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A SaP based framework for researching the practice of dynamic capability 

 

Summary 

This paper responds to a call for the development of detailed understanding of how dynamic 
capability is used in practice through the application of a Strategy as Practice (SaP) perspective 
(Regnér, 2008; Ambrosini and Bowman, 2009). Drawing on the Dynamic Capabilities (DC) and 
SaP perspective literatures, we present a conceptual framework for researching dynamic 
capability practice - what people actually do in relation to dynamic capability. This conceptual 
framework integrates focal SaP perspective concepts – practitioners, practices, praxis, activities 
and intermediate outcomes – with a DC perspective focus on intermediate resource base 
outcomes. We argue that the conceptual framework might be used as a basis for new empirical 
studies as well as the synthesis of extant findings from each perspective to develop 
understanding of dynamic capability practice. We also suggest that the conceptual framework 
may contribute to addressing further developmental calls from within the SaP and DC 
perspective literatures.  
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Introduction 

As an extension of the resource based view (RBV), the Dynamic Capabilities (DC) perspective 
offers insights as to how, in pursuit of survival and growth, organisations might manage their 
resource base in reaction to environmental shifts or in the creation and exploitation of favourable 
market change (Teece et al, 1997; Helfat et al, 2007). As indicated by a growing number of 
publications and conference tracks, the DC perspective represents a high profile development in 
the strategic management community of interest to both academics and practitioners (Easterby-
Smith et al, 2009). However, Regnér (2008) and Ambrosini and Bowman (2009) argue that 
without finer-grained understanding of how dynamic capability is realised in practice, the 
perspective may be subject to the same criticisms of vague, tautological reasoning and limited 
practical relevance levelled at the resource based view (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Priem and 
Butler, 2001).  

The strategy-as-practice (SaP) perspective has emerged from endeavours to apply a “practice 
turn” to the field of strategy (Chia, 2004; Johnson et al, 2008). In doing so, a SaP perspective 
addresses the micro-detail of ‘strategizing’ - the ongoing process of making and managing 
strategy as a situated, social activity (Whittington et al, 2006) - as an enabler to making strategy 
theory relevant to the realities of modern business life. Both Regnér (2008) and Ambrosini and 
Bowman (2009) propose that the Strategy as Practice (SaP) perspective might usefully augment 
the DC perspective, enabling practitioner-relevant, robust theory building about the micro detail 
of dynamic capability in practice. 

Drawing on a SaP perspective, it is against a need to better understand the detail of how dynamic 
capability might be used in practice that this paper’s intended contribution is directed. 
Specifically, we aim to develop a conceptual framework for use as a point of departure for 
researching what people actually do when using dynamic capability, which we refer to forthwith 
as ‘dynamic capability practice’. We base our framework on potential points of intersection 
between the DC and SaP perspectives identified from literature where detailed understanding of 
practice might be defensibly developed through the application of a SAP perspective to dynamic 
capability theory building. Our intention is that this framework could be used as a basis for 
future empirical research designs seeking to explicate different elements of the micro-detail of 
how dynamic capability is actually used in practice. 

To construct such a framework, firstly we explicate from literature our interpretations of the foci 
and assumptions associated with the DC and SaP perspectives. Subsequently, we present a 
conceptual framework for researching dynamic capability practice based on identified points of 
intersection and complementarity between the two perspectives. We then reflect on how the 
framework might be used and the benefits it may yield before concluding with the nomination of 
a research agenda for deployment of the framework, tempered by acknowledgment of the 
limitations of our interpretations of the literature. 

Bringing alternative perspectives together from literature 

Based on their AOMR editorial experience, Okhuysen and Bonardi (2011) advise that the 
proximity of the focal phenomena and degree of compatibility of underlying assumptions are two 
important dimensions to address when combining theoretical perspectives. As such, we 
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commence our study by reviewing the DC and SaP literatures separately in order to identify and 
describe our interpretations of the focal phenomena and assumptions associated with each 
perspective as a precursor to proposing a framework for researching dynamic capability practice. 
We also highlight development opportunities for the DC and SaP perspectives as nominated by 
authors in the individual streams of literature. Our aim in doing so is to identify aspects of the 
DC perspective, and also the SaP perspective, where significant gains might be realized through 
combination with an alternative theoretical perspective (Whetten, 1989, Holweg and Pil, 2008), 
thus informing our discussion of how the conceptual framework developed might most usefully 
be applied.  

Macpherson and Jones (2010) suggest that despite the many prescriptive procedures available for 
systematic literature review in management studies, there should be a degree of flexibility to 
match the approach taken to the local circumstances of the review. In this study, we believe there 
to be most value in developing deep insights as to where the SaP and DC perspectives might be 
used in combination in a robust and relevant way. As such, we opt against a full structured 
literature review (Tranfield et al, 2003) in favour of a ‘snowball approach’ (Greenhalgh and 
Peacock, 2005) bounded by and intended to develop deep insights into the foci, assumptions and 
developmental areas expressed in each perspective’s literature.  

We commence with our interpretation of the views expressed in the DC perspective literature. 

Theoretical Background - Dynamic Capabilities (DC) Perspective 

Dynamic capabilities have become a topic of increasing interest to academics and practitioners 
alike, propelled to the forefront of agendas by perceived relevance to the hypercompetitive 
modern business world (Ambrosini and Bowman, 2009; Easterby-Smith et al, 2009). Teece et al 
(1997) propose a “dynamic capabilities” perspective of strategic management which emphasises 
the importance of an organisation’s capacity to develop, deploy and protect combinations of 
competences and resources over time. In alignment with this view, many organisational 
phenomena with elements of strategic change and purposeful adaptation have been described as 
examples of dynamic capability e.g. alliancing and acquisition capabilities (Zollo and Winter, 
2002; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000), absorptive capacity (Zahra and George, 2002; Wheeler, 
2002), continuous improvement culture (Ambrosini et al, 2009; Anand et al, 2009),  
organisational learning (Teece et al, 1997; Zollo and Winter, 2002) and strategic decision 
making processes (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Helfat et al, 2007).  

In the decade or so following Teece et al’s (1997) seminal publication, a profusion of 
interpretations of the central concepts from authors from divergent backgrounds resulted in 
terminological confusion and a lack of foundational theoretical clarity and focus, impeding 
advancement of the embryonic perspective (Winter, 2003; Schreyögg and Kliesch-Eberl, 2007, 
Barreto, 2010). To address this issue, a group of eminent authors in the field proposed a 
‘unifying’ definition of dynamic capability as “the capacity of an organisation to purposefully 
create, extend or modify its resource base” (Helfat et al 2007, p4). This definition is nominated 
for widespread adoption on the basis that it is “precise enough to be meaningful yet broad 
enough to allow scholars to learn more about the nature and origins of dynamic capabilities 
through investigation” from their own perspective (Easterby-Smith et al, 2009, pS3).  
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Recognising the stated need for greater conceptual alignment in the community seeking to 
develop the dynamic capabilities perspective, we adopt Helfat et al’s (2007) high level definition 
for our study. As such, in the following text we aim to explicate concepts and boundaries from 
the literature in relation to Helfat et al’s (2007) definition of dynamic capability. 

The dynamic capabilities perspective is frequently described as an extension of the resource 
based view (RBV) as they share an argument that resource combinations and capabilities are key 
to defining an organisation’s competitive potential (Easterby-Smith and Prieto, 2008; Ambrosini 
and Bowman, 2009). However, whilst the RBV addresses the leverage of VRIN (and later 
VRIO) resources, the dynamic capabilities perspective places emphasis on understanding 
organisational capacity to opportunistically renew and manage resource combinations and 
capabilities over time (Barney, 1991, 2002; Teece et al, 1997). As such, dynamic capability 
represents the capacity to deliver intermediate resource base change outcomes rather than direct 
organisational performance effects and the notion that dynamic capability is a necessary but 
insufficient condition for competitive advantage is a key underlying assumption in the literature 
(Teece et al, 1997; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Wheeler, 2002; Helfat and Peteraf, 2003; Zahra 
et al, 2006, Helfat et al, 2007). 

One central concern of the dynamic capabilities perspective is uncovering knowledge about 
mechanisms of purposeful organisational adaptation and how they might develop valuable 
resource combinations and capabilities over time (Teece et al, 1997; Eisenhardt and Martin, 
2000; Makadok, 2001; Helfat et al, 2007). Mechanisms of dynamic capability are generally 
considered to emerge from combinations of organisational resources and capabilities (Collis, 
1994; Helfat et al, 2007; Danneels, 2008; Ambrosini et al, 2009). However, there are varied 
views in the literature as to how dynamic capability, as a higher order concept, might be 
constructed (Schreyögg  and Kliesch-Eberl, 2007). Teece et al (1997), Eisenhardt and Martin 
(2000) and Helfat et al (2007) argue that dynamic capabilities emerge from processes1; Witcher 
et al (2008), Easterby-Smith et al (2009) and Athreye et al (2009) refer to dynamic capability as 
a higher order capability; King and Tucci (2002), Zollo and Winter (2002) and Winter (2003) 
refer to a dynamic capability as being grounded in routines. 

Alternatively, authors such as Schreyögg  and Kliesch Eberl (2007), Pandza and Thorpe (2009) 
and Ambrosini and Bowman (2009) suggest that whilst dynamic capability may have a patterned 
element, described variably by different authors as routines/ behavioural orientations/ rules/ 
procedures etc, in practice it may incorporate inherently unpatterned components relating to the 
perceptions, characteristics and limitations of the actors involved with an organisation. Relatedly, 
the degree to which dynamic capability is patterned or unpatterned will be influenced by 
organisational and institutional context (Teece et al, 1997; Ambrosini and Bowman, 2009). 

                                                           
1 Our reading of the literature suggests that views tend to align with a definition of processes as 
“collections of activities that, taken together, produce outputs” (Benner and Tushmann, 2003, 
p240); a definition of capabilities as the potential to do certain things (but does not necessarily 
reflect that which is done) (Easterby-Smith and Prieto, 2008, p237) and routines as “behaviour 
that is learned, highly patterned, repetitious or quasi-repetitious” (Winter 2003, p991) 
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Despite varying views of dynamic capability componentry, there is wide agreement in the 
literature that managers are the key proponents of dynamic capability through the provision of 
resource deployment, coordination and orchestration activities (Mahoney 1995, Teece et al 1997, 
Eisenhardt and Martin 2000, Teece, 2007; Helfat et al 2007; Ambrosini et al 2009). Whilst 
dynamic capability tends to be researched in terms of organisational level phenomena (Regnér, 
2008), managerial perception and cognition – grounded in the characteristics of individual 
managers- are also argued to have a major impact on how dynamic capability is manifest in an 
organisation (Adner and Helfat, 2003; Lavie, 2006; Teece, 2007; Helfat et al, 2007).  

Relatedly, the outcomes achieved when using dynamic capability are not guaranteed (Winter, 
2003). Through the influence of fallible managers, dynamic capability might be deployed 
incorrectly, incompletely, at the wrong time or to the organisation’s disadvantage – even 
potentially destroying valuable extant capabilities (Zahra et al, 2006; Ambrosini et al, 2009; 
Ambrosini and Bowman, 2009). Equally, dynamic capability effects might be mitigated by 
external circumstances (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Winter, 2003; Pandza and Thorpe, 2009). 
Dynamic capability may therefore be considered a situated phenomenon (Ambrosini and 
Bowman, 2009) where the outcomes realized might not be the same as the nominal capacity for 
resource base change (Helfat et al, 2007). 

The idea that dynamic capabilities are a situated phenomenon is further emphasised by strong 
notions of path-dependence and contextual influence in the literature. Teece et al (1997) 
emphasise the impact of previous developmental paths and historical activity on what an 
organisation can do in the present through its current resource position and available processes. 
The literature further suggests that factors such as the accumulation of resources over time, 
historical capability development, organisational learning and positioning of organisations in 
networks and institutional contexts are influential on dynamic capability (Zahra and George, 
2002; Zollo and Winter, 2002; Moller and Svahn, 2006; Helfat et al, 2007; Smart et al, 2007).  

We note several broad developmental areas from the DC perspective literature. It is widely 
argued that for dynamic capacity to remain a topic of relevance and importance to academics and 
practitioners alike, the DC perspective community must broaden its scope of research approach 
to better address micro-issues, investigate institutional impacts and embrace longitudinal studies 
(Helfat et al, 2007; Pablo et al, 2007; Danneels, 2008; Regnér , 2008; Williams and Lee, 2008; 
Easterby-Smith et al, 2009; Ambrosini and Bowman, 2009; Lichtenthaler 2009; Sirmon and Hitt, 
2009). Furthermore, Wang and Ahmad (2007), Augier and Teece (2008), Lichtenthaler and 
Lichtenthaler (2009) and Agarwal and Selen (2009) suggest that a focus of future research 
activity should be the development of more complex, multi-dimensional models which might 
better integrate aspects of the extant literature. It is suggested that this end might be met through 
testing existing findings from alternative research approaches (Capron and Mitchell, 2009; 
Ellonen et al, 2009; Lichtenthaler, 2009) or through multi-method, systematic studies (Marsh and 
Stock, 2006; O’Connor, 2008).  

Building on Helfat et al’s (2007) definition, our review of the literature suggests that the DC 
perspective focuses on building explanation of the capacity for strategic resource base change 
over time in an organisation. This capacity is path dependent, emerging from lower order 
strategic management mechanisms – argued to be comprised of different elements (with varying 
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degrees of patterning) by different authors. Dynamic capability might also be investigated from 
or between multiple levels of analysis. No direct link between dynamic capability and 
competitive advantage is inferred and possession of dynamic capability does not guarantee that 
successful resource base change outcomes will be achieved. Dynamic capability can be regarded 
as a situated phenomenon influenced by managerial activity as enacted in historical 
organisational and institutional contexts. There is potential value perceived in a dynamic 
capabilities perspective for academics and practitioners seeking to better understand how an 
organisation might survive and grow in a turbulent environment. However, to unlock this 
potential and improve practical relevance, the DC perspective community is challenged to 
develop a more diverse yet better integrated research approach. 

To enable the proposition of a conceptual framework for researching dynamic capability 
practice, we now present our review of the SaP perspective literature, in which we seek to outline 
foci, assumptions and developmental areas. 

Theoretical Background - Strategy as Practice (SaP) perspective 

SaP is a “nascent and emerging field” (Jarzabkowski and Spee, 2009, p91) which, through 
applying a practice turn to the field of strategy, adopts a position that “Strategy is something that 
people do... Strategy is an activity” rather than “something organisations have” (Johnson et al, 
2008, p3). From this position, the principle focus for the strategy as practice perspective is the 
complex stream of human activity – known as strategizing - associated with the “doing of 
strategy” (Jarzabkowski et al, 2007, p8). Grounded in action-oriented social theory (such as 
Gidden’s (1984) structuration theory), a SaP perspective recognises the situatedness of strategy-
related activity in the messy and opaque social structures of organisational and institutional life 
(Jarzabkowski, 2005). Consequently, to date SaP studies with elements of empirical enquiry are 
nearly exclusively grounded in qualitative methods (Johnson et al, 2008) and emphasise the 
importance of understanding failure as well as success of strategic activity in achieving its 
intended purpose (Maitlis and Lawrence, 2003).  

Chia (2004, p29) argues that SaP provides “a valuable alternative to the hitherto dominant 
institutional and resource-based approaches to strategy research” being concerned as it is with 
the “precarious and fluid” micro-details of strategy making. Johnson et al (2003, 2008) and 
Whittington et al (2003) suggest that being grounded in epistemic pragmatism, SaP represents a 
useful perspective to strategy academics concerned with creating research outputs of practical 
relevance. On this basis, Regnér (2008) and Ambrosini and Bowman (2009) advocate the SaP 
perspective as a potentially valuable augmenting theoretical lens by which to develop 
practitioner relevant understanding of the micro-detail of dynamic capability practice. 

In terms of focal concepts associated with a SaP perspective, there appear to be a number of 
recurring terms in the literature which might form part of a framework for researching dynamic 
capability practice - namely activity, practitioners, practices, practice, praxis and strategizing. In 
preparation for the identification of points of intersection with the DC perspective, our 
interpretation of these focal concepts and related assumptions underpinning the SaP perspective 
are outlined below.  
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In the SaP literature, activity describes that which is done through the actions of individuals or 
groups of individuals (Jarzabkowski, 2005). At an individual level, managerial activities can be 
considered to represent the “day-to-day stuff of management ... what managers do and what they 
manage” (Johnson et al, 2003, p15).  Activities can also be understood at an organisational level 
as collective action and interaction – for example, Jarzabkowski (2005) and Johnson et al (2008) 
argue that strategy can be considered to be a broad organisational activity, involving a large 
number of people at all different levels. Activity is a key concern to SaP perspective academics - 
Johnson et al (2008, p7) comment that a SaP perspective “invites us to see strategies and 
strategizing as human action, as doing.”  

Relatedly, in the SaP literature the term practitioners refers to the individuals or classes of 
individuals who actually ‘do’ strategy (Jarzabkowski and Whittington, 2008, Jarzabkowski and 
Spee, 2009). From a SaP perspective, practitioners need not be senior managers but rather can be 
any individual in, or related to, an organisation that draws upon practices to act in a strategically 
relevant way (Jarzabkowski and Spee, 2009). This can include ‘external’ individuals such as 
consultants and academics engaging with an organisation (Paroutis and Pettigrew, 2007). 
Arguably, defining a practitioner as any individual engaging in strategic activity is a key point of 
distinction between a SaP perspective and alternative, senior manager-centric strategy 
perspectives (Johnson et al, 2008).  

Practices are described in the SaP literature as the established, shared ways of working within an 
organisation- “the habits, artefacts and socially-defined modes of acting through which the 
stream of strategic activity is constructed” (Jarzabkowski, 2003, p24). Practices can be conceived 
of as “tools” for practitioners to use when thinking or acting in a strategic way (Jarzabkowski et 
al, 2007; Paroutis and Pettigrew, 2007; Jarzabkowski and Whittington, 2008); for example 
strategy workshopping, strategic project management and creating strategic artefacts 
(Whittington et al, 2006). Historically and socially situated, practices provide continuity for an 
organisation in 'how things are done' whilst mediating contestations in an organisation as it 
changes and adapts (Jarzabkowski and Spee, 2009).  

The term praxis is defined as the “embedded construction of situated activity” (Jarzabkowski, 
2005, p22). Praxis reflects the notion that at any given time, what practitioners do is influenced 
by their interpretation of the social structural context in which they act (Jarzabkowski et al, 
2007). As practitioners can change their perceptions and relatedly their actions over time, praxis 
is also described as “the flow of activity in which strategy is accomplished” (Jarzabkowski and 
Spee, 2009, p7). By considering the construction of everyday activities according to context by 
individuals, praxis can account “for non-routinised behaviour and the synthesis of new behaviour 
from old behaviours” (Johnson et al 2008, p27).  

Praxis describes the relationship between practitioner activity and the situation specific societal, 
institutional and organisational structural conditioning in which it occurs (Johnson et al, 2008). 
In building understanding of praxis from a SaP perspective, Jarzabkowski and Spee (2009) 
suggest that it is useful to isolate different levels of praxis. From a SaP perspective strategy 
practice refers to the social structure emerging from and conditioning how strategy is enacted in 
an organisation (Johnson et al, 2008). According to Jarzabkowski (2003, p 24) “practice 
embraces the interactions and interpretations from which strategic activity emerges over time”.  
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The above focal concepts can be related and integrated through the central SaP perspective 
concept of strategizing. “As the construction of the flow of activity through the actions and 
interactions of multiple actors and the practices that they draw upon” (Jarzabkowski et al, 2007, 
p8), strategizing may be considered to represent a complex interplay of the praxis of individuals 
and groups over time. Therefore, strategizing is argued to exist at “"the nexus between practice, 
practices and practitioners" (Jarzabkowski et al, 2007, p12).  

In clarifying the how the focal object of SaP research should be applied, Jarzabkowski (2005, 
p12) argues that common sense should be used in identifying strategically relevant activity to 
research, nominating a focus on activities “intended to have outcomes that will be consequential 
for the organisation as a whole - its profitability or survival.” However, Chia, (2004), Chia and 
Holt (2006) and Chia and McKay (2007) – drawing on the work of social theorists such as 
Bourdieu, Drefus and Heidigger- criticise the pre-occupation in SaP literature with cognate 
activity (labelled ‘building mode’ activity), suggesting that much strategic activity is carried out 
in a far less cognate, non-deliberate manner (labelled ‘dwelling mode’ activity). Chia and Holt 
(2006) argue that such habitual dwelling mode activity can be implicitly purposive and 
influential on “building mode” activities and thus aspects of unconscious, patterned behaviour 
should play a more prominent role in any application of the SaP perspective. 

The literature makes further suggestions for development of the SaP perspective. Johnson et al 
(2008) and Jarzabkowski and Spee (2009) suggest that there is a need to understand strategizing 
and its components at and between individual, organisational and institutional levels. Johnson et 
al (2003) and Jarzabkowski and Spee (2009) also suggest that there is a need for future SaP 
research to develop understanding of how practitioner activity contributes to the construction and 
attainment of substantive intermediate strategic outcomes and through comparative study, 
explain how differing practitioner approaches might contribute to variations in outcome 
achieved. Jarzabkowski and Spee (2009, p91) further suggest that SaP might usefully draw on 
upon “other, complementary fields of study to better illuminate SaP phenomena and SaP 
questions”. 

In summary, SaP is an emerging perspective with a focus on what people actually do in the 
making and managing of strategy. There are a number of central concepts outlined in the SaP 
literature - activity is that which is done; practitioners are the individuals or classes of individuals 
who carry out strategic activity; practices are the ways of working in an organisation which 
practitioners can draw on when acting strategically; praxis is the ongoing, situated construction 
of activity by practitioners; practice is the social structure representing the shared beliefs about 
how strategy should be done and strategizing refers to the ongoing stream of strategically 
relevant human activity in an organisation. These concepts may be explored individually or in 
combination, and at a variety of levels of analysis in order to uncover knowledge which might 
develop the SaP perspective. SaP literature tends to focus on cognate activities and may benefit 
from developing understanding of the less cognate aspects of human activity in strategizing. 
Future SaP research may benefit from a keener focus on outcomes and integration with 
complementary perspectives to provide further insights into the SaP phenomena. 
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Having outlined our interpretations of the DC and SaP perspective literatures, we now discuss 
how aspects of the SaP perspective might be used in combination with the DC perspective to 
develop a framework for researching dynamic capability practice. 

Augmenting the DC perspective with a SaP perspective 

Regnér (2008) proposes that together the DC and SaP perspectives provide a basis for a more 
comprehensive, multi-level and dynamic view of strategy than is achievable by each perspective 
on its own. Certainly, there is an explicit call in the literature for a SaP perspective to assist the 
development of fine-grained understanding of the mechanisms which underpin dynamic 
capability (Jarzabkowski, 2005; Johnson et al, 2008; Regnér, 2008; Ambrosini and Bowman, 
2009).  

Given the foci and assumptions of each perspective uncovered from reviewing the separate 
literatures, how might the DC and SaP perspectives be brought together to create a conceptual 
framework for researching dynamic capability practice? The following discussion nominates six 
relevant points of intersection – by which we mean workable alignment of the foci and 
assumptions between the perspectives – which we subsequently draw on to propose a conceptual 
framework for researching dynamic capability practice. 

The first point of intersection relates to a shared focus on intermediate resource base outcomes. 
The SaP perspective has a clear focus on developing understanding of how strategic human 
activity influences the attainment of intermediate outcomes (Johnson et al, 2003) and we adopt 
Helfat et al’s (2007) definition of dynamic capability which emphasises a focus on the capacity 
for achieving intermediate resource base outcomes. In terms of related assumptions, both 
perspectives align with the notion that purposeful human activity will not always achieve 
intended intermediate outcomes and therefore there is value in better understanding unsuccessful 
as well as successful of outcomes realised through strategic activity (Maitlis and Lawrence, 
2003; Ambrosini and Bowman, 2009). Therefore, we suggest that a SaP perspective might 
augment the DC perspective through a focus on successful and unsuccessful intermediate 
resource base outcomes. 

Intersection 1 – Successful and unsuccessful intermediate resource base outcomes  

Whilst the granularity of research approach deployed in practice tends to limit DC perspective 
studies to organisational level analysis (Regnér, 2008), the DC perspective community also 
espouses a need for low levels of granularity as part of the community’s efforts to build research 
outputs of practical relevance (Ambrosini and Bowman, 2009). The SaP perspective actively 
promotes a focus on developing understanding of daily organisational life when researching 
strategy based on detail focussed evidence (Johnson et al, 2008). As such, the methods and 
research designs of SaP perspectives rooted in the interrogation of the fine-grained, micro-detail 
of strategizing2 might usefully augment the DC perspective. Again, the focus of the DC 
perspective implies that the methods or research designs will necessarily be directed towards 

                                                           
2 this does not preclude the use of quantitative approaches as sufficient volumes of fine-grained 
data can be “rolled up” into complementary medium and even coarse grained analysis better 
suited to production via quantitative methods (e.g. Salvato, 2009) 
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intermediate resource base outcome related strategizing. Therefore, we suggest that a SaP 
perspective might augment the DC perspective in providing methods to interrogate fine-grained, 
micro detail of strategic activity directed towards achieving intermediate resource base 
outcomes. 

Intersection 2 – Fine-grained, micro detail of strategic activity directed towards achieving 

intermediate resource base outcomes. 

With an intermediate resource base outcome focus, a DC perspective identifies managers as the 
key proponents of dynamic capability given their resource allocation powers (Mahoney, 1995; 
Teece, 2007). From a DC perspective, the personal traits of those with resource allocation power 
(e.g. their cognition, experience, relationships etc.) are considered to have influence on collective 
dynamic capability at an organisational level (Adner and Helfat, 2003; McKelvie and Davidsson, 
2009). We believe this represents a point of intersection with the SaP perspective focal concept 
of practitioners – any individuals or class of individuals who act strategically (Jarzabkowski and 
Spee, 2009). The practitioners concept may be applied very broadly from a SaP perspective and 
the DC perspective constrains this point of intersection to those who can “do” resource allocation 
as part of delivering resource base outcomes. We suggest that a SaP perspective might augment 
the DC perspective through a focus on practitioners with strategic resource allocation powers. 

Intersection 3 –Practitioners with strategic resource allocation powers 

The DC perspective literature to date has explored the role of organisational mechanisms, such 
as routines, capabilities and processes, in shaping activity intended to deliver intermediate 
resource base outcomes (Schreyögg  and Kliesch-Eberl, 2007). There is also widespread 
agreement in the literature that to meet the definitional requirements of dynamic capability, these 
mechanisms must have some level of patterning, otherwise no “capacity” to act can exist (Teece 
et al, 1997; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Winter, 2003). Equally, the DC perspective literature 
has increasingly embraced the need to incorporate notions of agency and creativity alongside 
patterned aspects of organisational mechanisms to explain the development of dynamic 
capability over time (although how such ‘quasi-patterned’ mechanisms might operate in practice 
is underdeveloped in the DC literature) (Azadegan et al, 2008; Pandza and Thorpe, 2009). The 
SaP perspective offers potential assistance in this matter through the concept of practices– 
“habits, artefacts and socially-defined modes of acting” - as mediators of established ways of 
working and new approaches developed through the creativity and agency of practitioners 
(Jarzabkowski, 2003; Regnér, 2008). SaP “practices” studies to date (e.g. Whittington et al, 
2006; Sillince and Mueller, 2007) show how patterned, established ways of working used to 
deliver intermediate outcomes can gradually change over time as unpatterned agential and 
creative components of activity construction by practitioners influence what they do. We suggest 
that a SaP perspective might augment the DC perspective through the concept of ‘practices’ as a 
means by which to explore the influence of the quasi-patterned ways of working over time on the 
delivery of intermediate resource base outcomes. 

Intersection 4 – Influence of quasi-patterned ways of working directed towards delivering 

intermediate resource base outcomes 
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From the DC perspective an organisation’s current resource position, accumulated over time 
through historical paths of activity, acts as a constraint on that which can be achieved in the 
present (Teece et al, 1997). The SaP perspective, through assumptions relating to the concept of 
praxis, also presents organisational context as an inertial constraint on activity construction by 
practitioners (Johnson et al, 2008). From a SaP perspective, organisational social structures 
reflecting factors such as culture and norms can represent influential constraints on that which is 
done in the present (Jarzabkowski, 2005). Arguably, the DC perspective holds a broader view at 
this point of intersection, acknowledging inertial social structures such as culture and norms as 
constraining intangible resources (Grant 2008) but also explicitly considering extant 
organisational physical resource limitations – materialistic constraints such as available cash and 
equipment- on current activity (Teece et al, 1997; Helfat et al, 2007). However, the DC 
perspective literature is  unclear as to how such intangible constraining resources accumulate 
over time (Barreto, 2010). In developing a framework for researching dynamic capability 
practice – or what people actually do relating to dynamic capability - we argue that the notion of 
praxis at an organisational level from a SaP perspective could augment a DC perspective in 
building an understanding of how current intangible resource “position” shapes dynamic 
capability in an organisation,. We suggest that, through the concept of praxis, a SaP perspective 
might augment the DC perspective in developing understanding of the influence of 
organisational resource position on the construction of strategic activity directed towards 
achieving intermediate resource base outcomes. 

Intersection 5 – Influence of organisational resource position on the construction of strategic 

activity directed towards achieving intermediate resource base outcomes 

The sixth and final point of intersection we identify relates to the influence of the institutional 
context on dynamic capability practice. From a DC perspective, institutional factors (such as 
regulation, national culture, workforce education etc.) are considered to impact capacity for 
achieving intermediate resource base outcomes (Teece et al, 1997). From a SaP perspective, the 
institutional context is considered to be complex and multi-stranded (e.g. social factors relating 
to the region of operation, national governmental impacts, industrial sector of organisation etc.) 
(Johnson et al, 2008). From both perspectives, the institutional context is considered to present 
an influential set of constraining factors which impacts the realised actions of individuals and 
organisations (Regnér, 2008) and DC and SaP perspective authors advocate further research to 
isolate and better understand different aspects of institutional influences (Malik and Kotabe, 
2009, Jarzabkowski and Spee, 2009). Suggestions as to how this might be robustly achieved 
from a DC perspective are limited whereas through the application of the concept of praxis at an 
institutional level, insights into the influence of different institutional factors on practitioner 
activity construction might be generated from a SaP perspective (e.g. Whittington et al, 2003). In 
light of the previous points of intersection, we thus suggest that a SaP perspective might augment 
the DC perspective in developing understanding of the influence of institutional factors on the 
construction of strategic activity directed towards resource base outcomes. 

Intersection 6 – Influence of institutional structural factors on the construction of strategic 

activity directed towards resource base outcomes 
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A conceptual framework for researching dynamic capability practice 

Based on the six points of intersection identified between the two perspectives, Figure 1 presents 
a conceptual framework which might be used as a point of departure for researching dynamic 
capability practice.   

The six points of intersection identified in the previous section are represented in the 
corresponding numbered boxes in figure 1. To operationalise the framework we add SaP key foci 
labels in square brackets and suggest relationships between the different points of intersection, 
which we now explain. 

 

Figure 1 – Conceptual Framework for Researching Dynamic Capability Practice 

Activity (2) is linked into outcome (1), consistent with the stated intent of a SaP perspective to 
understand the relationship between the detail of strategic activity and intermediate outcomes 
achieved (Johnson et al, 2003; Jarzabkowski and Spee, 2009).  Activity (2) is influenced by the 
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remaining ‘elements’ of practitioners (3), practices (4), praxis at an organisational level (5) and 
praxis at an institutional level (6). To use the framework to shape a research design for 
examining dynamic capability practice, any of the elements (3), (4), (5) or (6) could be combined 
with elements (1) and (2) to create a bounded inquiry which contributes to knowledge of 
dynamic capability practice. Also, research designs could incorporate combinations of 
practitioners (3), practices (4) and levels of praxis (5,6) with activity(2) and outcome(1) to 
increase explanatory potential of findings. Extending this suggestion, we argue that the each 
combination of practitioners, practices, praxis (org) and praxis (inst) with activity and outcome 
requires addressing in order to develop holistically the community’s knowledge of dynamic 
capability practice. 

The inclusion of relationships from intermediate resource base outcomes (1) to each of 
practitioners (3), practices (4), org level praxis (5) and institutional level praxis (6) is intended to 
represent path dependence from a DC perspective and the continuous nature of strategizing from 
a SaP perspective. Such relationships are shown with a dotted line as a reminder that the 
outcome feeds forward to future cycles of activity. Relatedly, we identify a need when building 
understanding of dynamic capability practice to examine how outcomes achieved through 
strategic activity subsequently influence future cycles of activity through practitioners, practices 
and different levels of praxis. As a consequence, this framework should be interpreted as 
requiring the use of longitudinal methods.  

The conceptual framework in figure 1 shows a clear imprint of the SaP perspective in terms of 
the conceptual elements nominated (shown in square brackets) and the relationships between 
these elements. However, the framework is bounded to produce findings of relevance to a DC 
perspective, consistent with Helfat et al’s (2007) definition, through a consistent focus of each of 
the elements on intermediate resource base outcomes and those with the power to influence 
them. As such, figure 1 represents a conceptual framework which might be used as a point of 
departure for designing research to explore the micro-detail of dynamic capability practice. 

Applying the framework 

From a DC perspective, there is a clear imperative to better understand the micro-detail of the 
activity purposefully driving strategic intermediate resource base outcomes. The conceptual 
framework presented in figure 1 provides a means by which to leverage a SaP perspective in 
pursuit of this aim. Furthermore, by considering contextual influences and inter-temporal effects 
as well as the activity of practitioners and outcomes achieved, further calls within the DC 
literature – such as better understanding institutional influences on dynamic capability in practice 
(Williams and Lee, 2008) or changes over time to managerial practices (Danneels, 2008) - are 
also addressed. 

A key criticism of the dynamic capability literature is that whilst it is a tantalising prospect for 
industrial colleagues, at present it is lacking in guidance and outputs of relevance to practitioners 
(Winter, 2003; Barreto, 2010). Studies based on the framework in figure 1 could usefully address 
this criticism in two key ways. Firstly, novel empirical research findings might be generated 
through studies drawing on figure 1 as a conceptual framework for theory building. When 
conducted using multiple points of intersection and appropriate related techniques, such theory 
building could address the call from DC perspective literature to conduct multi-method, 
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systematic studies (Marsh and Stock, 2006; O’Connor, 2008). And given the internal focus of 
each point of intersection on intermediate resource base outcomes, studies answering the call to 
test existing DC perspective findings from alternative research approaches might be enabled by 
the framework in figure 1 (Capron and Mitchell, 2009; Ellonen et al, 2009; Lichtenthaler, 2009). 
With its grounding in epistemic pragmatism (Johnson et al, 2008), the influence of a SaP 
perspective on figure 1 means that using the framework as a point of departure for new empirical 
research will require the selection of methods which have the potential to create outputs of value 
to the practitioner as well as academic community. 

Secondly, the framework in figure 1 might be used as a scaffold for conceptual concatenation of 
extant empirical studies’ findings between the perspectives. For example, extant SaP perspective 
studies examining sensemaking and sensegiving practices, such as Balogun and Johnson (2005), 
and Rouleau (2005), offer analytically generalisable findings about the quasi-patterned ways of 
working used by managers to shape their own and others’ schemata during strategic change. The 
framework in figure 1 could provide a means by which to apply such SaP practices findings to 
the strategic activity and outcome data presented in DC empirical studies, such as McCormack 
and Iansiti’s (2009) study of Microsoft or Rosenbloom’s (2000) longitudinal analysis of NCR. 
Such analysis against any of the elements in figure 1 might leverage new knowledge about 
dynamic capability practice from extant empirical studies. 

There are also potential benefits for the SaP perspective community in drawing on the conceptual 
framework in figure 1. Regnér (2008, p584) suggests that with its general interest in strategic 
human activity, SaP perspective studies frequently try to “explain too much”- the boundaries 
introduced through combination with a DC perspective sharpen the activity and outcome focus 
of SaP empirical enquiry consistent with Johnson et al’s (2003, 2008) and Jarzabkowski and 
Spee’s (2009) recommendations for improved impact of theory building. Also, by focusing 
attention on particular practitioners (with resource allocation powers) and particular outcomes 
(intermediate resource base outcomes), analytically generalisable insights might be yielded by 
SaP studies (as in the example above) which could be related to broader strategic management 
literature through the DC perspective. This could open up new avenues of influence for the SaP 
perspective. Furthermore, if it is accepted that a SaP perspective needs to recognise and address 
‘less-cognate’ influences on strategic activity (Chia and Holt, 2006), different aspects of the 
framework could address such concerns through better understanding the role of quasi-patterned 
ways of working, the influence of organisational and institutional context and also the inherent 
impact of characteristics of managers on the form and outcome of strategic activity. These 
insights might also form the basis of valuable, bounded advice for practitioners. 

Limitations  

We acknowledge that there are potential limitations to the suggestions presented in this paper. 
Firstly, given the subjective nature of the perspectives reviewed (Winter, 2003; Johnson et al, 
2008) and the inherent hermeneutic element of social science (Sayer, 2000), it is wholly possible 
that equally valid, alternative suggestions, arguments and frameworks for researching dynamic 
capability practice might be offered by different authors. We have tried to address this matter by 
adopting widely accepted, broad definitions from the perspectives’ literatures (Helfat et al, 2007, 
Johnson et al, 2008, Easterby-Smith et al, 2009) and explicating our argumentation relating to 
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the points of intersection which underpin our conceptual framework. We also intend that our 
framework as presented in figure 1 should represent an initial set of propositions which could 
and should be developed, expanded and refined by further authors through experimentation and 
critical review.  

Furthermore, we elected to use a snowball technique rather than structured literature review in 
building our arguments. Some readers may consider our use of such a technique as limiting the 
breadth of our reading, advocating instead the adoption of a broad full structured method for 
reviewing the literature. We recognise that this potential limitation was inevitably introduced by 
our research design choice (which was based on our interpretation of greater benefit of 
developing depth in particular aspects of the literature). We would welcome insights and outputs 
from colleagues who may wish to address the same issue through alternative methods.  

Conclusion 

In brief, we believe that this study makes two main contributions to knowledge. Firstly, we 
propose a novel, bounded conceptual framework for researching the detail of dynamic capability 
practice. This framework revises and extends aspects of Regnér (2008) and Ambrosini and 
Bowman’s (2009) arguments, and makes a contribution towards meeting the challenge of better 
understanding dynamic capability practice by providing a point of departure for future research 
activities seeking to explore what people actually do in relation to dynamic capability.  
 
Secondly, we suggest means by which both SaP and DC perspective academics can address 
further development calls from their respective communities through applying an augmenting, 
alternative perspective. We show that a DC perspective may deepen the explanatory potential of 
any strategizing findings through a link into a wide and growing body of alternative strategic 
management literature; and linking SaP findings to the high interest prospect of dynamic 
capability may help the SaP community open new avenues through which to promote its 
analytically generalisable, practitioner relevant outputs. 
 
We argued initially that the DC and SaP perspectives have separately enjoyed a rise to 
prominence with practitioners and academics in recent times. We hope that our conceptual 
framework and related argumentation promoting research of the detail of dynamic capability 
practice might assist colleagues in continuing the development of robust theory and practically 
relevant outputs for the DC and SaP perspectives individually and in combination.  
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