related to 

four domains when innovating their business models towards digital transformation. These 

include organizational restructuring, dynamic mindset, change management, as well as power 

redistribution. 

4.9.1. Organizational Restructuring 

Although sensing and seizing capabilities may lead to temporary advantages, it is argued that 

developing transformation capabilities is necessary to sustain advantages over time (Teece, 

2007; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015). From our empirical investigation, the case companies 

demonstrated that their organizations had been ongoing large redesigns in recent years, 

primarily to adhere to the ongoing digital transformation and adapt their business models 

accordingly. These redesigns included both operational and investment changes. Operational 

changes included restructuring of existing departments, tasks, leadership, the formation of new 

digital departments, as well as the promotion of transparent and open offices away from 

working within traditional silos.  

 

Furthermore, large investments changes were devoted to I.T. and change management 

initiatives, both internally and externally in the form of outsourcing, as well as the formation 

of new digital roles. Thus, in accordance with the literature, the case companies demonstrated 

costly structural changes, rather than divulging in smaller activities (Teece, 2007; Helfat & 

Peteraf, 2015). However, these changes do not come without issues as we presented under 

“4.11. Challenges”, in which the size of the case companies was a primary challenge for 

transformation. Arguably, this due to the large network of stakeholders, from suppliers to 

governmental bodies. Thus, we argue that building transformation capabilities for business 

model innovation may be limited to the digital progression of the surrounding network of 

stakeholders. Whereas Helfat (2007) argues that dynamic capabilities can solely be developed 

internally, we confirm the perspective of Ambrosini et al. (2009), who claim that dynamic 

capabilities can and may very well have to be built both internally and externally, together with 

external partners within the scope of digital transformation. 

4.9.2. Dynamic Mindset 

Furthermore, our empirical findings indicated that there was a ubiquitous need to adopt a 

dynamic mindset from employees. As mentioned previously, a majority of the case companies 

had adopted an agile methodology, also adding that the pursuit for continuous change and 

betterment is equally an individual responsibility as it is an organizational one. The empirical 
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findings further revealed that the case companies made efforts to seek new working methods 

for operational optimization, conduct experimentations for new ideas, as well as provide 

funding programs for encouraging innovative solutions by employees.  

 

As such, one could connect these activities to Teece’s (2007) as well as Helfat & Peteraf’s 

(2015) description of transforming, in which they describe it as a change in organizational 

assets and operations to minimize passivity and complacency. This pursuit for continuous 

change can further be connected to Huang & Li (2017) and Prange et al. (2018) studies on 

dynamic capabilities, where they argue that one component for successfully building dynamic 

capabilities is through generating or modifying existing routines. Thus, it can be argued that 

having a dynamic mindset is needed to reconfigure internal operations and explore innovative 

solutions, thereby contributing to business model innovation (Teece, 2018). 

4.9.3. Change Management 

Another prevalent theme in building transformation capabilities was connected to change 

management. Hodgkinson & Healey (2011) claim that resistance to change is a significant 

barrier that prevents reconfiguration initiatives. Furthermore, to minimize fear of change, it is 

argued that organizations should include activities that aid employees to manage change 

(Hodgkinson & Healey, 2011). Our study explored such possibilities and found that in terms 

of preparing employees for change, there was a minority of the case companies that provided 

such activities. Yet, in cases where it was provided, changing old-mindsets was still one of the 

primary challenges as described under “4.12 Challenges”.  

 

Therefore, it can be argued that even though utilizing an agile workflow is standard for many 

of the case companies, there is seemingly still a lack of activities devoted to managing a fear 

of change beyond dedicated agile training and coaching, which may very well be focused 

towards project management rather than general organizational transformations. Thus, by not 

addressing the fear of change, it can be argued that it would stifle an organization's ability to 

build transforming capabilities. Subsequently, by not being able to reconfigure strategic assets 

and operations (Helfat & Peteraf, 2015), one could claim that it could restrain an organization's 

ability to innovate their business models for disruptive changes, such as the ongoing digital 

transformation. Ergo, why changing old-mindsets may be one of the main challenges described 

by the case companies, as described under chapter “4.11. Challenges”.  

4.9.4. Power Redistribution 

Lastly, our empirical investigation revealed a redistribution of power at the case companies. It 

was described that the role of a manager was changing from being strictly authoritative, to 

taking on an administrative role, thus encouraging employees to take individual freedom as 

well as responsibility for their own projects. Arguably, this may be connected to internal 

changes in norms and values as discussed by the interviewees, in which the culture of the case 

companies was becoming transparent and open with fewer hierarchies. This aligns with 

Kindström (2015), who argued that restructuring norms, values, and business philosophies may 
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influence reconfiguring organizational operations. It can thus be argued that open and 

transparent norms and value attributes, followed by less authoritative management may 

promote flexibility to pursue individual change initiatives – thereby creating opportunities for 

business model innovation.  

4.10.Managerial Capabilities: Empirical Findings 

As described in the frame of reference of this study, the role of management has been discussed 

as the key perspective in dynamic capability research. When asking the interviewees to assess 

their own ability to initiate changes, most of the respondents described their actions as 

originating from a willingness to solve problems. In many cases, it revolved around a specific 

issue or challenge that they had experienced, which they wanted to change for the betterment 

of their businesses. When describing their own thought-process when pushing for new 

initiatives, Interviewee D at Company 3 would be “[...] asking three questions. Is this a value 

for the customer? Is it the value for the employee? Is this a value for the company? By that I 

mean the shareholders. If yes on all three – go ahead”.  Another attribute that was particularly 

discussed by Interviewee C at Company 1, Interviewee D at Company 3, and Interviewee J at 

Company 4, was a willingness to challenge the status quo. Interviewee C stated that not being 

physically present at the headquarters had given them a unique possibility to view things from 

a different perspective:  

 

“Because I'm not physically in our corporate office, I think in certain ways allows me to 

sometimes see things from a different perspective or think outside the box. In that regard, I 

think I have a lot of flexibility to communicate my own ideas and also to try to solve problems 

my way.” - Interviewee C, Company 1.  

 

Similarly, Interviewee D expressed to “challenge everything that is existing, and from a 

management point of view that is possible to do. To get all levels of the organization to be 

inspired to do so and have the responsibility to do it properly. It needs to be done by example”. 

In addition, Interviewee J at Company 4 claimed that their experience in other careers together 

with the inexperience in the current field has given them a unique outlook to look beyond the 

scope of their role and thus also find unique solutions. The same mentality was seen, but to a 

lesser extent, amongst the other respondents. The respondents described that they had the 

flexibility to initiate changes, but that it in many cases had to be presented as a pitch or through 

negotiation with clear thoughts on business applicability and with support from data. This was 

not freedom solely accustomed to managers, but one interviewee described that this was a 

possibility given to all employees, but that it was easier for managers – given their role and 

experience. As such, all of the respondents described that their organization was providing 

them with the freedom and flexibility to drive change, but within the scope of the 

organization's’ overall goals.  

Furthermore, a small number of respondents described their mistakes, successes as well as key 

learnings that they accumulated from past experiences. Interviewee G at Company 1, discussed 

that their experience provided insight into how complex digital transformation was, describing 

that it involved navigating multiple different actors in the organization and that successful 
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communication across departments was lacking. Additionally, Interviewee F at Company 6 

discussed their accomplishments and whether it had been influential to the company. The 

respondent argued that they perhaps had not initiated any large changes to the company as a 

whole, but that their focus lied mostly on solving issues by, for example, spending time close 

to the organization’s offer itself. Lastly, Interviewee B at Company 2 described a scenario 

where they had tried to initiate a new change. However, given the size of the company, the 

participant stated that change had to be propelled by more than one function of the organization, 

in which the respondent had to keep an open dialog with other departments so that the initiative 

would be acceptable by more than one team.  

4.11.Managerial Capabilities: Analysis 

As mentioned, an important component to consider within dynamic capabilities research has 

been the role of managerial capabilities. As outlined in our frame of reference, previous studies 

have particularly focused on factors such as: managerial cognition, self-efficacy, human and 

social capital, along with communicative abilities (Ambrosini et al., 2009; Helfat & Peteraf, 

2015; Wang et al., 2018; Kevill et al., 2017; Adner & Helfat, 2003; Roy & Khokle, 2016). 

However, from our empirical investigation, we argue that specifically three factors of 

managerial capabilities are prevalent within the included interviewees. These include problem-

solving mentality, self-evaluation tendencies, as well as communication skills.  

4.11.1. Problem-Solving Mentality 

Many of the managers showcased a specific mentality emanated from a willingness to solve 

problems. This basic mentality can be argued to have translated into their various projects and 

tasks. The problem-solving mindset can further be claimed to have elevated managers 

willingness to challenge the status quo in times where they believed that standard ways thinking 

was insufficient. To explain further, as managers it can be argued that they indeed have the 

freedom to challenge and act outside the norms of ‘regular’ business operations. Thus, it can 

be debated that strong will to solve problems may have aided in their efforts to pursue change 

and innovation in business areas which they believed needed improvement. As described in the 

frame of reference, the importance of problem-solving within managers are developed in the 

literature by Adner & Helfat (2013) as well as Saebi et al. (2016). The authors describe it as 

one part of managerial cognitions, alongside attention and perception to change, as well as 

reasoning and communication skills. As such, we argue that a problem-solving mindset may 

indeed have a beneficial impact for pursuing innovative change within businesses and thereby 

supporting Adner & Helfat (2013) findings.  

4.11.2. Self-Evaluation Tendencies  

In addition to possessing a problem-solving mindset, our respondents showed signs of self-

evaluation. The respondents reflected on their role as a manager in addition to thinking back 

on their own contributions to their respective businesses. Kevill et al. (2017), Adner & Helfat 

(2015) and Helfat & Martin (2014) discuss the importance of evaluating one's own abilities, 

reflecting on past experiences and knowledge in order to improve future actions. Although 
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Adner & Helfat (2015), as well as Helfat & Martin (2014), refer this action as one’s human 

capital, whereas Kevill et al. (2017) label it as self-efficacy, we argue that the two 

classifications are similar in this context. Thus, we maintain that reflecting on past experiences 

and keeping in mind of one’s own role and contribution as a manager may bestow opportunities 

of not repeating previous mistakes, as well as indicating a willingness to learn, grow and share 

knowledge to others. Thus, we argue that possessing a self-evaluation mindset may very well 

allow managers to sense, seize and transform opportunities in dynamic environments, as 

suggested by Adner & Helfat (2003) and Helfat & Martin (2014).  

4.11.3. Communication Skills 

Other than a strong problem-solving mindset, need for communication skills as a managerial 

cognition was also derived from our empirical investigation. Communication itself has thus 

become a recurring factor in this study, which emerged from our empirical findings, thereby 

emphasizing its importance for building sensing, seizing and transforming capabilities alike. 

Consequently, it is not surprising that communication skills were derived as an important 

managerial capability. However, in many ways, this could be unique to large enterprises due 

to their considerable size, which was one of the predominant challenges brought forward in our 

empirical findings, see chapter “4.12 Challenges”. To navigate and align a large group of 

different actors can be considered as an immense undertaking, which requires good 

communication skills – a claim that is further supported by Roy & Khockle (2016).  

 

The authors describe that clear communication across functions and departments is a necessary 

managerial capability in order to realign organizational operations (Roy & Khockle, 2016). 

This was evident in our study as it was described that one of the issues to digitally transform 

was due to unsuccessful communications across different departments of the organizations. 

With this in mind, communication in itself has taken a central role in the process of building 

dynamic capabilities for business model innovation, where ineffective communication 

arguably has an effect on, for instance, knowledge management, which is an essential 

component for building dynamic capabilities (Huang & Li 2017; Cezarino et al., 2019; Prange 

et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2018; Akram & Hilman, 2018). This may be why clear communication 

has been thoroughly discussed in the literature (Roy & Khockle, 2016; Adner & Helfat, 2003; 

Helfat & Peteraf, 2015; Akram & Hilman, 2018), and why it emerged as an important factor 

for consideration in our study.  

4.12.Challenges 

Throughout the interviews with the participants, various challenges were mentioned that tied 

to business model innovation for digital transformation. As mentioned in the previous 

subchapters of this empirical investigation, the main challenges described by the interviewees 

are in connection to size, agile working, data management and the changing of old mindsets.  

 

Starting with size, it was described that digital transformation or any change processes for large 

enterprises require large organized efforts. For instance, Interviewee I at Company 5 described 
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it as: “If you are big company like we are, then it takes a lot of people to change things. Process 

changes is already difficult and if it involves IT, it becomes even more difficult and it costs a 

lot of effort”. Additionally, Interviewee C at Company 1 claimed “that's sort of like the 

challenge of working within a huge company. There are so many interesting projects that teams 

all over the country are working on, but that we may not be current about”. The participants 

further described that in large enterprises it is already a sizable challenge to navigate various 

regional offices towards a common path, but then there is an even greater challenge to work 

together with the multiple different external stakeholders such as suppliers, retailers, 

distributors and other partners that are not on an equal footing in terms of being digitized. 

Interviewee F, for instance, described the following when discussing their partnership various 

bus networks: 

 

“With a typical bus company, that is where we sometimes see it's a bit hard because we do 

have great tools for them to see the driver's performance and stuff. But if they're not using our 

tools, they're not much help. So, of course, we're trying to show them how they can benefit from 

the systems [...]. So even if there is the technology that would be great, it's not always easy to 

use it with the external [parties]”. – Interviewee F, Company 6.   

 

The other main challenge that was uniformly described by the interviewees was agile working. 

Even though the majority of the participants claimed their organization was working via an 

agile workflow, they also emphasized its issues. For instance, Interviewee A at Company 1 

stated there is more to agile working than working quicker. They added that given the 

popularity of working agile, there had been a gap between stating to work through an agile 

workflow and properly implementing it. Similarly, Interviewee K at Company 4 described that 

there was a need for common sense when implementing an agile workflow, therefore adapting 

the methodology based on the team, rather than forcing it.  

 

This is further connected to the third main challenge that was described during the interviews 

– changing old mindsets. Change, whether working via an agile workflow or adapting a new 

digital mindset, was a predominant challenge described by the interviewees. For instance, 

Interviewee I at Company 3 claimed that “even though we are doing quite a lot in the field of 

making people thinking broader and probably making them a bit more open for digital changes 

I still think that people are partly afraid of the changes as well”. This was further added upon 

by Interviewee F at Company 6 who stated that “We have so many different ways of working, 

if someone is about to go on pension and has been working their way for the last 40 years, it's 

probably harder to change that person's mind into working digitally, than changing someone 

who is newly starting”.  

 

As such, the respondents introduced the factors of age and experience whilst describing the 

challenge of changing mindsets. Interviewee B at Company 2 described it is as a delicate trade-

off, where although it may be difficult to change older mindsets, they contribute to the 

organization with their experiences. Furthermore, when describing how digital changes may 

affect older mindsets, Interviewee I at Company 3 stated that “probably people are also afraid 
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of not being able to cope with the challenges. I mean, if they are older and then all of a sudden 

they are not able to perform anymore, then these kinds of things are hindering the organization 

to digitally transform”. 

 

Furthermore, another prevalent challenge described by the participants was the management of 

data and lack of standardized systems. In the words of Interviewee C at Company 1: “I mean 

we're a big company, there are so many different databases and systems that we use, and I see 

cases where we collect millions of data points and we just don't use it at all, and that's a shame”. 

As such, it was discussed that one of the hurdles for pursuing change was in fact old systems, 

as stated by Interviewee D at Company 3: “I mean the IT systems that are in place and have 

been around so many processes and for so many years that breaking that down and replacing 

it completely is very difficult.”. 

 

Similarly, Interviewee B made an argument that there is a lack of standardized data at Company 

2 due to scattered uses of tools and systems in different regions. The respondent continued to 

state that in order for the organization to adhere to digital transformation, fundamentals such 

as data management and data standardization would need to be addressed. Another perspective 

presented on data management was on lack of necessary talent. Interviewee C for example 

stated that “It's not easy to find these people and the few people who are really good at working 

with data they're in really high demand over all of the companies not just logistics”. As such, 

a few participants described that the ongoing digital transformation had created an influx of 

digital roles, but that there was a lack of digital talents as well as a difficulty of defining newly 

emerged digital roles.  

4.13.Building Dynamic Capabilities for Business Model Innovation 

The figure hereafter presents the combined empirical findings in a process model. This figure 

explains how the interviewed organizations build dynamic capabilities to innovate their 

business models. The overview is grounded in managers’ experiences with leading digital 

initiatives and knowledge about their organizations’ digital strategies. Business model 

innovation for digital transformation is presented with its key elements: “New Digital Products 

& Services”, “New Markets & Segments” and “Key Partnerships”. In order to innovate the 

business model, the interviewed firms are conducting various activities which are structured in 

accordance with the dynamic capability framework with the three microfoundations – sensing, 

seizing and transforming. The “Managerial Capabilities” are tied into the framework as internal 

enabler and facilitator of dynamic capabilities for business model innovation.  
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Figure 3: Dynamic Capabilities and BMI framework. 
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CHAPTER 5  

 

Conclusion, Contribution 

& Implications  
In the following sections we present the main conclusions of our study by 

answering the research question, presenting our theoretical contributions and 

practical implications as well outlining some future research suggestions.  
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5.1. Conclusions 

The purpose of this thesis was to explore digital transformation through the framework of 

dynamic capabilities. Additionally, the research question that subsequently drove our study 

was the following: 

 

How do organizations in the logistics and transportation industry build dynamic 

capabilities to innovate their business models for digital transformation? 

 

In their view on business model innovation and digital transformation, managers elaborated on 

the importance of driving change within the entire organization. Innovating the business model 

for digital transformation is a process, which is connected to various activities intertwined in 

the dynamic capability framework. With emerging technologies and an ever-changing business 

environment, organizations within the logistics and transportation industry start to build up 

capabilities for the ongoing change.   

 

With that said, our findings revealed that organizations are focusing on three key elements of 

business model innovation, namely new digital products and services, new markets & 

segments, and key partnerships. Even though the organizations claimed that the core of their 

business model remains similar, it was evident that parts of the business model has changed for 

digital transformation. While the enterprises are currently introducing or working on new 

digital products, they are also trying to target not yet satisfied needs of existing and new 

customers, by tapping into unknown markets. In accordance, companies’ build up key 

partnerships in connection to their innovation endeavors in order to find new ways and 

technologies to improve their offerings. Business model innovation is thus focused mainly on 

existing business models, rather than creating new ones.  

 

Building sensing capabilities was – as previously mentioned – primarily utilized as a means to 

build foundations for seizing and transforming capabilities. We thus argued that sensing as a 

dynamic capability may not have a direct effect on business model innovation. Instead, sensing 

may rather be regarded as a moderating – but nevertheless – an important factor to innovate 

business models for the ongoing digital transformation. To explain further, activities such as 

digital scanning and information management, digital learning, and collaboration was found to 

be important for enterprises to become further aware of factors such as emerging technologies, 

customer trends, competitors and market changes within their own, as well as across company 

and industry boundaries. This subsequently provided enterprises to discover opportunities for 

which they thereafter can act and seize. Thus, we consider that building sensing capabilities 

may be indispensable for enterprises in logistics and transportation when also building seizing 

and transforming capabilities for business model innovation.  

 

In conjunction with sensing, our findings indicated that building seizing capabilities include 

activities that may have significant and radical effects on the enterprises’ existing business 

models. Thus, our study found that building seizing capabilities for BMI included the following 

activities: digital asset investment, agile working, and maintaining external partnerships. 
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Hence, our findings indicated that these activities had aided logistics and transportation 

enterprises to create new product and services, entering new markets and segments, as well as 

forming key partnerships with various actors within and across industry boundaries. 

Consequently, by investing in digital assets, adhering to an agile workflow as well as working 

closely together with external partners, we argue that this may be one core element that helps 

enterprises – in the logistics and transportation industry – to innovate their business models for 

digital transformation, alongside building sensing as well as transforming capabilities.  

 

Furthermore, in addition to building sensing and seizing capabilities, our findings indicated 

that enterprises in logistics and transportation build transforming capabilities for business 

model innovation through continuous organizational restructures, developing dynamic 

mindsets, working with change management and via power redistributions. Consequently, 

these capabilities included large and strategic actions and were found not to solely challenge 

old operational processes, but also encouraged new initiatives to be taken. Thus, we argue that 

enterprises within the logistics and transportation industry may build transforming capabilities 

to innovate their business model for digital transformation through the aforementioned set of 

activities. Lastly, our study also found that possessing managerial capabilities such as self-

evaluation tendencies, a problem-solving mentality and communication skills were important 

for pursuing change. We argue that these capabilities aided managers in the logistics and 

transportation industry when building dynamic capabilities to innovate their organizations’ 

business models for the ongoing digital transformation.  

 

Consequently, although building sensing, seizing and transforming capabilities included sets 

of various activities, it is of our understanding that these activities are intertwined. We found 

that building dynamic capabilities is an iterative and connected process of sensing, seizing and 

transforming, in which managerial capabilities – i.e. self-evaluation tendencies, problem-

solving mentality and communication skills – may assist organizations in the logistics and 

transportation industry to pursue digital change. We found that although building dynamic 

capabilities can be categorized into sensing, seizing and transforming microfoundations, they 

may still be very much interlocked and interdependent with each other in the context of 

business model innovation for digital transformation. This consequently offers interesting 

opportunities for future researches, as discussed under “6.4 Future Research”. 

5.2. Theoretical Contributions  

In this section we present our theoretical contributions to existing literature on business 

model innovation and dynamic capabilities within the context of digital transformation. 

 

Firstly, our findings extended the current literature on business model innovation. To explain 

further, scholars have outlined BMI as a clear, independent construct as well as the causal web 

in which BMI is situated. Studies on changing business models typically show the changes in 

the external environment, competitive environment and new opportunities connected to digital 

technologies. By focusing on dynamic capabilities as potential internal antecedents of BMI we 

elaborate and clarify the relationships between the two constructs. We contribute by shedding 
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light on the connections between sensing, shaping and seizing opportunities across corporate 

hierarchies to create new value to customers. Our empirical findings relevantly add to the 

stream of BMI research which focuses on BMI as a process and create a model grounded in 

practitioners experiences. 

 

Secondly, we further advanced the popular theoretical framework of dynamic capabilities by 

exploring its construct in a current, ongoing and understudied disruptive change process – 

digital transformation. We also extended and supported previous dynamic capability research 

by studying the framework together with managerial capabilities, thereby exploring their 

holistic meaning in a practical setting which resulted in the emergence of 13 activities for 

building dynamic capabilities. These activities included for instance: agile working, 

collaboration, organizational restructuring, communication skills and change management, 

which supported findings of previous literature, who discussed the importance of agility (Teece 

et al., 2016), communication (Roy & Khockle, 2016; Akram & Hilman, 2018), radical 

operational changes (Teece, 2007; Helfat & Peteraf, 2014), managing change (Hodgkinson & 

Healey, 2011), as well as internal and external collaboration (Ambrosini et al., 2009; Teece, 

2007; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015; Giesen et al., 2007; Warner & Wäger, 2018).  Thus, we provided 

new insights of how building dynamic capabilities can be realized in practice, therefore also 

extending the dynamic capability framework beyond the exclusivity as a theoretical discourse. 

 

Finally, our study followed the recent call of Achtenhagen et al. (2013) as well as Teece, (2018) 

and provided empirical findings to the discussion of business model innovation and dynamic 

capabilities. As Teece (2018) outlined, the concepts of business models, dynamic capabilities 

and strategy have been understood on a theoretical level, but further claiming that empirical 

insights are still missing connecting the two. Thus, our framework has contributed to the 

emerging literature that draws on the connection between the two topics. By contributing to the 

scarce literature around this topic, we outlined retrospective insights, which may be similar for 

other case examples or industries. Also, by including digital transformation in our study we 

further addressed the current stream of literature focused on digital change initiatives driven 

by the dynamic external environment, which subsequently is an area that needs further research 

as well.  

5.3. Practical Implications & Recommendations  

After discussing the conclusions and theoretical implications of our study, next we present 

some practical implications for managers involved in digital strategies, digital transformation 

and business model innovation endeavors. 

 

First, we would like to outline the importance of the dynamic capability framework in regard 

to business model innovation for digital transformation. To understand the topic holistically, 

we recommend managers and strategists to realize it as a tool for building up a digital strategy 

for their organization. As a successful business model innovation is connected to various 

organizational activities, the framework can help managers and strategists to understand the 

entire picture of this complex process. By using the framework, managers are able to decide, 
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evaluate and prioritize different activities and make decisions regarding which areas are in need 

of further funding, support or expertise. Important hereby are also the connections between the 

different parts of the framework, as it may be an iterative process and several activities might 

be connected. Especially, in a time of constant change on all organizational levels due to digital 

transformation, companies need to be aware of new opportunities and challenges which they 

can seize in order to achieve competitive advantage. By setting up an open team environment 

that focuses on activities outlined in this thesis, organizations may be able to build up the 

foundation for changing and innovating the way they deliver value to their customer, even more 

so if they are currently struggling with digital initiatives.  

 

Secondly, we would like to further highlight the significance of change and its need for 

oversight. As a result of our findings, one of the main challenges that emerged involved the 

difficulty of changing old mindsets. Being discussed both empirically as well as in a theoretical 

context, fear of change can be argued to be a troublesome hurdle for business model innovation. 

From our findings, we recognize that pursuing change requires adoption on an organizational 

level, in which small individual actions may not be sufficient. Thus, we recommend managers 

to allocate resources accordingly by investing in further change management programs as well 

as digital change programs and training to acclimatize the workforce and minimize their fear 

of change in order to encourage innovation.  

 

Thirdly, in addition to allocating resources to change management, our findings suggest that 

agile working – albeit commonly practiced, as well as discussed in the literature – saw 

challenges to its usability outside of I.T. We argue that managers should beware of 

implementing an agile workflow solely for the sake of being agile and as an attempt to conform 

to the current trend. Instead, we recommend managers to implement workflows based on the 

need and expertise of their team, and if agile workflows are suitable, allocate resources properly 

in the form of utilizing agile coaches and providing continuous agile training. 

5.4. Future Research 

Although we answered our research question and revealed important findings concerning 

dynamic capabilities and business model innovation for digital transformation, this thesis 

motivates additional research in the field. 

 

One of the limitations of our study concerns the transferability of our findings to wider research 

contexts because the emerged process model is grounded in observations directly related to the 

digital transformation of enterprises within the logistics and transportation industry. It remains 

uncertain if our model is relevant and applicable to a broader population of organizations within 

fast-changing or moderately changing environments.  

 

Our main goal was to explore the topic by means of qualitative methods in order to extract 

meaning from the processes connected to business model innovation. A suggestion is to move 

the academic agenda forward by means of quantitative methods such as survey research 

focusing on the measurement of the effects of digital transformation and business model 
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changes on key variables such as growth, performance, and organizational survival. Scholars 

may operationalize our framework to discover further insights into the long-term effects of 

business model innovation for digital transformation. It is recommended to measure the 

dynamic capabilities separately as well as together towards business model innovation. Also, 

sensing and managerial capabilities may be studied as moderating factors for seizing and 

transforming towards business model innovation.  

 

Additionally, we recommend conducting longitudinal studies with a similar research design – 

and thus study change processes and development over time. As business model innovation is 

arguably a process, which might last over a certain number of months or years – a longitude 

case-study design could shed light on further relevant insights of dynamic capabilities, business 

model innovation, implementation and change of organizations within dynamic environments. 

This way the strategizing actions and the relevant alignment and adjustment mechanisms could 

be further explored, and the importance of each company’s specific context further 

acknowledged.  

 

Further studies are also needed to explore how small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) or 

family firms build dynamic capabilities to innovate their business models for digital 

transformation. We argue that these organizational types represent a majority of all businesses 

worldwide and are often considered the backbone of the world economy (Fernandez & Nieto, 

2005). We suggest using a similar research design but focus on a different target group and 

compare the findings with the elaborated framework of our study.  

 

In conclusion, we argue that business model innovation and digital transformation are 

perceived by organizations as ubiquitous and a necessity to achieve sustained value creation. 

The growing technological sophistication as well as organizations’ orientation towards new 

ways of value creation and competitive advantage urge them to engage and implement dynamic 

activities over an extended period of time to successfully shape, adapt and innovate their 

business models to preserve value creation mechanisms. The process of business model 

innovation for digital transformation is arguably ongoing and organizations may need to build 

up dynamic capabilities which enable them to leverage new digital technologies and cope with 

changing consumer behaviors as well as competitors in the future.  
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Appendices  

Appendix 1: Topic Guide 

Overarching 

Themes 

Questions Possible Follow Up/ 

Probing Questions 

General 

Questions 

 

1. Could you give us a brief presentation of yourself? 

 

 

 

2. Could you give us a brief description of your 

organizational structure? (Roles, Departments, 

Hierarchy)  

 

2.1. How has your organizational structure changed 

as a result of the digitalization process we see today?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. How do you see digital transformation changing 

your industry and organization within the next 5-10 

years? 

1a. What is your role 

in the company? 

 

 

2a. Do you have a 

specialized 

department, which is 

involved in digital 

transformation of the 

organization?  

 

2b. Has new roles 

been created or 

changed with digital 

transformation in 

mind? (i.e a Chief 

Digital Officer, 

Transformation 

Lead) 

 

3a 

What measures is 

your organization 

taking to tackle these 

changes of the 

business 

environment? 

Sensing 

 

4. How does your organization acquire new 

information about the market, which could influence 

your organization?  

 

5. How do you gain information about future 

customer needs?  

 

6. How do you share knowledge about digital topics 

within your organization? (i.e presentations) 

 

7. How is your organization encouraging or investing 

4a. How does your 

organization acquire 

new information 

about competitors?  

 

4b. How does your 

organization acquire 

information about 

new emerging 

technologies (IOT, 

Blockchain etc)?  
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in learning activities about digital topics? 

(workshops, trainings) 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Seizing  

 

8. Is/has your product or service portfolio changed due 

to digital transformation? If yes, how? 

 

 

 

 

9. Is your organization working on any digital projects 

to change how you create value to your customers?  

 

10. How is your organization developing ideas about 

new opportunities into reality? (Cross-Collaboration, 

Task Force, Prototyping, R&D)   

 

11. Are you currently investing in emerging 

technologies (AI, Big Data Blockchain, IoT)?  

 

12. How are you currently working together with other 

external partners (i.e companies, customers, 

governmental bodies) to seize digital opportunities?  

8a. Are you currently 

introducing or 

planning to introduce 

new digital offerings 

to the market?  

 

 

9a. In what way? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11a. In what way? 

Transformin

g  

 

 

13.  How does your business prepare for change? 

 

14. Could you describe any recent internal changes 

that has disrupted old organizational routines?  

 

15. Could you describe any changes in the company 

that has affected internal values and norms?  

13a. How is your 

business organizing 

to stay agile/flexible 

to digital disruptions? 

 

13b. Does your 

organization offer 

any form of coaching 

or training 

activities/seminars to 

prepare employees to 

manage change (i.e 

agile working) 

  

13c. How are these 
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activities carried out? 

Business 

Model 

 

16. Is your organization currently modifying or 

adapting your business model(s)? 

 

17. Is your organization currently creating or investing 

in any new digital businesses for creating new revenue 

streams?  

 

19. If you were in charge of strategic planning for your 

organization, what changes would you make to the 

business with digital transformation in mind?  

 

16a. How are they 

modified/adapted? 

 

 

17a. Could you give 

any examples? 

 

Challenges 

 

 

 

20. What do you consider have been the main 

challenges for your organization to digitally 

transform?  

 

21. Do you think your organization’s hierarchy 

affects your ability to create digital initiatives 

projects/changes?  

 

 

 

 

 

21a. How does it 

affect your ability? 

Management 

 

 

 

22. How would you assess your ability to initiate 

changes?  

 

23. In what ways does your organization give you the 

freedom to encourage digital initiatives? (i.e new 

digital projects)  

 

24.  In your opinion, how are you contributing to find 

new opportunities? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24a.Would you say 

that you have 

decision power to 

implement these 

changes? 
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Appendix 2: Consent Form 

Research team: Akilvenithan Umaganthan & Jonas Fellenstein  

 

Information for the interviewee  

Thank you for considering to be part of our research study. Interviewees explicitly agree to 

being interviewed and how the information contained in the interviewed will be used. The 

interview will take about 60 minutes. We do not anticipate that there are any risks with your 

participation. However, you have the right to stop the interview or withdraw from the interview 

at any time.   

  

This consent form is necessary for us to ensure that you understand the purpose of your 

involvement and that you agree to the conditions of your participation. Therefore, we kindly 

ask you to read the information below and then sign this form to certify that you approve the 

following conditions:  

o The interview will be recorded, and a transcript will be produced.  

o If so wanted, the interviewee will be sent the transcript and given the opportunity to 

correct any factual errors.  

o The transcript will only be analyzed by the members of the research team named 

above.  

o Access to the transcript will be limited to the research team and the thesis tutor with 

whom the research team might collaborate as part of the master thesis process.  

o If so wanted, any summary of interview contents, or direct quotations from the 

interview that are made available through academic publication or other academic 

outlets will be anonymized, to assure that the interviewee and the organization 

cannot be identified. Care will be taken to ensure that other information in the 

interview that could identify the interviewee, and/or the organization is not revealed.  

o The actual recording will be deleted after the study is finished.  

 

Any variation of the conditions above will only occur with your further explicit approval.  

 

Quotation agreement  

The interviewee understands that statements may be quoted directly. With regards to being 

quoted, please check the boxes next to any of the statements that you agree with:   

 

  I agree to be quoted directly. 

 I agree that the researcher may include the name of company in the study. 

  I agree to be quoted directly if my name is not published and a made-up name 

(pseudonym) is used.  

  

By signing this form, the interviewee agrees that:  



Jönköping International Business School  Fellenstein & Umaganthan 

Master Thesis 2019 

 

V 

 

o Taking part in this project is voluntary. Further, the interviewee is aware that it 

is possible to stop the interview at any time.  

o The transcribed interviews or extracts from it may be used as described above.  

o Both topic guide and consent form have been read, understood, and agreed upon.  

o No benefit or payment will be given for participating.  

o It is possible to request a copy of the transcript of the interview and make edits 

if necessary.  

o The interviewee is free to contact the research team with any questions that 

might come up in the future.  

 

 

Akilvenithan Umaganthan                                              Jonas Fellenstein 

 

____________________________                               ________________________________ 

 

Interviewee  

 

_____________________________ 

 


