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Abstract

Recently, researchers have argued that strategic planning (SP) can be considered a dynamic capability
(DC) in organizations — known as dynamic SP. However, the literature that discusses both SP and DCs
supports different comprehensions of how both interact, resulting in different sets of research with contra-
dictory findings. This theoretical effort presents a brief review and argues that SP is one of the microfoun-
dations of DCs because it supports the seizing and continuous alignment of assets and resources. Under
this perspective, SP has a role in the development and implementation of all organizational DCs and is not
restricted to a DC specifically. It is argued that the interactions between DCs, SP and performance over
time can lead to the learning needed for better DCs, SP and performance in a virtuous and mutually
reinforcing cycle.
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Introduction

The widespread use of strategic planning (SP) in organizations may be threatened by the criticism
of its lack of flexibility (Wolf & Floyd, 2017) and the discouragement of innovation (Arend, Zhao,
Song, & Im, 2017). SP involves ensuring efficient implementation but sometimes fails in the
incorporation of opportunities for adapting plans that could result in even greater gains. In
response to the criticism, researchers have discussed the idea of dynamic SP (Hughes &
Hodgkinson, 2020; Ojha, Patel, & Sridharan, 2020), associating SP with dynamic capabilities
(DCs).

SP is the process of formalizing, routining and controlling the strategic direction of organiza-
tions (Globocnik, Faullant, & Parastuty, 2020; Wolf & Floyd, 2017). Hence, SP drives investment
and resource use and strategic decision-making (Arend et al., 2017). DCs, in turn, are the cap-
abilities ‘to continuously sense and seize opportunities and to periodically transform aspects of
the organization and culture so as to be able to proactively reposition to address yet newer threats
and opportunities as they arise’ (Teece, 2018: 43).

The two constructs have differences and similarities that make the intersection between them
worthy of attention. A more dynamic nature is attributed to DCs (Teece, 2007; Teece, Pisano, &
Shuen, 1997), while SP is often related to more stable and predictable environments (Dibrell,
Craig, & Neubaum, 2014). Beyond that, SP is defined as a process and DCs as capabilities, putting
them at different levels of conceptualization (Dosi, Nelson, & Winter, 2000). Nevertheless, DCs
and SP are logical and intentional and are predicated on routines (Helfat et al., 2010; Zollo &
Winter, 2002). Both are used to reconfigure internal resources aimed at improving performance
and achieving competitive advantage (Enkel & Sagmeister, 2020; Globocnik, Faullant, &
Parastuty, 2020; Mousavi, Bossink, & van Vliet, 2018).
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Previous studies have indicated different comprehensions of the relationship between SP and
DCs. Researchers have considered SP to be a DC (Ojha, Patel, & Sridharan, 2020; Wibbens, 2019;
Wolf & Floyd, 2017) or as an aspect of DCs (Biesenthal, Gudergan, & Ambrosini, 2019; De
Guimardes, Odelius, Medeiros, & Vargas Santana, 2011). In contrasting perspectives, SP has
been investigated as a mediator between DCs and performance (Andersen & Nielsen, 2009),
and DCs have been examined as a mediator between SP and performance (Ouakouak, 2018).

An ambiguous understanding of how SP and DCs interact leads to different sets of research
and contradictory findings. From this perspective, the literature lacks a comprehensive discussion
of how these two constructs are related, especially how they impact organizational performance.
Previous research portrays a fragile and inconclusive link between the constructs and their
impacts on performance and competitiveness, even though these are the expected results that jus-
tify their uses in organizations (Ferreira, Coelho, & Moutinho, 2020; Rau, Flores, & Simha, 2021).
Some researchers believe that the difficulty in establishing this link is the cause of the decline in
SP studies (Jarzabkowski & Balogun, 2009).

Beyond performance, other complexities of the constructs have not yet been properly explored
since they are at different levels of theoretical and practical maturity. While SP is considered one
of the most explored concepts in the strategy literature (Posch & Garaus, 2020), the DC construct
is still considered to be emerging — where its nature, antecedents and consequences are consid-
ered poorly defined and inconsistent (Bitencourt, de Oliveira Santini, Ladeira, Santos, & Teixeira,
2020; Haarhaus & Liening, 2020). Additionally, DCs have been criticized as vague and tauto-
logical and with low practical relevance (Ferreira, Coelho, & Moutinho, 2020; Froehlich,
Bitencourt, & Bossle, 2017; Sunder, Ganesh, & Marathe, 2019), while SP is considered one of
the most widely used management tools in organizations’ day-to-day operations (George,
Walker, & Monster, 2019).

This theoretical effort provides a brief review of the studies that have jointly discussed the two
themes and argues that SP is one of the microfoundations of DCs because it supports the seizing
and continuous alignment of assets and resources (Teece, 2007). Three propositions are presented
for further empirical testing: (i) SP and other microfoundations of DCs can act in a complemen-
tary way to improve the perception of the external environment; (ii) SP operationalizes the
demands of other microfoundations, reflecting them in the reconfiguration of ordinary capabil-
ities and impacting performance; and (iii) performance and SP play a role in the development of
DCs as a whole.

This paper is the first to discuss SP as one of the microfoundations of DCs, considering the
complementarities between them, and argues that the interaction between SP, other microfoun-
dations and performance over time can create a virtuous and mutually reinforcing cycle, resulting
in improvements in DCs, SP and performance. No previous studies that directly address these
complementary relationships or encompass the themes more broadly as in this discussion were
found.

This study contributes to the literature by discussing the role of SP in the creation and devel-
opment of DCs, considering aspects such as learning (Pulsiri & Vatananan-Thesenvitz, 2018;
Sirén & Kohtamaki, 2016), perception of the external environment (Hughes & Hodgkinson,
2020) and performance (Ferreira, Coelho, & Moutinho, 2020; Pezeshkan, Fainshmidt, Nair,
Lance Frazier, & Markowski, 2016; Rau, Flores, & Simha, 2021; Wibbens, 2019). This paper
sheds light on how SP and DCs interact and how this link can be considered in DC research
to strengthen its empirical basis (Ferreira, Coelho, & Moutinho, 2020; Froehlich, Bitencourt, &
Bossle, 2017; Sunder, Ganesh, & Marathe, 2019). Finally, this article clarifies the impact of SP
and performance on DCs over time (Dixon, Meyer, & Day, 2014), arguing how this can help
to measure and support the effectiveness of DCs (Ojha, Patel, & Sridharan, 2020).

This paper contributes to practitioners by updating the importance of SP and highlighting its
role in adapting an organization to the market and seizing opportunities. This article clarifies the
integration required between knowledge acquisition and external environment assessment
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routines with SP, aiming to make it more flexible and supportive towards innovation. Finally, this
study details how previous information from SP and performance measurements can be used to
generate better strategies.

This article is structured in five sections. It begins with the introduction, presenting the themes
considered, and the relevance of this discussion for academia and practitioners. The concepts of
SP and DCs are briefly explained in the following section, standardizing definitions for the dis-
cussions that follow. In the third section, the procedures employed for the search of the papers
that support this theoretical effort are detailed. The central argument of this paper is presented in
the penultimate section, discussing SP as one of the microfoundations of DCs in terms of strategy
formulation, performance measurement and the use of performance information over time, along
with the theoretical and practical implications of these argumentations. The final considerations
are described in the last section, highlighting the main aspects of this study.

Literature review
SP

Made popular among organizations in the 1950s and 1960s, SP is the periodic process in which
strategic investment priorities and the use of resources are systematized and formalized (Grant,
2003). SP starts from a rational vision of the threats and opportunities of an organization, formal-
izing it to standardize information and strategies and concretizing the way to achieve objectives
(Arend et al., 2017; Globocnik, Faullant, & Parastuty, 2020). In practice, SP includes the organi-
zation’s mission, the analysis of the internal and external environment perception, the strategies
to be adopted, the objectives in the period and the action plans (George, Walker, & Monster,
2019; Wolf & Floyd, 2017).

SP routinizes processes of the formulation, implementation and control of strategy, signalling
to the operational environments the activities and resources needed to fulfil an organization’s
mission and achieve the planned objectives (Globocnik, Faullant, & Parastuty, 2020).
Accordingly, SP acts as a coordinator and integrator of resources and processes with the aim
of generating better performance (Wolf & Floyd, 2017).

However, the positive impacts of SP on performance found in some studies have been criti-
cized for the loss of innovation in the name of efficiency. From this perspective, the processes
and routines implemented become a rigid structure that stifles new strategic thinking and
makes them difficult to adapt (Arend et al., 2017; George, Walker, & Monster, 2019). Strategy
innovation and adaptation are essential in uncertain and rapidly changing environments, in
which organizations are currently. SP advocates argue there can be planned flexibility; some
level of innovation and adaptation can be achieved without abandoning efficiency and formaliza-
tion (Dibrell, Craig, & Neubaum, 2014; Grant, 2003). Both the relationship of SP to performance
and the development of this dynamic SP are signalled as relevant research gaps (Hughes &
Hodgkinson, 2020; Rau, Flores, & Simha, 2021).

DCs

Identified In 1997, DCs are defined as ‘the potential to systematically solve problems, enabled by
its propensity to sense opportunities and threats, to make timely decisions, and to implement
strategic decisions and changes efficiently, thereby ensuring the right direction’ (Ferreira,
Coelho, & Moutinho, 2020: 1). DC studies come from at least two different epistemological
roots, generating different understandings of the concept and different expectations about their
contribution to organizations (Arndt & Bach, 2015).

From the perspective of the evolutionary school, DCs are positioned at the level of competitive
strategy, seeking to challenge competitors through innovation to achieve better performance and

https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.33 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.33

Journal of Management & Organization 1119

a better position in the market. From the perspective of the behavioural school, DCs are posi-
tioned as best practices and simple rules that operationalize broader and general objectives
(e.g., growth or learning), seeking to adapt an organization to the market (Arndt & Pierce,
2018; Di Stefano, Peteraf, & Verona, 2014).

The evolutionary school of DCs is linked to the work of Teece, Pisano, and Shuen (1997),
while the behavioural school is linked to the work of Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) as one of
the most influential. This theoretical effort concurs with Di Stefano, Peteraf, and Verona
(2014) and considers that the two schools represent different but complementary levels of action.
However, by discussing the consequences of DCs on performance and competitive strategy, con-
sidering the heterogeneity of resources and problemistic search, this study is more in line with the
evolutionary school of DCs (Arndt & Pierce, 2018).

From this literature stream, DCs rest in the processes of sensing, seizing and transforming,
which are translated into routines of integration and coordination of activities and technologies
(Teece, 2007; Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997). Recognizing changes in the environment and detect-
ing new opportunities and threats make up sensing, which includes routines for acquiring new
knowledge about customers, competitors, suppliers and new market scenarios. Once an oppor-
tunity or threat is identified, the seizing process changes ordinary capabilities, products, processes
and business models, mobilizing resources to exploit the opportunity or protect an organization
from the threat. Finally, transformation means reconfiguring resources and capabilities continu-
ously to support the adaptation between the external environment and the enterprise; it concerns
strategic decision-making, learning and the model of governance of results (Enkel & Sagmeister,
2020; Mousavi, Bossink, & van Vliet, 2018; Teece, 2007). The several routines and processes that
make up sensing, seizing and transforming are called microfoundations (Teece, 2007).

Because they are considered higher-order capabilities, DCs adjust ordinary capabilities, pro-
cesses and internal routines to meet market demands, generating an indirect impact on perform-
ance (Biesenthal, Gudergan, & Ambrosini, 2019; Qaiyum & Wang, 2018; Ringov, 2017; Schriber
& Lowstedt, 2020). Ordinary capabilities, also called substantive or operational capabilities, are
the capabilities used to carry out day-to-day operational and routine activities of organizations
(Biesenthal, Gudergan, & Ambrosini, 2019; Schriber & Lowstedt, 2020; Zahra, Sapienza, &
Davidsson, 2006).

From the moment they are created, DCs begin a life cycle and mature over time, being
impacted by resource orchestration, knowledge acquisition and learning (Bitencourt et al,
2020; Tran, Zahra, & Hughes, 2019; Wilden, Gudergan, & Lings, 2019). These factors, together
with perceptions of the external environment and decisions made in the past, form the knowledge
base necessary for DCs to evolve, impact ordinary capabilities and transform themselves
(Biesenthal, Gudergan, & Ambrosini, 2019; Dixon, Meyer, & Day, 2014; Haarhaus & Liening,
2020).

The literature has gaps in the nature, antecedents and consequences of DCs (Haarhaus &
Liening, 2020). There is a lack of understanding of how DCs are developed (Dixon, Meyer, &
Day, 2014; Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Tran, Zahra, & Hughes, 2019), as well as of their impacts
on innovation (Froehlich, Bitencourt, & Bossle, 2017) and performance (Ferreira, Coelho, &
Moutinho, 2020; Wibbens, 2019). Little is known about how performance interacts with DCs
over time (Dixon, Meyer, & Day, 2014).

Methods

This theoretical effort aims to discuss the complementarities between SP and DCs, arguing that
SP is one of the microfoundations of DCs. The discussion emerged from reading a review of SP
literature carried out by Wolf and Floyd (2017). In the review, the authors argue that SP is a DC
and, as such, is capable of generating other DCs, albeit as a distal outcome.
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Figure 1. Search and refinement of articles discussing both dynamic capabilities and strategic planning.

To investigate and deepen these arguments, a new literature review was performed but now
considering studies that have simultaneously investigated SP and DCs. A reliable and replicable
process of searching and organizing information was adopted to understand how researchers
have been studying the two concepts (Treinta, Farias Filho, Sant’Anna, & Rabelo, 2013;
Webster & Watson, 2002).

The search engines chosen were Web of Science (WOS) and Scopus so as to cover a large num-
ber of management journals, including those considered the most relevant in business strategy.
Having a large number of papers indexed increases the chances of finding relevant articles. In
addition, WOS has been widely used in articles reviewing topics related to management
(Milian, de Spinola, & de Carvalho, 2019; Sassetti, Marzi, Cavaliere, & Ciappei, 2018).

The searched terms were ‘strategic plan*” and ‘dynamic capa*’, simultaneously using the Boolean
operator ‘and’. SP searches covered papers indexed with ‘strategic plan(s)’ and ‘strategic planning’
and articles on DCs with ‘dynamic capability (ies)” or ‘dynamic capacity (ies)’. Keywords were
searched in the titles, abstracts and keywords of the papers indexed in the two search engines.

The initial search returned 53 articles on WOS and 121 in Scopus. To ensure the papers dis-
cuss DCs and SP from an organizational point of view, the results were limited by categories cor-
related to management: Management, Business, Business Finance and Public Administration on
WOS and Business, Management and Accounting in Scopus, resulting in 31 papers on WOS and
73 in Scopus.

A new refinement was made regarding the type of document, filtering the works so only arti-
cles and conference papers were included. Adding up the refined searches, 98 papers remained,
seven of which were duplicated and were excluded. Abstracts and titles were read to check adher-
ence to the discussion, and 31 papers mentioned SP and DCs or other issues related to both con-
structs. These papers were downloaded and read. Nine of them mention one of the concepts in a
ceremonial way, emphasizing the other. Three even discuss the two themes more comprehen-
sively but do not explicitly relate SP with DCs. Four mention the themes to introduce other con-
cepts. Thus, only 15 studies were directly connected to this discussion. A summary of the process
of searching and refining the articles is presented in Figure 1.

As the main objective was not an exhaustive review but rather the provision of a landscape for
the arguments discussed here, the articles found in the review were supplemented with other
papers deemed pertinent. These studies, although not jointly discussing DCs and SP, were indis-
pensable to the argumentation in this theoretical effort and are referenced to the extent to which
the ideas are exposed. Having briefly presented the review stage, the next section discusses the
relations between DCs and SP.

SP and DCs: overlapping or complementary concepts?

The studies found in the literature review are presented in Table 1, which details how researchers
have investigated the relationships between SP and DCs. Some papers considered SP a DC (Ojha,
Patel, & Sridharan, 2020; Wibbens, 2019; Wolf & Floyd, 2017), while others considered it an
aspect of DCs (Biesenthal, Gudergan, & Ambrosini, 2019; De Guimaries et al., 2011).
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Authors

Main contribution(s)

Andersen and Nielsen (2009)

DCs as a driver of performance that requires integration by
SP

Batra et al. (2018)

SP and innovation (a comprehensive SP to respond to the
market)

Biesenthal, Gudergan, and Ambrosini (2019)

How DCs impact operational capabilities (SP as a seizing
process which influences courses of action)

D’Annunzio, Carattoli, and Dupleix (2015)

In SMEs, the development of DCs occurs through
experimentation rather than through SP

Donnellan and Rutledge (2019)
Gagné (2018)

The SP process from the resource-based view

SP and DCs in strategy implementation

De Guimaraes et al. (2011)

SP as part of the search routines and, consequently, part of
the DCs

Ojha, Patel, and Sridharan (2020)
Ouakouak (2018)

Pulsiri and Vatananan-Thesenvitz (2018)

Sirén and Kohtamaki (2016)

Tometich et al. (2019)

SP as a DC: the dynamic SP

SP impacts performance mediated by organizational
capabilities (including DCs)

SP and DCs in the decision-making process: the role of
strategic foresight and organizational learning

Learning in the SP-performance relationship (DCs require
learning)

Reconfigurations of ordinary capabilities from DCs to

implement a strategic plan

Vecchiato (2015) Foresight as one of the microfoundations of DCs
(particularly in sense process) and SP is dependent on

foresight to adapt

Wibbens (2019) SP as one of the higher-order resources that affect profit

persistence

Wolf and Floyd (2017) SP review, SP as a DC and DCs as one distal outcome of SP

SP, strategic planning; DCs, dynamic capabilities; SMEs, small and medium-sized enterprises.

Some researchers considered SP to be a process that integrates the efforts of DCs to impact
performance (Andersen & Nielsen, 2009). Others changed the direction of the relationship between
the two concepts and examined DCs as mediators in the impact of SP on performance (Ouakouak,
2018). Moreover, Tometich, Fracasso, Zen, and Engelman (2019) investigated the reconfiguration of
ordinary capabilities from DCs to implement SP. This role of DCs and SP in strategy implementation
was also studied by Gagné (2018). Learning (Pulsiri & Vatananan-Thesenvitz, 2018; Sirén &
Kohtamiki, 2016) and foresight (Pulsiri & Vatananan-Thesenvitz, 2018; Vecchiato, 2015) also
appeared in the intersection between SP and DC studies.

SP and DCs share some similarities: both are periodical, systematic and intentional; are pre-
dicated on routines; and need to deal with an uncertain and challenging competitive environment
(Haarhaus & Liening, 2020). Given the nature of SP, it could be assumed that its performance
would be limited to organizations operating in predictable and stable environments, with low
effectiveness in more volatile environments (Dibrell, Craig, & Neubaum, 2014). However,
some researchers have argued the opposite. Pasha and Poister (2017), for example, believe that
in turbulent environments, organizations need to pay more attention to their structures, goals
and mission in order not to lose their raison d’etre, with SP being fundamental in these cases.
Moreover, Batra, Sharma, Dixit, and Vohra (2018) stated, ‘Strategic planning not only helps
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organizations in responding effectively to an uncertain environment but also in reducing uncer-
tainty’ (p. 496).

Some authors observed a clear overlap between the two concepts, arguing that SP itself is one
of an organization’s DCs (Hughes & Hodgkinson, 2020; Wibbens, 2019; Wolf & Floyd, 2017).
Dynamic SP is defined as ‘the strategic planning process that aligns a firm’s vision and resources
to accommodate changes in the external environment for capturing emerging opportunities’
(Ojha, Patel, & Sridharan, 2020: 1).

SP becomes a DC precisely to enable responding to changes in the external environment,
being more aligned with the demands of stakeholders and being able to learn from the process
(Wolf & Floyd, 2017). The dynamic SP literature emphasizes the role of SP in reconfiguring
resources to adapt an organization to the environment, which is coherent with the concept of
DCs (Hughes & Hodgkinson, 2020). However, the literature mentions little about how dynamic
SP performs sensing.

This paper argues that SP is one of the microfoundations of DCs rather than being a DC
(Li, Easterby-Smith, & Hong, 2019; Teece, 2007). Regarding this perspective, the role of SP
transcends being a DC specifically and impacts the realization of other DCs, as well as their
development, maturation and even retirement.

SP as one of the microfoundations of DCs

Some studies have already considered SP as a part of DCs. De Guimaraes et al. (2011) positioned
SP as part of search routines - those that seek external changes to reconfigure resources internally.
Biesenthal, Gudergan, and Ambrosini (2019), in turn, discussed the role of routines that influence
behaviours and courses of organizational actions in the reconfiguration of ordinary capabilities by
DCs. SP could be considered one of these routines because it integrates resources and outlines
action plans to achieve strategic goals (George, Walker, & Monster, 2019; Wolf & Floyd,
2017). Finally, Andersen and Nielsen (2009) outlined that SP integrates DCs’ efforts to make a
performance impact.

Teece (2007), one of the seminal and most influential authors on DCs, mentioned organiza-
tional processes that support the seizing of opportunities and the continuous alignment and
realignment of assets as the microfoundations of DCs. This paper argues that one of these pro-
cesses, perhaps the most important of them for its diffusion in the corporate world, is SP.

Organizational strategy has an interpretative and subjective component, and the processes and
capabilities involved can range from clearly defined issues to broader, ambiguous and fluid issues
(Dutton & Duncan, 1987). From this perspective, there is one part that can be easily translated
into processes and routines, but there is also another that demands intuition, art, creativity and
flexibility to think beyond the box. As Mintzberg (1994: 112) wrote, ‘Sometimes strategies must
be left as broad visions, not precisely articulated, to adapt to a changing environment’.

The DC approach seems to embrace this ambiguity. Teece, Peteraf, and Leih (2016) mentioned
that processes and routines are an essential aspect of DCs but that strong DCs are not based
entirely on them. There is a mixture of art and intuition, science and analysis in the detection
and diagnosis of organizational environments and strategy formulation (Dutton & Duncan,
1987; Teece, 2018). Due to its rationality and control characteristics, SP — as one of the micro-
foundations of DCs - acts not only in the science and analysis of strategy results but also in
the execution and feedback (Pasha & Poister, 2017).

As a simplification of more complex thinking, SP is indispensable for good implementation
(Gagné, 2018), even under strong environmental uncertainties (Batra et al, 2018; Pasha &
Poister, 2017). SP synthesizes and clarifies the critical information that needs to be considered.
SP standardizes understandings and directs the objectives that guide performance (Dutton &
Duncan, 1987) and decision-making (Posch & Garaus, 2020). Conversely, because it is procedural
and based on clearly articulated and delimited information, SP per se is insufficient to perceive
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Figure 2. A virtuous and mutually reinforcing cycle between dynamic capabilities and strategic planning.

and diagnose the external environment and choose the best opportunity to be explored (Teece,
2018). SP indicates what will be done and how an opportunity should be seized (Ojha, Patel,
& Sridharan, 2020); the other microfoundations of DCs come first, working on the search, diag-
nosis and characterization of which opportunities are among the possible alternatives and which
should be pursued.

As part of DCs, SP and DCs complement each other - impacting performance and generating
learning and new DCs over time in a virtuous and mutually reinforcing cycle, as shown in
Figure 2.

The framework consists of three propositions and considers the theme from the main compo-
nents of performance: formulation of the strategy, measurement of performance and the use of
performance information to make decisions (Pasha & Poister, 2017). Each proposition is further
discussed in the other sections.

Formulating the strategy

The complementary relationship between SP and DCs begins with the other microfoundations
performing what some authors call problemistic search (Posen, Keil, Kim, & Meissner, 2018).
It is a scanning of the external environment to find opportunities that, when exploited by the
organization, would result in improvements of performance and competitiveness. The problemis-
tic search, within the DC approach, considers the Schumpeterian idea of innovation, using the
heterogeneity of resources to exploit opportunities that other competitors have not yet explored
or recognized (Arndt & Pierce, 2018).

The literature highlights that since the first studies on competitive advantage, environmental
analysis tools have been used to substantiate decisions routinized by SP, such as the analysis of the
Porter’s five forces (Sunder, Ganesh, & Marathe, 2019). What is argued here is that this informa-
tion now comes from other DC routines since SP, by its own more formal and procedural nature,
creates rigidities and inflexibilities for the entry of new knowledge (Arend et al., 2017; Dibrell,
Craig, & Neubaum, 2014). With an obstacle to the absorption of new knowledge, the adaptation
or innovation required to exploit an opportunity becomes more difficult (Posch & Garaus, 2020).
In more stable sectors, the lack of new knowledge does not seem to pose substantial problems, but
in the face of rapid change, the absorption and integration of new knowledge becomes imperative
(Li & Liu, 2014).
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Faced with uncertainty and rapid changes in the environment, organizations plan more (Brews
& Purohit, 2007), but the effectiveness and perceived value of the plan decreases (Dibrell, Craig, &
Neubaum, 2014). One reason for this may be the knowledge itself - which, once received and
used, also becomes rigid if not constantly updated (Nieves & Haller, 2014).

Analysing SP as one of the microfoundations of DCs and not a DC specifically could give a
little more autonomy for other microfoundations to perform the periodic search for new knowl-
edge, especially because new and valuable knowledge increasingly seems to be outside organiza-
tional boundaries (Enkel & Sagmeister, 2020; Haim Faridian & Neubaum, 2020). The process of
learning and integrating knowledge into the enterprise occurs through a series of conflicts and
social and cognitive interactions (Tran, Zahra, & Hughes, 2019) that is difficult to be completely
controlled by planning. Moreover, the knowledge learned alone, although indispensable, is insuf-
ficient to adapt to the environment or exploit opportunities (Dixon, Meyer, & Day, 2014); it is
important to perform the problematic search.

Going beyond the periodic absorption of new knowledge, DCs could direct SP towards innov-
ation. On the one hand, critics believe that SP restricts creativity by making insufficiently adapt-
able plans for innovations that have not yet been tried based on the limited recognition of the
external environment (Posch & Garaus, 2020). On the other hand, defenders see SP as a frame-
work for innovation (Batra et al., 2018). From both angles, other microfoundations of DCs could
support SP in the search and implementation of innovations, especially by improving sensing rou-
tines (Froehlich, Bitencourt, & Bossle, 2017).

Whereas DCs need a process to support seizing opportunities and continually reconfiguring
resources to implement innovation or other strategic intents (Teece, 2007), SP can be this process
by which the reconfiguration takes place. Other microfoundations of DCs contribute to SP with a
problemistic search and absorption of new knowledge.

An active search for new opportunities in the external environment and a periodic absorption
of new knowledge can result in better detection and interpretation of the external environment.
With a better perception of the environment as a starting point, SP can be used more efficiently
to achieve strategic demands (Ojha, Patel, & Sridharan, 2020; Rudd, Greenley, Beatson, & Lings,
2008). With a more aligned SP, an organization can become more competitive by orchestrating its
assets and coordinating its activities in a way to better adapt to the external environment or
explore new opportunities (Teece, 2018).

The following proposition is outlined for future research:

P,: Other microfoundations of DCs support SP with a periodic search and absorption of new
knowledge - which can result in a better interpretation of the external environment, enabling
a better adaptation and exploration of new opportunities by an organization.

Measuring performance

Researchers argue that performance improvements substantially depend on the ability to adapt
and exploit new opportunities in an increasingly uncertain and complex market (Arndt &
Pierce, 2018). From this perspective, both DCs and SP play an essential role that requires further
clarification (Arend et al.,, 2017; Jantunen, Tarkiainen, Chari, & Oghazi, 2018; Rau, Flores, &
Simha, 2021; Ringov, 2017; Rudd et al., 2008). This paper argues that SP can reflect other micro-
foundations of DCs (especially sensing) in the reconfiguration of capabilities, processes, resources
and assets. In doing so, SP cooperates with other microfoundations to jointly impact perform-
ance. SP becomes a process that formalizes the demands of the external environment that
have been perceived and interpreted through other microfoundations of DCs. SP creates condi-
tions for ordinary capabilities to develop and impact performance.

Ouakouak (2018) argued that SP that considers more rational elements together with more
adaptive ones can provide opportunities for the learning, environmental adaptation, flexibility
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and efficiency necessary to develop organizational capabilities (both ordinary and dynamic). In
this line, Andersen and Nielsen (2009) argued that SP creates integrative capabilities that benefit
an organization and promote its growth. By signalling to operational environments the activities
and resources necessary to implement a strategy, SP is able to orchestrate resources and processes
to ensure the development of capabilities (Globocnik, Faullant, & Parastuty, 2020; Wolf & Floyd,
2017).

Beyond that, ordinary capabilities would be adapted and supported by DCs as a whole (includ-
ing SP) because they are endogenously reconfigured by DCs (Biesenthal, Gudergan, & Ambrosini,
2019; Schriber & Lowstedt, 2020). This alignment between the microfoundations of DCs impacts
performance (Ojha, Patel, & Sridharan, 2020; Ouakouak, 2018; Wibbens, 2019). Here, ordinary
capabilities are also considered one of the microfoundations of DCs because they are essential
for the sensing, seizing and transformation processes to occur (Teece, 2007).

A study argued that DC demands need to be simplified and routinized before they are put into
practice (Li, Easterby-Smith, & Hong, 2019). The researchers argued that the process of interpret-
ing the external environment is complex and integrates various types of knowledge. Hence, the
process requires a translation to be performed, orchestrating resources and capabilities to reflect
the DC guidelines. Thus, SP would be responsible for translating the DC demands and formally
assigning responsibilities and resources for the respective activities (Arend et al., 2017). SP would
be the link between the formulation of the strategy and its implementation, maintaining the
search for its characteristic efficiency (Gagné, 2018). However, it would also search for flexibility
to accommodate emerging changes and support the exploitation of unanticipated opportunities
(Ojha, Patel, & Sridharan, 2020). SP signals how resources can be employed most efficiently
(Schriber & Lowstedt, 2020), monitors results in uncertain times and makes functional predic-
tions, generating valuable insights to be used by other microfoundations of DCs (Haarhaus &
Liening, 2020; Pulsiri & Vatananan-Thesenvitz, 2018). From the flexibility side, knowledge and
learning, here coming from other microfoundations, can ensure SP dynamism in the face of
emerging demands (Hughes & Hodgkinson, 2020).

The alignment between the microfoundations of DCs (including SP) can support the results of
DCs regarding performance as well as boost those results by reconfiguring ordinary capabilities
(Andersen & Nielsen, 2009; Ouakouak, 2018), providing competitive advantages in the short and
long term (Dixon, Meyer, & Day, 2014). This is explicit in the proposition below.

P,: SP formalizes and operationalizes the demands of other microfoundations of DCs, reflect-
ing them in the reconfiguration of ordinary capabilities and aiming to generate a positive
impact on organizational performance.

Using performance and SP information: a virtuous and mutually reinforcing cycle

In the last two sections, it was argued that other microfoundations of DCs and SP act in an
aligned way to periodically absorb new knowledge and actively search for new opportunities in
the external environment, improving the perception of the environment. SP, in turn, formalizes
and operationalizes the demands of the other microfoundations - reflecting them in the recon-
figuration of ordinary capabilities, which can generate an impact on organizational performance.
In this section, it is argued that SP and performance play a role in the development of DCs as a
whole - forming a virtuous and mutually reinforcing cycle.

The starting point of the framework presented (Figure 2) is the other microfoundations of DCs
performing the acquisition of new knowledge and the problemistic search for new opportunities
that could be explored. The problemistic search assumes learning from the results of the strategies
regarding performance (Posen et al., 2018). If performance is below expectations, new interven-
tions are required to improve the outcome. From this perspective, performance is able to measure
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the effectiveness and performance of DCs as a whole and SP over a period, as it does with the
business model of organizations (Teece, 2018).

The DC literature not only highlights the need to measure the impacts of DCs (Ferreira,
Coelho, & Moutinho, 2020; Pezeshkan et al., 2016; Wibbens, 2019) but also emphasizes the dif-
ficulty in separating these impacts from those of ordinary capabilities and other resources
(Qaiyum & Wang, 2018). The challenge of measuring the impact of DCs on performance
becomes even greater because several factors can interfere in this relationship. Previous studies
have found variations in the relationship between DCs and performance, depending on the
type and pervasiveness of strategic change (Girod & Whittington, 2017), the internal character-
istics of the organization (e.g., size, age, managerial positions and geographical location;
Bitencourt et al., 2020; Jantunen et al., 2018; Qaiyum & Wang, 2018), the methods used to meas-
ure performance (Pezeshkan et al., 2016), the exposure to environmental dynamics and the com-
plexity of the resource base (Ringov, 2017).

SP could form an analysis framework - where low performance results could signal, for
example, that a DC is not yet suitable for an organization’s context, that conditions are lacking
for ordinary capabilities to develop (Ouakouak, 2018) or even that the microfoundations of DCs
used to adapt and reconfigure ordinary capabilities do not reflect DC demands (Biesenthal,
Gudergan, & Ambrosini, 2019; Schriber & Lowstedt, 2020). Each of these findings can generate
a set of corrective actions, aiming to improve performance in the next period.

Over time, SP can refine itself and improve DCs as a whole based on the performance meas-
urement information. SP itself can be improved due to its past performance and other aspects of
organizational memory (Hughes & Hodgkinson, 2020). The results of the previous strategies are
part of the path dependence envisaged in the first definition of DCs in 1997 (Teece, Pisano, &
Shuen, 1997). Suddaby, Coraiola, Harvey, and Foster (2020) updated the importance of the
path: “The capacity to manage the interpretation of the past, in the present for the future, is a
critical ability that informs a firm’s ability to successfully enact changes needed to adapt to dis-
ruptive technology’ (p. 530).

The historical knowledge gained from DCs as a whole and SP evolutions themselves, together
with their results obtained in performance, are part of the knowledge base where new capabilities,
both dynamic and ordinary, emerge (Enkel & Sagmeister, 2020; Zollo & Winter, 2002). From this
perspective, SP is influenced by established knowledge routines as well as influences how new
knowledge is achieved or acquired and transformed into products, processes or even capability
innovations (Arend et al, 2017). To Ojha, Patel, and Sridharan (2020), an overly misaligned
or rigid SP becomes a bottleneck for the application of DCs, making them less effective. Thus,
SP is contained in the interactive learning factors that lead to a new capability (Tran, Zahra, &
Hughes, 2019), considerably delimiting the creation and development of DCs. From this view-
point, DCs can also be a result of SP, as argued by Wolf and Floyd (2017). However, considering
SP as one of the microfoundations of DCs, the contribution of SP is not limited to the creation
and development of some DCs but permeates them all.

SP can anticipate and secure investments to ensure the effectiveness and dynamism of DCs
(Schreyogg & Kliesch-Eberl, 2007; Zahra, Sapienza, & Davidsson, 2006) - especially research
and development, which constitute a relevant source of new capability (Enkel & Sagmeister,
2020). When aligned with other microfoundations of DCs, SP can also help in the reflexive mon-
itoring that must accompany the evolution of DCs, suggested by Schreydgg and Kliesch-Eberl
(2007), so that the development flow of DCs does not dissolve the strategic intent or stiffen an
organization, keeping DCs up to date and flexible. SP, together with performance information
over time, can signal when capability needs to be created, better developed or inactivated
(Helfat & Peteraf, 2003).

The reconfiguring influences new sensing and seizing processes, and so on (Mousavi, Bossink,
& van Vliet, 2018). Therefore, when SP executes seizing and reconfiguring, it influences the gen-
eration of learning for new DCs in a cycle that mutually reinforces itself (Dixon, Meyer, & Day,
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2014). The realization of seizing and reconfiguring through SP feeds back into the new DCs.
Within this cycle is also the feedback of performance information as a way of evaluating the feasi-
bility of some strategies (Teece, 2018) and reviewing capabilities, objectives, processes and activ-
ities (Pasha & Poister, 2017). As it aims to adapt and improve the competitiveness of
organizations, this cycle can be considered virtuous, in line with Dixon, Meyer, and Day
(2014) study about building DCs.

Considering the arguments presented, the final proposition of this study is detailed below.

Ps: There is a virtuous and mutually reinforcing cycle between DCs (with SP as one of the
microfoundations) and performance, thereby the alignment between SP and other microfoun-
dations retro-fed by previous performance information generates useful learning capable of
improving DCs’ base and SP itself and consequently produces subsequent higher performance.

Theoretical implications

This study has three main theoretical implications of how considering SP as one of the micro-
foundations of DCs can impact future research. First, this new perspective expands the contribu-
tions of SP to DCs as a whole and to performance. While SP was treated only as a specific DC, its
contributions were limited to self-development to achieve better performance (Ojha, Patel, &
Sridharan, 2020; Wibbens, 2019), eventually generating new DCs as a distal result (Wolf &
Floyd, 2017). Instead, SP has an active and participative role in the creation, development and
implementation of all DCs. SP formalizes resource demands, organizes activities, and provides
conditions for ordinary capabilities to develop (Globocnik, Faullant, & Parastuty, 2020;
Ouakouak, 2018), execute the strategy and generate higher performance.

Second, SP is now considered the bridge between strategy formulation and implementation
(Gagné, 2018), becoming the mechanism by which DCs endogenously reconfigure ordinary cap-
abilities (Biesenthal, Gudergan, & Ambrosini, 2019; Schriber & Lowstedt, 2020), and only then to
obtain a result in performance. Thus, SP becomes one possible evidence to be analysed by
researchers, having the potential to facilitate the empirical identification of DCs and strengthen
its practical relevance — an aspect for which it has been strongly criticized (Ferreira, Coelho, &
Moutinho, 2020). In SP research, the alignment of the two bodies of literature can revive
researchers’ interest, highlighting how SP incorporates environmental changes and then results
in performance. The impact of environmental changes on SP has been considered a fruitful
avenue for future studies (Wolf & Floyd, 2017), and the still inconclusive link between SP and
performance has been considered responsible for the dramatic drop in the academic discussions
of the theme (Jarzabkowski & Balogun, 2009).

Finally, previous information on SP and performance measurement has become more prominent
because it is considered an input for the improvement of DCs as a whole and of SP in particular
(Hughes & Hodgkinson, 2020), as well as the performance itself in a subsequent period. By imple-
menting seizing and transforming and having performance measured, SP generates information that
influences new sensing (Mousavi, Bossink, & van Vliet, 2018) and can create or develop new cap-
abilities — both ordinary and dynamic (Dixon, Meyer, & Day, 2014; Enkel & Sagmeister, 2020; Zollo
& Winter, 2002). This information can measure the effectiveness of DCs as a whole and an orga-
nization’s previous trajectory, giving insights into strategies that may be more assertive in the future.
Under this perspective, SP, over time, can reconstruct the trajectory of the organization, becoming
useful in empirical investigations examining path dependence inside of the DC approach.

Practical implications

For practitioners, the discussions of this paper reinforce the importance of the processes that cre-
ate SP and accompany its implementation. There are three main practical implications of this
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study. First, it reaffirms the importance of establishing and consolidating the routines of acquiring
new knowledge (even from outside the organization), evaluating the external environment, and
seeking new opportunities, creating conditions for DCs to be created and updated (Haarhaus
& Liening, 2020; Tran, Zahra, & Hughes, 2019). DCs can enable a more comprehensive view
of the market, and through SP, they can more effectively guide decision-making in the organiza-
tion, avoiding a blind search for efficiency in the present that can compromise profits in the long
run.

Second, the study highlights the need for SP to be aligned with the routines of absorption of
new knowledge and market perception in order to become more flexible and responsive. As
argued by Ojha, Patel, and Sridharan (2020), misaligned SP can make DCs less effective and
decrease their performance. In this sense, practitioners need to assess whether SP supports
and ensures the resources (e.g., financial and knowledge) necessary for capabilities — both
dynamic and ordinary - to develop and generate a satisfactory result. SP can no longer be an
obstacle to innovation (Arend et al., 2017); it has to be a means by which innovation happens
more assertively (Batra et al., 2018; Gagné, 2018), enabling the identification and capture of
opportunities.

Finally, the existence of a virtuous and mutually reinforcing cycle, which was argued in this
study, denotes the need to use previous information — both from SP and performance measure-
ment - to improve strategies and SP and, hence, increase subsequent performance (Dixon, Meyer,
& Day, 2014; Posen et al., 2018; Teece, 2018). By looking attentively and consciously at the past, it
is possible to differentiate successful and unsuccessful strategies and contextualize their results,
generating a pool of information that can be useful for a better interpretation of the market
and the effectiveness of new strategies (Suddaby et al., 2020). Keeping this cycle in mind can
help practitioners think about their results as part of a continuous flow, where understanding
the reasons a strategy was unsuccessful can generate the learning needed for further success.

Conclusions

SP development has recently been identified as a relevant research gap (Hughes & Hodgkinson,
2020), and the role of environmental and organizational contingencies has been indicated as one
of the areas that require the greatest efforts from SP researchers (Wolf & Floyd, 2017). This study
discussed the contributions of other microfoundations of DCs to SP regarding the search for the
flexibility to better adapt organizations to uncertain and rapidly changing environments
(Haarhaus & Liening, 2020). There is a recent movement to align these two bodies of literatures
- aligning concepts of adaptation and strategic flexibility, which has been called dynamic SP. This
paper extends these efforts (Hughes & Hodgkinson, 2020; Ojha, Patel, & Sridharan, 2020) but
argues that SP is one of the microfoundations of DCs, instead of a DC specifically.

Far from having exhausted the literature concerning the two individual constructs and pre-
senting an exhaustive review, this theoretical effort is able to exemplify some possible, as yet
unstudied, relationships between DCs and SP. The main arguments are that SP is one of the
microfoundations of DCs and that other microfoundations are complementary to SP. The com-
plementarity occurs especially in the connection with the external environment since other
microfoundations identify opportunities and point out ways to explore them, giving dynamism,
agility and responsiveness to SP. In line, SP — as one of the microfoundations of DCs - is the
formal mechanism by which the reconfiguration or restructuring of resources and capabilities
discussed in the literature on DCs is executed and, thus, operationalizes the impact of DCs on
performance.

The alignment between SP and the other microfoundations of DCs can result in not only
innovation and performance but also the creation and development of new DCs. In this way,
DCs not only complement SP but also are a result of it and performance in a virtuous and mutu-
ally reinforcing cycle. From a longitudinal perspective, the possibility of SP and performance
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acting to encourage or inhibit the development of new DCs and the evolution of existing ones was
discussed.

The creation of DCs, from the point of view of evolutionary theory, extrapolates formal pro-
cesses and is contained in the learning obtained through crises, trial and error, and emerging
situations (Tran, Zahra, & Hughes, 2019). However, a better understanding of the processes of
creation, development and maturation of DCs remains being encouraged by researchers
(Arndt & Pierce, 2018; Tran, Zahra, & Hughes, 2019; Wilden, Gudergan, & Lings, 2019).

The main theoretical implication of this study is that the contributions of SP and measurement
of performance need to be considered in the creation and development of DCs. Therefore, this
paper expands the contributions of SP, which was previously limited to being a specific DC, to
all DCs and performance. Here, SP was characterized as the mechanism that implements the seiz-
ing and transforming processes and contributes to the creation and development of DCs over
time in a virtuous and mutually reinforcing cycle. Three propositions were presented that
could serve as a starting point for further research, including longitudinal ones. New research
is strongly encouraged, aiming to contribute to the elucidation of fundamental gaps in both
the study of DCs and SP.

For practitioners, this study implies not only recognizing the importance of SP but also sup-
porting the periodic absorption of new knowledge and the active search for new opportunities.
This paper argues that practitioners should assess if SP is providing conditions for an organiza-
tion’s capabilities to evolve and, therefore, result in better performance. Moreover, this paper pre-
sents some insight into how SP and performance feedback can generate the improvement of DCs,
SP and performance over time.

Acknowledgements. This study was financed in part by the Coordenagio de Aperfeioamento de Pessoal de Nivel Superior -
Brasil (CAPES) - Finance Code 001. The authors would like to thank the valuable comments received during the presentation of
an earlier version of this paper at ENANPAD 2020.

Conflict of interest. None.

References

Andersen, T. J., & Nielsen, B. B. (2009). Adaptive strategy making: The effects of emergent and intended strategy modes.
European Management Review, 6(2), 94-106. https://doi.org/10.1057/emr.2009.7.

Arend, R. ], Zhao, Y. L, Song, M., & Im, S. (2017). Strategic planning as a complex and enabling managerial tool. Strategic
Management Journal, 38(8), 1741-1752. https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;j.2420.

Arndt, F., & Bach, N. (2015). Evolutionary and ecological conceptualization of dynamic capabilities: Identifying elements of
the Teece and Eisenhardt schools. Journal of Management & Organization, 21(5), 701-704. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.
2015.22.

Arndt, F, & Pierce, L. (2018). The behavioral and evolutionary roots of dynamic capabilities. Industrial and Corporate
Change, 27(2), 413-424. https:/doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtx042.

Batra, S., Sharma, S., Dixit, M. R., & Vohra, N. (2018). Does strategic planning determine innovation in organizations?
A study of Indian SME sector. Australian Journal of Management, 43(3), 493-513. https:/doi.org/10.1177/
0312896217734893.

Biesenthal, C., Gudergan, S., & Ambrosini, V. (2019). The role of ostensive and performative routine aspects in dynamic cap-
ability deployment at different organizational levels. Long Range Planning, 52(3), 350-365. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.Irp.
2018.03.006.

Bitencourt, C. C,, de Oliveira Santini, F., Ladeira, W. J., Santos, A. C., & Teixeira, E. K. (2020). The extended dynamic capabilities
model: A meta-analysis. European Management Journal, 38(1), 108-120. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;j.2019.04.007.

Brews, P., & Purohit, D. (2007). Strategic planning in unstable environments. Long Range Planning, 40(1), 64-83. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.1rp.2006.12.001.

D’Annunzio, C., Carattoli, M., & Dupleix, D. (2015). Dynamic capabilities associated with a firm’s growth in developing
countries. A comparative study of Argentinean SMEs in the software and tourism industries. Journal of
Entrepreneurship, Management and Innovation, 11(4), 25-62. https://doi.org/10.7341/20151142.

De Guimaraes, T. A., Odelius, C. C., Medeiros, . J., & Vargas Santana, J. A. (2011). Management innovation at the Brazilian
superior tribunal of justice. The American Review of Public Administration, 41(3), 297-312. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0275074010380449.

https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.33 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1057/emr.2009.7
https://doi.org/10.1057/emr.2009.7
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2420
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2420
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2015.22
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2015.22
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2015.22
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtx042
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtx042
https://doi.org/10.1177/0312896217734893
https://doi.org/10.1177/0312896217734893
https://doi.org/10.1177/0312896217734893
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2018.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2018.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2018.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2019.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2019.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2006.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2006.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2006.12.001
https://doi.org/10.7341/20151142
https://doi.org/10.7341/20151142
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074010380449
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074010380449
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074010380449
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.33

1130 Gleycianne Rodrigues Araujo et al.

Dibrell, C,, Craig, J. B., & Neubaum, D. O. (2014). Linking the formal strategic planning process, planning flexibility, and
innovativeness to firm performance. Journal of Business Research, 67(9), 2000-2007. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.
2013.10.011.

Di Stefano, G., Peteraf, M., & Verona, G. (2014). The organizational drivetrain: A road to integration of dynamic capabilities
research. Academy of Management Perspectives, 28(4), 307-327. https:/doi.org/10.5465/amp.2013.0100.

Dixon, S., Meyer, K., & Day, M. (2014). Building dynamic capabilities of adaptation and innovation: A study of micro-
foundations in a transition economy. Long Range Planning, 47(4), 186-205. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1rp.2013.08.011.
Donnellan, J., & Rutledge, W. L. (2019). A case for resource-based view and competitive advantage in banking. Managerial

and Decision Economics, 40(6), 728-737. https://doi.org/10.1002/mde.3041.

Dosi, G., Nelson, R. R., & Winter, S. G. (Eds.). (2000). The nature and dynamics of organizational capabilities. New York, NY:
Oxford University Press.

Dutton, J. E., & Duncan, R. B. (1987). The influence of the strategic planning process on strategic change. Strategic
Management Journal, 8(2), 103-116.

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic capabilities: What are they? Strategic Management Journal, 21(10-11),
1105-1121. https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11<1105::AID-SMJ133>3..CO;2-E.

Enkel, E., & Sagmeister, V. (2020). External corporate venturing modes as new way to develop dynamic capabilities.
Technovation, 96-97, 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102128.

Ferreira, J., Coelho, A., & Moutinho, L. (2020). Dynamic capabilities, creativity and innovation capability and their impact on
competitive advantage and firm performance: The moderating role of entrepreneurial orientation. Technovation, 92-93,
1-18. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2018.11.004.

Froehlich, C., Bitencourt, C. C., & Bossle, M. B. (2017). The use of dynamic capabilities to boost innovation in a Brazilian
chemical company. Revista de Administragdo, 52(4), 479-491. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rausp.2017.08.007.

Gagné, M. (2018). From strategy to action: Transforming organizational goals into organizational behavior. International
Journal of Management Reviews, 20, S83-S104. https:/doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12159.

George, B., Walker, R. M., & Monster, J. (2019). Does strategic planning improve organizational performance?
A meta-analysis. Public Administration Review, 79(6), 810-819. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13104.

Girod, S. J. G., & Whittington, R. (2017). Reconfiguration, restructuring and firm performance: Dynamic capabilities and
environmental dynamism. Strategic Management Journal, 38(5), 1121-1133. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2543.

Globocnik, D., Faullant, R., & Parastuty, Z. (2020). Bridging strategic planning and business model management — A formal
control framework to manage business model portfolios and dynamics. European Management Journal, 38(2), 231-243.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;.2019.08.005.

Grant, R. M. (2003). Strategic planning in a turbulent environment: Evidence from the oil majors. Strategic Management
Journal, 24(6), 491-517. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.314.

Haarhaus, T., & Liening, A. (2020). Building dynamic capabilities to cope with environmental uncertainty: The role of stra-
tegic foresight. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 155, 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120033.
Haim Faridian, P., & Neubaum, D. O. (2020). Ambidexterity in the age of asset sharing: Development of dynamic capabilities

in open source ecosystems. Technovation, 99, 1-10. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102125.

Helfat, C. E., Finkelstein, S., Mitchell, W., Peteraf, M., Singh, H., Teece, D., & Winter, S. (2010). Dynamic capabilities:
Understanding strategic change in organizations. New York, NY: Blackwell Publishing.

Helfat, C. E., & Peteraf, M. A. (2003). The dynamic resource-based view: Capability lifecycles. Strategic Management Journal,
24(10), 997-1010. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.332.

Hughes, P., & Hodgkinson, I. (2020). Knowledge management activities and strategic planning capability development.
European Business Review, 33(2), 238-254. https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-03-2019-0034.

Jantunen, A., Tarkiainen, A., Chari, S., & Oghazi, P. (2018). Dynamic capabilities, operational changes, and performance out-
comes in the media industry. Journal of Business Research, 89, 251-257. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.01.037.
Jarzabkowski, P., & Balogun, J. (2009). The practice and process of delivering integration through strategic planning. Journal

of Management Studies, 46(8), 1255-1288. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00853 x.

Li, S., Easterby-Smith, M., & Hong, J. F. L. (2019). Towards an understanding of the nature of dynamic capabilities in high-
velocity markets of China. Journal of Business Research, 97, 212-226. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.08.007.

Li, D., & Liu, J. (2014). Dynamic capabilities, environmental dynamism, and competitive advantage: Evidence from China.
Journal of Business Research, 67(1), 2793-2799. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.08.007.

Milian, E. Z., de Spinola, M. M., & de Carvalho, M. M. (2019). Fintechs: A literature review and research agenda. Electronic
Commerce Research and Applications, 34(100833), 1-21. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2019.100833.

Mintzberg, H. (1994). The fall and rise of strategic planning. Harvard Business Review, 72(1), 107-114.

Mousavi, S., Bossink, B., & van Vliet, M. (2018). Dynamic capabilities and organizational routines for managing innovation
towards sustainability. Journal of Cleaner Production, 203, 224-239. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.08.215.

Nieves, J., & Haller, S. (2014). Building dynamic capabilities through knowledge resources. Tourism Management, 40,
224-232. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.06.010.

https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.33 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.10.011
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2013.0100
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2013.0100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2013.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2013.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1002/mde.3041
https://doi.org/10.1002/mde.3041
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11%3C1105::AID-SMJ133%3E3..CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11%3C1105::AID-SMJ133%3E3..CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102128
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102128
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2018.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2018.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rausp.2017.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rausp.2017.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12159
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12159
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13104
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13104
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2543
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2543
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2019.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2019.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.314
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.314
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102125
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102125
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.332
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.332
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-03-2019-0034
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-03-2019-0034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.01.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.01.037
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00853.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00853.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2019.100833
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2019.100833
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.08.215
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.08.215
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.33

Journal of Management & Organization 1131

Ojha, D., Patel, P. C., & Sridharan, S. V. (2020). Dynamic strategic planning and firm competitive performance: A concep-
tualization and an empirical test. International Journal of Production Economics, 222, 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.
2019.09.030.

Ouakouak, M. L. (2018). Does a strategic planning process that combines rational and adaptive characteristics pay off?
Evidence from European firms. Australian Journal of Management, 43(2), 328-349. https:/doi.org/10.1177/
0312896217721589.

Pasha, O., & Poister, T. H. (2017). Exploring the change in strategy formulation and performance measurement practices
under turbulence. Public Performance & Management Review, 40(3), 504-528. https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2016.
1276843.

Pezeshkan, A., Fainshmidt, S., Nair, A., Lance Frazier, M., & Markowski, E. (2016). An empirical assessment of the dynamic
capabilities-performance relationship. Journal of Business Research, 69(8), 2950-2956. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.
2015.10.152.

Posch, A., & Garaus, C. (2020). Boon or curse? A contingent view on the relationship between strategic planning and organ-
izational ambidexterity. Long Range Planning, 53(6), 1-19. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.1rp.2019.03.004.

Posen, H. E., Keil, T., Kim, S., & Meissner, F. D. (2018). Renewing research on problemistic search — A review and research
agenda. Academy of Management Annals, 12(1), 208-251. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0018.

Pulsiri, N., & Vatananan-Thesenvitz, R. (2018). A systematic literature review of dynamic capabilities, strategic foresight and
organizational learning. In D. F. Kocaoglu, T. R. Anderson, D. C. Kozanoglu, K. Niwa, H.-J. Steenhuis, & G. Perman
(Eds.), 2018 Portland international conference on management of engineering and technology (PICMET) (pp. 1-9).
Honolulu: IEEE. https://doi.org/10.23919/PICMET.2018.8481885.

Qaiyum, S., & Wang, C. L. (2018). Understanding internal conditions driving ordinary and dynamic capabilities in Indian
high-tech firms. Journal of Business Research, 90, 206-214. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.05.014.

Rau, D, Flores, L., & Simha, A. (2021). A moderated-mediated examination of the relations among strategic planning, organ-
izational learning, slack and firm performance. Management Decision, 59(9), 2200-2216. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-02-
2020-0171.

Ringov, D. (2017). Dynamic capabilities and firm performance. Long Range Planning, 50(5), 653-664. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.1rp.2017.02.005.

Rudd, J. M., Greenley, G. E., Beatson, A. T., & Lings, I. N. (2008). Strategic planning and performance: Extending the debate.
Journal of Business Research, 61(2), 99-108. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.06.014.

Sassetti, S., Marzi, G., Cavaliere, V., & Ciappei, C. (2018). Entrepreneurial cognition and socially situated approach: A sys-
tematic and bibliometric analysis. Scientometrics, 116(3), 1675-1718. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-018-2809-4.

Schreyogg, G., & Kliesch-Eberl, M. (2007). How dynamic can organizational capabilities be? Towards a dual-process model of
capability dynamization. Strategic Management Journal, 28(9), 913-933. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.613.

Schriber, S., & Lowstedt, J. (2020). Reconsidering ordinary and dynamic capabilities in strategic change. European
Management Journal, 38(3), 377-387. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;j.2019.12.006.

Sirén, C., & Kohtamiki, M. (2016). Stretching strategic learning to the limit: The interaction between strategic planning and
learning. Journal of Business Research, 69(2), 653-663. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.08.035.

Suddaby, R., Coraiola, D., Harvey, C., & Foster, W. (2020). History and the micro-foundations of dynamic capabilities.
Strategic Management Journal, 41(3), 530-556. https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;j.3058.

Sunder, M. V., Ganesh, L. S., & Marathe, R. (2019). Dynamic capabilities: A morphological analysis framework and agenda
for future research. European Business Review, 31(1), 25-63. https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-03-2018-0060.

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and microfoundations of (sustainable) enterprise perform-
ance. Strategic Management Journal, 28(13), 1319-1350. https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;j.640.

Teece, D. J. (2018). Business models and dynamic capabilities. Long Range Planning, 51(1), 40-49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
1rp.2017.06.007.

Teece, D. J., Peteraf, M., & Leih, S. (2016). Dynamic capabilities and organizational agility: Risk, uncertainty, and strategy in
the innovation economy. California Management Review, 58(4), 13-35. https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2016.58.4.13.

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic Management Journal,
18(7), 509-533. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7<509::AID-SMJ882>3..CO;2-Z.

Tometich, P., Fracasso, E., Zen, A., & Engelman, R. (2019). The decision to innovate and the movement of dynamic capabil-
ities. Gestdo and Produgdo, 26(2), 1-13. https:/doi.org/10.1590/0104-530x-3627-19.

Tran, Y., Zahra, S., & Hughes, M. (2019). A process model of the maturation of a new dynamic capability. Industrial
Marketing Management, 83, 115-127. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.11.009.

Treinta, F. T., Farias Filho, J. R., Sant’Anna, A. P., & Rabelo, L. M. (2013). Methodology of bibliographical research using a
multi-criteria  method to support decision-making. Production, 24(3), 508-520. https:/doi.org/10.1590/S0103-
65132013005000078.

Vecchiato, R. (2015). Creating value through foresight: First mover advantages and strategic agility. Technological Forecasting
and Social Change, 101(6), 25-36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2014.08.016.

https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.33 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.09.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.09.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.09.030
https://doi.org/10.1177/0312896217721589
https://doi.org/10.1177/0312896217721589
https://doi.org/10.1177/0312896217721589
https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2016.1276843
https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2016.1276843
https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2016.1276843
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.10.152
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.10.152
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.10.152
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2019.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2019.03.004
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0018
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0018
https://doi.org/10.23919/PICMET.2018.8481885
https://doi.org/10.23919/PICMET.2018.8481885
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-02-2020-0171
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-02-2020-0171
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-018-2809-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-018-2809-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.613
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.613
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2019.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2019.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.08.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.08.035
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3058
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3058
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-03-2018-0060
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-03-2018-0060
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.640
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.640
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2016.58.4.13
https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2016.58.4.13
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-SMJ882%3E3..CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-SMJ882%3E3..CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.1590/0104-530x-3627-19
https://doi.org/10.1590/0104-530x-3627-19
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-65132013005000078
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-65132013005000078
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-65132013005000078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2014.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2014.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.33

1132 Gleycianne Rodrigues Araujo et al.

Webster, J., & Watson, R. T. (2002). Analyzing the past to prepare for the future: Writing a literature review. MIS Quarterly,
26(2), xiii-xxiii.

Wibbens, P. D. (2019). Performance persistence in the presence of higher-order resources. Strategic Management Journal,
40(2), 181-202. https:/doi.org/10.1002/smj.2979.

Wilden, R., Gudergan, S., & Lings, I. (2019). The interplay and growth implications of dynamic capabilities and market orien-
tation. Industrial Marketing Management, 83, 21-30. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.11.001.

Wolf, C., & Floyd, S. W. (2017). Strategic planning research: Toward a theory-driven agenda. Journal of Management, 43(6),
1754-1788. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313478185.

Zahra, S. A., Sapienza, H. J., & Davidsson, P. (2006). Entrepreneurship and dynamic capabilities: A review, model and
research agenda. Journal of Management Studies, 43(4), 917-955. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00616.x.

Zollo, M., & Winter, S. G. (2002). Deliberate learning and the evolution of dynamic capabilities. Organization Science, 13(3),
339-351. https:/doi.org/10.1287/orsc.13.3.339.2780.

Gleycianne Rodrigues Aratdjo. PhD candidate at Pontificia Universidade Catélica do Parand in Brazil. Her research interests
include dynamic capability, strategic orientations and competitiveness.

Heitor Takashi Kato. PhD in Business Administration from EAESP, Fundagdo Getulio Vargas. He is Full Professor at
Pontificia Universidade Catdlica do Parand. His research interests include dynamic capability, strategic process and
competitiveness.

Jansen Maia Del Corso. PhD in Management Science from ESADE, Universitat Ramén Llull. He is Full Professor at
Pontificia Universidade Catdlica do Parana. His research interests include strategic planning and organizational modelling.

Cite this article: Aratjo GR, Kato HT, Del Corso JM (2022). Dynamic capabilities, strategic planning and performance: a
virtuous and mutually reinforcing cycle. Journal of Management ¢ Organization 28, 1116-1132. https://doi.org/10.1017/
jmo.2022.33

https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.33 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2979
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2979
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313478185
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313478185
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00616.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00616.x
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.13.3.339.2780
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.13.3.339.2780
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.33
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.33
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.33

	Dynamic capabilities, strategic planning and performance: a virtuous and mutually reinforcing cycle
	Introduction
	Literature review
	SP
	DCs

	Methods
	SP and DCs: overlapping or complementary concepts?
	SP as one of the microfoundations of DCs
	Formulating the strategy
	Measuring performance
	Using performance and SP information: a virtuous and mutually reinforcing cycle
	Theoretical implications
	Practical implications

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


