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Abstract 

Purpose - The purpose of this thesis to investigate the influence of dynamic capabilities on 

growth in start-ups within the e-commerce sector. 

Methodology - Findings were derived from both secondary and primary sources, namely 

an extensive literature review and a data set consisting of 73 German e-commerce start-ups. 

The data were collected through surveys with founders and members of the management 

teams.   

Findings - The key findings reveal no significant influence of the tested dynamic capabili-

ties on start-up growth. Further, findings indicate that the dimensions of dynamic capabili-

ties, which influence growth in established firms, might not be applicable to start-ups. 

Thus, this thesis proposes to modify the conceptualization and perspective of dynamic ca-

pabilities in the context of start-up firms.  

Key terms – dynamic capabilities, growth, new firm growth, strategic management, e-
commerce, start-ups  
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1 Introduction 

As the environmental changes for companies in dynamic markets occur frequently, so does 

the opportunity for firms to grow. Companies are required to change and adopt their stra-

tegic approaches likewise to environmental changes in order to remain competitive in to-

day‘s market. So does the dynamic nature of the environment of the Internet forces man-

agers to combine resources in new ways, repeatedly. Simply relying on assets such as staff 

or brands is no longer possible, when growth and being highly competitive is the goal 

(Daniel & Wilson, 2003). 

 

However, of the literature within dynamic capabilities have been focusing on established 

organizations (Telussa et al.2006). Little research has been done on dynamic capabilities in 

the context of start-ups (see Lee, 2001, Telussa et al.2006.) To our knowledge, so far no 

study has investigated the effect of dynamic capabilities in e-commerce start-ups. From our 

perspective, existing studies used rather broad dimension for assessing dynamic capabilities, 

but none using concrete determinants of dynamic capabilities of e-commerce firms. More-

over, it seems to be unclear whether the dimensions of dynamic capabilities as suggested by 

Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) are applicable on start-ups. 

Drawing on recent literature, it is argued that start-ups adapt differing strategic processes 

compared to established firms (Bhide, 2000; Lester, 1997; Michael, 2002). The main focus 

of these processes seems to be on value creation, opportunity recognition and the explora-

tion of business opportunities (Michael et al., 2002) as well as on opportunity adaptation 

(Bhide, 2000), while established firms emphasize analysis and continuity (Bhide, 2000) as 

well as loss prevention and coordination (Michael et al., 2002). Further, different dynamic 

capabilities seem to be relevant for early firm development and growth. Although, a huge 

amount of studies on dynamic capabilities does exist there is less focus on whether the 

suggested determinants are applicable on established companies and start-ups equally. As 

such, a discrepancy between the determinants used and the nature of the firm their applied 

on might emerge. 
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2 Theoretical Framework 

2.1 Firm Growth 

 

Firm growth has been one of the most studied subjects in business and economic literature. 

Its importance is underlined firstly by the argument that firm growth is coherent to a firm‘s 

survival. Firms that grow continuously have a higher chance to persist in a market (Gero-

ski, 1995). Secondly, firm growth is related to employment. New jobs are created under a 

positive growth rate and, in turn, destructed under a negative rate. Thirdly, on a wider per-

spective, firm growth has an effect on economic growth. In general, an increase in firm 

growth triggers the positive dynamisms of an economy, which consequently can lead to 

growth (Carrizosa, 2007). 

 

In spite of the given importance of firm growth, there is no common theory to analyze the 

impact, causes, or evolution of firm growth. As Correa (1999) pointed out, this may be due 

to the complexity of the various definitions of the firm. Edith Penrose (1959) argues that 

the term growth is usually used in two different comprehensions: ―It sometimes denotes merely 

increase in amount; for example, when one speaks of „growth‟ in output, export, and sales. At other times, 

however, it is used in its primary meaning implying an increase in size or improvement in quality as a result 

of a process of development, akin to natural biological processes in which an interacting series of internal 

changes leads to increases in size accompanied by changes in the characteristics of the growing object‖ (Pen-

rose, 1959, p. 1). 

 

Penrose (1955) further suggests that causes of growth can be both internal and external. 

External causes, such as raising capital and demand condition ―cannot be fully understood with-

out an examination of the nature of the firm itself‖ (1955: p. 532). Internal causes, such as the 

management of a firm‘s resources, however, would consequently produce growth (Penrose, 

1959). 

 

The complexity of the term has led to different perspectives and, more importantly, differ-

ent predictions of the evolution of growth among scholars. This can clearly be seen from 

the variables used in the literature to measure firm growth and its determinants. Some the-

ories focus on average size, some focus on internal characteristics and others focus on ran-

dom variables (Davidsson, Achtenhagen and Naldi, 2007). More specifically, sales, assets, 

physical output, market share and profits are commonly proposed measures (Delmar, 1997; 

Weinzimmer, Nystrom and Freeman, 1998; Wiklund, 1998). Kruger (2004) furthermore ar-

gues that firm growth can also be measured in the form of qualitative features like market 

position, quality of product, and goodwill of the customers. 

 

In the context of early firm growth, there is a common understanding under scholars that 

an entrepreneurial firm is successful if it is growing. There are many different theories on 

identifying the main factors underlying the growth of the new firm. One set of theories ad-
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dressed the influence of size and age on growth (Evans 1987; Heshmati 2001; Morone and 

Testa 2008), and the second set deals with the influence of variables such as strategy, or-

ganization, and the characteristics of the firm‘s owners (Fazzari et al. 1988; Lumpkin and 

Dess 1996; Freel and Robson 2004) on growth of the firm. Mateev and Anastasov (2010) 

have found that an enterprise's growth is related to size as well as other specific characteris-

tics like financial structure and productivity. Lorunka et al. (2011) have found that the gen-

der of the founder, the amount of capital required at the time of starting the business and 

growth strategy of the enterprise are very important factors influencing growth in a small 

enterprise. They have further highlighted that, apart from human capital resources, the 

growth of an enterprise can be predicted on the basis of commitment of the person start-

ing a new enterprise. 

 

Despite the numerous measures of firm growth as identified by different scholars, the un-

derlying perspective on growth in this thesis is on the ―increase in amount‖ (Penrose, 1959) 

aspect, namely the increase in a firm‘s turnover as well as its number of employees. Those 

measures serve as dependent variables in the data analysis (see Chapter 4.7 ―Dependent 

Variables‖). 

 

New perspectives on the role of a firm‘s environment on growth have been provided by 

Wiklund et al. (2013). They argue that the environment provides small firms with exploita-

ble opportunities. Specifically, location, industry and market influence firm performance. 

Further, they introduce the thoughts of Audretsch et al., who argue that the unionization of 

employees (Acs and Audretsch, 1990), industry growth rate (Audretsch and Mahmood, 

1994), degree of economies of scale (Audretsch, 1995), and new innovations (Audretsch 

and Vivarelli, 1998) impact the growth of small businesses. However, these studies ana-

lyzed environments as a whole, which is why it ―is assumed to have the same effect on all 

firms in a particular industry, market or location‖ (Wiklund et al., 2013). Consequently, re-

searchers have suggested distinguishing between dynamic, hostile and heterogeneous envi-

ronments (Wiklund et al., 2013). Dynamic environments are described as instable and con-

tinuously changing, with the latter bringing opportunities for growth. Hostile environ-

ments, however, are characterized by increased market competition and decreased product 

demand and are thus considered threatening to a firm‘s growth. Last, heterogeneous envi-

ronments are considered easy to enter if firms discover and shape market niches (Wiklund 

et al., 2013). 

 

2.1.1 Entrepreneurial Growth 

The objective of entrepreneurship is new firm creation. The growth of a new firm needs 

involvement of strategic activities, which have been labeled strategic entrepreneurship (Hitt 

et al., 2001). Hence, creation and adaptation of a resource base are essential for the early 

stage development of a firm, which often proves to be difficult as new firms experience re-

source scarcity (Døving & Gooderham, 2008). Consequently, firms are confronted with 

performance deficits if they cannot develop a strong resource base. To tackle this problem, 
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new firms must develop dynamic capabilities to reconfigure the resource base for their 

purposes (Teece et al., 1997; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). Dynamic capabilities refer to 

“the firm‟s processes that use resources – specifically the processes to integrate, reconfigure, gain and release 

resources – to match and even create market change” (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000, p. 1107). In the 

following section, we define and describe the dynamic capability approach further.  

 

2.2 Dynamic Capabilities 

 

“The growth and survival prospects of new firms will 

depend on their ability to learn about their environment, 

and to link changes in their strategy choices to the 

changing configuration of that environment”. 

Geroski (1995) 

 
As the environmental changes for companies operating in the e-business occur rapidly, so 

does the opportunity for firms to grow. Companies are required to change and adopt their 

strategic approaches likewise to environmental changes in order to remain competitive in 

today‘s market. The dynamic nature of the environment of the Internet forces managers to 

combine resources in new ways, repeatedly. Simply relying on assets such as staff or brands 

is no longer possible, when growth and being highly competitive is the goal (Daniel & Wil-

son, 2003). 

 

Entitled as the holy grail of strategic management, the question of how to achieve competi-

tive advantage has fired up the minds of practitioners throughout the past decades. Schol-

ars on the other hand have been given a platform on which to development new strategic 

paradigms that give explanations according to the current economic circumstances. As an 

effort to match strategic management perspective to the dynamism of high-velocity mar-

kets, dynamic capability (DC) framework was introduced as an approach to understand 

strategic change and explain “the resources of enterprise–level competitive advantage over time“ 

(Teece, 2007, p. 1320). Over the years different viewpoints on how dynamic capabilities are 

constructed and how they affect firm performance have emerged. Some scholars have 

claim a direct impact on firm performance (e.g. Teece et al., 1997) while others report a ra-

ther mediating effect of dynamic capabilities (e.g. Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000, Winter, 2003, 

Protogerou et al. 2014).  

 

However, over the last decades scholars have researched and extended this topic with am-

bition. This has produced a respectable amount of literature and helped unfortunately, this 

has also increased the complexity of this topic. After reviewing predominant literature on 

dynamic capabilities, our findings have shown that numerous scholars still remain skeptical 

about the value of the dynamic capability approach (Peteraf et al., 2013). Influential studies 

such as Eisenhardt & Martin‘s (2000) or Teece et al. (1997), however, underpin the signifi-



 

8 

 

cance of the DC approach for developing value creating strategies. Nevertheless, a concise 

and comprehensive definition of dynamic capabilities is still to come (Protogerou et al., 

2011). Scholars label the dynamic capability research as “not a theory yet” (Helfat & Peteraf, 

2009, p. 99).  

 

Despite the ongoing debate whether the DC approach can be considered a fully developed 

theory or not, this thesis tries to shed some light on the conception of the dynamic capabil-

ity framework as an approach to explain SCA. The studies of Teece et al. (1997) and Ei-

senhardt and Martin (2000) stand out as the most influential and seminal in the literature of 

dynamic capabilities up until now. Thus, their basic understanding of the topic is applied in 

this thesis. Nevertheless, from an extensive literature research we were able to derive three 

dynamic capability dimensions (technology, business, and network). Each of which we can 

assign four specific capabilities (see Table 1 ―Dimensions and Indicators of Dynamic Ca-

pabilities) for e-commerce firms that are capable of generating a sustained advantage (Lin 

& Hsia, 2011; Wu & Hisa, 2008). Those capabilities are further assigned to three overarch-

ing categories of capabilities. However, in order to provide the reader with substantive 

background to fully understand the theoretical environment this thesis is situated, the fol-

lowing will shed some light on the theory and logic behind the dynamic capability frame-

work. The section thereinafter will provide a more detailed description of certain dynamic 

capabilities for companies operating in e-commerce and introduce hypotheses the authors 

do derive from that. 

 

2.2.1 The Resource Based View 

 

Dynamic Capabilities have been referred to as processes of a firm‘s reconfiguration in or-

der to gain competitive advantage in a dynamic market (Teece, 1997). Therefore, as the dy-

namic capability approach targets a firm‘s value creation, it can be understood as a para-

digm for superior strategic decision making, rather than pure operational processes to 

―keep the business alive‖. Furthermore, dynamic capabilities have been described as “specific 

strategic and organizational processes such as product development, alliancing” (Eisenhardt and Martin, 

2000). To better understand the nature of dynamic capabilities it helps to inspect the Re-

source Based View (RBV) first, as the dynamic capability approach can be considered as a 

modification of it (Arend and Lévesque, 2010). 

 

RBV is a strategic management perspective on value creating strategies in a competitive en-

vironment. RBV differs from environmental models as it focuses on the internal organiza-

tion of a firm and its resources in order to gain sustained competitive advantage (SCA) - 

excluding external analysis of opportunities and threats (see Barney, 1991; Wernerfelt, 

1984). Within the RBV it is assumed that a firm can be seen as a bundle of heterogeneously 

distributed resources (physical-, human-, organizational capital). According to the RBV, a 

company may gain SCA from its internal organization when its assets (resources) are valua-
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ble, rare, imitable and non-substitutable – known as the VRIN attributes. SCA in the con-

text of RBV is when an organization is capable of implementing and reproducing a value 

creating strategy, which its current competitors simultaneously cannot. Accordingly, Barney 

(2001) proposes that firms can enrich their performance if they base their competitive 

strategies on their capabilities. In addition, it should be worth noticing that a sustained 

competitive advantage is not to be understood as lasting forever but rather as not imple-

mentable and duplicable by competitors at the same time (Barney, 1991). RBV as a strate-

gic approach has since then been reviewed and extended by several scholars. 

 

As one of the early scholars for instance, Grant (1991) extended the concept by linking a 

firm‘s competitive strategies and capabilities to value creation. Correlating with Barney 

(1991), he argues that a firm‘s capabilities can be considered as a base to SCA. Moreover he 

suggests that those capabilities need to be renewed over time. But we will have a closer 

look at that later in a later section. As we notice, so far there have been underlying thoughts 

on resources and capabilities that lead the way to dynamic capability approach before it was 

introduced and became a widely discussed framework. However, rapid changes in a firm‘s 

environment may transform a former sustained advantage into a disadvantage or ―nullify‖ 

resources in a new industry setting (Barney, 1991). And digital networks of modern markets 

provide firms with a vast speed for innovation and manufacturing, technological change 

occurs rapidly and companies are forced to constantly re-create for sustained advantage. 

 

Whilst both, the RBV and dynamic capability paradigm, take on a resource based approach 

to explain/explore SCA, there is a significant difference between them. RBV has proved to 

be a practical paradigm to explore markets where the mere existence of resources can lead 

to SCA (Daniel & Wilson, 2003). However, it was not conceptualized for dynamic markets 

and therefore is considered to be fundamentally static in nature (Teece, 2007). Nor has it 

been helpful to explain how companies with the same bundle of resources achieve different 

competitive standings (Peteraf et al., 2009). Thus, scholars such as Teece et al. (1997), Ei-

senhardt & Martin (2000), Daniel and Wilson (2003) etc. argue that the limits of RBV lie 

within the industry structure. Moreover, RBV is considered fruitless in a business environ-

ment where sustaining competitive advantage is a major strategic challenge and the under-

lying processes are short living, unpredictable and of an unstable nature (Eisenhardt & 

Martin, 2000). Simply having a bundle of resources is not enough to gain SCA in such mar-

kets (Daniel and Wilson, 2003). As a key differentiating factor market dynamism stands 

out. Therefore, the dynamic capability framework was conceptualized as an attempt to 

overcome constrains of the RBV and to explain why and how certain companies have a 

SCA in dynamic markets. 
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2.2.2 Dynamic Markets and Routines 

 

The variation of market dynamism can be characterized by the occurring changes within 

the industry. Change in competitive markets may take the form of e.g. change in technolo-

gy or consumer behavior. In moderately dynamic markets on the one hand, change is con-

sidered to occur frequently and along a more or less linear path. Thus, the outcome is 

somewhat predictable. For instance, a manager wants a certain outcome and accordingly 

the firm would follow the required steps to generate such desired outcome. The processes 

from analyzing to implementing are well known and boundaries are clearly given within 

that industry. Ergo, such markets build heavily on already existing knowledge and well-

structured routines (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). Competitors are known and the industry 

in total is stable. Hence, dynamic capabilities in such moderate dynamic markets likewise 

are of a stable nature and do take the form of well-known routines and precisely clocked 

processes. 

 

In dynamic markets however, the overall industry seems to be more unstructured and 

vague. The business environment changes more frequently and the outcomes are less pre-

dictable than in moderate markets. Due to the high degree of uncertainty such high-

velocity markets cannot build on existing knowledge. In such environments, capabilities 

that enable rapid reconfiguration of a firm‘s resources are the means through which a firm 

can gain unique resources (Wheeler, 2002). Therefore, companies operating in dynamic 

markets must constantly combine their resources in new ways and gain novel resources to 

achieve SCA (Daniel & Wilson, 2003). 

 

Dynamic Capabilities are referred to as the ability of a firm to achieve new forms of com-

petitive advantage by reconfiguring a firm‘s resources to be able to respond to the rapidly 

changing environment in a timely manner (Teece et al., 1997; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). 

The nature of the dynamic capability framework has been characterized as a “strong break 

with the five forces” (Teece, 2007, p. 1325) model, where the analytical purpose is conceptual-

ized for the inter-organizational ecosystem only. Further, that the DC approach is concep-

tualized for unpredictable, dynamic markets.  

 

In contrast, Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) argue that dynamic capabilities vary within mar-

ket dynamism and thus justify the functionality of DC for moderate dynamic markets. They 

claim that the nature of the capabilities change by market dynamism. Within moderately 

dynamic markets, dynamic capabilities embody the nature of analytical processes and rou-

tines that build on a solid knowledge base and thus can be executed linear. In contrast, in 

dynamic market dynamic capabilities take the form of simple unstable routines. Because of 

the fact that there is no past knowledge to build upon, the outcome of those simple rou-

tines is less predictable compared to moderate dynamic markets (Eisenhardt & Martin, 

2000). Consequently, firms have to take strategic decisions that build on timely gained 
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knowledge (Wheeler, 2002). As a result companies take on a ―learning-by-doing‖ approach 

to achieve SCA. 

 

In detail, dynamic capabilities incorporate routines such as product development, alliancing 

or knowledge management (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). However, it is noteworthy, that 

dynamic capabilities themselves are not considered to be the source of SCA. Rather they 

have a mediating effect by realizing resource configurations that in turn allow the firm to 

gain SCA (Wheeler, 2002). Simply having a bundle of resources is not enough to gain SCA 

in dynamic markets (Daniel and Wilson, 2003). It is more about how well a firm can utilize 

a certain resource configuration. In this context, Helfat et al. (2007) speak of the term 

technical fitness, which describes the effectiveness of a capability‘s function. Further they 

argue that the value of technical fitness ranges from zero to a positive value. 

 

2.2.3 Strategic Processes in Entrepreneurial vs. Established Firms 

Strategic processes in established firms and entrepreneurial start-ups differ vastly according 

to Bhide (2000). He argues that in the early phases of firm development, opportunity adap-

tation is of great importance. In contrast, established companies focus rather on analysis 

and continuity. Likewise this distinction, Lester et al (1997) distinguishes the strategic pro-

cesses of entrepreneurial firms and established firms as interpretive and interpretive man-

agement respectively. Michael et al (2002) further differentiate between focusing on value 

creation, opportunity recognition and the discovery of business opportunities in entrepre-

neurial firms and the administrative management in established firms, focusing on loss pre-

vention and coordination.  

According to Boccardelli et al. (2006), the distinctive competence for entrepreneurial firms 

in fast changing environments should be the ability to understand the future development 

of strategic industry factors, resources and capabilities as well as their inter-relationship. 

Consequently, entrepreneurial firms should find themselves in a process of constantly re-

evaluating their resources and capabilities.   

 

2.3 Dynamic Capabilities in E-Commerce 

The meteoric growth of Internet based e-commerce at the turn of the last century is truly 

baffling. During the last one decade, this market space has grown in several directions. In 

its first generation, it saw the emergence of portals and search engines. However, in due 

course more and more organizations began to cater to the Business to Customer (B2C) 

market. In the last two years, there is significant growth in the Business to Business (B2B) 

segment. As several organizations began to operate in the Internet market space, they are 

innovative in creating unique value propositions during the process. These were either not 

found or difficult to replicate in the traditional brick and mortar operation. 

However, the authors consider this framework more of a theoretic approach rather than a 

practitioner‘s guide on how to develop the required sets of capabilities in a certain type of 
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industry, e.g. e-commerce. Given the specific nature of the Internet, the need for this study 

arises to draw on dynamic capabilities that are specific for firms operating in the e-

commerce sector. Over the last years, several scholars have studied capabilities of firms in 

the e-commerce field, some by applying the dynamic capability approach. For instance, 

Daniel and Wilson (2003) applied the dynamic capability approach on e-business compa-

nies. Their findings allowed them to identify eight dynamic capabilities and to suggest prac-

tices for companies to effectively alter those capabilities. 

According to Wu and Hsia (2008), the ability of an E-business to grow rests on two basic 

capabilities: technological and business. The two basic capabilities combine, along with or-

ganizational routines, to form the dynamic capabilities of E-business. The technological ca-

pabilities include planning IT-infrastructure, integrating software platform, designing con-

tent, and delivering new services (see Table 1). The business capabilities are envisioning 

customer value, executing business innovation, matching with economic opportunities, and 

building relationships (see Table 1). In addition, we propose a third group of network ca-

pabilities as introduced by Lin and Hsia (2011), which include developing partnerships, val-

ue network governance, fostering co-production and knowledge sharing, and co-creating 

relational value (see Table 1). 
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Constructs Scale Type Description

Technology CapabilityPlanning IT Infrastructure 1 to 7 Likert 1. Integrate wired and wireless networking into a common 

infrastructure.

2. Create global communication environments to support 

interoperability and transparency.

Integrating Software Platform 1 to 7 Likert 3. Configure open information system architectures to 

assemble heterogeneous computing platforms.

4. Use new approaches and tools for software 

development.

Designing Content 1 to 7 Likert 5. Context-aware content (e.g., physical location,

physiological state, emotional state, personal history, and

behavioral patterns).

6. Deliver multimedia content across multiple input/output 

devices.

Delivering New Service 1 to 7 Likert 7. Furnish specialized context-aware services that must be 

dynamically modified with time-to-market systems that 

meet the customer‘s personal needs

8. Integrate online and offline services into a service 

channel.

Business Capability Entrepreneurial Alertness and 

Market Responsiveness

1 to 7 Likert 1. Ability to sense market changes and business

opportunities, and take advantage of them.

2. Ability to explore and exploit opportunities speedily.

Envisioning Customer Value 1 to 7 Likert 3. Recognize the potential added value and business 

opportunities of E-commerce initiatives.

4. Redefine metrics tied to assessing new customer value.

Executing Business Innovation 1 to 7 Likert 5. Reengineer the business processes that new IT makes 

possible to exploit new channel capabilities.

6. Invent flexible pricing models (e.g., price discrimination, 

and mobile pricing) and develop new marketing skills to 

serve E-commerce market.

Matching with economic opportunities1 to 7 Likert 7. Be early to identify new market opportunities that 

existing E-commerce is unable to cover.

8. Segment different markets by using each channel‘s 

strengths.

9. Provide unique products and services to generate 

increased purchase in existing physical or virtual markets.

Network Capability Developing Partnerships 1 to 7 Likert 1. Ability to develop and sustain effective relationships with 

business partners and customers.

2. Sustaining customer relationships, promoting them 

through involvement and cooperation, and ensuring stake-

holder satisfaction and proprietorship over their links in the 

value chain.

 

Table 1: Dimensions and Indicators of Dynamic Capabilities 
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3 Hypothesis 

Based on the theoretical findings, we propose a tri-core model which aims at exploring the 

influence of the three dynamic capability dimensions Technology, Business, and Network.  

More precisely, these three capabilities are each considered to positively influence firm 

growth (see Figure 2). In the following, we suggest three hypotheses.  

 

 

Figure 2: A conceptual framework for testing the impact of dynamic capabilities on firm growth (elaborated 

by the authors). 

3.1 Technology Capabilities 

Originally dynamic capabilities were introduced as an effort to explain how companies can 

achieve and sustain competitive advantage in industries with speedy technological change 

(Teece et al. 1997). Consequently, from the nature of e-commerce it logically derives that 

companies operating in this industry must possess technology capabilities- to a various de-

gree. It can be assumed that otherwise they simply could not be able to operate in the e-

commerce sector. 

Technology capabilities can be defined as the ability to provide new products and/or ser-

vices, to automate business processes and to implement new technological innovations 

(Hoque et al., 2006). Those capabilities can be considered as critical technology capabilities 

for firms throughout e-commerce capability research (Lin and Hsia, 2011). By focusing on 

IT innovation, Wheeler (2002) applies technology capabilities on net enabled organizations 

(NEO). NEO are companies operating in dynamic markets and relying which rely on digi-

tal networks. According to this study, companies constantly adopt novel technologies and 

therefore constantly are in the need to reconfigure their resources in order to exploit busi-

ness opportunities. Moreover, a persistent reconfiguration of technology resources acts as a 

stimulus to the value of a firm‘s resources and thus technology capabilities can be utilized 

to gain a periodical SCA (Wheeler, 2002). Rashirad et al. (2013) argue that e-commerce 

firms may be successful if they are able to extract new ideas from customers by using new 

Internet-based technologies (Rashidirad et al., 2013). 
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Being in line with that, Wu & Hsia (2008) state that an increasing affordability of innova-

tive technologies has formed new opportunities for e-commerce firms. Managers of e-

businesses are in constant need of refiguring technological resources and expertise in order 

to embrace those opportunities. Research on this topic has shown that, in order to tackle 

upcoming challenges, high priority should be placed on reconfiguring a firm's technological 

capabilities. By doing so, a sustained competitive advantage in e-commerce can be generat-

ed (Daniel and Wilson, 2003; Wu and Hsia, 2008; Rindova & Kotha, 2001). 

In addition, a study by Bharadwaj et al. (1999) used firm performance dimensions such as 

strategic flexibility and intangible value to investigate a firm‘s IT-Performance relationship. 

Their findings also implied that IT investment favors a firm‘s performance potential. It 

therefore can be concluded that technology capabilities and firm performance are positively 

related. Thus, we suggest that: 

 

H1a: Technology Capabilities have a positive impact on firm growth. 

 

3.2 Business Capabilities 

Teece et al. (1997) break down dynamic capabilities into managerial and organizational 

processes. Moreover, business capabilities have been referred to as the ability to understand 

the overall market environment and the specific organizational context, and execute busi-

ness practices for achieving strategic and operational goals (Kohli & Gover, 2008; McDon-

ald, 2007). More precisely, business capabilities represent a firm‘s ability to utilize market 

opportunities, to deliver new value propositions, to reinvent business models, and to ab-

sorb new knowledge and skills (Lin & Hisa*, 2011). According to Lin & Hisa (2011), these 

capabilities are translated into business activities such as fostering business agility and mar-

ket responsiveness, identifying customer value proposition, and reinventing established 

business models. In the following, each activity‘s impact on an e-commerce firm‘s growth 

will be explained.  

First, fostering business agility and market responsiveness are described by Lin & Hisa 

(2011) as the ability to sense market changes and business opportunities. In the e-

commerce environment, this ability is considered critically for innovation in the short term 

and growth in the long term (Sambamurthy et al., 2003; Malhotra et al., 2005).  

Second, identifying customer value proposition describes a firm‘s ability to communicate a 

product‘s or service‘s value to customers (Lin & Hisa, 2011).  

                                                 
* Due to the fact, that we found different versions of how the name „Hsia― (or ―Hisa‖) is spelled in the article 

by Lin & Hsia, 2011, we consider that it must be a spelling mistake. Nevertheless, we decided to go with the 
spelling of „Hsia― for this thesis. 
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Johnson et al. (2008) furthermore argue that a clear definition of customer value proposi-

tion is crucial to any new venture‘s survival. Hence, this ability can ―support a firm‟s success ac-

tively by enhancing value creation and improving business model design through innovations in products, ser-

vices, channels and market segmentation‖ (Lin & Hisa, 2011, p.1888).  

Third, business model reinvention describes a firm‘s ability to introduce sound solutions as 

inputs, match them with business opportunities, deliver innovative products and services 

for customer value creation, design a profit formula for execution, and commit to recon-

figuring its key resources and processes (Lin & Hisa, 2011). Hence, business model rein-

vention is a main source of sustaining competitive advantage for e-business firms (Johnson 

et al., 2008). It can therefore be assumed that the bundle of business activities supports 

firm growth. Hence, we suggest:  

 

H1b: Business capabilities have a positive impact on firm growth. 

 

3.3 Network Capabilities 

Firms utilize their networks to access external resources, to improve their strategic posi-

tions, to acquire new skills and knowledge, to control transaction costs and coordinate ac-

tivities effectively, and to obtain new technologies (Alvarez & Barney, 2001). Therefore it is 

safe to say that networks can be seen as a resource itself (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993). 

Building on that argument, Lin and Hisa (2011) introduce the term ‗network capability‘. 

They explicate that ―network capabilities refer to the ability to build and govern inter-organizational 

partnerships and collaborative relationships with customers and partners for the execution of value co-

creation activities‖ (Lin and Hisa, 2011, p.1888).   

Research on networks has furthermore proven that the success of a firm is likely to depend 

on its ability to obtain resources through networking (Watson, 2007; Zhai and Aram, 1995). 

It is furthermore suggested that networking enables SMEs to gain access to complementary 

or external resources (Jarillo, 1989; Chang, 2003; Liao, Kickul & Ma, 2009). This effect is of 

major importance for smaller firms and start-up firms as they are often limited by resource 

scarcity (Døving & Gooderham, 2008). These kinds of cooperation, in turn, can provide 

the attainment of economies of scale in SMEs without causing economic inefficiency due 

to large size (Julien, 1993). Watson hence argues that the utilization of networks can ―poten-

tially lower a firm‟s risk of „failure‟ and increase its chances of „success‟‖ (2007, p.854). It is further-

more suggested that a collaborative network fosters innovation and firm growth (Pisano & 

Verganti, 2008). 

A study conducted by Havnes and Senneseth (2001) found that networking activities had 

no short-term benefits such as growth in employment or turnover. However, the findings 

indicate a clearly positive relationship between networking and the geographic extension of 

markets. Hence, they argue that networking has an indirect effect on firm growth as it sus-

tains long-term goals of the firms. Refuting findings were produced by Watson (2007), who 
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studied the relationship between networking and firm performance. His findings show a 

significant positive relationship between networking and both firm survival and growth. 

Therefore, we suggest: 

 

H1c: Network capabilities have a positive impact on firm growth.  

 

So far, we have explained the theoretical framework this thesis is situated in and from that 

we created three hypotheses which will be tested using scientific methods. To test Hypoth-

esis H1a, H1B and H1c it is required to possess a sample, in our case, Start-up companies 

to test up on. The following section will describe the methodology that was used for this 

thesis. 
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4 Methodology 

The methodology presents how the study is conducted and explains the necessary logic as-

sumptions as contingency factors for the findings. Based on the purpose and problem dis-

cussion presented in the introduction, the underlying purpose and overall approach for an 

exploratory and explanatory quantitative survey study is presented at first. Furthermore, the 

specific research philosophy, design, sampling methods, data collection process and data 

analysis are described to lead the reader through the whole research process. 

4.1 Research Philosophy 

From the reader‘s perspective, the research philosophy guides through the thesis and sup-

ports the comprehension of how the authors view the world. Furthermore, it helps to un-

derstand the links between the methods chosen accordingly and what influenced the choice 

of strategy. It is a practical means to underpin what it is what this thesis is researching. Due 

to the fact, that there are several research philosophies that researchers can follow rather 

than a single ‖all-it-takes‖ one, different philosophies fit to different sets of research. The 

philosophy adapted in this thesis might be working well for this kind of quantitative re-

search but a different kind of philosophy might be better suited for another. From a re-

searcher perspective, adapting a certain research philosophy helps the researcher to ap-

proach the research in a certain way, where a more or less clear path is given. In addition, it 

allows the researcher to be consistent in the choice of methods suitable for the kind of re-

search undertaken. 

Positivism 

The present study adapts the assumptions of a positivistic research philosophy. A positiv-

istic philosophy takes the position of a natural scientist where observable phenomena are 

investigated and the results of the research can be generalized thereinafter (Remenyi et al. 

1998:32). Hence, the researcher ”will be concerned with facts rather than impressions” (Saunders et 

al., 2009). Being in line with a positivistic approach, existing literature is used to develop 

hypotheses. For the purpose of testing these hypotheses credible quantitative data needs to 

be collected from only observable phenomena. It is from importance that the way this re-

search is undertaken is as far as possible value free and a highly structured methodology is 

used throughout the research (Saunders et al., 2009, Gill and Johnson, 2002). The choices 

made for the methodology as presented in the following shall mirror the perspective of a 

positivistic research philosophy. 

4.2 Research Approach 

So far, numerous scholars have investigated the theoretical approach of dynamic capabili-

ties over the last decades. However, of the literature within dynamic capabilities have been 

focusing on established organizations (Telussa et al.2006). Little research has been done on 

dynamic capabilities in the context of start-ups. Therefore, our goal is to provide empirical 

evidence and extend the existing literature. In particular, this study is grounded on the the-
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ory of dynamic capabilities as introduced by Teece (1997; 2007). Several scholars then fur-

ther extended this approach (e.g. Eisenhardt & Martin 2000; Winter, 2003; Zahar, 2006; 

Teece, 2007; Helfat & Peteraf; 2009). Furthermore, the tri-core model we use to divide the 

dynamic capabilities into three categories (business-, technological-, network capabilities) 

was developed from an extensive literature review on dynamic capabilities. Moreover, the 

conception of the tri-core model is routed in the models used by Wu & Hsia (2008) and 

Lin & Hsia (2011) but modified to the purpose of the study and the specific characteristics 

of e-commerce businesses. 

Thus, the basic theoretical approach used in this study is in line with frameworks scholars 

have used in previous studies to investigate dynamic capabilities for E-businesses. There-

fore we use a deductive research approach for this study. As such, the developed frame-

work will be subjected to a rigorous test. Collis and Hussey (2003) state that a deductive 

study design is the dominant research approach that allows an anticipation of phenomena 

and laws provide the basis for explanation. Important characteristics of deduction will be 

presented subsequently. 

A deductive research approach is usually applied in order to develop a theoretical frame-

work and hypotheses from existing literature. The developed hypotheses are then tested by 

a research strategy that is designed to suit the approach. The research strategy could, for in-

stance, take the design of a survey, as it is case for this present study. Following Robson‘s 

(2002) list of sequential stages of a deductive research approach, we will first deduct hy-

potheses from theory as introduced in the theoretical framework. Second, to indicate how 

the variable used will be measured, the proposed hypothesizes will be expressed in opera-

tional terms, in the following called controls. Controls are important to ensure that the 

change of a variable is a function of the aspect tested and not due to any other random as-

pect. The methodology used here is of a highly structured nature to allow replication by 

further research (Gill and Johnson, 2002). Third, the developed hypotheses will be tested 

following a quantitative research design. In the next stage, the result of the testing will be 

examined. The findings will either confirm or refute the hypotheses tested. At last, the 

findings indicate to modify the theory if needed. Furthermore, it is an important character 

of deduction that the facts can measured quantitatively, which permits the variables to be 

reduced to the simplest element possible. At last it needs to be mentioned, that a substan-

tial sample size is required that allows the findings to be statistically generalized thereafter 

(Saunders et al., 2009). 

4.3 Research Purpose 

The purpose of this study is two-folded, both exploratory and explanatory, as our purpose 

is to first explore existing general literature on dynamic capabilities to the specific phenom-

enon of growth in German e-commerce Start-ups, as well as it aims at explaining the rela-

tionship between the variables of the different dynamic capabilities and growth. 
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According to Saunders et al. (2009), there are three ways of conducting exploratory re-

search, one of them being the research of literature which is aims at clarifying ―the under-

standing of a problem‖ (Saunders et al., 2009, p.139) and to build the theoretical foundation of 

the study. Originating from the literature review, the tri-core model of e-commerce Dy-

namic Capabilities based on the research of Wu & Hsia (2008) and Lin & Hsia (2011) was 

developed and, furthermore, the logical hypotheses were compiled.   

The second part of this research, however, follows the explanatory purpose as it aims at 

explaining the relationship between the variables from the hypotheses. The hypotheses 

were tested with the data collected through a survey. In order to get a clearer view of the 

relationship, the data was subjected to correlation and other statistical tests (Saunders et al., 

2009). The findings from the data analysis were then discussed with reference to the find-

ings from the research of literature. 

4.4 Research Strategy 

Being in line with the explanatory part of the study, a questionnaire was chosen to collect 

primary data. In particular, we chose an Internet-mediated questionnaire over a postal 

questionnaire because it offers more confidence that the right person will respond (Witmer 

et al. 1999). We approached the sample companies within a dual-effort via telephone and 

Email to increase the response rate. The purpose and the procedure of the study were ex-

plained to the companies and a discrete handling with the data was assured. Afterwards, the 

designated respondents were asked to click on a link in the email message that directed 

them to our online survey. 

Given the English origin of the researched literature on the one hand and our German 

population on the other, the English source survey had to be translated into a German tar-

get survey. This was done with direct translation due to implementation and monetary pur-

poses. This translation technique, however, brings the disadvantage that it ―can lead to many 

discrepancies (including those relating to meaning) between source and target questionnaire‖ (Sounders et 

al., 2009, p.385). The construct of our questionnaire was as follows: The capabilities (tech-

nology, business, and network) that were to test were grouped in four capabilities (predic-

tors) each. The predictor itself consisted of a total amount of eight items in the survey, the 

business capabilities of nine items and the network predictors were present by seven items 

within the questionnaire.  

Validity of the Questionnaire 

In order to ensure the validity of the survey, the items to each scale were pilot tested in 

two-steps: First the basic indicators from which the actual survey questions were derived 

have been tested on consultation with academics and peers throughout the thesis seminars. 

In the second step, practitioners were asked to evaluate the questionnaire items and to re-

port problematic items. Problematic items were modified or deleted until a sound and 

comprehensive questionnaire was created. This practice was important to make sure that 

the managers understood the research instrument as intended, as well as to reduce the po-
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tential measurement error that might occur by using mono-method data collection. For the 

duration of data collection, the survey distribution was set to be four weeks in total. 

4.5 Time Horizon 

Following the goal of this thesis to study the relationship between Start-up growth and dy-

namic capabilities of an organization- within the given time of circa three months to fulfill 

the task of a master thesis- the present research uses a cross-sectional time horizon rather 

than longitudinal studies. Among researchers cross-sectional studies are commonly used as 

a means to study a ―snapshot‖ of a phenomenon and are often employed within a survey 

strategy (Easterby-Smith et al., 2008; Robson, 2002). Through the questionnaire sample 

firms were asked to provide data about their number of employees and annual turnover of 

the past 3 years, starting from 2014. 

4.6 Sample and Data Collection 

4.6.1 Sample Description 

The study‘s population was drawn from several Internet databases listing e-commerce and 

Start-up ventures in Germany as well as from personal contacts to Start-ups. Our sample 

includes 73 German companies. In this present study, we are dealing with a population that 

operates in a highly dynamic environment, namely the German e-commerce sector. Build-

ing on Teece et al. (1997) companies in such markets face rapid technology changes and 

thus firms constantly have to reconfigure their resources to be able to achieve SCA. The 

listing included small- medium sized firms from various sectors of e-commerce. 

Due to long working hours, especially in high growth periods, employees hardly find time 

to answer questionnaires besides their daily working routines. Moreover, e-commerce start-

ups barley reveals important business information to people outside their company. How-

ever, it should turn out that personal contacts should serve as an effective approach to gain 

required sample information. Through personal contacts we were able to collect our first 

data from companies. Those contacts in turn forwarded us to other startups within their 

network. This resulted in a snowball sampling effect. 

N Mean

Age of  the firm 73 3.45

Number of  employees 73 63.59

Employee Growth Rate 73 0.8232

Turnover Growth Rate 73 0.6915

Valid N (Listwise) 73

Sample Description

 

Table 2: Summary Descriptive Statistics 
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In total, we approached 936 companies, from which we could collect 73 complete answers 

for our study. Considering both values, our response rate was 7.80 percent. The number of 

employees ranged from 2 to 591. Accordingly, the companies in our sample fit the EU def-

inition of small and medium sized companies (SME).The annual turnover ranged from 

€47.000,00 to €99.683.000,00. 

However, the mean number of employees throughout our sample was 63.59 and the mean 

turnover growth rate was .69 (69.00 percent) for the years 2013 to 2014. Based on the 

turnover growth rate we classified the firms in three categories: low growth firms (0.00-

0.49), mid growth firms (0.50-0.99) and high growth firms (>1.00). Table 3 summarizes this 

data.  

Size Frequency Percentage Size Frequency Percentage

Low Growth Firms 34 46.6 Low Growth Firms 29 39.7

Mid Growth Firms 22 30.1 Mid Growth Firms 20 27.4

High Growth Firms 17 23.3 High Growth Firms 24 32.9

Firm Cluster by EmploymentFirm Cluster by Turnover

 Table 3: Firm Cluster by Turnover & Employee Growth Rate 

 

Further, we categorized the population by location of the firm. From our data analysis we 

could derive that our sample firms are located in 23 different cities all over Germany, how-

ever, small clusters emerged (see Table 4). For instance, 30.1 percent of the firms are locat-

ed in Berlin, 16.4 percent in Munich, 12.3 percent in Hamburg, 6.8 in Cologne and 5.5 per-

cent in Stuttgart. 
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Frequency Valid Percent

Berlin 22 30.1

Munich 12 16.4

Hamburg 9 12.3

Düsseldorf 2 2.7

Oldenburg 1 1.4

Witten 1 1.4

Münster 2 2.7

Bad Kreuznach 1 1.4

Köln 5 6.8

Frechen 1 1.4

Kaarst 1 1.4

Göppingen 1 1.4

Maintal 1 1.4

Trittenheim 1 1.4

Darmstadt 2 2.7

Stuttgart 4 5.5

Lübeck 1 1.4

Nürnberg 1 1.4

Mainz 1 1.4

Augsburg 1 1.4

Frankfurt am Main 1 1.4

Dresden 1 1.4

Bonn 1 1.4

Total 73 100

Location

 

Table 4: Sample Firms by Location 

 

4.6.2 Data Collection 

The population was selected across various e-commerce sectors to ensure sufficient sample 

size and potential generalization of the results thereinafter (Protogerou et al., 2014).   Em-

pirical data was not collected randomly but using judgmental sampling as a type of non-

probability sampling. This type of sampling is usually used, when only a certain range of 

people within the population possess the necessary traits or knowledge to (Saunders et al., 

2009). Due to the specific nature of the questionnaire, the subject was required to possess 

great internal knowledge about the company, such as only top-managers, in Start-up‘s usu-

ally a member of the founding-team, can have. Hence, in order to answer the question-

naire, a person from the firm‘s top-management was asked to indicate on a seven-point 

scale to which extent the company had possesses a particular capability to the given time 

(203-2014). The managers were asked to indicate their firm‘s capability in a set of twenty-

four questions in total. In addition, only companies considered to be in their first life cycle 

phase- usually (further referred to as start-ups) with a maximum age of five years were al-

lowed in the sample (see Greiner, 1972; Churchill-Lewis, 1983). For the data collection we 

did not differentiate whether the firm focused on Business-to-Business (B2B) or Business-

to-Customer (B2C) business model. 
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The development of the scales for the questionnaire was based on an extensive literature 

review of studies on dynamic capabilities (e.g. Teece et al. 1997, Wu & Hsia, 2008, Lin & 

Hsia, 2011). Each dimension of dynamic capabilities was represented by specific capabili-

ties for the section. Further, each of the specific capabilities was described by indicators, 

which were drawn from existing theory. The indicators of the specific e-commerce capabil-

ities were then used to develop rating questions for a seven-point Likert scale, as rating 

questions are often used to collect opinion data (Saunders et al. 2009). Moreover, using a 

Likert scale is a well-accepted practice in a quantitative research (Protogerou et al. 2014). 

 

4.6.3 Measures 

Performance Measures – Dependent Variables 

The aim of this study is to provide an empirical result whether dynamic capabilities have a 

positive impact on firm growth. Therefore, a firm‘s growth rate represents the dependent 

variable in our model upon which the impact of the independent variables will be tested. 

There is no definite way to measure growth. However, for this thesis the authors decided 

to run two identical analysis using two different measures to asses growth: turnover growth 

rate & employee growth rate. 

To calculate both, the employee and turnover growth rate for each firm, we used the fol-

lowing formula as suggested by Parker (2002):  

            
  (       )    (    )

  (    )
 

The sample firm‘s present turnover or employee value (2014) was subtracted by the past 

turnover or employee value (2013) and the result then was divided by the past (2013) turn-

over or employee value.  

Controls 

We control for firm size as larger firms can be expected to possess greater levels of re-

sources and control greater market share than smaller firms (Wiklund, 1998). Firm size was 

operationalized using number of employees.  

Further, we control for firm age, as older firms, in comparison to younger firms, can pur-

sue different growth strategies due to their greater access to resources (Venkataraman et al., 

1990; Wiklund, 1998).  

 

Independent Variables 

To test the hypotheses, operational terms were developed to serve as a basis for data col-

lection. For the construct of the questionnaire, dynamic capabilities were separated in three 

dimensions: technological, business and network capabilities (see Table 5). 



 

25 

 

Variable Predictor Min. Max. Mean

Technology Capabilities

Planning IT Infrastructure 2 7 4.94

Integrating Development Platform 1 7 4.05

Designing Content 2 7 5.16

Providing New Service 1 7 5.18

4.83

Business Capabilities

Entrepreneurial Alertness and 

Market Responsiveness 3 7 4.94

Envisioning Customer Value 2 7 4.14

Executing Business Innovation 1 7 4.33

Matching with Economic 

Opportunities 2 7 4.26

4.42

Network Capabilities

Developing Partnerships 2 7 4.56

Value Network Governance 2 7 4.21

Fostering Co-Production and 

Knowledge Sharing 1 7 4.20

Co-creating Relational Value 3 7 4.25

4.31

Table 5: Dimensions of Dynamic Capabilities for E-Commerce Firms 
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4.6.4 Reliability of Data 

Certain efforts have been undertaken to minimize the potential measurement errors. Test-

ing the reliability of a questionnaire is important to ensure that it reflects the construct it is 

measuring throughout the analysis (Field, 2009). To do so, there are different ways for pri-

mary and secondary data. Given the explanatory/exploratory nature of this study, we used 

a deductive and quantitative research approach based on an extensive literature review to 

evolve the basic dynamic capabilities. Hence, to ensure the reliability of secondary data, the 

literature incorporated in this thesis mainly was select from peer reviewed journals.  

In addition, to ensure the reliability of our primary data we performed a Cronbach‘s-alpha 

test. It is most commonly used to test the internal reliability within measures of scale relia-

bility. In general an alpha value of 𝛼 = 0.80 is considered to be reliable (Field, 2009). For 

this thesis, the reliability was tested using two steps. 

First, a Cronbach‘s Alpha Test was conducted for the questionnaire items of each dimen-

sion (independent variable) individually. Second, all 24 items of the three dimensions were 

tested together. As presented in Table6, the result of Cronbach‘s alpha test indicates a 𝛼 = 

0.92 for Technology Capability Items (eight items), 𝛼 = 0.898 for Business Capability Items 

(nine items) and an alpha value of 𝛼 = 0.92 for Network Capabilities (seven items). For the 

test including the total of all items (24 items), the alpha value is 𝛼 = 0.963. Therefore, the 

specific items used in our questionnaire are considered reliable individually and in total.  

 

Cronbach's Alpha N of  Items

Technology Capability Items 0.920 8

Business Capability Items 0.898 9

Network Capability Items 0.922 7

All Items 0.963 24

Reliability Statistics

 

Table 6: Cronbach's Alpha Test with all 24 Items 
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5 Analysis 

To test whether our hypotheses can be confirmed or rejected, the data gathered through 

the questionnaire had to be implemented into a database. This was done using two soft-

ware tools; first, to create a comprehensive dataset, the questionnaire answers were trans-

ferred into Microsoft Excel. Second, for statistical analysis we uploaded the dataset from Ex-

cel into IBM‟s SPSS Statistics. SPSS assisted us in performing several different statistical 

analyses on our dataset: First, a descriptive analysis was conducted to measure whether our 

sample is normally distributed. Second, in order to minimize potential measurement errors 

and to test the questionnaire‘s reliability, a Cronbach‘s Alpha Test was performed (see 

Chapter 4). Third, to find out if the independent variables (factors) are correlated with each 

other, we performed a Pearson‘s Correlation Test as well as a Kendall‘s-Tau Correlation 

Test. Factor Analysis helped us to determine whether there is a difference between the 

three independent factors tested and if the items of each dimension show factor loadings. 

Finally, a Regression Analysis was used to test our hypotheses. 

In the following, the data analysis, the findings, and the statistical tests used to perform the 

analysis will be described in detail. The discussion part (see Chapter 6) will again take up 

the results as presented and an interpretation will be given. Thereinafter, the findings from 

the analysis will be compared to the findings from literature.  

 

5.1 Normal Distribution Test 

In order to explore the distribution of variables, a descriptive analysis was conducted in 

SPSS. Table 7 shows the result for normal distribution testing.  

 

Technology Capability Business Capability Network Capability

Means 4.84 4.40 4.32

Skewness 0.01 0.45 0.51

Kurtosis -1.16 -0.88 -0.53

Statistics Normal Distribution

 

Table 7: Normal Distribution of the Dimension 

 

From Table 7, we can see that, on average, Technology Capability scores 4.84 (out of 7) 

Business Capability scores 4.40, compared to 4.32 for Network Capability. Here, important 

measures to investigate normal distribution are the skewness and kurtosis values. In a nor-

mal distribution both values should be zero (Field, 2009). In turn, the further the value dif-

fers from zero, the more likely it is that the data is not normally distributed. For Technolo-

gy Capability the skew value is close to zero (.008), which indicates a normal distribution. 

The kurtosis value, however, is -1.16, which indicates a flat and light-tailed distribution. The 

Business Capability skew value is 0.45, which indicates a pile up of scores left of the distri-

bution. The related kurtosis value is -0.89, which also indicates a flat and light-tailed distri-
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bution. For Network Capability the skew value is 0.51, which again indicates a pile up of 

scores left of the distribution. The kurtosis value for Network Capabilities is -0.53, which 

suggests a flat and light-tailed distribution.  

 

5.2 Correlation Analysis 

As an effort to test whether the variables (Age of the Firm, Number of Employees, Turno-

ver Growth rate, Employee Growth Rate, Technology Capability, Business Capability, and 

Network Capability) are correlated, a Pearson‘s Correlation test was conducted. In general, 

a one-tailed correlation test should be used to test a directional hypothesis. On the other 

hand, a two-tailed correlation test should be used when the nature of the relationship is not 

predictable from the current standing (Field, 2009). As this thesis test a directional hypoth-

esis (―positive impact on firm growth‖), the one-tailed Pearson‘s Correlation Test was cho-

sen to assess the correlation among our variables. Descriptive statistics and correlations are 

summarized in Table 8. When two variables show a correlation coefficient (r) about r = 

0.05, a correlation is considered. The description below is structured by importance.  

 

Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Age of  the Firm 3.45 0.90 1.00

2 Number of  Employees 63.59 106.51 0.17 1.00

3 Growth Rate Employee 0.69 0.81 -0.15 -0.10 1.00

4 Growth Rate Turnover 0.82 1.02 -.271 * -0.06 0.18 1.00

5 Technology Capability 4.84 0.99 0.16 -0.05 -0.16 -.207 * 1.00

6 Business Capability 4.40 0.89 0.14 -0.10 -0.11 -0.12 .761** 1.00

7 Network Capability 4.32 0.97 0.17 -0.04 -0.19 -0.12 .750** .957** 1.00

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).  **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).

 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

N= 73; S.D., Standard Deviation;

 

Table 8: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

 

Technology-, Business- and Network Capability 

In our test, Technology Capability was positively correlated with Business Capability,     

rTB = 0.76, and Network Capability, rTN = 0.75; Network Capability was also positively 

correlated with Business Capability, rNB = 0.96. The fact, that the correlation coefficients 

are r > 0.70, up to r = 0.96 indicates that a strong correlation between the factors is given. 

All three factors where significantly correlated (all one-tailed, ps < 0.01). 
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Age of  the 

Firm

Number of  

Employees

Growth Rate 

Employees

Growth Rate 

Turnover

Technology

Capability

Business 

Capability

Network 

Capability

Age of  the Firm 1.00

Number of  Employees 0.17 1.00

-0.15 -0.10 1.00

-.271 * -0.06 0.18 1.00

0.16 -0.05 -0.16 -.207 * 1.00

0.14 -0.10 -0.11 -0.12 .761** 1.00

0.17 -0.04 -0.19 -0.12 .750** .957** 1.00

Growth Rate Employees

Growth Rate Turnover

Technology Capability

Business Capability

Pearson Correlation

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).

Network Capability

 

Table 9: Results Pearson's Correlation 

 
Growth Rate by Employee and Turnover 

 

The Growth Rate by Turnover does express a significant negative correlation with Tech-

nology Capability (rGTT = -0.21, Sig. = 0.04). Correlation values to Business and Network 

Capability are both negative but cannot be considered significant (rGTB = -0.12 and rGTN 

= -0.12; both sig. >0.05). Likewise, the Growth Rate by Employees is not significantly re-

lated to Technology Capability (rGET = -016), Business Capability (rGEB = -0.12) and 

Network Capability (rGEN = -0.12). 

 

Age of the Firm and Number of Employees 

As indicated in Table 9, the age of the firm is negatively related to the growth rate by turn-

over with a Pearson‘s correlation coefficient of r = -0.28. The significance value is p = 0.01 

and thus the correlation is significant. No significant relation to any of the three dimen-

sions of DC was found. The correlation coefficient for the number of employees is in any 

case negative; however no significance value below p< 0,01 has been reached. 

 

5.2.1 Kendall’s-Tau Correlation Test 

 

We conducted a Pearson‘s Correlation test because it is the most common way to test a 

correlation between variables among scholars. Having in mind that our item-to-sample ra-

tio is relatively low (24/73), we also performed a Kendall‘s-Tau (τ) Correlation analysis to 

see whether the result differs significantly in another testing method. According to Field 

(2009) Kendall‘s-Tau is a non-parametric correlation test, constructed to test correlation 
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within small sample sizes, showing a large number of tied ranks. This could be the case for 

our sample. The main commonalities and differences to the Pearson‘s Correlation Test re-

sult are presented briefly (see Table 10). 

Age of  the 

Firm

Number of  

Employees

Growth Rate 

Employees

Growth Rate 

Turnover

Technology

Capability

Business 

Capability

Network 

Capability

Age of  the Firm 1.00

Number of  Employees .246** 1.00

-0.04 -0.02 1.00

-0.14 0.01 .270** 1.00

0.12 0.03 -0.09 -0.12 1.00

0.10 0.07 -0.10 -0.03 .627** 1.00

0.11 0.09 -.178 * -0.06 .600** .845** 1.00

Kendall's tau_b Correlation

Growth Rate Employees

Growth Rate Turnover

Technology Capability

Business Capability

Network Capability

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).

 

Table 10: Result Kendall's Tau Correlation 

 

Equally to the Pearson‘s Correlation test, all three dimensions of dynamic capabilities 

(technology, business, network) are positively related to each other, with a correlation coef-

ficient of τBT = 0.63, τNB = 0.85 and τNT = 0.60. For all three values the significance val-

ue is less than .001. However, in contrast to the Pearson‘s Test the Kendall‘s Test shows a 

positive relation of the growth rate by employees to growth rate by Turnover (τGEGT = 

0.27) and negative correlation to Network Capability (τEN = 0.18). In addition, the Age of 

the firm seems to be positively related to the number of employees (τAE = 0-25, sig. 0.00).  

 

5.2.2 Summary Findings of Correlation Analysis 

In regards to our research purpose two main findings stand out from the result of the Cor-

relation Analysis: First, the independent variables of our model (Technology-, Business-, 

and Network Capability) show a positive and significant relation to each other. A high cor-

relation score (e.g. rNB = 0.96) among independent variables might indicate potential Mul-

ticollinearity and disturb regression analysis. Second, none of these three factors do show a 

positive relation to the turnover growth rate or the employee growth rate (dependent vari-

ables). Nor, do the sig.-values indicate a significant positive correlation (p > 0.05) of those 

factors. As such the Correlation Analysis revealed no relation of our independent and de-

pendent variables. 
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5.3 Factor Analysis 

Drawing on the results of the Correlation Tests, we saw the need of assessing if there is a 

difference between the three independent factors and if the questionnaire items show fac-

tor loadings. In order to do so, a Factor Analysis was performed. A factor Analysis might 

help to determine if the questionnaire items can be grouped into factors based on loadings. 

Having in mind, that our conceptual model contains three factors that have been derived 

from literature review, this factors analysis could be used to test our hypothesis. However, 

this is not the case in this present study. Therefore, this Factor Analysis is of an exploratory 

rather than a confirmative nature. Hence, if factor loadings are to be found clusters of 

closely bound values should emerge around a certain factor. However, findings from the 

previous Correlation Analysis indicated a potential Multicollinearity. If this is the case, it is 

simply not possible to determine the unique contribution of the individual variables to a 

factor. 

Measurement Adequacy 

Given the purpose, the factor Analysis was conducted on 24 items from the questionnaire. 

As a method of factor extraction, Principal Component Analysis (Varimax) was chosen. 

This method can be particular useful to create simple interpretable factors in a sample. The 

Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO = 0.92) verified the sample‘s re-

liability for this analysis. According to Field (2009) KMO-values >0.9 are considered ‗su-

perb‘ and values close to one indicate that patterns are relatively compact. Moreover, Bart-

lett‘s Test of Sphericity is significant (.000) and therefore the correlation between the items 

significantly different from zero. 

Correlation Matrix 

Table 11 summarizes the correlation coefficients for the items of the questionnaire. In sum, 

all correlation coefficients report positive correlation with correlation values- ranging from 

0.21 to 0.77. The determinant for this matrix was reported as 2.2134E-010. Having in mind 

that the dimensions drawn from our extensive literature review contain the following items: 

* Network Capability Items: Q31, Q32, Q34, Q35, Q39, Q40, Q42; 

* Business Capability Items: Q15, Q16, Q18, Q21, Q24, Q25, Q27, Q28, Q30; 

* Technology Capability Items: Q1, Q2, Q4, Q6, Q8, Q9, Q11, Q13); 

The result shows that the items used for testing do not cluster as such. No significant dif-

ference between the individual factors stands out. As such, all items are measuring a similar 

dimension.  
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Item Q31 Q32 Q34 Q35 Q39 Q40 Q42 Q15 Q16 Q18 Q21 Q24 Q25 Q27 Q28 Q30 Q1 Q2 Q4 Q6 Q8 Q9 Q11 Q13

Q31 1.00

Q32 0.69 1.00

Q34 0.58 0.60 1.00

Q35 0.69 0.61 0.62 1.00

Q39 0.72 0.77 0.56 0.53 1.00

Q40 0.67 0.52 0.63 0.60 0.59 1.00

Q42 0.70 0.75 0.57 0.60 0.71 0.61 1.00

Q15 0.75 0.72 0.65 0.71 0.71 0.64 0.70 1.00

Q16 0.75 0.67 0.71 0.65 0.71 0.68 0.69 0.76 1.00

Q18 0.67 0.65 0.47 0.57 0.66 0.52 0.65 0.64 0.62 1.00

Q21 0.42 0.56 0.65 0.41 0.50 0.52 0.45 0.49 0.56 0.41 1.00

Q24 0.56 0.55 0.52 0.44 0.58 0.55 0.55 0.59 0.50 0.45 0.30 1.00

Q25 0.62 0.63 0.56 0.54 0.61 0.45 0.61 0.51 0.58 0.51 0.30 0.37 1.00

Q27 0.60 0.61 0.58 0.49 0.61 0.55 0.51 0.55 0.59 0.41 0.52 0.43 0.34 1.00

Q28 0.59 0.62 0.47 0.51 0.53 0.52 0.56 0.61 0.59 0.56 0.40 0.48 0.43 0.38 1.00

Q30 0.70 0.62 0.64 0.64 0.66 0.59 0.68 0.67 0.67 0.52 0.38 0.52 0.63 0.58 0.46 1.00

Q1 0.62 0.44 0.44 0.57 0.54 0.51 0.45 0.51 0.59 0.52 0.34 0.30 0.49 0.47 0.46 0.54 1.00

Q2 0.67 0.56 0.54 0.58 0.62 0.55 0.55 0.67 0.63 0.59 0.52 0.44 0.48 0.46 0.53 0.54 0.77 1.00

Q4 0.53 0.54 0.58 0.49 0.54 0.52 0.54 0.55 0.55 0.64 0.56 0.40 0.39 0.42 0.51 0.37 0.64 0.65 1.00

Q6 0.54 0.55 0.51 0.49 0.44 0.54 0.46 0.48 0.57 0.55 0.44 0.33 0.52 0.28 0.42 0.42 0.63 0.64 0.70 1.00

Q8 0.55 0.43 0.56 0.49 0.44 0.44 0.46 0.57 0.57 0.38 0.50 0.32 0.32 0.49 0.43 0.50 0.61 0.65 0.64 0.51 1.00

Q9 0.50 0.48 0.51 0.49 0.47 0.37 0.50 0.47 0.52 0.56 0.48 0.31 0.41 0.38 0.35 0.49 0.58 0.60 0.59 0.56 0.57 1.00

Q11 0.55 0.49 0.57 0.47 0.45 0.41 0.43 0.47 0.50 0.42 0.49 0.44 0.42 0.37 0.42 0.54 0.59 0.69 0.54 0.55 0.69 0.58 1.00

Q13 0.43 0.35 0.44 0.39 0.40 0.38 0.21 0.41 0.41 0.42 0.44 0.39 0.28 0.42 0.32 0.40 0.58 0.59 0.46 0.42 0.65 0.47 0.73 1.00

Table 11:  Factor Analysis Correlation Matrix
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5.4 Linear Regression Analysis 

Subsequently to the Factor Analysis, a Linear Regression Analysis was performed to test 

whether or not the developed model can be confirmed. Even if the Factor Analysis shows 

that no difference between the three factors exists, a Regression Analysis was performed.  

On the one hand this was done to follow the scientific procedure but also to ensure that no 

mistake has been made in the analyses beforehand. The results of the regression analysis 

are summarized in Table 12. 

None of the dynamic capabilities dimension had a positive relation to firm growth in our 

sample firms. We repeated the analyses in two different variations: one using the employee 

growth rate instead of the turnover growth rate as a depended variable and one using an 

independent variable containing mean values of all three dimensions of DC. The later test 

version is based on the findings that our test factors seem to measure a similar dimension 

and could not as assumed distinguished in the three factors of our model. However, Dy-

namic capabilities were not related to both growth rates in any of our tests.  

Although the tested dynamic capability variables seemed to have no relation, we could ob-

serve that other firm-level variables such as the age of the firm were statistically correlated 

to the turnover growth rate. 
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Variables B Std. Error Beta Variables B Std. Error Beta

Controls Controls

Age of  the Firm -0.22 0.11 -.25 Age of  the Firm -0.11 0.14 -.10

Number of  Employees 0.00 0.00 -.02 Number of  Employees 0.00 0.00 -.04

Independents Independents

Technology Capability -0.21 0.15 -.26 Technology Capability -0.12 0.19 -.12

Business Cpability 0.01 0.38 .01 Business Cpability 0.86 0.48 -.75

Network Capabiltiy 0.09 0.34 .11 Network Capabiltiy -0.84 0.43 -.85

Constant 2.06 0.56 Constant 1.65 0.76

R2 0.11 R2 0.10

∆R2 0.04 ∆R2 0.33

F-statistics 1.62 F-statistics 1.49

 N =73  N =73

Variables B Std. Error Beta Variables B Std. Error Beta

Controls Controls

Age of  the Firm -0.22 0.11 -.25 Age of  the Firm -0.13 0.14 -.11

Number of  Employees 0.00 0.00 -.02 Number of  Employees 0.00 0.00 -.09

Independents Independents

Dynamic Capabilies -0.11 0.11 -.12 Dynamic Capabilies -0.17 0.14 -.15

Constant 1.95 0.56 Constant 2.11 0.72

R2 0.87 R2 0.51

∆R2 0.47 ∆R2 0.10

F-statistics 2.19 F-statistics 1.24

 N =73  N =73

 Result of  Regression Analysis for Turnover Growth Rate Result of  Regression Analysis for Employee Growth Rate

Result of  Regression Analysis for Turnover Growth Rate Result of  Regression Analysis for Employee Growth Rate

Table 12:Results Regression Analysis 
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6 Discussion 

This chapter will reflect the main findings of our thesis and discuss potential grounds of is-

sues. First, the key findings of our study will be presented. Second, the research purpose 

and the hypotheses as presented earlier will be revised and discusses in detail. Third, we will 

compare our study to the existing literature and point out similarities and differences. Final-

ly, as our assumptions have been rejected, we will explore the different options that could 

have caused this result. Thus, we explore two options which we believe might have the 

biggest influence on our model: (1) sample size and (2) suitability DC of dimensions. As we 

consider those two options to be the most relevant, any other options explored are treated 

as inferior.  

Key Findings 

Our results stress that the current comprehension of dynamic capabilities needs to be mod-

ified to better fit the context of start-ups. In particular, our findings suggest that the under-

lying dimension in our tri-core model might have a greater impact on growth mechanisms 

of established organizations rather than resource scarce start-ups. By applying the dynamic 

capability approach on growth of start-up firms, our study contributes to an improved un-

derstanding of how dynamic capabilities might be measured in terms of firm growth. Fur-

thermore, our findings might also provide empirical evidence that dynamic capabilities 

themselves do not affect firm performance directly but rather have a mediating effect. 

In order to sustain competitive advantage in dynamic markets, companies consequently 

have to combine their resources in new ways and add novel assets (Eisenhardt & Martin, 

2000; Teece, 2007; 2012). The dynamic capability framework was introduced in order to 

address this issue and to provide a theoretical explanation. Various perspectives on how 

dynamic capabilities are conceptualized seem to exist. It remains still unclear whether DC 

can have a direct or indirect impact on firm performance. The purpose of this study is to 

extend existing theory by providing empirical evidence on this topic. As an effort to do so, 

we assessed whether growth development can directly be explained by different configura-

tions of dynamic capabilities for our sample. Drawing on existing literature, we introduced 

a tri-core model containing three different dimensions of dynamic capabilities: technology, 

business and network (Wu & Hsia, 2008, Lin & Hsia, 2011 etc.). Based on our findings 

from an extensive literature review, we found several studies indicating the effect of those 

dimensions of dynamic capabilities on firm performance. Therefore, in our hypotheses we 

assumed that technology capabilities, business capabilities and network capabilities have a 

positive impact on firm growth. In particular, we assumed that: 

- H1a: Technology Capability has a positive impact on firm growth, 

- H1b: Business Capability has a positive impact on firm growth and 

- H1c: Network Capability has a positive impact on firm growth.  
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We selected the firm‘s growth rate by turnover and additionally employees to measure per-

formance. Drawing on the results of our analysis, we conclude that the tested model has 

not proven to be appropriate to explain the growth development of e-commerce firms in 

our sample. Thus, none of our hypotheses could be confirmed. 

Although correlation analyses reported that none of the factors are related to the turnover 
growth rate or the employee growth rate, the independent variables seemed to be highly re-
lated to each other. Even though the relationship was not statistically significant, a negative 
relationship from each of the factors to the growth rates was reported. In sum, the suggest-
ed tri-core model has not proven to be confirmed in the context of start-up firms. Never-
theless, our findings seem to support those of Stam and Gibcus (2012), who also reported 
no statistical significant effect of dynamic capabilities on new firm growth in their study. 
Their result is based on a longitudinal study using a Panel study of 647 firms. In addition, 
their findings reveal that other firm level determinants such as investment capital and 
growth intentions indicate a significant relationship on new firm growth instead. In addi-
tion, Protogerou et al. (2014) generally suggest that dynamic capabilities have a positive im-
pact on firm performance. In their study on 271 Greek manufacturing companies they 
found, that marketing and technology capabilities support resource reconfiguration dynam-
ic capabilities can enhance a competitive advantage. According to, Protogerou et al. (2014) 
their study provides empirical evidence that the concept dynamic capabilities (as higher or-
der capabilities) have a mediating effect on firm performance. As such they state that a di-
rect impact of dynamic capabilities has been proven insignificant. 

Considering the previous statement, we might argue that the result of our study might offer 
empirical evidence as well. The rejection of our hypotheses might support the argumenta-
tion on dynamic capabilities having a mediating impact on firm performance. With that in 
mind we consider that the contribution of our thesis to existing literature is not done in 
numbers, but in exploring potential causes why our hypotheses did not work out.  

 

6.1 Exploring potential causes 

In the following we will explore what might be the underlying cause for these findings. As 

such, we will focus on two options, which we believe are most important to elaborate up 

on: (1) a potential issue resulting from the size of our sample and (2) the construct of our 

model in the context of start-up growth. As stated in the introduction, scholars still remain 

skeptical about the dynamic capability approach Considering the sheer amount of research 

it becomes clear that it bears a high level of complexity (see Helfat & Peteraf, 2009; Peteraf 

et al., 2013). Having that in mind, it is hard to tell whether one thing caused this result. 

Nevertheless, we will explore several options. 

Sample Size 

None of our three hypotheses have been confirmed throughout our analysis. One potential 

cause might be that the size of our sample was simply too small to reach statistical signifi-

cance. According to Guadagnoli and Velicer (1988) the sample size is one of the most sig-

nificant determinants of reliability in a study. However, there is no rule for how large your 
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sample size has to be. In general it can be said, that a larger sample tends to increase the 

accuracy and minimize the probability of errors, which results in an increased generalizabil-

ity. As a rule of thumb Field (2009) recommends 10-15 participants per variable. In addi-

tion, he points out that the optimal size of a sample depends on the individual study and 

what the research purpose is. A sample size too small might result in mistakes in the anal-

yses, e.g. misinterpretation in the regression. Comfrey and Lee (1992) define that ―the ade-

quacy of sample size might be evaluated very roughly on the following scale: 50 – very poor; 100 – poor; 

200 – fair; 300 – good; 500 – very good; 1000 or more – excellent” (p. 217). Evaluating our sample 

size (N=73) by this definition, would indicate a poor to very poor sample size. However, a 

finite conclusion whether our sample might have caused the result con not be done. 

 

Model does not properly address the issues given 

Findings form the correlation and factor analysis indicates a strong interrelation between 

the factors used our model. Interpreting the result leads to the conclusion, that the factors 

drawn from literature (Lin &Hsia, 2011, Wu & Hsia 2008) might measure a similar dimen-

sion. For the construction of the model the contrary was assumed. Thus, a need occurred 

to explore why the factors are highly correlated with each other. Keeping in mind that our 

sample size is limited, we will explore whether the result of our study might be caused by 

an interrelations that exist in literature. 

While browsing the literature for suitable dimensions we could incorporate in our model, 

we focused on finding measures that were specifically related to the e-commerce industry. 

Given that premise, dimensions as suggested by Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) or Teece et 

al. (1997) were considered to be too generic and not useful as a ―predictor at hand‖. Thus 

we decided on adapting the measures as suggested by Wu & Hsia (2008) and Lin and Hsia 

(2011). Reviewing both works, in the light of our ―interrelation –problem‖ one thing stands 

out. In a study in 2008, Wu & Hsia categorized the predictor ―developing partnership‖ in 

Business Capabilities. However, in another study in 2011, Lin & Hsia added an entire third 

dimension ―Network‖ based on this predictor to the existing model. This might be one ex-

planation for the interrelation of our factors. Additionally, in his NEBIC- approach, 

Wheeler (2005) implies that business capabilities build up on technology capabilities. With 

regards to the logic of the argumentation above, this implies that these two capabilities 

might be interrelated by nature. Thus it might be the case that the factors used in the model 

were not applicable. 

 

Applicability of DC dimensions on startups 

Our results indicate that the dynamic capability dimensions as introduced in the literature 

of strategic management cannot explain growth of entrepreneurial firms. Thus, it could be 
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argued that start-ups adapt differing strategic processes compared to established firms 

(Lester, 1997; Bhide, 2000; Michael, 2002). 

The main focus of these processes seems to be on value creation, opportunity recognition 

and the exploration of business opportunities (Michael et al., 2002) as well as on opportuni-

ty adaptation (Bhide, 2000), while established firms emphasize analysis and continuity 

(Bhide, 2000) as well as loss prevention and coordination (Michael et al., 2002). Further, 

different dynamic capabilities seem to be relevant for early firm development and growth. 

In correspondence with our findings, Boccardelli et al. (2006) argue that individuals and en-

trepreneurial teams possess the ability to match uncertainty and altering market needs by 

improvising and re-interpreting the utilization of resources. Therefore, it is to question if 

the dimensions as used in this model per se are applicable in the context of start-ups. 
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7 Conclusion 

In the following, we will conclude the main findings of our thesis, introduce implications 
for both theory and practice, and finally indicate limitations to this research as well as sug-
gestions for further research.  

7.1 Implications for Theory 

The purpose of this thesis was to investigate if dynamic capabilities have a positive impact 

on start-up performance. As performance measure we chose the turnover growth rate and 

the employee growth rate. From an extensive literature review we derived three dimensions 

of dynamic capabilities. We assumed that those would impact firm growth. However, our 

findings reported that our hypotheses could not be confirmed. Thus, the model as elabo-

rated in this thesis has not proven to be applicable to explain start-up growth. With this 

thesis we do not seek to contribute in numbers. Rather do we seek to contribute to the dy-

namic capability literature by exploring possible options on what could have caused our re-

sult?  

We believe that two options stand out as the most important: (1) the sample size might be 

too small to be statistically significant and (2) the factors used to create our model might be 

interrelated by nature. As discussed in the previous section our thesis stresses that the con-

ceptualization of dynamic capabilities could be modified to better fit to companies in dif-

ferent life-cycle phases. Scholars still remain unclear about the conceptualization of dynam-

ic capabilities. The result of this thesis might help to point out conceptualizations of dy-

namic capability that last on theoretical contribution and hence do not have enough empir-

ical evidence to be accepted as ―true‖. 

 

7.2 Implications for Practice 

Knowing about the dimensions of dynamic capabilities and which processes might suit 

their company might help managers within the top-management to better understand the 

nature of dynamic capabilities. Moreover, could founders or CEO‘s of e-commerce start-

ups develop and transform their company‘s dynamic capabilities. By doing so firms might 

enhance their performance and thus gain sustained competitive advantage. 

 

7.3 Limitations and further research 

Following the theoretical and practical implications of this study, the limitations this re-

search are listed and some suggestions for future research are provided during the upcom-

ing paragraphs. Hence, when looking at the limitations of this research, it can be men-

tioned that the research was conducted within a limited time frame, which mainly influ-

enced the sample size for our analysis. A larger sample might have shown different results 

in the analyses.  
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Secondly, the literature on growth still remains unclear about the method of assessing 

growth in entrepreneurial firms. The ROI, for example, cannot be used as a growth meas-

ure because entrepreneurial firms are just too young. Other, rather qualitative than quanti-

tative measures, might be more appropriate to assess growth in entrepreneurial firms.  

An additional limitation to this study is in regard to the non-probability sampling. The re-

spondents did not receive any incentive from our side and had to self-report their opinion 

about their own firm‘s DC. One could imagine that the respondents were biased to assess 

their firm‘s DC better than they are in reality 

For future research, we suggest to use other, more tangible measures to assess dynamic ca-

pabilities in start-up firms. In addition, other dimensions than the ones used in this study 

(technology, business, network) could be addressed and assessed towards their impact on 

growth. Our suggestion here is to focus on the entrepreneurial individual and the entrepre-

neurial team.  

Furthermore, one could also include a founder‘s or manager‘s experience as a control when 

assessing a start-up for dynamic capabilities. We assume that lacking reference values might 

have led to inadequate evaluation of dynamic capabilities.  
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9 Appendix  

I. Survey in German 

 

Fragebogen im Rahmen einer Masterthesis 
 

Jönköping International Business School ist eine der führenden Universitäten im Bereich 

Entrepreneurship in Schweden. Im Rahmen eines Forschungsprojekts zum Thema:  

 

Wachstum von E-Commerces Start-up’s  

 

möchten wir Sie herzlich einladen an diesem Fragebogen teilzunehmen und somit unsere 

Studie zu unterstützen. Das Beantworten der Fragen sollte nicht mehr als 15min Ihrer Zeit 

in Anspruch nehmen! Es gibt keine offenen Fragen, Sie müssen lediglich  

 

Um die bestmöglichen Antworten zu geben empfiehlt es sich, dass eine Person aus dem 

Top-Management oder Gründer-Team den Fragebogen ausfüllt. Bitte beschreiben Sie beim 

Ausfüllen den Zustand des Unternehmens im Jahre 2014. Dies hilft uns eine klare 

Momentaufnahme zu erlangen und eine Verwendbarkeit der Daten zu gewährleisten. 

 

Für Ihre Mithilfe und die eingesetzte Mühe möchten wir uns schon jetzt ganz 

herzlich  bedanken! Sollten Sie weitere Fragen zu der Studie haben, zögern Sie bitte 

nicht uns umgehend unter der folgende Adresse zu kontaktieren: 

 

krmi1333@jibs.hj.se 

hema13mh@jibs.hj.se 

 

 

Freundliche Grüße aus Schweden, 

 

Michael Kreutz & Matthias Henrichs 

 

  

mailto:krmi1333@jibs.hj.se
mailto:hema13@jibs.hj.se
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Angaben zum Unternehmen: 

 

Firmenname: 

Ort:  

Gründungsjahr: 

Anzahl an Mitarbeitern: 

2014: 

2013: 

2012: 

 

Umsatz: 

2014: 

2013: 

2012: 

 

Eigenständige Firma? Ja, eigenständig / Nein, Teil eines anderen (größeren) Unternehmens 

 

 

 

1. Bitte bewerten Sie Ihre Fähigkeit, LAN- und WLAN Netzwerke in eine gemeinsame 

Infrastruktur zu integrieren. 

 

2. Inwieweit verfügen sie über eine globale Kommunikationsumgebung, um die Zusammenarbeit 

zweier unabhängiger Systeme zu unterstützen? 

 

4. Inwieweit besitzen sie die Fähigkeit, offene Informations-Systemarchitekturen zu konfigurieren 

und heterogene Computing-Plattformen aufzubauen? 

 

6. In welchem Umfang nutzen Sie neue Ansätze und Tools zur Entwicklung neuer Software? 

 

8. Bitte beurteilen Sie Ihre Fähigkeit, kontextbezogene Inhalte auf Basis von z.B. physischen 

Standort, emotionalen Zustand, persönliche Vergangenheit, Verhaltensmuster, zu erstellen. 

 

9. Wie gut gelingt es Ihnen, Multimedia-Inhalte über mehrere Ein- / Ausgabegeräte (devices) zu 

generieren? 
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11. Inwieweit verfügen sie über die Fähigkeit, spezialisierte und kontextbezogene Dienstleistungen 

zu bieten, die den Kundenbedürfnissen gerecht werden und die auf „time-to-market―- Systeme 

eingestellt (dynamisch modifiziert) sind?   

 

13. Inwiefern gelingt es ihnen, Online- und Offline-Services in einen Servicekanal zu integrieren? 

 

15. Bitte beurteilen Sie Ihre Fähigkeiten Marktchancen und Geschäftsmöglichkeiten zu 

erschnüffeln und daraus Vorteile zu gewinnen. 

 

16. Wie ausgeprägt sind Ihre Fähigkeiten, neu Geschäftsmöglichkeiten frühzeitig auszunutzen? 

 

18. Bitte beurteilen Sie Ihre Fähigkeiten, potenzielle Mehrwerte und Geschäftsmöglichkeiten von 

E-Commerce Initiativen zu erkennen? 

 

21. Bitte ermessen Sie Ihre Fähigkeiten, Ihre Bewertungskriterien für Kunden-Mehrwerte neu zu 

definieren. 

 

24. Bitte bewerten Sie Ihre Fähigkeiten, Geschäftsprozesse (die durch neue IT möglich werden) zu 

überarbeiten um dadurch neue Kanalfunktionen nutzen zu können. 

  

25. Inwieweit sind Sie in der Lage flexible Preismodelle zu erfinden? 

  

27. Bitte bewerten Sie Ihre Fähigkeiten neue Marktchancen- welche Ihre Marktbegleiter bis dato 

nicht erkannten- frühzeitig zu erkennen. 

 

28. Wie stark segmentieren Sie verschiedene Märkte durch Ausnutzung der Stärken 

unterschiedlicher Kanäle? 

 

30. Bitte beurteilen Sie Ihre Fähigkeiten einzigartige Produkte und / oder Serviceleistungen für 

bereits existierenden Märkten (virtuell oder physisch) bereitzustellen? 

 

31. Bitte bewerten Sie Ihre Fähigkeiten, effektive und langfristige Beziehungen mit 

Geschäftspartnern und Kunden zu entwickeln. 

  

32. In welchem Umfang halten Sie Kundenbeziehungen aufrecht, indem Sie Beteiligung und 

Zusammenarbeit dieser fördern? 

 

34. Bitte bewerten Sie die Fähigkeiten Ihres Unternehmens, komplementäre Ressourcen aus einem 

unternehmerischen Netzwerk zu gewinnen und zu integrieren, um daraus Geschäftsaktivitäten zu 

realisieren. 

 

35. Wie würden Sie Ihre Fähigkeiten einschätzen, ein effektives Netzwerk aufzubauen, um daraus 

Vorteile durch externe Partner zu realisieren (Bsp. durch Sourcing-Vereinbarungen)? 

39. Wie gut verwenden Sie eine direkte Beteiligung von Kunden oder Geschäftspartnern um neue 

Geschäftspotenziale zu erzeugen? (Beteiligung Bsp. durch Schaffung eines neuen Services, 

Gestaltung neuer Produkte und Marketing dieser neuen Produkte / Services)? 
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40. Inwieweit ist Ihr Unternehmen in der Lage potentielle Risiken und Nutzen in kooperativen 

Partnerschaften zu erkennen und zu bewerten? 

 

42. Bitte beurteilen Sie die Fähigkeiten Ihres Unternehmens strategische Allianzen und / oder 

Kooperationen mit den wichtigsten Interessengruppen einzugehen, um dadurch komplementäre 

Vermögenswerte (Vertriebskanäle, komplementäre Technologien etc.) zu erhalten. 

 

 

II. Dynamic Capabilities/ Indicators & Original Sources 

 

Table 13: Technological Capabilities for E-Commerce 

Technological Ca-

pabilities 
Indicators Sources 

Planning IT Infra-

structure 
 Integrate wired and wireless networking into a common in-

frastructure. 

 Create global communication environments to support in-

teroperability and transparency 

 Enable a universal and standardized network protocol. 

Wheeler (2002), Wu and Hsia 

(2008) 

 

Integrating Software 

Platform 
 Configure open information system architectures to assemble 

heterogeneous computing platforms. 

 Develop new solutions and methods for intra- and inter-

organizational system integration. 

 Use new approaches and tools for software development. 

Daniel and Wilson (2003), Ba-

rua et al. (2005), Wu and Hsia 

(2008) 

 

Designing Content  Combine transaction information and customer needs into 

context-aware content (e.g., physical location, physiological 

state, emotional state, personal history, and behavioral pat-

terns). 

 Deliver multimedia content across multiple input/output de-

vices. 

 Develop novel means of content layout and user interface de-

sign for dynamic service offering 

Willcocks et al. (2007), Wu 

and Hsia (2008) 

 

Delivering New 

Service 
 Furnish specialized context-aware services that must be dy-

namically modified with time-to-market systems that meet the 

customer‘s personal needs 

 Offer value-added personalized service at the point of need 

by tracking personal identity 

 Integrate online and offline services into a service channel. 

 Develop security integrated transaction mechanisms and solu-

tions. 

Wu and Hsia (2008) 
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Table 14: Business Capabilities for E-Commerce 

Business  

Capabilities 
Indicators Sources 

Entrepreneurial 

Alertness and Market 

Responsiveness 

 Ability to sense market changes and business opportunities, 

and take advantage of them 

 Ability to explore and exploit opportunities speedily 

 Ability to be alert to changes in technology, customer 

needs, and markets by continuously scanning the business 

environment. 

Sambamurthy et al. (2003), 

Malhotra et al. (2005), Lin and 

Hsia (2011) 

 

Envisioning Custom-

er Value 
 Recognize the potential added value and business opportu-

nities of E-commerce initiatives. 

 Convey new value propositions and usability of E-

commerce to market. 

 Iteratively integrate IS/IT effort with the new value propo-

sitions of E-commerce. 

 Redefine metrics tied to assessing new customer value. 

Afuah and Tucci (2003), Dan-

iel and Wilson (2003), Wu and 

Hsia (2008) 

 

Executing Business 

Innovation 
 Integrate new and existing channels into a universal market 

and unified channel. 

 Use each channel‘s strength by specializing across channels 

to avoid channel conflicts. 

 Reengineer the business processes that new IT makes pos-

sible to exploit new channel capabilities 

 Invent flexible pricing models (e.g., price discrimination, 

and mobile pricing) and develop new marketing skills to 

serve E-commerce market. 

Johnson et al. (2008), Wu and 

Hsia (2008) 

 

Matching with eco-

nomic opportunities 
 Be early to identify new market opportunities that existing 

E-commerce is unable to cover 

 Segment different markets by using each channel‘s 

strengths. 

 Focus on the existing customer base and geographical 

communities served. 

 Provide unique products and services to generate increased 

purchase in existing physical or virtual markets. 

Rai et al. (2006), Zhuang 

(2005), Wu and Hsia (2008) 
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Table 15 Network Capabilities for E-Commerce 

Network  

Capabilities 
Indicators Sources 

Developing Partner-

ships 
 Ability to develop and sustain effective relationships with 

business partners and customers. 

 Sustaining customer relationships, promoting them 

through involvement and cooperation, and ensuring stake-

holder satisfaction and proprietorship over their links in 

the value chain. 

 Explore the long-term potential for creating win–win situ-

ations with partners. 

Willcocks et al. (2007), Pisano 

and Verganti (2008), Wu and 

Hsia (2008) 

Value network gov-

ernance 
 Ability to gain and integrate complementary resources 

from the value network for the execution of business ac-

tivities. 

 Ability to build an effective value network through a port-

folio of sourcing agreements and alliances to realize bene-

fits from external stakeholders. 

 Effective structuring of information exchanges, transaction 

mechanisms, and decision rights of a firm with its partners 

in executing supply chain activities, making decisions, and 

developing collaborative relationships. 

Rai et al. (2008) 

Fostering co-

production and 

knowledge sharing 

 Ability to improve co-production activities to realize the 

value co-creation of e-business innovations. 

 Utilizes the direct involvement of customers and business 

partners in the generation of value by creating a service 

context, and by participating in the design, delivery and 

marketing of their new products and services 

 Ability to evaluate potential risks and benefits, managing 

robust collaborative relationships 

 Ability to design  appropriate mechanisms and incentives 

for key partners to partake in and equitably share value 

Schultze et al. (2007), 

Osterwalder et al. (2005), 

Ordanni & Plasini (2008) 

Co-creating relational 

value 
 Form strategic alliances and collaborate with key stake-

holders to obtain core complementary assets (e.g., distribu-

tion channels and complimentary technologies) 

Saraf et al. (2007), Kohli and 

Gover (2008) 

 

 


