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Abstract

In today’s rapidly evolving environment, technology-based firms (TBF) face growing pressure
to remain adaptable and competitive in the face of technological disruption. As a result,
leveraging dynamic capabilities has become increasingly important for managing such change,
particularly with the rise of artificial intelligence (Al) as one of the most prominent disruptive
technologies today. This study explores how technology-based firms develop and utilize
dynamic capabilities to effectively manage the adoption of disruptive technologies.

The study was conducted using a qualitative research strategy, incorporating an adaptive
approach and a multiple case study design. Primary data was collected through semi-structured
interviews with leaders of technology-based firms, generating rich insights into their responses
to disruption. The empirical findings are supported and contextualized through relevant
theoretical frameworks established in the literature review.

The results highlight a range of internal and external strategies, such as stakeholder
involvement, continuous learning, and market analysis, that support successful adoption. These
initiatives enable firms to navigate uncertainty, foster adaptability, and maintain
competitiveness in a rapidly changing environment. Drawing on the dynamic capabilities
framework and the Dynamic Technology Capability Model (DTCM) by McLaughlin (2017),
this study offers a comprehensive framework for technology-based firms seeking to adapt to
disruptive technologies. Ultimately, it emphasizes the importance of technology leadership,
management, integration, and alignment in driving successful technological transformation.

Keywords: Technology-Based Firms, Dynamic Capabilities, Dynamic Technology
Capabilities, Disruptive Technologies, Artificial Intelligence, Generative Al, Technological
Adoption, Technological Alignment, Technological Management, Technological Integration,
Technological Leadership



Acknowledgements

We would like to express our sincere gratitude to our supervisor, Alisa Chabanyuk, for her
invaluable guidance and constructive feedback throughout this process. Her support has been
instrumental in refining and strengthening our study. We also wish to thank our fellow students
for their encouragement and thoughtful suggestions.

Finally, we extend our heartfelt thanks to all the participants in our study. Their generosity in
sharing valuable insights, along with their enthusiasm and openness, made this study possible.

Gothenburg, 2025-06-05

Sl Gillird, W O

Elin Gidlund Maja Odman




Table of Contents

L INEEOAUCTION ...ttt ettt e b e et et e s bt e s bt e enbeessteenbeesaeeans 1
1.1 BACKZIOUNG ..ottt ettt ettt ettt e te e e e e sbeeeabeenbaesnaeenseennns 1
1.2 Problem DISCUSSION .....cc.eiiiriieriiiiieiietteie ettt ettt ettt sttt st e et enee s e sae e 2
1.3 Research Purpose and Research QUeStion ..........cccueieeiiieciiieeiiiecieecee e 3
1.4 DEIIMITATIONS 1.ttt sttt ettt sttt et sa et eatesete bt eneeeaeenaeenee 3

2. LItErature REVIEW.......oiuiiiuiiiiiiieiiiesieee ettt sttt ettt ettt e sbe e 4
2.1 Technology-Based FIrms ...........coocuiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeieeee et 4
2.2 Disruptive TeChNOIOZIES .......eeeviiiiiieiieeiieiee ettt ettt sre et saeeeaeessaeesaesnneens 5
2.3 Technological Change and AdOPtiON.........cceeeuieriieriienieeieereeeie et sve e ens 8

2.3.1 Organizational StrateZY .......c.cecveeviirieriiriirieieeie ettt 10
2.3.2 The Role of Leadership in Technological Change and Adoption............c..c.......... 11
2.3.3 The Role of Employees in Technological Change and Adoption............c..c.......... 12
2.4 Dynamic Capabilities.......cc.coeiruiriiriiiiiieniieeet ettt ettt sttt 13

3. Theoretical FrameWOTrK ..........c.cocuiiiiiiiiiiiieieieeeeee et 18
3.1 Management of TEChNOIOZY ......cc.eeeiiiiiiiiiieiiece e ens 18
3.2 Business and Technology Leadership...........cccoocuieiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiee e 19
3.3 Technological ATIGNMENL..........ccciiiiiiiieiiieiieee et 20
3.4 Technological INteEration ...........cccueieiiieeiiieeiiie et e sree e 21
3.5 Technological AdOPLION. ......coiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt et eas 22
3.6 Theoretical Framework Table..........cccooiiiiiiiiiiii e 24

Y] (11 11T [0] 10 o AR USRPPRRRR 25
4.1 RESEATCH SHIAtEEY ... eeitieeiiieiieeiieiie ettt ettt ettt et ettt et ste e aeeeabeesneeenneas 25
4.2 RESEATCH DIESIZN...c.uuiiiiiiiieiieeie ettt ettt ettt st aee b e e sneeenneas 26
4.3 Data COIIECTION ...eeueiiiieiiiieiie ettt ettt et st e bt e et esaeesaeeas 26
4.4 DAt ANALYSIS ..eeuvieeiiieiieeieeie et erte ettt ettt e te et e et e s e et e e tteebeessaesteenaaeenbeennaeenseas 29
4.5 ReSearch QUAlItY .......ccuiiiiiiiiiiiiieie ettt et e e eneees 30

4.5.1 CrediDIIITY ..eeeeeieiieeeeseeee ettt sttt sttt ae e nees 30
4.5.2 Transterability .......ccoviiiiiiiiieiie e e 30
4.5.3 Dependabilify ........cccoiiiiiieiiieiiecie et eeeas 31
4.5.4 ConfIrmability.......cceeiuieeiiiieeiie e et e e ae e e e e et e e e e e e e enaee s 31
4.6 Ethical ConSIAEIatIONS ........ceueeriiriiriieieeieniteie ettt sttt ettt sttt sbeeeesieens 31

5. EMPIrical FINAINES . ....cooviiiiiiiieiiee ettt ettt st ennees 33
5.1 Business and Technology Leadership..........cccuieeiiieiiiieiiiieiiecieeceeee e 33
5.2 Management of TEChNOIOZY ......cc.eeiiiiiiiiiiieiieeieeece e 35

5.2.1 Staying Up-to-date with New Technological Opportunities ............cccceveeenervuenncee 35



5.2.2 Balancing Existing and Emerging Technologies...........cccccvveeviieeciieencieeeiie e 36

5.3 Technology Adoption and ALIGNMENL ..........ceeecuieriieriiiiiiieiie ettt eiee e 38
5.3.1 Decision to Implement New Technology ..........ccccoeeiiriieiiiiniiiiiiiniieeeceeeeee 38
5.3.2 Scope of ImPlementation ............ccccuieeriiieeeiiieeriee ettt etre et e e reeeeree e 40

5.4 Technology INtEGIration .........cccueevuiiiiieiiieiiieiee ettt ettt e be e et e ssaeebaesaaeens 41
5.4.1 Challenges of Implementation .............ccccverieeriierieeiieenie et sve e e ens 41
5.4.2 Managing Employee ReSIStance ..........ccceevvueieriieeiiie e eee e 42
5.4.3 Success Factors of Implementation ............ccoeceerieeiiieniieniienie e 43

0. ANALYSIS...eeuiiiiiieiie ettt ettt et e et e et e e bt e et beeaae e bt ensaeeabaensbeenseennneenseas 45

6.1 Business and Technology Leadership...........cccoocuieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 45

6.2 Management of TEChNOIOZY ......cc.coviiiiiiiiiieiieeiiceee et ens 47
6.2.1 Staying Up-to-date with New Technological Opportunities ............cccceevveeereennnnns 47
6.2.2 Balancing Existing and Emerging Technologies............cccccovvuiiiiiniieiinnieniienee 49

6.3 Technological ALIGNMENL...........cccueiiiiiieeiieiieeie ettt e ebeessaeesaesnneens 50
6.3.1 Decision to Implement New Technology ..........ccccoeviiviieiiiiniiieiienieeieecieeeeee 50
6.3.2 Scope of Implementation ............ccceeiieiiiiiiiieiieie e 52

6.4 Technological INt@EIation ..........cceeeiieiiieiiieiieeie et ete ettt eteeebeebeessaeesaesnneens 53
6.4.1 Stakeholder Involvement and Cross-Functional Collaboration............ccccccecueenenne 53
6.4.2 Overcoming Resistance to Technological Change .........c..cccceceviiniiiiiniiniincnnns 55
6.4.3 Navigating the Process of INtegration...........ccccecerieneriiiniiniiiinieneeeseeecenene 57

6.5 Technological AdOPHION........cccuiiiiiiieiie ettt e e e aee e ee e e 58

7. CONCIUSION ..ttt ettt ettt et e bt b et st e sbe e bt eatesbeenbeeanesaeens 62

7.1 Developing Dynamic Capabilities for Disruptive Technology Adoption ..................... 62

B U 010) Lo 1510 ) o RS PRTP 63
7.2.1 Practical IMPIiCatiONS. .......ceeiuieiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt 63
7.2.2 Theoretical IMPlICAtIONS .......eeruiieiiiiiieiiieiie ettt s 64

7.3 Suggestions for Future Research ...........coccvieiiiiiiiiiciieceeeeeeee e 64

RETETEICES ...ttt ettt st sb et e esbe e 66
APPEINAICES ...ttt ettt ettt et e sttt et e ettt e et e at e e bt e ate e beeeabeebeeenbeenbeeenbeenneas 70
Appendix 1: INterview GUIC........c.eiviuiiiiiiieeiiiece et ee e e eaee e eree e 70

Appendix 2: Thematic ANALYSIS.......coouerieriiriirieieeieneeieet ettt 72



1. Introduction

Chapter one, Introduction, provides an overview and context for this study. Section 1.1 presents
the background of the research topic, framing the key issues addressed in the study. Sections
1.2 and 1.3 delve into the problem discussion, articulate the research purpose, and formulate
the research question, thereby presenting the direction of the thesis. Finally, section 1.4
outlines the study’s delimitations, clarifying its scope and boundaries.

1.1 Background

The current business environment is shaped by the continuous emergence of disruptive
technologies (Kassel, 2017). Disruption is described by Christensen et al. (2015) as “a process
whereby a smaller company with fewer resources is able to successfully challenge established
incumbent businesses” (p. 46). The ongoing Fourth Industrial Revolution reinforces this
dynamic, marked by rapid technological advancements and significant shifts in how
organizations operate (Majumdar et al., 2018). Organizations today are continuously
confronted with a fast-changing condition driven by these advancements and must adapt
through digital transformation initiatives (Magnusson et al., 2022; Jacobi et al., 2018). As a
result, managing technological change and responding to shifting market conditions has
become increasingly critical (Jacobi et al., 2018). Schwertner (2017) argues that organizations
capable of effectively leveraging these developments can enhance profitability, gain a
competitive advantage, and improve operational efficiency.

Successfully adopting disruptive technologies requires change across all levels, with top
management driving the transformation and engaging key stakeholders (Lucas & Goh, 2009).
Among the most transformative of these technologies is artificial intelligence, which Majumdar
et al. (2018) identify as one of the key technologies in today’s technological revolution.
Generative Al, in particular, is capable of producing various types of content, including text,
images, and audio, that are increasingly difficult to distinguish from human-created outputs
(Feuerriegel et al., 2024). Moreover, it enables large-scale analysis, pattern recognition, and
the generation of insights from diverse perspectives (Ruiz-Real et al., 2021; Prasad Agrawal,
2024). The organizational potential of generative Al lies in its ability to automate tasks
traditionally performed by employees, thereby reshaping departmental processes (Ruiz-Real et
al., 2021). However, the integration of Al is complex and requires careful preparation to ensure
successful adoption (Tursunbayeva & Chalutz-Ben Gal, 2024). Despite these challenges, firms
that implement generative Al effectively can gain a significant competitive advantage (Ruiz-
Real et al., 2021; Prasad Agrawal, 2024).

Technology-based firms play a pivotal role in modern economies by fostering innovation,
driving economic growth, and enhancing productivity (Grinstein & Goldman, 2006). Their
significance continues to grow as organizations increasingly rely on technology to develop
business opportunities (Granstrand, 1998). TBFs are distinguished by high investments in
research and development (R&D), a focus on technological knowledge and innovation, and



reliance on a highly-skilled workforce composed of scientific and technical professionals
(Camisoén-Haba et al., 2019; Zakrzewska-Bielawska, 2010; Gomes Alves Filho et al., 2023).

1.2 Problem Discussion

As new technological developments continue to transform and disrupt industries, organizations
are compelled to reshape traditional strategies to remain competitive (Schwertner, 2017). The
growing role of technology in business operations has made it a key factor in sustaining
competitive advantage (McLaughlin, 2017). However, the author emphasizes that creating a
competitive advantage and managing technological change requires more than simply
implementing the latest technology. It involves remaining adaptable by continuously updating
strategies and maintaining a long-term commitment to digital transformation (Magnusson et
al., 2022). This challenge is particularly evident for technology-based firms, which are reliant
on technology to create and profit from business opportunities (Granstrand, 1998).

Despite organizations dependence on technology, many firms underestimate the urgency of
adapting to technological shifts (Jacobi et al., 2018). As the authors argue, firms must adopt a
proactive strategy for managing technological change to avoid being outpaced by competitors.
Yet, companies often prioritize the exploitation of existing knowledge and capabilities over the
exploration of new technological opportunities (Grant, 2019). The author states that while this
may lead to short-term benefits, it can hinder long-term adaptability. Teece et al. (1997) argue
that leading firms are those with flexible processes and managerial capabilities, enabling rapid
adaptation of their competencies in response to shifting market conditions. Similarly, Grant
(2019) emphasizes the need to develop the capabilities necessary to adapt and renew their
competitive advantage in response to disruptive innovations.

To better understand how TBFs can respond effectively to the challenges of disruptive
technologies in general and artificial intelligence in particular, the dynamic capabilities
framework offers a valuable theoretical perspective. Introduced by Teece et al. (1997), it
focuses on an organization’s capacity to integrate, develop, and reconfigure internal and
external competencies to respond effectively in rapidly changing environments. The authors
exemplify such an environment through high-tech industries, where technological
advancements occur frequently and shifts in competition are quick and often unpredictable.
This illustration closely mirrors the context faced by technology-based firms, making them an
ideal focus for studying the relationship between dynamic capabilities and disruptive
technologies.

To the best of our knowledge, there is limited literature examining how technology-based firms
specifically develop and leverage dynamic capabilities to effectively manage disruptive
technologies. While existing research tends to address the adoption of disruptive technologies
in general, less is known about how firms adapt their capabilities in response to different types
of technological disruptions. Given that each technological wave may require distinct
capabilities, this study aims to explore how firms navigate and respond to disruption in the
context of today’s technological era, where Al, particularly generative Al, plays a prominent



but not exclusive role. As the environment evolves, it is crucial to identify common approaches
companies can adopt to leverage their capabilities to embrace this disruptive technology.
Examining TBFs in regard to disruptive technologies and generative Al is therefore essential
for establishing how they can adapt and maintain competitiveness during an era of continuous
technological change.

1.3 Research Purpose and Research Question

The purpose of this study is to examine how technology-based firms can leverage dynamic
capabilities to adapt to the rapidly evolving landscape of disruptive technologies. Furthermore,
it aims to investigate the factors, conditions, and scenarios that influence the selection,
implementation, and utilization of these technologies. Drawing on the dynamic capabilities
framework, this study explores how firms respond to disruptive technological change in the
current environment, with particular attention to developments related to generative Al. To
support this aim, relevant theoretical frameworks will be reviewed to identify key influences
on the adoption process and determine which factors have the greatest impact. These insights
will serve as the basis for developing a theoretical framework that synthesizes the most critical
findings.

Ultimately, this study aims to contribute to existing literature by exploring the relationship
between dynamic capabilities and the adoption of disruptive technologies. It also seeks to
revise existing frameworks and offer practical recommendations for how TBFs can leverage
dynamic capabilities for successful adoption in today’s rapidly evolving landscape. In line with
this purpose, the research is guided by the following research question:

How can technology-based firms leverage dynamic capabilities to manage the adoption of
disruptive technologies?

1.4 Delimitations

This study focuses on companies that identify as technology-based firms, operating in
environments characterized by high levels of R&D and technological reliance. The
participating firms are primarily based in Sweden, which may limit the generalizability of the
findings to other geographical contexts. While various forms of disruptive technologies exist,
this study specifically examines how firms can leverage dynamic capabilities to manage
adoption in the context of generative Al. Ethical considerations surrounding Al, though
important, fall outside the scope of this thesis and will not be addressed. The study focuses
solely on the adoption process of disruptive technologies, in line with its primary objectives
and research question.



2. Literature Review

Chapter two, Literature Review, presents four key areas relevant to addressing the thesis
research question. Sections 2.1 and 2.2 provide an introduction and description of the concepts
Technology-Based Firms and Disruptive Technologies. Subsequently, sections 2.3 and 2.4
offer a comprehensive overview of the frameworks Technological Change and Adoption and
Dynamic Capabilities.

2.1 Technology-Based Firms

Grinstein and Goldman (2006) argue that in modern economies, technology-based firms have
a focal role in driving economic growth, fostering innovation, and enhancing productivity. The
importance of technology-based firms continues to grow (Granstrand, 1998; Zakrzewska-
Bielawska, 2010), as an increasing number of firms become dependent on technology to
develop business opportunities (Granstrand, 1998). Since the 1990s, there has, within the fields
of research, occurred an increase in the interest of studying the factors that enable or hinder the
configuration of a firm as a TBF (Camison-Haba et al., 2019). This growing focus on TBFs is
evident not only in academic research but also in widespread media coverage (Grinstein &
Goldman, 2006).

The act of defining technology-based firms has not been straightforward (Grinstein &
Goldman, 2006). The word itself has experienced ambiguity, as these firms are often referred
to as technology-based firms, high technology firms, technology firms, technology-intensive
firms, etc. In this study, the word technology-based firms is used. Granstrand (1998) provides
a broad definition, describing a business as “a set of business transactions, which is coherent
in some sense in terms of resources, products and markets” (p. 475), and argues that, in a TBF,
all defining elements of the firm either have or are influenced by technology-oriented
components. Camison-Haba et al. (2019), Zakrzewska-Bielawska (2010), and Gomes Alves
Filho et al. (2023) outline the key characteristics that differentiate technology-based firms from
less technologically intensive firms. A key characteristic identified by all three articles is the
high intensity of investment in research and development. Another defining feature, noted by
the authors, is the strong emphasis on technological knowledge and innovation. Additionally,
they highlight that these firms employ a highly skilled workforce, consisting of scientific and
technical personnel. Gomes Alves Filho et al. (2023) also emphasize strong international
competition as a defining characteristic of TBFs. Zakrzewska-Bielawska (2010) makes the
distinction that technology-based firms have the accumulative qualities of an innovative
company, a knowledge-based and learning-oriented company, and a company that widely
utilizes modern information technology. However, the author expresses that when the qualities
of each of these companies are considered separately, they are not necessarily classified as a
TBF. When defining and categorizing firms based on their technology level, Grinstein and
Goldman (2006) identify three key dimensions to aid this process. The authors suggest viewing
the firm’s research, organization, and market (ROM) dimension, its product strategy, and its



corporate culture. The ROM dimension encompasses the firm’s R&D activities, organizational
structure, and market conditions.

2.2 Disruptive Technologies

Today’s environment is characterized by the continuous emergence of disruptive technologies
(Kassel, 2017). The theory of Disruptive Innovation, introduced in 1995 by Christensen and
Bower, holds a prominent role in management literature (Li et al., 2018). Since its introduction,
the theory has become one of the leading frameworks for understanding why established firms
often struggle with transformative new technologies (Lucas & Goh, 2009). Bower and
Christensen (1995) observed that industry-leading firms often fail to maintain their dominance
during periods of technological or market change. Christensen (2002) further illustrates this by
noting that many companies that were highly successful just five to ten years ago have since
lost their leadership positions. However, Christensen (2002) and Christensen and Bower (1996)
argue that the disruptive impact of new technologies does not arise from the technology itself,
but rather how it challenges organizational processes and capabilities. Christensen et al. (2015)
define disruption as “a process whereby a smaller company with fewer resources is able to
successfully challenge established incumbent businesses” (p. 46). Additionally, Christensen
and Bower (1996) describe innovation more broadly as “a change in technology” (p. 198). A
key distinction in disruptive innovation theory lies in how smaller firms and incumbent firms
approach markets (Christensen et al., 2015). The authors argue that while incumbents typically
focus on improving products for their most profitable, existing customers, smaller entrants
succeed by creating entirely new markets, often by converting non-consumers into consumers.

In their article What is disruptive innovation?, published two decades after the original theory,
Christensen et al. (2015) argue that the term has become overly generalized and is now
frequently misused to describe any instance of industry disruption. The authors state that this
broad application is problematic, as it overlooks the strategic nuances between different types
of innovation. According to Bower and Christensen (1995), leading firms are typically
successful at investing in sustaining technologies that improve existing products by refining
features current customers value. However, they often fail to invest in disruptive technologies,
which initially appear unattractive due to underperformance, uncertain markets, and low
margins. These technologies introduce a new set of attributes that may not appeal to
mainstream users at first but have the potential to redefine industry standards over time (Bower
& Christensen, 1995). Christensen (2002) agrees that disruptive technology often
underperforms, however, he states that it often provides more flexibility and convenience.

Christensen (2002) analyzed 116 cases involving leading firms and found that in 111 of them,
the innovations were sustaining in nature. The author states that in these cases, management
was able to identify the opportunity, allocate resources, and maintain leadership. In contrast,
the remaining five cases involved disruptive technologies that the firms failed to address,
ultimately resulting in decline or failure (Christensen, 2002). The author therefore stresses that
management approaches effective for sustaining technologies will lead to failure in the face of
disruption. Christensen and Overdorf (2000) further argue that the sporadic and unpredictable



nature of disruptive innovations means that firms often lack established processes for managing
them.

Building on this foundation, Christensen and Overdorf (2000) suggest that successfully
responding to disruption requires managers to assess both the extent of the change and the
organization’s internal capacity to respond, which they describe as its abilities and disabilities.
The authors argue that the ability to adapt depends on three core elements: resources, processes,
and values. Resources include both tangible and intangible assets, such as people, equipment,
technologies, product designs, and relationships with customers and suppliers. Processes refer
to the patterns of coordination, communication, and decision-making that transform inputs into
valuable products or services. Values are the criteria employees use to prioritize decisions, such
as which customers to serve or which product ideas to support (Christensen & Overdorf, 2000).
The authors explain that while resources play a central role in a firm’s early development, over
time, processes and values become more deeply embedded. These eventually shape the
organization’s culture, which defines not only what the company does well but also what it is
unable to do. Christensen and Overdorf (2000) emphasize that such deeply ingrained processes
and values become resistant to change, hindering a firm’s ability to adapt to disruptive
innovations. To overcome this, the authors propose that when a company’s existing capabilities
are misaligned with the requirements of a disruptive innovation, the creation of a new
organizational space allows new capabilities to be developed. This can be achieved through
one of three strategies: establishing a new structure within the existing organization, spinning
off a separate business unit, or acquiring another organization that already possesses the
necessary processes and values (Christensen & Overdorf, 2000).

Building on these ideas, Lucas and Goh (2009) argue that established firms often struggle to
adapt because the very processes that once drove their success now hinder their ability to
recognize and support disruptive technologies. They emphasize the importance of creating a
clear strategy for managing disruption and ensuring that it is effectively communicated
throughout the organization. Lucas and Goh (2009) extend the resource-process-value
framework through a comparative lens of dynamic capabilities and core rigidities. They argue
that management propensities, i.e. leaders’ tendencies to embrace or resist change, significantly
influence an organization’s ability to leverage dynamic capabilities and overcome fixed
rigidities in the face of technological disruption. According to the authors, “a firm confronted
with a technological discontinuity needs to explore, utilize its dynamic capabilities and learn
a new, agile response to a threat” (Lucas & Goh, 2009, p. 48). They further argue that
managers, therefore, play a critical role in enabling this response.

Lucas and Goh (2009) offer two key extensions to Christensen and Overdorf’s (2000) theory:
organizational change and organizational culture. The authors argue that successful adoption
of disruptive technologies requires change at all levels of the organization, driven by top
management and involving all relevant stakeholders. They emphasize that the decline of
Kodak, and the disruptive technology of digital photography they faced, serves as a cautionary
example. Although the CEO of Kodak was able to convince top management of the need for



digital transformation, he failed to align middle management, which ultimately undermined the
effort. Lucas and Goh (2009) also stress that organizational culture plays a crucial role in
shaping a firm’s response to disruption. In Kodak’s case, employees strongly identified the
company with film, and this fixed belief hindered efforts to embrace digital photography. The
authors highlight the pivotal role of middle managers, who often represent the largest
managerial group, in implementing strategy and fostering an adaptive culture. They further
note that hierarchical cultures tend to resist disruptive technologies, as stakeholders may
withhold objections, even when they disagree, due to the fear of breaking ranks. Ultimately,
Lucas and Goh (2009) conclude that successful transformation requires recognizing the
opportunities and threats posed by disruption, confronting core rigidities, reshaping
organizational culture, and actively engaging stakeholders at all levels.

The current Fourth Industrial Revolution is characterized by rapid advancements in disruptive
technologies such as digitalization and the widespread adoption of the internet (Majumdar et
al., 2018). The author explains that these technologies are transforming the business landscape
by blurring the boundaries between the physical, digital, and biological domains. Kassel (2017)
identifies the personal computer, email, and cloud computing as earlier examples of
technologies that have significantly altered societal and economic systems. Majumdar et al.
(2018) further highlight artificial intelligence, robotics, autonomous vehicles, and 3D printing
as key technologies driving the ongoing revolution. The authors state that these advancements
have enabled new forms of communication and coordination. Businesses are now able to
interact in real time, connect separate parts of their operations, and engage more effectively
with multiple stakeholders (Majumdar et al., 2018). However, these developments also
introduce significant socio-economic challenges. While demand for digital skills is rising,
many workers risk becoming redundant in their current roles (Majumdar et al., 2018). The
authors argue that this will require large-scale re-skilling initiatives to transition affected
workers into more complex, higher-level roles. It is also important to recognize that, although
technologies such as the internet have transformed nearly every aspect of society, periods of
disruption have occurred repeatedly throughout history (Kassel, 2017).

Generative Al

Recently, advances in artificial intelligence have reached a stage where it can generate content
that is increasingly difficult to differentiate from human-created work (Feuerriegel et al., 2024).
The authors emphasize that this newly evolved form of artificial intelligence is known as
generative Al. Feuerriegel et al. (2024) and Prasad Agrawal (2024) define generative Al as
follows:

“The term generative Al refers to computational techniques that are capable of generating
seemingly new, meaningful content such as text, images, or audio from training data”
(Feuerriegel et al., 2024, p. 111)



“Generative Al tools [ ...] refer to a class of machine learning algorithms that can generate
new data from scratch, such as images, text, audio, or videos that are similar to existing
data” (Prasad Agrawal, 2024, p. 636)

Feuerriegel et al. (2024) and Prasad Agrawal (2024) point out that the capability to create new
content based on training data and algorithms has revolutionized the potential of modern
machines. Ruiz-Real et al. (2021) and Prasad Agrawal (2024) expand on the benefits of
generative Al, emphasizing its ability to analyze large amounts of data, identify patterns, and
provide solutions from multiple perspectives. Additionally, it enables high-speed assistance at
a low operational cost (Ruiz-Real et al., 2021).

As artificial intelligence becomes increasingly integrated into society, its influence extends
beyond personal usage to profoundly impact companies’ processes and services (Haenlein &
Kaplan, 2019; Ruiz-Real et al., 2021; Tursunbayeva & Chalutz-Ben Gal, 2024). This includes
a shift in organizations decision-making processes and interactions with stakeholders (Haenlein
& Kaplan, 2019). Ruiz-Real et al. (2021) add that generative Al is reshaping how departments
operate by enabling the automation of tasks that were previously managed by employees.
Therefore, this transformative capability might uncover insights that would have been
overlooked in purely human-driven processes, fundamentally reshaping the way industries
operate (Ruiz-Real et al., 2021).

Organizations that effectively implement and utilize generative Al can gain a competitive
advantage by optimizing resource use and identifying improved solutions (Ruiz-Real et al.,
2021; Prasad Agrawal, 2024). Implementing generative Al in an organization’s business
operations is a complex process, making it essential for organizations to thoroughly prepare for
its adoption to ensure the successful integration of this technological change (Tursunbayeva &
Chalutz-Ben Gal, 2024). However, the authors highlight that its potential to enhance various
organizational functions has led to a growing interest in its adoption.

2.3 Technological Change and Adoption

In today’s society, organizations consistently face change (Magnusson et al., 2022). According
to the authors, this change is largely driven by a rapidly evolving environment. Jacobi et al.
(2018) argue that with new technological developments continuously arising, companies are
constantly facing digital transformation. Since change is an endless and evolving process, firms
must maintain ongoing awareness and adaptability to effectively manage technological
advancements over time (Jacobi et al., 2018). The authors emphasize the importance of
fostering a culture where change is an integral part of the organization rather than merely a
response to market expectations. This approach is essential for companies to effectively
manage the pressures associated with technological adoption (Jacobi et al., 2018).

New technological developments are transforming and disrupting businesses across all
industries by reshaping traditional organizational strategies (Schwertner, 2017). Grant (2019)
explains that technological change can either enhance or disrupt an organization’s existing



competencies, requiring firms to strengthen their current resources or develop new capabilities.
While some advancements reinforce existing strengths, others necessitate strategic shifts to
remain competitive (Grant, 2019). However, the author argues that many organizations
prioritize exploiting their current knowledge rather than exploring new opportunities, which
can hinder their ability to adapt to a changing environment. Similarly, Schwertner (2017)
argues that technological advancements have removed barriers between people, businesses,
and technology, leading to the emergence of new products, services, business models,
processes, and systems. Thus, firms can leverage technological advances to enhance
profitability, gain a competitive advantage, and improve efficiency (Schwertner, 2017). While
keeping up with technological change is crucial for companies, achieving success in digital
transformation remains challenging (Bughin et al., 2019; Magnusson et al., 2022). Industries
are experiencing a shift where reliance on tangible resources is becoming outdated, while data-
driven insights and customer experience are growing in importance (Jacobi et al., 2018).
Bughin et al. (2019) state that most digital transformation efforts have a 45 percent chance of
underperforming and only a 10 percent chance of exceeding profit expectations. The authors
therefore highlight that organizations must find a balance between adapting to technological
change and remaining competitive against the most successful adopters. Successfully
navigating this balance requires strong leadership and the ability to identify industry shifts at
an early stage (Jacobi et al., 2018). Strong leadership in today’s digital age is defined as having
“deep knowledge of digital business models, the courage to transform structures and processes

against corporate inertia, and, last but not least, an unmistakable public commitment™ (Jacobi
et al., 2018, p. 86).

The urgency for companies to adapt to technological change is often underestimated, making
them vulnerable when resisting to acknowledge emerging threats (Jacobi et al., 2018).
Therefore, it is crucial for organizations to adopt a proactive strategy for managing change.
Despite this, many organizations make the mistake of developing strategic combinations in
their early stages based on the specific circumstances they encounter at that time (Grant, 2019).
Consequently, these established strategies can become barriers to change, ultimately forcing
organizations to undergo radical and disruptive transformations in the future. Similarly,
Magnusson et al. (2022) discuss that established firms in particular tend to continue along their
existing path and hold on to their original strategy, making them resistant to change. The
authors argue that this resistance is because established firms develop a path dependency driven
by past success, which stems from a strong foundation of knowledge and resources. According
to Magnusson et al. (2022), this foundation acts as an “immune system” that protects the
companies from radical change. Grant (2019) adds to this viewpoint by arguing that for
established firms, technological change at an architectural level presents significant challenges
as it profoundly impacts the organizational strategy. Incumbent firms typically benefit from
well-developed routines, structures, and essential capabilities, providing them with an
advantage during periods of incremental change (Grant, 2019; Tripsas, 1997). However,
according to the authors, this advantage can become a disadvantage during technological shifts,
as adapting to change may require companies to alter their entire strategy and develop new
routines and capabilities.
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2.3.1 Organizational Strategy

Managing technological change and digital transformation is most effective when there is a
well-defined strategy in place (Schwertner, 2017). Despite this, many firms initiate digital
projects without a clear strategy (Jacobi et al., 2018). However, what defines a successful
strategy is evolving, moving away from simply implementing new technologies to embracing
technological change as a core part of the business model (Bughin et al., 2019). Similarly,
Jacobi et al. (2018) argue that technological change is no longer solely about adapting to new
technologies; to remain competitive, companies must also reshape their business structures and
establish a continuous commitment to transformation.

Successful digital transformation requires a strategic shift that integrates technology across all
business functions, ensuring cohesion and shared goals (Jacobi et al., 2018). Schwertner (2017)
supports this view, arguing that aligning all business units with a unified strategy creates
favorable conditions for managing technological change effectively. The author states that
without an integrated structure, digital transformation becomes difficult to implement,
preventing companies from successfully adapting to technological advancements. A well-
defined strategy must therefore be supported by financial resources, strong leadership, and
active participation from all sectors within the organization (Schwertner, 2017). Additionally,
Jacobi et al. (2018) add that fostering a culture of clear communication with both internal and
external stakeholders is essential for aligning goals and ensuring the development of a fully
integrated corporate strategy.

Historically, organizations have viewed technological change and digital strategy as separate
from their core functions, rather than integrating them into overall operations (Magnusson et
al., 2022; Schwertner, 2017). This has led many firms to adopt a strategy of digital decoupling,
where digital transformation efforts are isolated from core business operations (Magnusson et
al., 2022). The authors describe four main strategies companies use to resist or delay digital
transformation: protection, refutation, deflection, and repudiation. Firstly, organizations may
adopt a protection strategy to resist digital transformation, which involves manipulating
external communication to conceal their slow adoption. This approach shields the company
from external stakeholders by guarding them from criticism. Secondly, organizations might
deny, downplay, or dismiss the impact of digital transformation on their industry. While this
allows them to maintain their established practices, it makes them vulnerable to becoming
obsolete in the long-term. Thirdly, companies can demonstrate great interest in adapting to
technological change and even recognize its opportunities, yet choose to delay or redirect
efforts to minimize risk and disruptions. While they appear committed to digital transformation
publicly, they are internally resistant to change. Lastly, certain firms refuse to acknowledge
that digital transformation will affect their industry, even when clear evidence suggests
otherwise (Magnusson et al., 2022). Essentially, the authors argue that holding on to old
routines and resisting new technological developments increases the risk of the organization
becoming outdated.

10



To effectively manage technological change, Magnusson et al. (2022) propose that
organizations adopt a digital recoupling strategy. According to the authors, this approach
enhances companies’ ability to remain adaptable, continuously update their strategies, and
maintain a long-term commitment to digital transformation across all levels of the firm. The
importance of frequently updating an organization’s strategy is also highlighted by Bughin et
al. (2019), who add that change should be viewed as an opportunity rather than a challenge.
Magnusson et al. (2022) stress that to successfully achieve a digital recoupling strategy, key
aspects include: continuously searching the market for indications of change and new
opportunities, collaborating with external stakeholders, and internal reflection. The authors also
highlight that regularly reviewing internal processes allows companies to identify and address
digital challenges proactively. A culture of responsibility across all levels of the organization
further supports successful digital transformation by fostering innovation and growth (Bughin
et al., 2019; Magnusson et al., 2022). The authors argue that when employees are encouraged
and rewarded for generating ideas, taking risks, and experimenting, they contribute to creating
new opportunities for the firm.

2.3.2 The Role of Leadership in Technological Change and Adoption

Strong leadership, with a clear digital vision and deep knowledge of digital business, is a key
factor in successfully adapting to technological change (Jacobi et al., 2018; Schwertner, 2017;
Bughin et al., 2019). Leadership, broadly defined as “a process of leading a group and
influencing that group to achieve its goals” (Robbins & Coulter, 2021, p. 481), plays a critical
role in digital transformation, where companies with clear priorities and committed leadership
are 1.7 times more likely to succeed (Bughin et al., 2019). Beyond driving momentum for
change, effective leadership also ensures a holistic digital identity by integrating digital
initiatives across the entire organization.

Leadership roles that specialize in areas such as digitalization and analytics further enhance the
likelihood of success (Bughin et al., 2019). The authors argue that by working alongside top
management, these specialized leaders ensure that the importance of technological adoption is
effectively communicated throughout the organization. Bughin et al. (2019) further declare that
such alignment is essential for integrating digital transformation into company strategy, which
must be a continuous, organization-wide effort. Executives cannot afford to passively wait for
change; they must actively lead digital initiatives and ensure that the company embraces long-
term strategies to remain competitive against dynamic newcomers (Jacobi et al., 2018). The
authors stress that without proactive leadership, even well-established firms risk falling behind
and eventually becoming obsolete.

To successfully adapt to technological change, it is essential that top management foster a
culture of learning and adaptability (Jacobi et al., 2018). The authors argue that this culture can
be achieved through implementing training programs and establishing diverse teams with
members of different age groups. Jacobi et al. (2018) also highlight that leaders themselves
must continuously learn and stay updated on the evolution of new technologies to drive a
culture of change throughout the organization. In addition to fostering a learning culture,
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successful digital transformation requires both substantial early investments and sustained
long-term commitment (Leonard-Barton & Kraus, 1985). The authors argue that strong
leadership is essential in minimizing resistance by fostering a sense of ownership over
technological change. Leonard-Barton and Kraus (1985) emphasize that this approach ensures
that all parts of the company are engaged and prepared to embrace the transition. Equally
important is the need for top management to align the various functions within the firm to
ensure a collective effort toward digital transformation (Jacobi et al., 2018). The authors
underline that failure to achieve this alignment increases the risk of ineffective communication
and disengagement, particularly from mid-level management and employees who are often
resistant to change. Jacobi et al. (2018) stress that this resistance is frequently rooted in
competing priorities and an underestimation of the effort required for successful digital
transformation. Moreover, technological change disrupts established processes and requires
shifts in the tasks of both managers and employees, further contributing to resistance (Jacobi
et al., 2018).

2.3.3 The Role of Employees in Technological Change and Adoption

Successful adoption to new technology requires both digital maturity and a skilled workforce
(Schwertner, 2017). Technological change affects employees in various ways, increasing the
risk of resistance if the need for change is not clearly communicated (Leonard-Barton & Kraus,
1985). To mitigate this, the authors emphasize that involving employees early in the
implementation process fosters greater user acceptance by allowing them to be part of the
change rather than having it imposed on them. Leonard-Barton & Kraus (1985) argue that this
inclusive approach helps employees view the challenges of technological change as problems
to solve rather than reasons to resist. It is essential to apply this perspective to all employees,
as the objective is not to replace the existing workforce but to help them transition to a more
digital mindset (Jacobi et al., 2018). Employees are more willing to embrace new technologies
when they understand the tangible benefits to their daily tasks (Leonard-Barton & Kraus,
1985). Therefore, the authors highlight that companies must not only train their employees in
the technical aspects of new technologies but also demonstrate how adapting to these changes
can improve their work processes and overall efficiency. Clear communication of these benefits
helps reduce uncertainty and fosters a more positive attitude toward technological change
(Leonard-Barton & Kraus, 1985).

A crucial factor for successful digital transformation is investing in employee upskilling in
digital competencies, ensuring that new technologies are adopted and utilized efficiently and
effectively (Schwertner, 2017). The importance of this investment is also emphasized by
Leonard-Barton and Kraus (1985), who state that it enables employees to stay current with
technological developments and apply new skills effectively in their roles. Without continuous
upskilling, employees may struggle to keep pace with digital advancements, resulting in
inefficiencies and increased resistance to change (Leonard-Barton & Kraus, 1985). The
transition to a more digital workplace is not solely about adopting new technology but also
about equipping people with the competencies required to maximize their potential
(Schwertner, 2017). The author highlights that organizations with employees who possess these
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competencies are more competitive and innovative. By investing in upskilling, companies also
build employee confidence in managing change, which helps to reduce resistance (Leonard-
Barton & Kraus, 1985). Practical, hands-on training is particularly important during digital
transitions (Jacobi et al., 2018). Jacobi et al. (2018) emphasize that guiding employees through
real-world applications, rather than relying solely on theoretical instructions, fosters a mutual
understanding of the change process. Successful digital transformation requires engagement at
all levels, including both leadership and employees (Bughin et al., 2019). The authors stress
that by assigning clear roles and responsibilities across the organization and ensuring a shared
understanding of both the “how” and “why” of change, firms can significantly improve their
ability to manage technological change effectively.

2.4 Dynamic Capabilities

Within the field of strategic management, sustained competitive advantage is considered the
holy grail of strategy (Helfat, 2007). The author argues that this is because academic interest
extends beyond a company’s performance at a specific point in time to its long-term success.
The resource-based view (RBV) is a widely recognized theoretical framework that explains
how firms achieve and sustain competitive advantage by acquiring resources that are valuable,
rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable (VRIN) (Barney, 1991; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000).
However, the RBV has been criticized for its static perspective on a firm’s resources and for
failing to adequately describe how companies achieve competitive advantage in rapidly
changing and unpredictable markets (Teece et al., 1997). In recent years, the issue of managing
change has become central to strategic management (Grant, 2019). The author notes that
despite numerous barriers to organizational change, companies must remain agile to survive
disruptive technologies and innovations. Grant (2019) emphasizes the importance of
developing capabilities that enable firms continuously renew their competitive advantage.

Dynamic Capabilities and Strategic Management, published in 1997 by Teece et al., is
considered a foundational article in the development of the dynamic capabilities framework. It
offers a new perspective on how companies achieve and sustain competitive advantage by not
only developing capabilities but also continuously renewing them in response to a rapidly
changing environment. The authors define dynamic capabilities as “a firm s ability to integrate,
build, and reconfigure internal and external competences to address rapidly changing
environments” (Teece et al., 1997, p. 516). A similar definition is provided by Helfat (2007):
“A dynamic capability is the capacity of an organization to purposefully create, extend, or
modify its resource base” (p. 4). Teece et al. (1997) exemplify a rapidly changing environment
through high-tech industries that experience rapid technological advancements, where shifts in
competition and market conditions occur quickly and are difficult to predict. Eisenhardt and
Martin (2000) instead discuss dynamic capabilities in relation to moderately dynamic and high-
velocity markets, where a company’s ability to maintain its dynamic capabilities depends on
which type of market the company acts in. The authors define moderately dynamic markets as
stable markets where change does occur, but where it is predictable. In this market, effective
dynamic capabilities are structured and follow stable processes (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000).
The authors argue that because changes are predictable, it is also possible to depend on existing
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know-how and strategize accordingly. High-velocity markets are instead defined as markets
experiencing rapid and unpredictable change and without a clear structure (Eisenhardt &
Martin, 2000). The authors, therefore, stress that dynamic capabilities cannot be based on
existing knowledge but rather on simple, flexible processes that take the current situation into
account.

Teece et al. (1997) identifies three key components that explain how dynamic capabilities are
developed and maintained: processes, positions, and paths. The authors emphasize that the core
elements of a company’s dynamic capabilities lie in its processes. They argue that leading firms
within an industry are those with flexible processes and managerial capabilities that enable
them to quickly adapt their competences in response to market changes. Teece et al. (1997)
describe that processes refer to the organizational processes, or routines, that facilitate a firm’s
coordination, integration, learning, and reconfiguration of assets. According to the authors,
position refers to a company’s current standing in the market, which is shaped by its
combination of assets, including technological, reputational, and structural assets. Path, or path
dependence, suggests that a company’s current position and the future strategic choices are
influenced by its past decisions (Teece et al., 1997). The capabilities a company holds are also
a product of its history, due to path dependency (Grant, 2019). Teece et al. (1997) argue that
because of path dependence, a company’s dynamic capabilities are difficult to replicate or
acquire and must instead be developed over time. Grant (2019) adds to this notion by arguing
that developing capabilities sequentially leads to better results, as it allows for a more thorough
integration within the organization. As a consequence of path dependency, Teece et al. (1997)
explain that every decision a company makes throughout its existence contributes to a long-
term trajectory that ultimately shapes its competitive advantage. Consequently, companies that
have historically been adaptive to changing environments are more likely to succeed in
responding to future shifts in the market (Teece et al., 1997).

Ten years after Teece et al. (1997) published their foundational paper on dynamic capabilities,
and following numerous contributions from other scholars expanding on the concept, Teece
(2007) published a new article building on this earlier work. In his subsequent article, he
advances the dynamic capabilities framework by categorizing dynamic capabilities into three
distinct processes: sensing opportunities and threats, seizing opportunities, and transforming
and reconfiguring. Sensing opportunities and threats is an ongoing, proactive activity that
companies must engage in to remain competitive (Teece, 2007). The author expresses that this
involves activities such as scanning, searching, exploring, and learning, applying to both
technological advancements as well as local and global business environments. Given the
significance of this task, Teece (2007) stresses that these activities should not be confined to a
select few individuals within the organization, as this could put the company at risk of falling
behind. While sensing opportunities and threats requires investment, it is essential for
companies to maintain long-term competitiveness (Teece, 2007). According to the author, once
an opportunity has been identified, seizing the opportunity is a natural yet critical step. To do
so efficiently, he states that a company must have a flexible organizational structure that
enables it to make rapid investment decisions and allocate resources effectively to capitalize
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on the opportunity. Teece (2007) also emphasizes that transformation and reconfiguration are
essential for achieving sustained profitable growth and maintaining competitiveness. He argues
that this process refers to a firm’s ability to adapt to market shifts and technological
advancements by reorganizing and reconfiguring assets and structures when necessary. The
author continues to state that while adaptability is crucial for staying competitive, companies
must also establish routines and structures to operate successfully. Changes to a company’s
routines and structures can be costly and should not be undertaken without justification (Teece,
2007). However, many firms are overly cautious about making necessary adjustments. The
author declares that companies that adapt early and gain a competitive edge are more likely to
sustain their advantage.

While Teece et al. (1997) and Teece (2007) emphasize the uniqueness of dynamic capabilities,
Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) opposes this by arguing that dynamic capabilities are not unique
but instead exhibit commonalities in the features of effective dynamic capabilities between
companies. The authors acknowledge earlier scholars’ view that dynamic capabilities emerge
through the path dependent histories of individual firms. However, they argue that, despite
following different paths, firms ultimately develop the same capabilities (Eisenhardt & Martin,
2000). A similar conclusion is made by Zott (2003) who argues that dynamic capabilities will
have the same outcome across firms although their origins might differ. Eisenhardt and Martin
(2000) state that dynamic capabilities is a tool which companies can use to achieve competitive
advantage by helping them reconfigure their resource base with changing market conditions.
However, because of the commonalities identified, the authors argue that dynamic capabilities
by themselves do not help companies achieve a sustainable competitive advantage (Eisenhardt
& Martin, 2000). This is because the RBV states that the competitive advantage must be
inimitable, which dynamic capabilities are not if they have commonalities with other firms
(Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000).

Winter (2003) adds to the concept of dynamic capabilities by dividing capabilities into ordinary
and dynamic capabilities. The author explains that ordinary capabilities are defined as the
capabilities that makes it possible for a company to ‘make a living’, i.e. the capabilities required
for a company to break even in the short-term. Dynamic capabilities are instead defined as
capabilities that develop, change, or create ordinary capabilities (Winter, 2003). The author
adds that the identification of ordinary capabilities is firm-dependent; what one company
classifies as ordinary capabilities, another may consider dynamic capabilities. Winter (2003)
stresses that a company does not need to develop dynamic capabilities to change, instead they
highlight that change often occurs from unexpected, external pressure. The author describes
change that does not depend on dynamic capabilities as ad hoc problem solving, which involves
non-routine and non-repetitive responses to specific challenges. For a company to make the
long-term commitment to establish dynamic capabilities, it is important to take into account
the cost (Winter, 2003). The author emphasizes that a company must weigh the cost of the
capability in relation to its usage and argues that establishing dynamic capabilities without
putting them to use results only in cost disadvantages. At the same time, pursuing extensive
change for the sake of using these capabilities is also inefficient (Winter, 2003). Similarly,
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relying on ad hoc problem solving can be costly if not applied appropriately. To conclude,
Winter (2003) stresses that while dynamic capabilities can provide a competitive advantage,
their effectiveness is not guaranteed and depends on the specific firm and context.

Dynamic Technology Capabilities

In recent years, the advancements in technology have made its role within organizations more
prevalent (McLaughlin, 2017). The author points out that it is now recognized as an important
part of all aspects of an organization rather than a separate business support function, as it was
previously. Firms have become increasingly reliant on technology to maintain their competitive
advantage (McLaughlin, 2017). However, creating a competitive advantage requires more than
just implementing the latest technology, a company’s success is determined by how effectively
that technology is used. The author emphasizes that when technology is integrated into an
organization’s overall strategy, it can have a substantial positive effect on performance.
Therefore, organizations must develop the necessary capabilities to support this integration.
Building on this, McLaughlin (2017) broadens the field of dynamic capabilities by introducing
the notion of dynamic technology capabilities. The author concurs with previous definitions of
dynamic capabilities provided by Teece (2007) and Helfat et al. (2007). However, McLaughlin
(2017) adds to the framework by incorporating a technological perspective. Dynamic
technology capabilities are defined as “those capabilities that are either influenced by
technology, or influence how technology is used to build competitive advantage, or improved
performance for an organization” (McLaughlin, 2017, p. 68).

McLaughlin (2017) argues that when discussing technological advancements, the specific
technologies involved are not as important because within technology there will always be new
developments. Instead, what matters is how organizations address, engage, and adapt to new
technologies. The author stresses that when developing a digital strategy, organizations should
focus on improved decision-making, customer engagement, organizational responsiveness, and
improved cost of producing digital products and services. To help organizations determine how
technology can be a supportive tool for a digital organization to realize their strategic goal,
McLaughlin (2017) developed the Dynamic Technology Capability Model (DTCM) (Figure
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Figure 1: Dynamic Technology Capability Model (McLaughlin, 2017)
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According to McLaughlin (2017), the DTCM is built around three core areas: aligning
technology with organizational goals, integrating it into operational processes, and ensuring
wide adoption across the business. These areas cover the key capabilities necessary to align
technology with strategic objectives, integrate it within essential processes, and support its
widespread and effective use by stakeholders. In addition to these core areas, the model outlines
two supporting functions: management of technology, and business and technology leadership,
which help ensure consistent service delivery, smooth transitions, and alignment with long-
term strategic aims (McLaughlin, 2017). The author emphasizes that business and technology
leadership is crucial for ensuring successful technological alignment and integration. Within
the DTCM framework, McLaughlin (2017) identifies eight common themes among a
company’s core capabilities: communication, governance, strategy, vision, collaboration,
performance monitoring and management, risk handling, and stakeholder management. By
incorporating these themes, organizations enhance their ability to leverage technology to build
and sustain a competitive advantage (McLaughlin, 2017).
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3. Theoretical Framework

Chapter three, Theoretical Framework, integrates the four areas explored in the Literature
Review using the Dynamic Technology Capability Model by McLaughlin (2017). The DTCM
serves as the foundation for structuring the Theoretical Framework, with its five areas used as
the headings within this chapter. Lastly, the theoretical framework table is presented, which
summarizes each subsection and extracts its key words.

3.1 Management of Technology

Technological developments are transforming and disrupting businesses across all industries
by reshaping traditional organizational strategies (Schwertner, 2017). Managing new
technology is therefore no longer a complementary function but a necessity. Jacobi et al. (2018)
build on this argument by emphasizing that adapting to technological change is not a one-time
event, but a continuous process requiring sustained adaptation and ongoing awareness of the
organizational environment. This makes it crucial for companies to manage technological
disruption proactively, as firms that fail to adapt risk losing their competitive advantage and
become outpaced by competitors. As firms grow increasingly reliant on technology to develop
business opportunities (Granstrand, 1998), technology-based firms have become key drivers of
economic growth and innovation (Grinstein & Goldman, 2006). Unlike traditional businesses,
TBFs place a strong emphasis on R&D, technological knowledge and innovation, and a highly
skilled workforce (Camison-Haba et al., 2019; Zakrzewska-Bielawska, 2010; Gomes Alves
Filho et al.,, 2023). Schwertner (2017) emphasizes that digital maturity is fostered by
developing a skilled workforce through ongoing training and support, which gives TBFs a
distinct advantage in managing change. Their capacity for continuous innovation and
responsiveness to market dynamics makes them particularly relevant in the context of
technological disruption.

Effectively managing technological change is critical, as new technological developments
present both opportunities and challenges for organizations. While some innovations reinforce
existing strengths, others require fundamental shifts in business models and operational
structures (Grant, 2019). The author highlights that although new technologies can disrupt an
organization’s existing capabilities and demand the development of new ones to manage
change effectively, many organizations tend to focus on existing knowledge. For technology-
based firms in particular, this over-reliance can become a significant obstacle, as they are highly
dependent on technology to identify and pursue business opportunities (Granstrand, 1998;
Camison-Haba et al., 2019). Furthermore, this challenge is also more prominent for TBFs as
they operate in high-velocity markets, which Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) stress is
characterized by rapid and unpredictable changes and requires organizations to adopt flexible
processes.
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Effectively managing technological change requires more than just investing in new
technologies (McLaughlin, 2017), it requires companies to have a long-term commitment to
digital transformation (Magnusson et al., 2022). Many firms initiate digital projects without a
clear strategy (Jacobi et al., 2018), which often leads to the efforts becoming fragmented and
inefficient. The concept of digital decoupling, where organizations fail to adopt new
technologies into their core functions (Magnusson et al., 2022), illustrates the consequences of
poor technology management. In contrast, firms that embrace digital recoupling, characterized
by continuously updating their strategies, scanning the market for opportunities, and fostering
external collaboration, are better positioned to successfully navigate and adapt to technological
shifts such as generative Al (Magnusson et al., 2022).

3.2 Business and Technology Leadership

Companies operating in today’s market must continuously navigate digital transformation due
to the rapid emergence of new technological developments (Jacobi et al., 2018). To achieve
sustained competitive advantage and navigate disruptive technologies and innovations,
companies must be adaptable and develop dynamic capabilities (Grant, 2019). A process that
is heavily influenced by effective leadership. Strong leadership is therefore a key factor in
successful digital transformation (Jacobi et al., 2018; Schwertner, 2017; Bughin et al., 2019),
increasing the likelihood of success by a factor of 1.7 (Bughin et al., 2019). This is especially
relevant for leaders within technology-based firms, which depend on technology to develop
business opportunities (Granstrand, 1998). As technological advancements reshape industries,
companies must sense opportunities and threats, seize opportunities, and transform and
reconfigure accordingly to remain competitive (Teece, 2007). Given the need for TBFs to stay
ahead of these developments, strong leadership is essential for driving disruptive technological
adaptation. Leadership thus plays a pivotal role not only in identifying and seizing new
opportunities, but also in guiding organizational transformation. In addition, leaders also have
an important role in ensuring that companies invest in sensing opportunities and threats. This
aligns with the need for TBFs to maintain a high intensity of R&D investments and
technological knowledge (Camison-Haba et al., 2019; Zakrzewska-Bielawska, 2010; Gomes
Alves Filho et al., 2023). Failure to proactively sense, seize, and adapt to technological
developments can therefore result in TBFs losing their competitive advantage and, ultimately,
becoming obsolete. This underscores the importance of TBFs embracing generative Al, one of
the most significant disruptive technological advancements today.

While scanning the market for opportunities and threats is crucial for maintaining
competitiveness, successfully balancing the adoption of new technological advancements with
ongoing competitive performance requires strong leadership (Bughin et al., 2019; Jacobi et al.,
2018). At the same time, leading firms within an industry are those with flexible processes and
managerial capabilities that allow them to quickly adapt to market changes (Teece, 1997). The
author highlights that high-tech industries operate in environments characterized by constant
change and frequent technological advancements. Therefore, it is particularly important for
TBFs to develop dynamic capabilities to sustain a competitive advantage. As Jacobi et al.
(2018) argue, strong leadership enhances a company’s ability to identify industry shifts at an
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early stage. In turn, these capabilities help organizations avoid falling behind in disruptive
technological adoption, an especially critical factor for TBFs as technology lies at the core of
their business.

Although Teece (2007) emphasizes that sensing opportunities and threats should not be limited
to a select few individuals, Jacobi et al. (2018) argue that leadership is essential in fostering a
culture of technological learning and adaptability. Likewise, the integration of generative Al
into business operations demands ongoing learning and adaptation. Bughin et al. (2019)
highlight that leaders play a crucial role in digital transformation by communicating the
importance of technological adaptation across the organization and ensuring that it remains a
continuous effort. Similarly, Jacobi et al. (2018) emphasize the necessity of leaders in driving
digital initiatives and safeguarding their importance as a long-term strategy. This further
underscores the importance of leadership in TBFs to ensure that digital transformation is
effectively and continuously integrated into their strategy. The same principle applies to the
adoption of disruptive technologies such as generative Al. Haenlein and Kaplan (2019) state
that generative Al influences businesses decision-making and stakeholder interactions, making
strong leadership essential in guiding companies through this transition. Companies that
successfully implement generative Al can gain a competitive advantage by optimizing
resources and improving decision-making processes (Ruiz-Real et al., 2021; Prasad Agrawal,
2024). However, as technological change often disrupts existing processes and creates
competing priorities, strong leadership is also critical for managing resistance and ensuring
successful adoption (Leonard-Barton & Kraus, 1985; Jacobi et al., 2018). Leaders must
proactively address these challenges through clear communication (Leonard-Barton & Kraus,
1985) and strategic alignment across the organization (Jacobi et al., 2018).

3.3 Technological Alignment

Effective implementation of generative Al offers significant opportunities, making
technological alignment increasingly critical (Ruiz-Real et al., 2021; Prasad Agrawal, 2024).
Schwertner (2017) emphasizes that while these advancements remove barriers and create new
possibilities, their full potential can only be realized when they are strategically aligned with
business goals. Consequently, integrating disruptive technologies, such as generative Al, into
an organization’s overall strategy is essential to support business objectives and strengthen
competitive advantage. This integration requires more than adopting disruptive technologies,
it demands continuous strategic alignment and the ability to adapt. Grant (2019) highlights that
organizations often face barriers to change, which reinforces the need to develop dynamic
capabilities that support ongoing renewal. This perspective is supported by Schwertner (2017),
Jacobi et al. (2018), and Bughin et al. (2019), who argue that aligning emerging technologies
with business strategy enhances long-term competitiveness.

Technology-based firms are particularly well-positioned in this regard. Defined by their high
level of technological knowledge and substantial R&D investments (Zakrzewska-Bielawska,
2010; Gomes Alves Filho et al., 2023; Camison-Haba et al., 2019), these firms are structurally
equipped to integrate technology into their core operations. This foundation provides favorable
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conditions for fostering innovation, but only if their technological capabilities are properly
aligned with strategic goals. However, Magnusson et al. (2022) highlight that failure to align
technological change with business strategy can lead to missed opportunities. Similarly,
McLaughlin (2017) stresses the importance of integrating technology across all business
functions, cautioning that firms may fall behind if integration is neglected. Tursunbayeva and
Chalutz-Ben Gal (2024) further emphasize that such misalignment can lead to organizational
inefficiencies, reinforcing the need for proactive strategic management. This need for
proactivity ties closely to the development of dynamic capabilities (Grant, 2019). As Teece et
al. (1997) argue, firms must not only build capabilities but also continuously renew their
competencies in response to evolving environments, particularly in high-tech industries.
Generative Al, due to its disruptive nature, challenges firms to rethink their structures,
capabilities, and data ecosystems (Prasad Agrawal, 2024). While some firms may initially
succeed by keeping technological strategies separate from core business operations,
Magnusson et al. (2022) emphasize that digital decoupling often results in misalignment and
reduced competitive advantage over time.

Achieving technological alignment requires more than structural or strategic changes; it
demands strong internal communication (Jacobi et al., 2018). The authors stress that all
employees must understand the strategic vision and the reason for change to ensure alignment
across business units. Without clear communication, organizations risk internal resistance
(Jacobi et al., 2018). Therefore, fostering open communication promotes greater employee
commitment and supports the continuous renewal of strategic objectives. Teece (2007)
reinforces this point, emphasizing that sensing opportunities and threats should involve
stakeholders across all levels of the organization, not just leadership.

3.4 Technological Integration

Disruptive technologies continue to reshape the business landscape, giving rise to new
products, services, and business models. Schwertner (2017) emphasizes that the successful
integration of innovative technologies into core business processes can unlock significant
opportunities by enhancing profitability, improving efficiency, and strengthening competitive
advantage. Ruiz-Real et al. (2021) further highlight how technologies such as generative Al
can reduce errors and increase productivity, underscoring the need to integrate these
technologies across operational structures. For technology-based firms, where Gomes Alves
Filho et al. (2023) describe intense international competition as a driving force behind
continuous innovation and technical expertise, effective integration of digital tools is
particularly critical to maintain agility and international competitiveness. However, as
McLaughlin (2017) points out, competitive advantage does not come merely from adopting
new technologies, but from how firms address, engage with, and adapt these technologies into
their operations.

Effective technological integration must extend beyond isolated departments to span all

business functions (Schwertner, 2017; Jacobi et al., 2018). Tursunbayeva and Chalutz-Ben Gal
(2024) argue that integration of generative Al strengthens dynamic capabilities, allowing firms
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to respond faster to market shifts and operational challenges. However, this requires more than
technological readiness, it demands organizational alignment. As Schwertner (2017) and
Jacobi et al. (2018) emphasize, successful integration depends on sufficient financial resources,
committed leadership, and strong cross-functional collaboration. The authors argue that
without an integrated structure, digital transformation efforts may stall or fail entirely.
According to Bughin et al. (2019), leadership plays a vital role in facilitating integration by
providing direction and clarity. Clearly defined roles and responsibilities, along with a shared
understanding of integration goals, are essential to guide employees through change (Bughin
et al., 2019). This highlights the importance of leaders actively identifying disruptive
technological opportunities and guiding their implementation with a clear sense of purpose and
execution. As Teece (2007) argues, sensing new opportunities and threats arising from
technological advancements is essential.

When integrating new technologies effectively, Schwertner (2017) stresses the need for a
skilled workforce capable of handling these technologies. Technology-based firms, according
to Zakrzewska-Bielawska (2010), Gomes Alves Filho et al. (2023), and Camisén-Haba et al.
(2019), typically employ a high level of technically and scientifically trained personnel,
providing a strong foundation for integration. However, expertise alone is not sufficient.
Schwertner (2017) and Leonard-Barton and Kraus (1985) emphasize the importance of
continuous training to keep employees aligned with technological advancements. Jacobi et al.
(2018) add that real-world, hands-on training helps employees understand the practical value
of new technologies, thereby reducing resistance and inefficiencies during integration.
Employee engagement from the early stages of technological change is also crucial. Leonard-
Barton and Kraus (1985) note that early involvement increases acceptance and commitment.
Teece (2007) reinforces this by arguing that sensing opportunities and threats should not be
confined to leadership alone, broad organizational involvement helps prevent firms from
falling behind in a fast-moving environment.

3.5 Technological Adoption

To achieve rapid and effective adoption of disruptive technologies across all organizational
levels, companies must adopt a proactive approach. Teece (2007) emphasizes that early
adoption is crucial for securing a competitive advantage. A point reinforced by Jacobi et al.
(2018), who stress the importance of fostering a culture of change within the organization.
McLaughlin (2007) adds that technology adoption is no longer confined to a specific function;
instead it has now become a collective responsibility involving all stakeholders. According to
Bughin et al. (2019), an organization’s capacity to embrace technological advancements
directly impacts its ability to maintain competitiveness. Specifically, Ruiz-Real et al. (2021)
and Prasad Agrawal (2024) argue that successful adoption of generative Al enables companies
to optimize resources, and identify more effective solutions, thereby strengthening their
competitive position.

Despite the clear advantages of adopting generative Al, many organizations encounter
significant obstacles, with 45 percent underperforming in their digital transformation efforts
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due to organizational resistance and strategic shortcomings (Bughin et al., 2019). The authors
argue that, in the absence of a coherent strategy that balances technology adoption with
initiatives aimed at enhancing competitiveness, companies risk falling short of profitability
expectations. A critical barrier to adoption is path dependency (Magnusson et al., 2022; Grant,
2019; Teece et al., 1997), where past decisions and successes create resistance to change that
hinders future adaptability (Teece et al., 1997). Magnusson et al. (2022) outline four common
resistance strategies: protection, refutation, deflection, and repudiation. These behaviors often
result in organizations acknowledging the benefits of technological change but failing to
commit fully, thus disrupting progress. Grant (2019) argues that overcoming these
technological disruptions requires companies to build dynamic capabilities. Building on this
argument, Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) add that developing dynamic capabilities requires
firms to move beyond established routines to adopt flexible, proactive strategies suited to
evolving contexts.

Fostering a culture that supports technological adoption involves promoting shared
responsibility and encouraging innovation (Bughin et al., 2019; Magnusson et al., 2022). The
authors highlight that rewarding employees for proactive behavior and challenging existing
patterns helps to frame change as an opportunity rather than a threat, thereby easing the
adoption process. Leonard-Barton and Kraus (1985) further emphasize that fostering a sense
of ownership over change initiatives increases employee engagement and commitment.
According to Tursunbayeva and Chalutz-Ben Gal (2024), the adoption of generative Al
requires structured adoption strategies to ensure that both employees and management are
equipped to manage technological transitions smoothly. Moreover, technology-based firms,
often characterized by substantial investments in R&D and technological expertise
(Zakrzewska-Bielawska, 2010; Gomes Alves Filho et al., 2023; Camison-Haba et al., 2019),
tend to maintain organizational cultures that support change and actively integrate innovation
to sustain competitiveness.
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3.6 Theoretical Framework Table
Table 1: Theoretical Framework Table

Key Themes Key Words References
. . . Continuous
Managlng technplogy is essential a.nd Process (Grant, 2019
requires a continuous process. This . ]
rocess demands ongoing awareness Jacobi et al., 2018;
Management of p . Ongoing Magnusson et al.,
and long-term commitment, as ;
Technology . Awareness 2022; McLaughlin
success depends on continuously i
. . ) 2017; Schwertner,
updating strategies and scanning the
market for emerging opportunities Long-term 2017)
£ing obp ) Commitment
tochnologieal change: guding Change
& ge. guiding Management (Bughin et al.,

Business and

organizations through rapid market
shifts and seizing emerging

2019; Grant, 2019;

Technology o Learning Culture | Jacobi et al., 2018;
- opportunities. Internally, leaders ;
Leadership . Schwertner, 2017,
must foster a learning culture and .
. Communicate Teece 2007)
clearly communicate the value of
Value of Change
change.
Strategic
Aligning technological developments Alignment (Bughin et al
with business strategy is essential for 2019 %acobi et '2’11
Technology long-term success. This requires Cross-functional 201 8" MeLau hlir:
Alignment ongoing strategic alignment, cross- Integration 2017’_ Schwerf'gtner ’
functional integration, and strong ’ 2017) ’
internal communication. Internal
Communication
Effective integration across all Cross-functional (g)ulggl.llg;t;el;
business functions and strong cross- Collaboration Alves F’ilho ot al
functional collaborations are crucial 2023- Jacobi ef al”
Technology for staying competitive. To mitigate Employee ) 01’8' Leonard- ’
Integration resistance to change, involving and Involvement Ba 11021 & Kraus
training employees early fosters 1985 McLau hli,n
alignment, understanding, and Employee ) 017’. Schweftner,
commitment. Upskilling ’ 2017) ’
(Bughin et al.,
Successful adoption requires a 2019; Jacobi et al.,
culture of change, shared Culture of Change 2018; Leonard-
responsibility, and ownership, as it Shared Barton & Kraus,
Technology boosts employee engagement. Full Responsibilit 1985; Magnusson
Adoption commitment and a structured strategy P y et al., 2022;
are essential to balance adoption with Structured McLaughlin, 2017;
broader initiatives and prepare Tursunbayeva &
Strategy

stakeholders for the transition.

Chalutz-Ben Gal,
2024)
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4. Methodology

Chapter four, Methodology, outlines the process undertaken for this study. Sections 4.1 and
4.2 describe the chosen research strategy and design. Subsequently, sections 4.3 and 4.4
describe the methods of data collection and analysis. Lastly, sections 4.5 and 4.6 address
research quality and ethical considerations.

4.1 Research Strategy

A research strategy is defined as the overall approach to conducting research, shaped by its
underlying methodological assumptions (Bell et al., 2019). These assumptions, in turn, guide
the selection of appropriate research methods. Qualitative and quantitative research represent
two broad methodological approaches that contribute to understanding different research
strategies (Bell et al., 2019). For this study, a qualitative research strategy has been chosen to
explore how technology-based firms can leverage dynamic capabilities to manage the adoption
of disruptive technologies. Given the study’s exploratory focus, this method is well-suited for
examining the complex factors influencing the adoption of today’s disruptive technology,
generative Al in the technology sector.

Cassell (2013) describes qualitative research as relying on non-quantitative data and focusing
on the meanings individuals and groups assign to specific situations. Similarly, Bell et al.
(2019) emphasize that qualitative studies prioritize data collection through words and images
over numerical data to generate relevant insights. In this thesis, a qualitative approach is well-
suited to exploring broad research questions from a wider perspective, with interviews
conducted with organizations implementing disruptive technologies serving as the primary
method of investigation. This approach captures participants' perspectives and real-life
experiences, which aligns with a qualitative strategy (Bell et al., 2019; Cassell, 2013). The
authors also emphasize that qualitative research plays a significant role in understanding
society through the perspectives and words of participants. In turn, this provides valuable
insights into the challenges of managing disruptive technologies and strategies for maintaining
competitiveness.

Common critiques of qualitative research include concerns about subjectivity, limited
replicability, generalizability, and lack of transparency (Bell et al., 2019). The authors explain
that, because qualitative research relies heavily on researchers’ interpretations and interactions
with participants, it can introduce subjectivity. Additionally, the less structured nature of
qualitative data collection, often shaped by the specific research context, makes replication
difficult (Bell et al., 2019). Another limitation, described by the authors, is that findings may
be constrained to a specific context, making it challenging to fully interpret and generalize the
results beyond the studied setting. Furthermore, qualitative research is sometimes criticized for
a lack of clarity regarding the research process and how conclusions are drawn (Bell et al.,
2019). Despite these challenges, qualitative research remains the most suitable approach for
this study.
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The relationship between research and theory can follow different approaches, such as
deductive, inductive, and abductive reasoning. Deductive reasoning begins with established
theories and focuses on hypothesis testing, but it often faces the challenge of selecting the most
appropriate theoretical framework (Bell et al., 2019; Kovacs et al., 2005). Inductive reasoning,
by contrast, builds theories directly from empirical data, relying heavily on its availability and
quality. Abductive reasoning is based on the idea that significant scientific advancements have
historically not followed a purely deductive or inductive path (Kovacs & Spens, 2005). As a
result, it has gained popularity for its ability to bridge the limitations of both approaches,
serving as a middle ground, neither limited to hypothesis testing nor exclusively focused on
developing entirely new theories (Bell et al., 2019). Therefore, this study follows an abductive
approach by continuously engaging with both literature and empirical findings to challenge,
rather than simply confirm, existing understanding of the social world.

4.2 Research Design

Building on the qualitative research strategy described above and considering the nature of the
research question, a multiple case study was chosen as the research design. Case study design
is widely used in business research, particularly when the goal is to explore a specific case in
depth to gain detailed insights (Bell et al., 2019). The author further explains that multiple case
study, a subcategory of the case study methodology, is increasingly common as it enables
researchers to analyze several cases to identify shared patterns and draw broader conclusions.
Conducting a multiple case study allows researchers to capture diverse perspectives across
different contexts, contributing to the development of more robust and testable theories (Goffin
et al., 2019). Additionally, this research design offers higher external validity compared to
single case studies. In this study, a multiple case study design is particularly suitable for
examining how various companies approach disruptive technologies, as well as the challenges
and opportunities they encounter. This approach facilitates an in-depth analysis of several
organizations, allowing for a comparison of similarities and differences between cases and
enabling the formulation of generalizable conclusions (Goffin et al., 2019). Triangulating
insights from various sources within multiple cases strengthens the reliability of the findings.
However, concerns exist regarding the potential loss of contextual insights when using this
research design (Bell et al., 2019). Despite this limitation, the multiple case study approach
remains the most appropriate for this study, as it ensures a comprehensive analysis by
examining multiple companies. Each case is analyzed to identify both commonalities and
unique findings, thereby providing a deeper understanding of the research question.

4.3 Data Collection

The primary data for this thesis was collected through interviews with relevant companies,
using a semi-structured interview approach. In qualitative research, interviews focus on
maximizing the reliability and validity of measurement, typically requiring a structured
interview process (Bell et al., 2019). The authors explain that qualitative research aims to
capture the perspectives of interviewees, making unstructured or semi-structured approaches
particularly appropriate, especially when addressing broader research questions. Therefore, a
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semi-structured approach was well-suited for this study, as it allowed for an in-depth
exploration of how individuals within technology-based firms perceive the adoption of
disruptive technologies to maintain competitiveness. The objective of the interviews was to
identify themes and insights related to technological change, further supporting the choice of a
semi-structured approach.

Prior to conducting the interviews, an interview guide (Appendix 1) with predetermined
questions was developed to explore specific topics relevant to the research question, an
approach Bell et al. (2019) identify as characteristic of the semi-structured interview method.

However, the authors note that this approach is flexible, allowing the interviewer to adjust the
guide and modify the order of questions. During the interviews, questions were asked in an
order that suited the interviewees’ responses, while still ensuring that all questions were
addressed. According to Bell et al. (2019), this approach helps maintain a consistent structure
across interviews. Semi-structured interviews also allow interviewees to respond more freely,
while providing the interviewer with the opportunity to ask follow-up questions (Bell et al.,
2019). This approach enabled the authors to gain deeper insights into the respondents’
perspectives on the various topics discussed during the interviews.

While in-person interviews would have been preferred, geographical constraints and time
management considerations made virtual video interviews the most practical option for some
participants. Face-to-face interviews provide an opportunity to observe the interviewee’s body
language, facial expressions, and surroundings, offering additional context to their words (Bell
et al., 2019). This allows for the analysis of the underlying reasons behind responses while also
fostering a relationship with the interviewee. Additionally, it contributes to enhancing
engagement of the participants, providing more detailed answers, and encouraging discussion
of concerns related to the subject (Bell et al., 2019). To ensure a consistent level of interaction
during the online interviews, they were conducted via webcam on Microsoft Teams, providing
a setting that closely resembled face-to-face communication.

All interviews were recorded, with participants’ consent, to ensure that their responses were
accurately captured. According to Bell et al. (2019), recording interviews allows the
interviewer to remain fully attentive, follow up on interesting ideas, and ask clarifying
questions when responses are inconsistent, rather than focusing solely on taking notes. The
recordings were later used to transcribe the interviews, allowing the authors to revisit the
responses and accurately recall what was said, thereby supporting a more thorough and reliable
analysis of the collected data. As all interviews were conducted in Swedish, the transcriptions
were later translated into English to support the analysis and presentation of the findings.

According to Bell et al. (2019), the research question should indicate which types of entities
need to be sampled. In this study, the research question specifies the category of companies
and individuals to be considered, and the selection of respondents was therefore based on these
criteria. Furthermore, a purposive sampling approach was used, which Bell et al. (2019)
describe as selecting interviewees based on the relevance of their input to answering the

27



research question. The sampling process adapted a theoretical sampling approach, where data
was collected with the purpose of generating theoretical understanding.

Bell et al. (2019) emphasize the difficulty of determining an appropriate sample size prior to
data collection and argue that sampling should continue until data saturation is reached. In this
study, the objective was to gather in-depth information on how various companies operate.
Therefore, the sample size was not predetermined, instead data collection continued until the
information obtained became too repetitive, indicating that saturation had been achieved.
Before conducting the interviews, clear selection criteria were established to ensure that
participants possessed the necessary expertise and experience to provide meaningful insights
for the study. The first criterion required that the participating organization be a technology-
based firm with prior experience in implementing disruptive technologies. The second criterion
specified that the selected individual must hold a leadership role and possess in-depth
knowledge of the organization’s operations, enabling them to answer questions related to the
research focus. Refer to Table 2 below for an overview of the participants and the interview
details.

During the selection process, various websites, platforms, and professional networks were
consulted to identify suitable interviewees. After a potential respondent was identified, an
email request was sent which included an overview of the study to inform them of its purpose.
Seven individuals expressed interest in participating. These individuals then received a follow-
up email containing the interview guide, allowing them the opportunity to prepare in advance.

Table 2: Information about the participants

Length of li I
Participants | Job Titles Industries Dates eng . 0 Online or In
Interviews Person
Pl CEO Technology | 75 04.02 | 33 minutes Online
Consultant
P2 Project | Technology | )5 1402 | 39 minutes Online
Manager Consultant
System
P3 CTO Integration | 2025-04-02 | 44 minutes In Person
Partner
Software-as- . .
P4 CEO ] 2025-04-02 31 minutes Online
a-Service
Software
Medical
P5 Development CHC 1 2025-04-03 | 41 minutes Online
Technology
Manager
ft -as-
P6 CPO Software-as- | 75 04-10 | 23 minutes Online
a-Service
Ent i
Project [IeIprise .
P7 ] Resource 2025-04-11 59 minutes In Person
Marketing .
Planning




4.4 Data Analysis

Since this thesis employs a qualitative research strategy and a multiple case study design, the
interviews generate a substantial amount of unstructured data. Bell et al. (2019) note that this
is a common characteristic of qualitative data and that it is essential to adopt a strategy which
reduces and organizes the information for more effective analysis. The two most common
strategies for analyzing qualitative data are thematic analysis and grounded theory (Bell et al.,
2019). For this study, thematic analysis was chosen, which involves identifying common
themes by recognizing patterns across different interviews (Bell et al., 2019; Braun & Clarke,
2006). Bell et al. (2019) further explain that coding, the process of identifying and categorizing
themes, is a key method for organizing and interpreting qualitative data. This approach helps
clarify how the data relates to the research question, relevant literature, and theoretical concepts
(Bell et al., 2019). According to the authors, thematic analysis is a flexible and iterative process
without a set, standardized procedure. Therefore, it is important to clearly describe the data
analysis process, as this enhances the transparency of the research and enables others to
evaluate and compare findings across similar studies (Braun & Clarke, 2006).

Following each interview, the recordings were uploaded to the website Klang.ai to generate an
initial transcription draft. The Al tool was used to streamline the transcription process, which
is otherwise time-consuming. To ensure accuracy, all Al-generated transcripts were cross-
verified through careful listening to the recordings while reviewing the corresponding text.
Once the transcripts were confirmed to be accurate, the coding process began. To improve
comprehension and manageability, each transcript was coded immediately after its respective
interview, rather than coding all transcripts simultaneously, a practice recommended by Bell et
al. (2019). The thematic analysis process in this thesis followed three key steps: establishing
first-order codes, grouping these codes into concepts, and categorizing the concepts into
themes, as recommended by Braun and Clarke (2006) and Bell et al. (2019). Once the codes
and concepts had been identified from the transcripts, they were reviewed and compared
against the interview guide. The themes were derived from the DTCM framework, which also
informed the structure of the interview guide. The next step involved determining which
concepts belonged under each theme. Since the thematic analysis was an iterative process,
moving back and forth between the empirical findings and the literature, it further underscored
the abductive approach adopted in this study. To improve structure and efficiency, NVivo 14,
a computer program designed for qualitative data analysis, was used. The use of thematic
analysis and NVivo 14 supported the identification of commonalities and patterns across the
interviews, enabling the extraction of key insights and perspectives for a more comprehensive
analysis that effectively addresses the research question.

The two most common criticisms of coding in qualitative research are that it can fragment and
decontextualize the data (Bell et al., 2019). To mitigate these risks, each researcher first
conducted the coding process independently. The coded data was then reviewed collectively to
ensure a consistent interpretation of the content in each transcript.
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4.5 Research Quality

To assess the quality of research, the most common criteria are reliability, replicability, and
validity (Bell et al., 2019). However, the authors argue that research should be evaluated using
different criteria, since reliability, replicability, and validity are rooted in quantitative
standards. Therefore, concerns arise when applying these criteria to qualitative research
because they assume a single, absolute account of social reality. Instead, it is essential to adopt
evaluation frameworks that align with the qualitative perspective, recognizing that the social
world encompasses multiple or subjective realities. To assess the quality of qualitative
research, trustworthiness has been established as a key evaluation framework (Bell et al., 2019).
This method is based on four criteria: credibility, transferability, dependability, and
confirmability, each of which is discussed below.

4.5.1 Credibility

Credibility parallels internal validity, meaning it assesses how well the conclusions of
qualitative research align with the experiences and perspectives of participants (Bell et al.,
2019). The authors explain that because multiple perspectives can exist within a single social
reality, researchers must recognize that individuals may provide different explanations. To
ensure credibility in this thesis, an objective approach was adopted, with a focus on accurately
capturing the participants’ perspectives without interfering with their responses or influencing
the interpretation of findings. An environment where no answers were considered right or
wrong was created, ensuring that the findings reflected participants’ experiences accurately.

There are two techniques for establishing credibility: respondent validation and triangulation
(Bell etal., 2019). According to the authors, respondent validation involves presenting findings
to participants to ensure that their perspectives have been accurately represented, a process that
was carried out in this study. Triangulation entails using multiple methods and data sources to
cross-check findings and enhance the quality of conclusions (Bell et al., 2019). This thesis
incorporated multiple sources by integrating theoretical frameworks with interview data to
cross-verify findings and compare insights from different perspectives.

4.5.2 Transferability

Transferability, which parallels external validity, focuses on how findings from one context
can be applied to others (Bell et al., 2019). According to the authors, qualitative research
typically examines a small group within a specific social context, meaning its findings are
closely tied to that setting. Bell et al. (2019) argue that transferability is crucial, as findings
cannot automatically be assumed to apply to different contexts or the same context at another
time. In this study, transferability was addressed by considering how the findings could be
applicable to other settings, such as different industries or professional roles, thereby
contributing to a broader understanding of the topic.

To ensure transferability in qualitative research, researchers should provide an in-depth
description, offering detailed information that enables others to assess whether the findings are
transferable to different contexts (Bell et al., 2019). This thesis enhances transferability by

30



presenting a comprehensive methodology and clearly outlining the research process. By
thoroughly describing the steps taken, the study enables other researchers to evaluate its
applicability to their own contexts.

4.5.3 Dependability

Dependability parallels reliability in qualitative research (Bell et al., 2019). The authors explain
that to ensure dependability in qualitative research, researchers must maintain detailed records
of the research process. In this study, dependability was ensured by clearly documenting the
selection process of the interview participants, as well as following an interview guide to ensure
consistency throughout the interviews. Additionally, complete records of notes and interview
transcripts were maintained to ensure all findings remained accessible. Bell et al. (2019) also
reinforce the importance of keeping detailed records of data analysis decisions. In this thesis,
such records were maintained through coding and thematic analysis, which were conducted
throughout the entire interview process.

4.5.4 Confirmability

Conformability in qualitative research refers to the extent to which objectivity is maintained
and findings are shaped by the participants rather than researcher bias or personal values (Bell
et al., 2019). The authors emphasize the importance of achieving confirmability to ensure that
research findings are grounded in evidence rather than influenced by personal beliefs. In this
study, the findings were derived from multiple sources, incorporating diverse perspectives. The
data was collected through an objective approach and later reviewed through peer discussions
and supervisor feedback. This process aimed to identify potential biases and encouraged self-
reflection and critical analysis throughout the research.

4.6 Ethical Considerations

When conducting business research, it is essential to uphold ethical considerations consistently
throughout the study (Bell et al.,, 2019). The authors identify four main areas of ethical
principles: avoidance of harm, informed consent, privacy, and the prevention of deception. Bell
et al. (2019) state that these areas are interconnected and addressing them ensures the integrity
of the research. Avoidance of harm refers to the researcher’s responsibility to assess and
mitigate any potential risks participants may face because of their involvement in the study.
Harm can take various forms, such as reputational damage or negative consequences for a
participant’s employment. Informed consent ensures that participants join the study voluntarily
and that they receive sufficient information beforehand to make an informed decision about
their participation. Privacy is closely linked to informed consent and refers to protecting
participants’ personal information and confidentiality throughout the research process. Finally,
prevention of deception requires researchers to present information about the study truthfully,
without misleading participants or withholding relevant details (Bell et al., 2019).

To minimize the risk of harm to participants, it was decided that all interviewees would remain
anonymous throughout the study. This anonymity extended to both the individuals and the
organizations they represented. Additionally, all participants were informed of their right to
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withdraw from the study at any time. As the data was intended to remain fully anonymous, it
was carefully reviewed to ensure that no information included in the study could reveal the
identity of any individual or organization. To obtain informed consent, the potential
participants were first contacted via email, providing a detailed description of the study and
outlining what participation would involve. Participants were encouraged to ask questions
before deciding whether to give their consent. The use of email also ensured that participants
had sufficient time to consider their involvement and could refer to the information provided.
At the beginning of each interview, participants were asked again for their consent regarding
permission to audio-record the interview. To address privacy concerns, participants were
informed of their right to decline answering any questions during the interview. Additionally,
they were given the opportunity to review their interview transcripts and exclude any responses
if they later changed their minds.
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5. Empirical Findings

Chapter five, Empirical Findings, presents insights from the seven interviews conducted,
organized around the themes and concepts identified in the thematic analysis (Appendix 2).
Section 5.1, Business and Technology Leadership, examines the importance of fostering a
culture of learning and adaptability. Section 5.2, Management of Technology, discusses how
organizations sense technological opportunities and balance existing and new technologies.
Section 5.3, Technology Adoption and Alignment, explores decisions regarding the
implementation of new technologies. Lastly, section 5.4, Technology Integration, addresses the
challenges and success factors during implementation.

5.1 Business and Technology Leadership

For technology-based firms to effectively adopt disruptive technologies, such as generative Al,
in a rapidly evolving market, change must begin within the organization itself before external
exploration. This internal transformation involves encouraging a culture of learning and
adaptability, thereby enabling the continuous learning required to integrate technological
advancements. The interviewees highlighted several key aspects essential for fostering such a
culture: leadership, role modelling, providing prerequisites for learning, psychological safety,
and processes for education and experiential learning.

P6 emphasized that leadership plays a crucial role in establishing a culture beneficial for
learning. The interviewee noted that leaders are essential in encouraging enthusiasm for
experimentation and learning. As P6 put it, “We believe that culture is created through action,
and that we therefore need leaders who take initiative and inspire others.” The respondent
added that leaders must not only support but actively engage in experimentation and openly
share their experiences to model the desired behavior. This view was repeated by P3, who noted
that while employees in technology-based firms often have a natural interest in technological
innovation, it is the leader’s responsibility to keep them motivated and engaged. P7 added that
leaders typically have a clearer sense of strategic direction, and it is therefore essential that they
communicate this vision effectively to employees. P7 stated, “We believe in the 70/20/10
model. That is, 70 percent of your learning comes from actually doing productive things, 20
percent comes from a structured exchange with people in a similar work role, and 10 percent
comes from formal training.” P7 underscored that it is leadership’s role to enable and support
this structure. P1, P2, P4, and P6 all highlighted the importance of leading by example.
However, P1 argued that this responsibility should not fall solely on formal leaders. Within
P1’s organization, knowledgeable employees are encouraged to give lunchtime lectures, both
to recognize their expertise and to signal the firm’s commitment to personal development and
knowledge sharing. Similarly, P2 described how the interviewee’s company cultivates super
users, employees who receive additional training to become internal experts and share their
knowledge across the organization. P4 added that leading by example also involves
demonstrating how to engage with and make use of new technologies. The respondent
explained that both formal and informal leaders in the respondent’s organization explore
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innovative methods for task completion and then share these insights during regular team
meetings, often accompanied by educational videos. The interviewee continued by arguing that
these initiatives aim to inspire a culture of continuous learning. P6 concluded that when
fostering a culture of learning and adaptability, it is important to align organizational efforts
with cultural aspirations. The respondent added that if a company only talks about key
performance indicators and efficiency, that becomes the dominant culture. P6 continues by
arguing that to foster a learning culture, discussions must also prioritize soft values and
encourage growth-oriented behaviors.

P1, P2, and P6 stressed that creating a learning-oriented culture also requires the right
conditions to be established within the organization. P1 and P6 argued that this begins with the
recruitment process. They emphasized that culture is shaped by people, making it crucial to
hire individuals who are naturally curious, driven, and eager to learn. P2 also addressed the
practical side of enabling learning. The interviewee explained that organizations must facilitate
internal knowledge sharing, for example by creating forums where employees can share
insights, articles, or experiences. P2 continued by stating that these platforms help embed
learning into everyday operations.

Psychological safety emerged as another important factor in establishing a culture of learning
and adaptability. P7 explained, “As with all change, if there is no security, there is instead
insecurity and uncertainty, both of which are only a step away from resistance and perhaps
even anger.” The respondent stressed that the recipient of change, regardless of who it is, must
feel confident that change will not compromise the outcomes. P5 and P6 reinforced the idea
that employees must feel safe to experiment, even when outcomes are uncertain or
unsuccessful. P6 added that time and space must be allocated for such experimentation, noting
the value of occasionally dedicating half a day to exploring new technologies without the
pressure to deliver immediate results. P5 agreed, emphasizing that these opportunities are
essential for innovation. P1 expanded on this by stating that psychological safety also entails
fostering an environment where everyone feels encouraged to suggest ideas and take initiative
and that this kind of openness supports continuous improvement and collaborative learning.

The importance of both formal education and experiential learning was also highlighted. As
noted, P7 believed that 10 percent of learning stems from education. The interviewee added
that in a fast-moving industry, this 10 percent is a minimum requirement to avoid falling
behind. P1 and P2 also underscored the importance of continuous education, where P2 noted
that the emergence of generative Al has fundamentally altered work processes, making staff
training more essential than ever. Still, P7 maintained that the majority of learning, 70 percent,
occurs through hands-on experience. P1 and P5 agreed, stressing the need to provide employees
with opportunities to explore and test new technologies in real-world settings. They argued that
this practical engagement not only facilitates learning but also strengthens the organization’s
adaptability.
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5.2 Management of Technology
5.2.1 Staying Up-to-date with New Technological Opportunities

Once organizations have successfully encouraged a culture of learning and adaptability, the
next step involves scanning and interpreting their environment to identify disruptive
technological developments. However, the ability to stay on top of technological advancements
requires that organizations possess specific characteristics and practices. The interviewees
identified several key aspects that support this process: maintaining close contact with
customers, interacting within one’s network, conducting market analysis, nurturing a
technology-driven culture, fostering individual interest in technology, encouraging
experimentation, and providing education. Furthermore, the responsibility of identifying and
interpreting new technological opportunities is understood to be shared across three levels:
leaders, individual employees, and the organization as a whole.

Direct contact with customers was consistently highlighted as essential for remaining up to
date with technological trends. P1, P2, P5, and P7 all emphasized that customer interaction
provides valuable insight into shifting demands and possibilities for innovation. Similarly,
maintaining a strong professional network was described as a key enabler for technological
awareness, where P2, P3, and P5 all mentioned the value of networking. P3 illustrated that
participating in expert groups and global forums is an effective way to stay informed about
new technologies, as emerging trends within the industry are regularly discussed. The
respondent’s organization also participates in industry events that facilitate similar exchanges.
PS5 explained that strong academic ties are maintained by the company due to its research-
oriented culture and the fact that many employees have research backgrounds. The interviewee
continued by stating that this academic connection supports the organization’s ability to track
technological advancements. P2 also pointed to the value of attending lectures hosted by
organizations such as Swedish Institute for Standards (SIS) and Research Institutes of Sweden
(RISE) to stay informed. All interviewees, except for P3 and P4, emphasized the importance
of systematic market analysis. While some firms conduct these analyses internally, P7
explained that they commission research and analytical reports from external institutes. P2 and
PS5 described that they rely on sources such as social media and news platforms for general
market awareness. P6 added that they also incorporate podcasts and blog posts into their
analysis efforts, seeking insights that reflect their customers’ needs, their own position, and
broader industry trends.

All interviewees, except for P3 and P7, emphasized the importance of individual interest in
technology as a key driver in identifying new technological opportunities. P5 argued that this
often depends on personality traits, as some individuals are more naturally inclined to explore
and experiment with new technologies. The respondent suggested that those who engage with
technology outside of work tend to gain deeper insights and may identify more efficient ways
of performing tasks, which they can then bring into the workplace. This view was supported
by P1 and P2, where P2 emphasized that staying updated on technology is directly linked to
the firm’s value creation, which in turn attracts tech-curious employees. P4 reinforced this
perspective by noting that the respondent’s organization is largely composed of individuals
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with a strong interest in technology and innovation. The interviewee argued that rather than
assigning a dedicated person to search for new opportunities, the responsibility is distributed
across the entire organization. P1 and P6 also stressed the need to continuously nurture this
curiosity by sharing articles and fostering internal discussions that stimulate further interest and
learning.

Education and experimentation were also seen as essential components of staying current with
new technologies. P3 and P6 argued that hands-on experience is necessary to fully understand
and evaluate the relevance and feasibility of new tools and systems. P3 stressed that theoretical
knowledge alone is insufficient, they instead advocated for an approach that emphasizes
experimentation and creativity. P6 agreed and connected this view to the practice of using the
company’s own services internally to gain a better understanding of their functionality and
improvement potential. The interviewee shared that their organization holds "hacking days"
every six weeks, during which development and product teams are given one and a half days
to freely explore and test new technologies: an initiative that often leads to valuable insights
and the generation of new knowledge. P3 also described an educational initiative at their
company in which employees are encouraged to write and publish an article each month. The
respondent explained that this activity benefits both the individual and the organization by
encouraging deeper engagement with new topics. P1 added that they regularly host educational
lectures to help staff stay informed about emerging technologies.

When exploring who holds responsibility for identifying and acting on new technological
opportunities, opinions varied. P1 stated that as CEO, the primary responsibility for conducting
market and customer analyses and adjusting the company’s direction accordingly falls to them.
The interviewee argued that leadership has both the capacity and the obligation to guide
employees in this process. However, P1 acknowledged that the company primarily hires
engineers, who are typically curious and motivated to learn, thereby emphasizing the need for
all employees to stay informed about new technologies to remain competitive and meet
customer expectations. The interviewee argued that this naturally supports the organization’s
adaptability. In contrast, P3, P4, and P7 argued that the search for new technologies is not
confined to leadership but should be viewed as a collective, organizational effort. P3 advocated
for a balanced approach between management and individual initiatives. P4 pointed out that,
in their firm, this responsibility is not tied to a formal role but instead arises from employees’
internal motivation. P7 agreed but added that not all employees have the same capacity to act
on this knowledge, as many are focused on maintaining and improving the current system. P5
offered a different perspective, suggesting that employees who are not in leadership positions
may actually be better positioned to explore new technologies. The respondent explained that
leaders often have less time for hands-on experimentation and tend to prefer executive
summaries rather than conducting the exploration themselves.

5.2.2 Balancing Existing and Emerging Technologies

After an organization identifies emerging technological developments, it must first analyze the
relevance and potential benefits of the new technology before proceeding with implementation.
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This analysis is critical for establishing a balance between existing and emerging technologies;
between current technologies that support the firm’s existing value proposition and the new
technologies aimed at strengthening its competitive advantage. According to the respondents,
this balancing process is influenced by factors such as: resource availability, market demand,
regulatory requirements, awareness of new technologies, assessment of usefulness, the product
life cycle, and the importance of technological adoption being a gradual process.

P3 argued that, for an organization to successfully balance existing and emerging technologies,
it must first ensure it remains up-to-date with the latest technological advancements. The
respondent further explained that without awareness of new developments, achieving this
balance is not possible. P1, P3, and P4 all emphasized the importance of staying informed about
new technologies through market analysis to identify shifts that could impact the organization.
P1 additionally highlighted the significance of analyzing future scenarios and conducting
customer research to establish a strong foundation for making well-informed decisions across
various development projects. As P1 stated, “It is very important to analyze the market, timing,
and competition to determine how much emphasis the organization should place on new
technology.” P4 added that competitor analysis can reveal how new technologies are being
applied elsewhere, thereby offering valuable insights and inspiration for their own strategic
initiatives.

P3 emphasized that balancing existing and emerging technologies requires beginning the
implementation process with an inquiry into customer needs and market demand to ensure
value and profitability. P6 agreed with this statement and added, “We rarely start by searching
for new technology. Instead, we begin with customer problems and then explore what
technology is available to solve them.” P3 and P6 further explained that, although customer
problems often remain similar, technological advancements enable organizations to find new
ways of solving them, making it essential to identify these solutions and apply them to previous
challenges. P2 built on this argument by stating that implementing new technologies provides
companies with the opportunity to advance and enhance their competitiveness. However, P5
argued that market demand alone should not dictate whether organizations adopt the latest
technologies. The respondent explained that while new technologies may offer significant
advancements, developing them is unnecessary if there is no demand for such innovations.
Instead, P5 emphasized the importance of analyzing existing market needs to strike the right
balance between existing and new technologies to ensure customer relevance and maintain
competitiveness.

P1 stated that when adopting new technologies, it is important to ensure they are useful and
bring value to the organization and customers. The interviewee argued, “Constantly using new
technologies puts a project at significant risk, especially when testing something that has never
been tried before.” P4 agreed with this statement and added that exploring new technology is
only beneficial if it eventually gets implemented and proves to be profitable for the
organization. P7 offered a new perspective on effective technology implementation by
emphasizing the importance of building a culture of trust with customers around new
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technological advancements. The respondent noted that if a company fails to deliver a product
that is both technologically current and clearly valuable to the customer, it risks losing its
competitive edge.

P2 also highlighted the technology product life cycle perspective, emphasizing the importance
of evaluating the future development of technologies an organization implements. P2
emphasized the importance of recognizing that, even when newly adopted technologies have
proven useful, organizations must remain forward-thinking and stay informed about ongoing
technological advancements. According to P3, this process is largely about continuous
improvement, but the respondent emphasized that it should be carried out in smaller steps. P3
stated, “When viewed from a broader perspective, these small actions collectively contribute
to a larger picture,” and added that this approach creates favorable conditions for evaluating
and achieving a balanced adoption of new technologies.

According to P5, organizations need to carefully evaluate how resources are allocated between
new and existing technologies. The interviewee emphasized the importance of maintaining
profitability, indicating that organizations cannot allocate excessive resources to new
technologies and must instead focus more on existing, well-functioning ones. P7 also
highlighted this aspect, adding that resources need to be allocated toward ensuring usability for
their customers, which leaves limited room for incorporating new technologies into their plans.
P1 agreed and argued that if organizations focus solely on new technological advancements
without evaluating their associated effects, there is a risk that the efforts may not be profitable.
The respondent stated, “If you want to build a product, you may need to push boundaries by
adding new features, which increases both the risk and cost of the project. However, the
potential payoff is the ability to outperform competitors.” P1 stated that this balance needs to
be carefully evaluated, as implementing a large number of new technologies is not always
profitable. P5 further added that, depending on the industry, there may be rules and regulations
that hinder the adoption of new technologies, causing organizations to focus more on existing
and proven solutions.

5.3 Technology Adoption and Alignment

5.3.1 Decision to Implement New Technology

According to the respondents, the decision to implement new technology within the
organization involves several factors. These include adopting a problem-oriented approach to
implementation, considering the necessary inputs and outputs, ensuring the new technology is
fully operational, assessing market maturity, anticipating the extent of transformation required,
and factoring in one’s intuition. Additionally, the decision requires consideration of the
organization’s market entry strategy: whether the company should be an early-adopter or a late-
adopter of new technologies. The interviewees presented differing arguments regarding this
topic.

P3 stated that the decision to implement a new technology begins with exploring the market.
The interviewee highlighted the need for organizations to analyze whether there are clear
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demands or specific problems that can be solved with the new technology. P3 argued that it is
important to consider “if the problems are big enough or if it is just one person who has the
problem.” P2 and P7 agreed with this statement, with P2 adding that if the new technology is
shown to be relevant for the organization, a decision to adopt it can be made. P4 argued that
the decision to implement depends on a cost versus benefit analysis of the new technology. P5
emphasized that it is necessary to conduct some form of economic analysis of the
implementation process to compare associated costs with anticipated benefits. P4 further
explained that it is crucial to anticipate the time required to understand the new technology and
the time needed for implementation to weigh these factors against the expected benefits.
Throughout this assessment, P2, P4, and P5 also emphasized the importance of ensuring that
the new technology can be implemented safely. P5 stated that information technology security
must be properly managed, and P4 agreed by arguing that it is essential to ensure that the new
technology does not pose a risk of information leakage.

P2 stated that the decision to implement new technologies should be based on knowledge. P4
similarly explained that organizations must use this knowledge to assess how groundbreaking
anew technological advancement appears, to determine whether it represents a temporary trend
or a long-term transformation. P6 added that basing the decision on an actual customer problem
helps organizations understand, experiment with, and evaluate how the new technology can be
useful. In contrast, P5 suggested that the decision is often based on gut feeling, stating,
“Ultimately, the question becomes: Do we believe this will help us? Is it worth trying to see
how it works?”

The decision to implement a new technology also depends on the market entry strategy a
company wants to adopt. According to P3 and P1, being an early-adopter of new technologies
can provide favorable conditions for gaining a competitive advantage. P3 emphasized the
importance of fostering a proactive culture rather than simply reacting to new technological
developments. However, the respondent emphasized that success is not solely about
uniqueness, as P3 stated, "What truly matters is leading the way, rather than following in the
footsteps of others." P7 also recognized the advantages of adopting new technologies early,
particularly as a means of staying ahead of their customers. The respondent further explained
that maintaining competitiveness requires being one step beyond where their customers
currently are.

P1 noted that being an early-adopter often involves higher costs, making it essential to evaluate
the extent to which new technology will benefit the company. P4 agreed with this perspective,
adding that it is particularly critical for start-ups, which often lack the resources available to
larger, incumbent companies. P2 and P5 also highlighted that new technology needs to be
evaluated and added the aspect of security issues. P2 argued, “In some contexts, we need to be
more restrictive because the technology can be quite immature, such as in areas like data
storage security and IT security.” P5 highlighted a concern regarding security issues, noting
that if a company adopts new technology in a way that later proves problematic, it can become
a competitive disadvantage. Therefore, P5 stated that being a late-adopter does not need to be
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a disadvantage. P4 added that one advantage of being a late-adopter is that the technology is
well-established and tested when they implement it. P6 agreed, highlighting the competitive
advantage of doing it right rather than being first. P1 expanded on the argument and stated, “/
believe it is often more effective to restrain the urge to experiment than to encourage it. It is
usually better to take conventional, well-functioning components and integrate them into a
reliable system that can be brought to market quickly and sold successfully.” According to P2,
it is also important for an organization to possess the necessary knowledge before adopting
new technology to ensure a certain level of quality, rather than implementing it without fully
understanding its purpose. However, P1 and P4 also acknowledged the risks associated with
being a late-adopter. The interviewees recognized that competitors may adopt new
technologies that make their products more attractive, potentially leading to increased market
shares. According to P5, there is an underlying concern that competitors may discover more
effective solutions, thereby gaining the advantage of offering a more efficient product along
with increased profitability.

There are advantages to both early and late adoption, which is why P3, P4, P5, and P6
emphasized the value of adopting new technologies early, but not being the first. P4 referred
to this approach as the “second-mover advantage”. P3 argued, “You need to find the sweet-
spot,” highlighting the importance of balancing the adoption of new technologies with
maintaining profitability. P5 also recognized the advantage in adopting new technologies as
the second, third or even fourth company, thereby allowing others to first test the new
technology while still adopting it ahead of the majority. P4 agreed that this is beneficial,
arguing that they could then focus their efforts on developing and efficiently adopting the new
technology, rather than spending resources on its initial evaluation. P6 stated, “We are a
company that takes a long-term approach, which is why I believe it makes the most sense to
adopt technology at a balanced pace.” The respondent recognized the value of being an early-
adopter but believes the greatest competitive advantage comes from not being the first to
market.

5.3.2 Scope of Implementation

When implementing new technologies in an organization, a key consideration is whether the
implementation should be isolated to specific roles or departments, or pursued organization-
wide. P3 and P1 suggested that isolated implementation is less of a concern in smaller
businesses, where it is easier to ensure collective adoption across the entire organization.
However, P1 also acknowledged the challenges that can arise from isolated efforts and stressed
the importance of regular internal and customer meetings to maintain alignment toward shared
goals. Similarly, P4 emphasized, “Effective communication is essential. Organizations must
establish a clear level of ambition from the start and maintain a process for updating it
throughout the implementation.” The interviewee also noted that not every technological
change needs to be adopted organization-wide; in some cases, limiting implementation to
specific individuals or roles may be more appropriate. P5 built on this view, arguing that
implementation often takes longer than anticipated and that beginning with isolated efforts can
be an effective way to ensure the technology’s usefulness before wider organizational adoption.

40



P6 and P7 promoted a problem-driven approach, suggesting that organizations should first
identify a specific problem and then experiment with emerging technologies to solve it. The
interviewees argued that localized testing allows organizations to break down the solution
before implementing it to broader areas where it is most relevant.

5.4 Technology Integration

5.4.1 Challenges of Implementation

The implementation of new technological advancements is a complex and demanding process,
regardless of the sector, organization, or individual involved. Across the seven interviews
conducted for this study, participants identified seven recurring challenges associated with
technology implementation: securing stakeholder involvement, fear of change, sticking to old
habits, increased resource demands, timing the implementation correctly, conflicting interests,
and uncertainty about the future.

P4 and P5 both emphasized securing stakeholder involvement as a key challenge to
implementation. P4 stressed, “Getting everyone on board with the implementation is the most
important part.” P5 elaborated, highlighting that all stakeholders need to feel involved and
aligned with the perceived benefits of the change, noting that if stakeholders are not fully
involved, technological implementations are likely to fail. Additionally, P2, P3, P4, and P5
emphasized fear of change and sticking to existing habits as challenges to technology adoption.
P5 stated, “When it comes to change, there will always be an inherent tension when
implementing something new,” noting that people naturally question the reliability and
potential consequences of new systems. The respondent exemplified that when implementing
a new process, people will always wonder how one can be certain that it will actually work and
what can go wrong. P3 reinforced this point by asserting that resistance to change is a
fundamental human trait and added that skeptical individuals can offer valuable feedback. P2
similarly pointed out that receptiveness to change varies between individuals and ultimately
depends on acceptance. P2, P3, and P4 declared that employees have a tendency to stick to old
habits. P4 noted, “The fact that tasks become harder is sometimes enough to prevent people
from embracing it, even if it is better,” explaining that unless employees believe a change will
significantly improve their daily tasks, they are unlikely to accept it. The interviewee added
that this became even more difficult when people have differing viewpoints of what represented
improvement. P3 noted that routine behaviors naturally give rise to resistance, while P2
suggested that some individuals adopt a conservative mindset and should not be forced into
change, as it is often counterproductive.

The interviewees also underscored more practical challenges to implementation, such as
resource constraints, poor timing, and uncertainty about the future. P7 shared an anecdote from
a business fair, where attendees were asked how they believed Al would impact their work.
Out of 150 responses, 130 different answers were received, which P7 argues demonstrate a
high level of uncertainty surrounding technological innovation. In terms of timing, P7
described that their goal is to offer new technology when the customer is ready to adopt it, not
prematurely. The respondent argued that investing in innovations too early, before the market
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is mature, can waste resources, while late adoption can result in missed opportunities. P6
reflected on both experiences, noting that they have at times been too early and at other times
too late in adopting technology, further illustrating the challenges posed by rapidly evolving
markets. P1 emphasized that new technologies often require greater investments of time and
money, making resource allocation a key obstacle.

P2 stated that conflicting interests between different roles could also challenge the
implementation of new technologies. P4 noted that some teams are more pro-technology than
others and explained that individual attitudes toward technology influence the overall team
dynamics. According to P2, there are also differences between departments within the
organization and noted that for example product development tends to invest more time in
implementing new technologies. Similarly, P4 argued that certain departments, such as sales,
prefer rapid implementation to bring products to market quickly, whereas product development
values taking more time to explore and experiment to identify optimal solutions.

5.4.2 Managing Employee Resistance

When asked, all interviewees except P1 reported encountering employee resistance during their
implementation phases. To address this resistance, the respondents utilized a variety of
strategies, including education, leading by example, learning by doing, following a structured
implementation process, and providing consistent support.

A recurring theme among five of the seven respondents, all except P1 and P3, was the
importance of support in managing employee resistance. P5’s organization, for example,
established support desks staffed by trained employees from various departments who assist
others during an implementation. P7 described a similar system using weekly briefings and
Q&A sessions to provide employees with sufficient support during change processes. The
interviewee argued that questions during an implementation process are an expression of
uncertainty and that it is therefore crucial that these are answered. P4 added that reminders and
persistence play a crucial role, particularly since not all employees adapt at the same pace. P6
introduced the idea of experience sharing as another valuable form of support. Another key
strategy highlighted by the interviewees involved education and leading by example. P7 stated,
“Many times, resistance is based on ignorance, then all you have to do is add knowledge, and
the resistance disappears,” and emphasized the importance of education. P2, P4, and P5 agreed
with this view, although P2 and P4 specifically stressed that educational efforts must be in-
depth and tailored to the needs of specific departments. Similarly, P4 highlighted the
importance of leading by example, demonstrating how technology can be used in practice to
enhance understanding and foster acceptance within the organization. However, P4
emphasized that leading by example does not need to entail a leadership role, it can also come
from other individuals within the organization whom employees look up to. The interviewee
stated that they are equally important in setting an example and inspiring others during the
implementation of new technologies.
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In contrast, P3 challenged the effectiveness of traditional education models and argued that
they are often too abstract. Instead, the respondent advocated for learning by doing, where
employees engage with new technologies in a practical, hands-on manner, thereby developing
personalized approaches to usage. P7 further distinguished between two types of resistance:
ignorance and misalignment with organizational vision. The latter, the interviewee argued, is
more difficult to manage but can be mitigated by leading through successful implementation
examples. P2 and P5 supported this by emphasizing the value of illustrating the broader
benefits of technological change, thereby reinforcing belief in the transformation. P4 concluded
that leading by example is perhaps the most effective strategy for managing resistance. Lastly,
P3 highlighted the importance of a structured implementation process and allowing individuals
sufficient time to understand each stage before moving forward. The respondent argued that
creating clear timelines, being transparent about the overall process, and explicitly stating the
goals of implementation increase the likelihood that individuals will be receptive to the
adoption.

5.4.3 Success Factors of Implementation

The successful implementation of new technologies depends on more than just adoption; it
requires a strategic combination of approaches. The interviewees identified seven key
strategies for achieving an effective implementation: being driven by a real need, employing
highly skilled workers, ensuring stakeholder involvement, following a step-by-step process,
gathering feedback, offering encouragement, and performing continuous evaluation.

To succeed with the implementation of new technologies, P3 argued that a shared
understanding of both the reasons for and the processes of change is necessary across the
organization. P2 and P3 both emphasized that management cannot unilaterally decide to
implement something simply because they perceive it as beneficial, instead, broader
organizational alignment is necessary. P3 argued, "What are the actual needs? Are there real
problems to solve, or are you implementing something simply for the sake of it? And if there
are problems, are they significant enough to address, or do they affect only a single
individual?" By starting with the problem, P3 recognized the benefit of using it as a foundation
for successful implementation, either by making tasks easier for employees or by resolving
customer issues. P7 built on this argument and emphasized the importance of listening to the
stakeholders affected. The interviewee stated that by analyzing feedback, the technology that
delivers the most value should be prioritized for implementation. P7 also emphasized the
importance of using pilot groups before implementing new technology, as this allows for
valuable feedback from both customers and employees. The respondent added that this
approach increases the likelihood of a successful implementation since gathering such feedback
helps demonstrate the visible benefits of the new technology, which in turn facilitates user
adoption.

P7 stressed the importance of involving the right stakeholders in the decision-making process

for implementation. The interviewee noted that some individuals possess deeper knowledge of
specific aspects that can influence the outcome, and that this expertise should be utilized to
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support a successful implementation. Similarly, P5 stated that “the implementation of new
technologies should be driven by those who actually need them.” The respondent argued that
it is important to ensure that representatives from all relevant groups are involved, to prevent
it from becoming merely a theoretical exercise. Additionally, P2 highlighted the value of
individuals’ prior experience with earlier technological developments that have impacted their
work. The respondent stated that this knowledge should be leveraged, as the challenges
encountered during past implementations may arise again and should be considered as potential
factors in the current process. P1 further explained that their employees are often engineers,
thereby possessing significant knowledge and interest in new technologies, which management
should actively leverage.

P6 argued that an implementation process does not need to occur all at once; instead, taking
the time to manage it step by step can be a key success factor. P4 shared this view, noting that
early wins have strengthened their implementation processes by showing stakeholders that real
progress is being made. P6 added that breaking the implementation into smaller steps makes it
easier for stakeholders to commit to each step, which in turn increases overall understanding
and engagement.

After the implementation of new technologies, it is crucial to evaluate their outcomes, not only
to measure success but also to gather insights that inform and improve future implementation
processes. P7 emphasized the importance of comparing the original plan with actual results,
using indicators such as time, budget, and quality to assess success. Similarly, P5 highlighted
that tangible improvements such as higher product quality and faster delivery are key signs of
a successful implementation. P6 introduced an additional perspective, arguing that increased
customer value, reflected in higher sales, should also be considered an indicator of success.
Building on this, P7 stressed that customer feedback ultimately defines the real value of an
implementation, stating, “It serves as a perfect example of the fact that, in the end, it is crucial
to consider what the users think and what those who paid for it think afterward.”

P3 described evaluation as a continuous process involving qualitative feedback, observation of
improvements, and communication with stakeholders. This perspective was supported by P1,
P2, P4, and P5 who emphasized that success is often recognized through practical benefits
perceived by employees. P4 added that while precise measurements, such as time saved, are
difficult to calculate, the elimination of previous bottlenecks serves as a practical indicator of
success. P2 underscored that evaluation of each implementation provides valuable lessons for
future technological implementations. P4 agreed and added that internal testing offers valuable
insight into the resource demands of broader implementations, even when such evaluations rely
partly on informed intuition.
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6. Analysis

Chapter six, Analysis, continues to follow McLaughlin’s (2017) DTCM structure by using its
five areas as subheadings. Under each subheading, the content from each section of the
theoretical framework is integrated with the corresponding content from the sections of the
empirical findings, followed by a detailed analysis. Finally, based on this study’s data, a
revised version of the DTCM is presented.

6.1 Business and Technology Leadership

As highlighted in the literature, technology-based firms operate in environments characterized
by rapid technological advancements. Teece (2007) and Grant (2019) emphasize that such
environments require organizations to remain adaptable and develop dynamic capabilities to
sustain their competitiveness. In contrast, Christensen and Bower (1996) argue that with
disruptive technologies, the most critical factor is not the new technology itself but the
organizational shifts required to adapt it. Accordingly, technology-based firms must evaluate
the extent to which a new technology differs from their existing skills and knowledge, as it
determines how well they can manage change. An organization’s culture of change, therefore,
must be carefully evaluated prior to adopting disruptive technologies, as it reveals its capacity
to respond to challenges such as those associated with generative Al. The rise of generative Al
makes this evaluation increasingly critical, highlighting the importance of strong leadership to
guide organizations through the complexities of digital transformation. In technology-based
firms in particular, leaders hold the critical responsibility of fostering a culture that supports
continuous change. This includes clearly communicating the importance of technological
adoption and promoting ongoing learning (Jacobi et al., 2018; Bughin et al., 2019). The
empirical findings reinforce this view, emphasizing the role of leaders in encouraging
experimentation, sharing knowledge, motivating employees, and providing clear strategic
direction to foster a culture of learning and adaptability. Therefore, leadership plays a pivotal
role in establishing the standards that enable organizations to remain dynamic and adapt to the
ongoing developments of disruptive technologies.

While Jacobi et al. (2018) underscore the importance of leadership in fostering a culture of
learning and adaptability, the empirical findings suggest that this responsibility is not confined
solely to formal leadership roles. Leadership is a broad concept, implying that individuals with
relevant expertise, regardless of their hierarchical role, plays a critical role in guiding
organizations through technological change. Consequently, initiatives aimed at promoting a
learning-oriented culture should originate from those with the appropriate knowledge,
regardless of their formal position within the organization. This perspective aligns with Teece’s
(2007) argument that adaptation to technological change should not be limited to top
management, as broader participation enhances an organization’s dynamic capabilities. In the
context of generative Al, building these capabilities, which encompass the abilities to sense,
seize, and transform, requires a learning-oriented culture embedded across all organizational
levels. Empowering stakeholders to share knowledge and contribute to change at every level is
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therefore essential to strengthening the dynamic capabilities of technology-based firms. As
Lucas and Goh (2009) note, senior leadership plays a vital role in fostering such a culture.
However, this should not be interpreted as confining responsibility to leadership alone. Rather,
they hold the primary responsibility to take initiative and engage all stakeholders in preparing
for the adoption of disruptive technologies.

Furthermore, the empirical findings highlight the role of psychological safety in fostering
experimentation, ideation, and initiative-taking, an aspect that Bughin et al. (2019) and
Magnusson et al. (2022) argue will contribute to creating new opportunities for the
organization. By ensuring psychological safety, organizations can increase their
innovativeness, which in turn supports the creation of a culture of continuous learning and
adaptability. Additionally, Leonard-Barton and Kraus (1985) and Jacobi et al. (2018) note that
technological disruptions can destabilize existing processes and priorities, leading to
uncertainty and insecurity among employees. The respondents emphasize that this uncertainty
can drive resistance, which underlines the need to create a safe environment where employees
feel confident to engage and adapt.

Disruptive technologies necessitate organizational change, which, as Majumdar et al. (2018)
highlight, requires employee re-skilling across multiple areas of the organization. Successfully
managing this change therefore depends on fostering an adaptable organizational culture,
where employees remain agile and open to transformation. The empirical findings underscore
the importance of continuous education as a key response, an aspect also emphasized by Jacobi
et al. (2018). Maintaining a learning-oriented culture is thus crucial for ensuring organizational
adaptability during technological change, thereby contributing to sustained competitiveness.
The respondents note that this is especially relevant in the context of generative Al, a view
supported by Ruiz-Real et al. (2021) and Prasad Agrawal (2024), who argue that adapting to
technological shifts enable companies to increase their market shares. The interviewees stress
that continuous learning depends on the organization’s prioritization of time for education and
hands-on training experiences. This practical engagement not only facilitates knowledge
acquisition but also strengthens dynamic capabilities, enabling employees to respond more
effectively to change. Creating an environment of psychological safety by allowing employees
to experiment and participate in hands-on training helps build a culture that supports successful
Al adoption. Without such a culture, adoption efforts may fail, as employees can feel excluded,
uncertain, and unprepared due to limited opportunities for experiential learning.

The interviewees also highlight that fostering a culture of learning and adaptability requires
certain prerequisites to be established, beginning with recruitment. This aligns with the view
that technology-based firms rely heavily on employees with high levels of technological
expertise (Camison-Haba et al., 2019; Zakrzewska-Bielawska, 2010; Gomes Alves Filho et al.,
2023). Therefore, building dynamic capabilities in technology-based firms begins at the
recruitment stage through the development of human capital. Hiring technically skilled
personnel not only lays the groundwork for a learning-oriented culture but also ensures its long-
term sustainability. In turn, this signifies a proactive approach to capability development. The
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empirical findings further emphasize that qualities such as curiosity, motivation, and a desire
to learn are essential in creating favorable conditions for such a culture. As disruptive
technologies, and generative Al in particular, continue to advance, organizations must adopt a
proactive approach by investing in human capital capable of navigating complex technological
shifts. This not only enhances organizational adaptability but also contributes to sustained
competitiveness in an increasingly dynamic environment. The literature highlights that
disruptive technologies have historically posed significant challenges for organizations
resistant to change. Moreover, previous cases of disruptive technology adoption reveal that
each new technology brings unique and unpredictable skill requirements. In response to the
rise of generative Al, it is therefore not sufficient to hire employees based solely on current
expertise. Instead, organizations must implement a continuous and forward-looking strategy
that fosters a learning-oriented culture and ensures adaptability during ongoing technological
disruption.

6.2 Management of Technology

6.2.1 Staying Up-to-date with New Technological Opportunities

According to McLaughlin (2017), Magnusson et al. (2022), and Jacobi et al. (2018), effectively
managing new technology, and the digital transformation it often entails, requires more than
simple adoption; it demands a sustained strategic commitment and continuous renewal.
Consequently, to remain aware of emerging technological opportunities, firms must adopt a
proactive approach to technology management. Both the literature and the empirical findings
conclude that companies failing to adapt risk being outpaced by competitors and risk losing
their competitive advantage. Magnusson et al. (2022) highlight that failure to adopt often
depends on firms clinging to old routines. Similarly, Christensen and Overdorf (2000)
emphasize that many firms lack well-established processes to manage disruptive innovations.
When firms become too comfortable with their existing routines, they risk overlooking external
developments, resulting in missed opportunities for growth and innovation. Therefore, it is
essential for technology-based firms to develop dynamic capabilities that enable them to stay
current and adaptable to disruptive technologies such as generative Al.

While the literature offers a theoretical understanding of why managing technological change
is critical, the empirical findings provide two more practical perspectives by exploring how
responsibility for technological awareness is distributed within organizations. The first is a
leadership-driven model, in which management guides strategic adjustments based on market
and customer analysis. The second is a more decentralized model, where technological
awareness develops organically throughout the organization. This approach is driven by
employees’ intrinsic motivation rather than formal roles. These findings suggest that effective
technological management depends not only on leadership commitment and their strategic
initiatives, but also on widespread technological awareness within the company. As a result,
while leadership sets direction, a culture that empowers employees to explore and experiment
is equally important. Thus, all stakeholders play an important role in ensuring that the
organization remains dynamic and effectively senses and seizes technological disruptions.
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The discussion of who holds the responsibility for identifying technological opportunities is
closely linked to the question of how such awareness is developed in practice. Just as
respondents emphasize the importance of decentralized technological awareness, they also
identify individual interest in technology as a key driver for fostering such awareness across
the organization. Schwertner (2017) highlights the importance of a skilled workforce in
achieving digital maturity, and according to Camisén-Haba et al. (2019), Zakrzewska-
Bielawska (2010), Gomes Alves Filho et al. (2023), TBFs typically employ a highly
technologically knowledgeable and innovative workforce, making them particularly well-
positioned in this regard. This theoretical perspective is reinforced by the empirical findings,
in which interviewees note that a TBFs value creation depends on maintaining technological
relevance, which in turn attracts employees with a strong interest in technology and innovation.
While Schwertner (2017) argues that a skilled workforce is developed through ongoing training
and support, the empirical findings emphasize the importance of individual personality traits
such as curiosity and internal motivation. This connection between organizational-wide
awareness and individual interest in technology to stay current with new technologies, suggests
that both depend on an environment that supports employees’ natural tendencies toward
exploration and development. Although the respondents argue that decentralized awareness
and individual motivation arise naturally, it is worth questioning whether this is truly the case
or whether management plays a critical role in cultivating the conditions that enable them.

In addition to staying up to date with new technological opportunities through individual
interest, conducting market analysis was identified by respondents as a key strategy for
achieving technological awareness. The respondents emphasize the use of both internal and
external market analysis to assess the company’s position, customer needs, and industry trends.
Similarly, Jacobi et al. (2018) and Magnusson et al. (2022) highlight continuous environmental
scanning as essential for effective technological adaptation. While both the literature and
empirical findings emphasize the importance of market analysis, the empirical findings
contribute an additional perspective by distinguishing between internal and external
approaches. The majority of respondents highlight that they conduct market analysis internally
through for example scanning different social media platforms, whereas only one respondent
highlights the use of external market analysis through commissioned reports from formal
institutes. However, relying solely on internal market analysis poses a certain risk as it might
create algorithm bias, i.e. where their exposure is limited to similar content. It therefore raises
the risk of narrowing technological awareness rather than expanding it. Taken together, the
findings suggest that combining internal and external analysis is the most effective strategy for
gaining a comprehensive understanding of the disruptive technological landscape. In turn, this
helps organizations ensure that they establish the prerequisites needed to effectively sense new
opportunities and threats.

Another key strategy for enhancing technological awareness presented by the respondents is
maintaining close relationships with customers and engaging with one’s network. This
perspective is supported by Magnusson et al. (2022), who emphasize the importance of external
collaboration in effectively managing technological shifts. However, while the literature
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acknowledges its importance, it offers little insights into how external collaboration takes
place. The empirical findings contribute to this by identifying participation in expert groups,
global forums, industry events, lectures, and academic partnerships as critical means of
maintaining external collaboration. This suggests that effective, external collaboration should
not be passive, but instead requires firms to actively engage in outside partnerships across
different arenas to reap its benefits.

While market analysis, customer interaction, and networking provide firms with valuable
information, the ability to translate these insights into actionable knowledge depends on
internal learning processes. Despite this, Grant (2019) argues that firms often rely too heavily
on existing knowledge. To address this, respondents describe engaging in educational
initiatives, such as attending lectures and writing articles, as useful strategies for acquiring new
technical knowledge and challenging their existing way of thinking. However, the empirical
findings also emphasize that theoretical knowledge alone is insufficient and advocate for
experimentation as a critical approach to develop practical insights and new knowledge.
Consequently, balancing education and experimentation is essential to avoid overreliance on
existing knowledge, a risk especially relevant to technology-based firms in rapidly changing
environments where the knowledge base is constantly being disrupted. This highlights the need
for TBFs to develop dynamic capabilities to effectively manage this challenge.

6.2.2 Balancing Existing and Emerging Technologies

Schwertner (2017) argues that technological advancements have made the management of new
technologies a necessity for organizations. Similarly, Jacobi et al. (2018) emphasize that
proactive and continuous management is essential for sustaining competitive advantage. The
empirical findings support this perspective, but emphasize a gradual approach to managing
technological change as a favorable condition for facilitating broader organizational
transformation. By adopting a phased approach, organizations are afforded the time to evaluate
and reflect on newly implemented technologies, allowing space to determine appropriate next
steps. This can be particularly beneficial when implementing generative Al, which demands
extensive evaluation and thoughtful consideration to ensure successful integration. However,
the interviewees caution that managing new technology does not automatically imply adoption.
Instead, they emphasize the need to have a balance between leveraging existing technologies
that support the current value proposition and exploring new technologies which aim to
enhance future competitiveness. As such, although managing new technology is critical,
adopting disruptive technologies too enthusiastically can be counterproductive. Organizations
must first secure stakeholder trust by building a stable foundation of familiar technologies. This
foundation then enables them to experiment with and explore new solutions without
compromising their competitiveness. The interviewees offer practical examples, noting that
implementation should begin with inquiries from customers and the market. This approach
helps validate the value of new technologies prior to adoption, ultimately supporting
organizational profitability.
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Jacobi et al. (2018) and Magnusson et al. (2022) further highlight that technological adoption
requires continuous awareness of the organizational environment, which can be achieved by
actively scanning the market for opportunities. The empirical findings indicate that such
awareness enables firms to detect industry shifts, identify future trends, time the market, and
establish a foundation for more informed decision-making. Successfully balancing existing and
emerging technologies demands not only continuous awareness of technological developments
but also ongoing efforts to understand the external environment and assess how new
advancements align with the organization’s existing knowledge base. This implies that
organizations must cultivate a deep understanding of their own operations, identifying areas
that require reinforcement and recognizing which innovations can be integrated with their
current capabilities and experiences. Christensen and Overdorf (2000) reinforce this
perspective by arguing that effective responses to disruption depend on managers’ ability to
evaluate the organization’s internal capacity to adapt. Such evaluation also reduces the risk of
over-reliance on existing knowledge, a concern highlighted by Grant (2019). Although the risk
of dependency on existing knowledge is particularly apparent for TBFs, they are often more
capable of managing technological transformations. This is because of their strong focus on
R&D, technological knowledge and innovation, and highly skilled workforce (Camis6n-Haba
et al.,, 2019; Zakrzewska-Bielawska, 2010; Gomes Alves Filho et al., 2023), which are
identified as qualities important for technological market responsiveness.

While the literature consistently advocates for the adoption of disruptive technologies as a
means of maintaining competitiveness in an evolving market, the empirical findings suggest
that such adoption can, at times, hinder competitive advantage. The respondents highlight
challenges such as limited resources, regulatory requirements, and uncertainty regarding the
usefulness of new technologies. To address these issues, they underscore the importance of
assessing the product life cycle of both existing and emerging technologies to ensure strategic
alignment. Thus, although adopting disruptive technologies is essential for technology-based
firms to remain competitive, the process must be informed and deliberate to bring optimal
results. However, adoption alone is insufficient; organizations must also possess the knowledge
and processes necessary to identify and implement technologies that genuinely enhance their
strategic position. When done effectively, this approach strengthens a firm’s dynamic
capabilities by ensuring the efficient use of time and resources.

6.3 Technological Alignment

6.3.1 Decision to Implement New Technology

Implementing new technologies involves more than simply adopting innovations. The
literature points out that it requires a strategic assessment of how these technologies align with
an organization’s long-term competitive positioning. Without such alignment, sustaining
competitiveness becomes increasingly difficult, as emphasized by Schwertner (2017). The
empirical findings support this view, highlighting that successful implementation is a complex
process influenced by multiple factors that must be carefully evaluated prior to adoption. Ruiz-
Real et al. (2021) notes that successfully implementing generative Al can generate significant
opportunities for organizations. Therefore, technology-based firms should not adopt generative
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Al reactively. Instead, they must strategically evaluate whether disruptive technologies align
with their long-term goals before making the decision. This critical need for strategic alignment
is also emphasized by the empirical findings, which stress the importance of evaluating both
market demand and internal capabilities before implementation. By assessing disruptive
technologies alongside internal organizational capabilities, firms can find the right balance of
when and how to implement generative Al to ensure successful adoption. Equally important is
the development of dynamic capabilities that allow organizations to adapt and evolve in
response to technological shifts. Together, these factors underscore that technological
implementation is not only strategically significant but also operationally complex.

As Christensen and Overdorf (2000) argue, a critical early stage in the adoption of disruptive
technologies involves assessing what an organization is realistically capable of implementing.
In the context of generative Al, technology-based firms must evaluate their internal capabilities
to determine whether they are truly prepared for adoption. Successful implementation depends
more on an organization’s ability to manage change than on the technical deployment of the
technology itself. The empirical findings reinforce the importance of conducting a proactive
evaluation of both inputs and expected outcomes before implementation. This includes
assessing market demand, analyzing economic factors, considering time management, and
addressing safety concerns. Weighing these factors against the anticipated benefits enables
technology-based firms to ensure that adoption contributes positively to the organization. Such
evaluations are vital for achieving strategic alignment, as they provide the foundation for
informed decision-making regarding new technologies. In the case of generative Al, this
evaluative process is especially critical due to its disruptive impact on organizational
workflows and the potential risk of internal misalignment. As argued by Magnusson et al.
(2022), McLaughlin (2017), and Tursunbayeva and Chalutz-Ben Gal (2024), misalignment can
lead to missed opportunities and operational inefficiencies, ultimately weakening an
organization’s dynamic capabilities.

In technology-based firms, the literature emphasizes that strong technological knowledge and
substantial R&D investments create favorable conditions for successful adoption. This
observation is reflected in the empirical findings, which show that organizations aiming for
sustained competitive advantage must rely on informed, knowledge-based decision-making,
supported by strong internal communication. Moreover, this suggests that the studied
organizations proactively manage their decision-making processes and leverage their internal
expertise to evaluate how disruptive technological developments align with their strategic
goals. While the literature emphasizes the importance of continuously aligning new
technologies with organizational strategy during implementation, the empirical findings
suggest that this alignment process often begins prior to formal decision-making. This indicates
that strategic alignment should be considered as early as the pre-decision phase. Such a
proactive approach underscores the need for technology-based firms to not only integrate new
technologies thoughtfully, but also to sense, seize, and transform opportunities to maintain
competitiveness in rapidly evolving environments.
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The timing of market entry plays a critical role in shaping an organization’s implementation
strategy, requiring firms to decide whether to act as early or late adopters. Teece (2007) and
Grant (2019) argue that the ability to sense and seize opportunities at an early stage is critical
for maintaining dynamic capabilities and adapting to market shifts. The empirical findings
support this, emphasizing that early adoption can create favorable conditions for gaining
competitive advantages, not merely by being unique, but by enhancing customer attractiveness
and increasing market share. However, while Teece (2007) promotes early adoption as a path
to competitive advantage, the empirical findings provide critical aspects to this perspective by
arguing that market entry must be carefully weighed against the associated costs. Adopting
emerging technologies too soon, particularly disrupting technologies like generative Al, can
pose significant risks if the value proposition has not yet been established. To ensure long-term
success, technology-based firms must strike a strategic balance by evaluating opportunities
early, planning thoroughly, and aligning implementation with organizational goals. Several
respondents point to the advantages of late adoption, including implementing more mature and
tested technologies, thereby reducing operational risks. However, Magnusson et al. (2022)
caution that while late adoption may reduce short-term risk, it can result in only temporary
success and potentially lead to long-term strategic misalignment and loss of competitive
advantage. Within the context of the Fourth Industrial Revolution, characterized by rapid and
ongoing transformation of the business landscape, technology-based firms face a complex and
uncertain process. The continuous evolution of disruptive technologies makes it increasingly
difficult to determine how best to prepare, further underscoring the need for organizational
adaptability.

Despite the empirical findings recognizing the benefits of both early and late adoption, the
literature largely supports the concept of first-mover advantage during periods of technological
disruptions. The interviewees generally agree with this view, though they emphasize that being
the absolute first to adopt is not essential; early adoption still offers significant competitive
advantages. Consequently, staying ahead of the majority remains essential and technology-
based firms should leverage their technical expertise to ensure disruptive technologies are
aligned with their operational strategies. At the same time, the empirical findings underscore
the importance of careful evaluation. The interviewees suggest that firms may benefit from
adopting a second mover position, allowing others to bear the initial risks before committing
to implementation. The optimal timing for adoption ultimately depends on the specific
characteristics of the emerging technology in question. As generative Al continues to evolve
and disrupt businesses, technology-based firms must strike a balance between seizing early
advantages and ensuring that adoption delivers real value, rather than adopting simply because
it is new.

6.3.2 Scope of Implementation

With new technological developments such as generative Al, the literature emphasizes the
importance of aligning implementation processes with business strategy to fully realize benefits
and enhance long-term organizational competitiveness. While alignment and organization-
wide implementation are consistently highlighted as prerequisites for successful technological
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change, the empirical findings challenge the notion that early alignment is always
advantageous. Instead, the respondents suggest that isolated implementation efforts may prove
more beneficial in certain contexts. They argue that the complexity and uncertainty surrounding
new technologies imply that premature, organization-wide adoption can result in misalignment
and that thorough evaluation prior to full-scale implementation is essential. Although
Magnusson et al. (2022), McLaughlin (2017), and Tursunbayeva & Chalutz-Ben Gal (2024)
warn that failing to achieve alignment can lead to missed opportunities and organizational
inefficiencies, the interviewees emphasize that organization-wide alignment should be
approached as a later phase in the process. While it remains the ultimate goal, initial efforts
may be better directed toward localized experimentation, which can lay the groundwork for
broader strategic integration over time. These perspectives suggest that, although
organizational alignment is crucial for the ultimate success of an implementation process,
technology-based firms may benefit from initiating generative Al adoption on a smaller,
isolated scale. Given that departments operate differently within firms, localized
implementation should not be interpreted as misalignment, but rather as a strategic, phased
approach to long-term integration. This approach is particularly relevant in the context of
highly disruptive technologies, as an initial, isolated implementation enables experimentation
and learning, thereby increasing the likelihood of success during broader, organization-wide
adoption later on.

6.4 Technological Integration

6.4.1 Stakeholder Involvement and Cross-Functional Collaboration

Integrating disruptive technologies into organizations presents numerous challenges,
particularly in fostering stakeholder involvement and ensuring effective cross-functional
collaboration. The empirical findings indicate that securing the commitment of all relevant
stakeholders is critical for successful implementation and that this should occur early, although
they also stress that this remains a persistent challenge. This highlights that involving all
stakeholders in the integration of new technology is crucial, as they contribute valuable
knowledge and insights that enhance the implementation process. Individuals from different
hierarchical levels and departmental backgrounds tend to view the integration process from
diverse perspectives, enabling them to identify distinct challenges and opportunities. An
obstacle that surfaces in one department is likely to arise elsewhere but can be mitigated if
teams collaborate more closely. Including these diverse perspectives thus enriches
understanding and helps ensure a successful integration. Jacobi et al. (2018) and Schwertner
(2017) underscore that lack of collaboration can instead cause implementation efforts to stall
or fail entirely. To mitigate this risk, Bughin et al. (2019) argue that leadership must provide
strategic direction and foster a culture in which stakeholder engagement is embedded in
organizational priorities. However, it is crucial that leadership only provides the direction and
enables the possibility for the organization to be involved instead of trying to do it themselves.
If top management tries to ensure an effective technological integration by themselves, they
will most likely comprehend a narrow point of view of the efforts needed. As generative Al
advances rapidly and frequently disrupt existing processes, organizations must gather
substantial amounts of data to ensure effective integration. This reinforces the importance of
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securing the commitment of all relevant stakeholders to capture the full range of knowledge
within the organization.

One of the key challenges in technological integration is the presence of conflicting interests
across roles and departments. As Jacobi et al. (2018) and Schwertner (2017) assert, successful
implementation requires technologies to be integrated across all business functions, as
misalignment between departments can hinder digital transformation initiatives. The empirical
findings underscore the need for organizational alignment, while revealing a challenge in
differing departmental priorities between thorough analysis and rapid implementation. To
address these competing priorities, establishing shared goals and fostering effective
communication is essential. While departmental differences are natural, they should be seen as
an asset. Involving multiple perspectives helps identify more comprehensive solutions, uncover
diverse opportunities and challenges, and ensure that implementation is informed by practical
insights from across the organization. A recurring theme in both literature and empirical
evidence is the value of a shared understanding. Respondents highlight the importance of
clearly articulating how new technologies align with business goals, such as streamlining
operations or improving customer experience. They also emphasize the role of stakeholder
feedback in refining implementation and selecting technologies that deliver real user value.
These findings support the perspective of Bughin et al. (2019), who argue that broad
engagement and cross-functional awareness are critical for adaptive, effective integration.
When implementation efforts are grounded in clearly identified needs and shaped by ongoing
feedback, technology-based firms can move beyond symbolic adoption. This empowers
organizations to manage disruptive technologies more strategically, foster collaboration, and
align all departments toward a common goal. A perspective also reflected by Teece (2007),
who argues that integration should enhance operational agility and build dynamic capabilities,
ultimately strengthening competitiveness in a rapidly evolving technological landscape.

Furthermore, the findings suggest that stakeholder involvement should extend beyond the
collection of feedback to include active participation in the decision-making process. The
interviewees emphasize the importance of involving individuals with relevant experience and
technical knowledge early in the adoption process. Similarly, Schwertner (2017) argues that
successful integration of new technologies depends not only on technical competence but also
on the active engagement of skilled personnel. Involving individuals with relevant expertise
and those directly impacted by the adoption of disruptive technologies allows organizations to
gather critical insights that support more effective integration. As disruptive technologies
reshape operational processes, it becomes increasingly important to include diverse stakeholder
perspectives in strategic decisions. Lucas and Goh (2009) point out that organizations with
hierarchical leadership culture are more likely to resist disruptive technologies. The case of
Kodak demonstrates how such a structure, particularly the exclusion of key stakeholders from
decision-making, negatively affected the organization’s ability to adapt. This highlights the
value of examining historical examples of disruptive technology adoption to better understand
how leadership styles and organizational structures can either facilitate or hinder successful
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implementation. Relying solely on input from top management risks overlooking practical
challenges and missed opportunities, issues that could be mitigated through broader
stakeholder engagement. This reinforces the arguments made by Leonard-Barton and Kraus
(1985) and Teece (2007), who assert that organizational capabilities are strengthened when
expertise is widely distributed and actively engaged in strategic processes.

The respondents’ observation that their employees possess high levels of technological
knowledge reflects a common characteristic of technology-based firms, as described by
Zakrzewska-Bielawska (2010), Gomes Alves Filho et al. (2023), and Camison-Haba et al.
(2019). This indicates that technology-based firms are well positioned to manage disruptive
technologies, particularly in today’s environment shaped by generative Al. However, a critical
success factor lies in the active engagement of stakeholders and the effective utilization of their
expertise. Relying solely on traditional, top-down decision-making can limit organizational
agility and weaken the ability to fully leverage dynamic capabilities. This perspective aligns
with Teece’s (2007) dynamic capabilities framework, which emphasizes the importance of an
organization’s ability to sense, seize, and transform in response to change. In this context,
stakeholder involvement is not only a procedural necessity but a strategic asset, ensuring that

technological change is informed by operational realities and organizational knowledge.

6.4.2 Overcoming Resistance to Technological Change

According to Schwertner (2017), effective technology integration requires a skilled workforce,
an asset typically found in technology-based firms, as noted by the literature. However, the
results of this study indicate that although TBFs possess a highly skilled workforce, this alone
is not sufficient for achieving an effective disruptive technology integration. Instead, the
interviewees clearly state that they often face employee resistance during implementation
processes due to individuals’ fear of change and their tendency to stick to old habits. Leonard-
Barton and Kraus (1985) and Jacobi et al. (2018) identify this resistance as a natural
organizational response to change, underscoring the need for deliberate strategies to address it.
Although resistance to change is a natural human reaction that must be managed for a
successful adoption process, it is equally important to examine the underlying causes of any
opposition before proceeding with the change process. Organizations must therefore assess
whether resistance stems from the nature of change itself or from a change that offers little
benefit to the organization and should be reconsidered. As the respondents highlight, resistance
often stems from skepticism, which can be beneficial if it provides valuable feedback to
improve the implementation process. This further underscores the importance of involving the
entire organization in the change process to capture all relevant perspectives. Similarly, Jacobi
et al. (2018) advocate for a proactive approach in which employees are included early in the
process of technological change to enhance understanding and commitment. Consequently,
technology-based firms must balance proactive change strategies and sensitivity to individual
concerns. Forcing change without maintaining this balance can intensify resistance rather than
reduce it, as it may lead organizations to overlook or compromise existing internal capabilities.
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The empirical findings reinforce the importance of support structures in reducing resistance to
change. These structures not only eases transitions but also promotes knowledge sharing across
the organization. The interviewees emphasize that guiding employees through a structured
implementation process is essential to overcoming resistance that often accompanies change.
Additionally, the findings highlight the role of clear communication in supporting this process.
This aligns with the perspective of Bughin et al. (2019) and Schwertner (2017), who stress the
value of establishing a shared purpose to foster acceptance. In today’s rapidly evolving
technological environment, characterized by disruptive innovations such as generative Al,
organizations must remain agile to sustain competitiveness. This often involves structural
changes, making it essential to establish a clear framework that outlines both the how and why
to technology integration. For technology-based firms in particular, communicating this vision
across all organizational levels is crucial. Proactively fostering shared values and mutual
understanding can help mitigate resistance and support a more effective implementation
process. According to the respondents, offering clarity and allowing time for reflection
enhances employees’ psychological readiness for change. This approach aligns with the
existing literature, which stresses the need to align structural and strategic elements to facilitate
smoother transitions. As organizations grow and evolve, maintaining this shared understanding
becomes increasingly important. Christensen and Overdorf (2000) highlight that a core
challenge for expanding companies facing disruptive technologies is ensuring alignment
regarding how and why adoption should occur. With the continued emergence of technologies
such as generative Al, technology-based firms must treat this as an ongoing process, ensuring
that all stakeholders remain engaged and aligned in a consistent and coordinated manner.

Leadership also plays a pivotal role in managing resistance to change. The interviewees
emphasize that leading by example is essential and note that this influence can come not only
from formal leaders but also from other influential individuals who act as role models. This
approach reinforces positive behavior during periods of change, as employees with relevant
knowledge and experience are empowered to contribute, support their peers, and help manage
resistance associated with the adoption of disruptive technologies. As Bughin et al. (2019)
argue, leadership is crucial in providing clarity and direction during the integration of new
technologies, guiding employees through periods of uncertainty. While the literature typically
focuses on the role of top management, the empirical findings highlight the broader impact of
peer leadership, suggesting that support and guidance from across the organization are vital for
maintaining momentum and overcoming resistance. With the rapid advancement of disruptive
technologies such as generative Al, which demand specialized knowledge and adaptability,
organizations must move beyond traditional top-down management approaches. Leveraging
the expertise of employees at all levels enables a more horizontal and collaborative approach
to technological adoption. In this context, technology-based firms benefit from fostering a
culture in which leading by example is not limited to formal roles but is embraced by all
individuals with relevant knowledge.

Schwertner (2017) and Leonard-Barton and Kraus (1985) emphasize that continuous training
is critical for fostering employee agility and ensuring effective technological adoption. Jacobi
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et al. (2018) further argue that proactive training enhances employees’ understanding of the
change process, thereby reducing resistance. This strategy is reflected in the practices described
by the interviewees, who prioritize ongoing training to support smooth transitions. However,
while general education is necessary, Jacobi et al. (2018) stress that hands-on, real-world
training is particularly effective in helping employees grasp the practical benefits of new
technologies. This insight is echoed in the empirical findings, which indicate that employees
are more likely to embrace innovation when they understand its relevance and direct impact on
their daily work. Therefore, practical testing not only builds confidence but also demonstrates
that change is manageable, thereby helping to prevent resistance from escalating. Given that
resistance to change is a natural human response, technology-based firms should acknowledge
its inevitability and focus on mitigating it through training and support. This approach
contributes to the development of a culture of adaptability, enabling employees to respond
more effectively to change and ultimately strengthening the organization’s dynamic
capabilities and readiness to integrate future disruptive technologies.

The empirical findings identify phased implementation of new technologies as a key success
factor, noting that a step-by-step approach enhances understanding and engagement by making
the process more manageable and transparent. This supports McLaughlin’s (2017) argument
that successful integration is best achieved through a gradual approach, allowing organizations
to address and engage with technological change progressively rather than abruptly. By
dividing implementation into smaller phases, the empirical findings state that firms can
promote organizational learning, gradually build readiness, and reduce resistance to change.
Furthermore, Bughin et al. (2019) emphasize the importance of leadership in establishing a
clear implementation structure. This is reinforced by the interviewees, who argue that phased
implementation provides the necessary time and structure for employees to adapt effectively.
In this way, a gradual approach not only supports operational clarity but also contributes to
broader organizational adaptability, an essential condition for the successful integration of new
disruptive technologies. However, technology-based firms must also recognize the significant
risk posed by delayed adoption of emerging technologies such as generative Al. Falling behind
can risk competitiveness in fast-moving markets. Therefore, while a gradual approach is
beneficial, adopting at too slow a pace is not a viable option. Striking the right balance is
critical: firms must build solid internal structures to support the successful integration of
disruptive technologies while maintaining the agility required to stay competitive in a rapidly
evolving landscape.

6.4.3 Navigating the Process of Integration

McLaughlin (2017) argues that competitive advantage is not solely determined by the adoption
of new technologies, but by how effectively those technologies are integrated into the
organizations operations. A key concern highlighted by the empirical findings is the uncertainty
surrounding AI’s long-term impact, driven by conflicting expectations and projections, which
complicates strategic decision-making, particularly regarding the optimal timing for adoption.
The interviewees reveal that implementing new technologies too early may result in excessive
costs or immature use cases, whereas delaying adoption risks being outpaced by competitors.
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This strategic dilemma reflects a broader issue raised by Tursunbayeva and Chalutz-Ben Gal
(2024) and Teece (2007), who argue that sustained competitiveness is rooted not just in
technological readiness but in organizational agility, the capacity to sense opportunities and
threats in dynamic markets. In fast-changing environments, technology-based firms must
balance resource allocation, timing, and strategic focus, all while navigating technological
uncertainty. Without a deep understanding of disruptive technologies and specifically
generative Al’s business implications, premature or poorly integrated adoption can hinder
long-term performance. Thus, dynamic capabilities, such as foresight, flexibility, and
coordinated planning, are essential not just for adopting new tools but for aligning them with
organizational goals in a sustainable and meaningful way.

Effectively addressing this uncertainty and complexity requires more than reactive strategies,
it demands a proactive, learning-oriented approach to technology integration. A critical success
factor identified in the empirical findings is the evaluation of implementation outcomes. The
interviewees discuss the advantages of both qualitative and quantitative evaluation methods.
However, most respondents highlight the limitations of relying solely on quantitative measures,
as they argue that qualitative insights provide equally important indicators of success. By
combining measurable outcomes and experiential feedback, organizations gain a more
comprehensive understanding of implementation effectiveness. Such a dual approach supports
not only continuous learning but also strategic refinement, providing valuable insights for
improving future technological implementations. This aligns with Teece’s (2007) dynamic
capabilities framework, which emphasizes the importance of continuously sensing and seizing
opportunities in response to change. Evaluation, therefore, should not be treated as the final
phase of implementation, but as an ongoing process embedded within an adaptive
organizational culture. It ensures sustained alignment between technological solutions and
evolving strategic objectives. This commitment to iterative learning and readiness reflects the
principles of adaptive innovation, where each implementation phase builds a foundation for
future improvements and long-term resilience.

6.5 Technological Adoption

In McLaughlin’s (2007) Dynamic Technology Capability Model, which serves as the
foundation for this study, technology alignment, integration, and adoption are presented as the
three core capability areas. These are supported by two critical functions: business and
technology leadership and the management of technology. Drawing from the empirical
findings of this study, we propose a revised version of the DTCM that better reflects the
dynamics observed in our data. In the original model, the three core capabilities, technology
alignment, integration and adoption, are given equal importance. In contrast, our revised model
positions technology adoption as the central capability, specifically focusing on the adoption
of disruptive technologies rather than general technology adoption. In the revised model, we
identify four equally weighted support functions: technology leadership, technology
integration, technology management, and technology alignment. This contrasts with the
original model in which only business and technology leadership and the management of
technology were assigned as support functions. In our model, these four support functions are

58



interconnected, forming enabling mechanisms that create the necessary conditions for the
effective adoption of disruptive technologies, such as generative Al. Our findings suggest that
these support functions are interdependent and must be pursued through a continuous and
proactive approach to ensure successful adoption. To better capture this dynamic, we have
represented the revised model in a circular format, as opposed to the square layout of the
original model. When the efforts of all four supporting functions are aligned, organizations are
more likely to develop dynamic capabilities, which are key to sustained competitive advantage
in rapidly evolving technological environments. To reflect this, we have included a semi-
transparent ring labeled Dynamic Capabilities surrounding the core and support functions in
the revised model. Accordingly, a revised version of the DTCM is presented as follows:

Technology .~~~ Technology

Leadership Integration

Adoption of
Disruptive Technologies

Technology Technology
Alignment =~~~ Management

Figure 2: Revised version of the DTCM

Organizations that foster a culture of change, shared responsibility, and innovation are more
likely to build a culture favorable for technology adoption and long-term competitiveness
(Jacobi et al., 2018; Bughin et al., 2019; Magnusson et al., 2022). Thus, successful technology
adoption of disruptive technologies begins with establishing the right organizational
prerequisites. Respondents emphasize the importance of fostering a culture of learning and
adaptability, which they believe requires deliberate actions such as education, experiential
learning, role modeling, and creating psychological safety. Developing such a culture enables
an organization to become more adaptive and resilient, thereby laying a solid foundation for
technology-based firms to navigate technological and market shifts. Eisenhardt and Martin
(2000) similarly argue that organizations must develop flexible and proactive strategies to build
dynamic capabilities in changing contexts. Consequently, fostering a culture of learning and
adaptability becomes a prerequisite for the effective development of such capabilities. This is
particularly relevant for technology-based firms, which operate in rapidly evolving markets
and rely heavily on technology to generate value. Favorably, TBFs are also uniquely positioned
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to meet this challenge. As noted by Zakrzewska-Bielawska (2010), Gomes Alves Filho et al.
(2023), and Camison-Haba et al. (2019), TBFs’ strong investments in R&D and technical
expertise increase their ability to sustain a culture that embraces change and innovation, thereby
reinforcing their competitiveness.

The empirical findings underscore the significance of nurturing a technology-driven culture to
remain up to date with technological developments, as well as aspects such as market analysis,
customer and network interactions, and education. Similarly, Jacobi et al. (2018) stress that
market awareness is an ongoing effort necessary to detect and respond to technological shifts.
These capabilities are directly tied to dynamic capabilities, particularly the firm’s ability to
sense and seize opportunities, which strengthens their competitive edge. This suggests that
fostering an adaptable, learning-oriented culture directly supports a firm’s efforts to stay
current with technological advancements, creating a reinforcing loop that enhances
competitiveness. Therefore, fostering such a culture is foundational for developing the dynamic
capabilities necessary to manage technology adoption. This, in turn, positions TBFs to
effectively adopt disruptive technologies such as generative Al and reinforce their market
competitiveness.

Bughin et al. (2019) emphasize the need for companies to develop a coherent strategy that
balances technological adoption with initiatives that enhance competitiveness. The empirical
findings show that this balance involves managing existing technologies that support current
value propositions alongside emerging technologies that aim to strengthen future
competitiveness. Interviewees note that a key step in achieving this balance is first developing
awareness of emerging technologies to evaluate their relevance and potential benefits. This
reinforces the idea that awareness and cultural readiness are essential prerequisites for
managing the balance between existing and new technologies.

While the literature frequently emphasizes the importance of early technology adoption, the
empirical findings highlight the value of thorough evaluation, not only in determining whether
to adopt new technologies but also in assessing the appropriate timing for implementation.
However, both the literature and empirical findings agree that, without sustained adoption
efforts, firms risk losing their competitive edge. The respondents emphasize that technology
adoption decisions should be guided not solely by the technology itself, but by the context in
which it will be applied. They argue that a problem-oriented approach to implementation is
essential for achieving meaningful outcomes. Notably, many of the considerations interviewees
identify, such as assessing the required inputs versus outputs, ensuring that the technology is
fully operational, and evaluating the anticipated extent of transformation, mirror those
necessary for balancing existing and emerging technologies. As such, the analysis required for
decision to implement already begins during the organization’s balancing efforts.

All technology adoption and change initiatives inevitably present challenges. McLaughlin

(2007) emphasizes that adoption must be a collective organizational responsibility. Similarly,
Leonard-Barton and Kraus (1985) argue that establishing a sense of ownership over change
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initiatives increases employee engagement and commitment. Despite this, Bughin et al. (2019)
stress that organizational resistance and strategic misalignment are key contributors to
underperformance in digital transformation efforts. In line with this, the majority of the
respondents cite fear of change, habit persistence, securing stakeholder involvement and
conflicting interest as significant implementation challenges. As one respondent argues,
resistance to change is an inevitable human trait organizations must manage. This reveals a
clear connection between managing employee resistance and fostering a learning and adaptable
culture. In many cases, the effectiveness of resistance management is a reflection of the strength
of the firm’s culture. Conversely, building this culture often depends on how resistance is
handled. These two elements form an interdependent loop, reinforcing the study’s overarching
themes and highlighting the pivotal role of organizational culture in successfully adopting new
technologies.

Collectively, these four support functions, technology leadership, technology integration,
technology management, and technology alignment, and their underlying concepts
acknowledge what is needed for organizations to sustain dynamic capabilities. They offer a
guideline for how technology-based firms can leverage the three core dimensions of sensing,
seizing, and transforming to effectively manage the adoption of disruptive technologies,
particularly in the context of generative Al
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7. Conclusion

Chapter seven, Conclusion, presents the final sections of this thesis. Section 7.1 addresses the
research question and summarizes the key findings. Section 7.2 discusses the practical and
theoretical implications, while section 7.3 provides suggestions for future research.

7.1 Developing Dynamic Capabilities for Disruptive Technology
Adoption

The purpose of this study was to explore how technology-based firms can leverage dynamic
capabilities to navigate the rapidly evolving landscape of disruptive technologies, which in
today’s environment is characterized by generative Al. To address this objective, the following
research question was posed: How can technology-based firms leverage dynamic capabilities
to manage the adoption of disruptive technologies? Building on the revised version of
McLaughlin’s (2007) Dynamic Technology Capability Model, this study presents dynamic
capabilities as an outcome of aligned support functions that facilitate the effective adoption of
disruptive technologies. In doing so, these capabilities enable TBFs to sustain a competitive
advantage in fast-paced technological environments. However, developing dynamic
capabilities requires firms to pursue technology leadership, integration, management, and
alignment in a proactive, aligned, and continuous manner.

This study highlights the critical role of leadership in managing technology leadership.
Effective leaders are essential for guiding the adoption of Al, communicating the value of
change, and fostering a culture of continuous learning and adaptability. Achieving such a
culture enables TBFs to establish a workforce that can successfully respond to rapid market
shifts and seize emerging opportunities. Importantly, leadership in this context extends beyond
formal roles; individuals with relevant expertise, regardless of hierarchical position, must
promote disruptive technology initiatives and act as enablers of change. Fostering a culture of
continuous learning and adaptability begins at the recruitment stage and is reinforced through
stakeholder engagement across all organizational levels, along with the establishment of
psychological safety.

In the context of increasingly complex and fast-paced developments in disruptive technologies,
particularly generative Al, it is crucial for technology-based firms to monitor market shifts,
identify emerging opportunities, and implement effective technology management practices.
This requires embedding adaptability and awareness into core organizational operations as a
long-term, continuous commitment. The results indicate that both organizational processes and
personnel are vital to this effort. Firms must cultivate widespread technological awareness and
a shared interest in exploration and innovation among stakeholders. Additionally, external
collaboration emerges as a key strategy for maintaining competitiveness and agility. On the
process level, TBFs should employ phased implementation, conduct thorough internal and
external analyses, reduce overreliance on existing knowledge, and establish robust internal
learning mechanisms.
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Although generative Al has gathered significant enthusiasm, the study reveals that successful
adoption does not depend on simply implementing the latest technology, but on alignment with
the firm’s strategic goals and internal capabilities. Adoption is not just a technical decision but
is instead influenced by a range of internal and external factors, including market demand,
economic conditions, timing, safety concerns, and organizational readiness. Strategic
alignment must therefore be considered from the earliest stages of decision-making and
maintained through ongoing proactive planning. While early adoption can provide competitive
advantages, it also introduces risks. Therefore, a balanced, phased approach supports learning,
mitigates potential mistakes, and enables iterative adjustments. Strategic alignment is more
likely when implementation begins in isolated parts of the organization and gradually expands,
allowing for ongoing adaptation. Involving internal stakeholders in evaluating disruptive
technologies ensures that decisions are guided by value rather than hype.

To ensure the successful integration of disruptive technologies, technology-based firms must
adopt a proactive, inclusive, and adaptive approach. Stakeholder involvement across
departments provides diverse perspectives, which helps identify both challenges and
opportunities, and builds a shared commitment to integration efforts. The findings further
suggest that integration efforts should be grounded in real organizational needs and supported
by continuous feedback. Practical testing and iterative learning are essential to achieving long-
term value and agility. Finally, evaluation should be embedded throughout the implementation
process, not reserved for its final stage. This approach fosters ongoing learning and provides a
foundation for refining future technology initiatives.

In conclusion, technology-based firms must adopt a structured and proactive approach to
disruptive technology adoption. One that emphasizes communication, collaboration, and
strategic alignment. In the context of rapid technological development, particularly with
generative Al, organizations face both significant opportunities and challenges. Effectively
managing the four support functions: technological leadership, integration, management, and
alignment, not only enables the development of dynamic capabilities but also positions firms
to continuously adapt and thrive in an evolving technological landscape.

7.2 Implications

This study offers both practical and theoretical contributions on how technology-based firms
successfully leverage dynamic capabilities to adopt disruptive technologies, such as generative
Al The following subheadings outline actionable guidance for TBFs navigating digital
transformation and key contributions to academic research.

7.2.1 Practical Implications

In today’s dynamic business environment, organizations are experiencing unprecedented levels
of disruption, with an increasing number of firms operating in rapidly evolving markets. Across
industries, companies are becoming increasingly reliant on the adoption of emerging and
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disruptive technologies to maintain their competitive edge. As a result, there is a growing need
for practical guidance on how to navigate these technological transformations effectively.

This study seeks to address that need by offering technology-based firms actionable insights
into how dynamic capabilities can be leveraged to manage the adoption of disruptive
technologies, such as generative Al. By doing so, the research contributes to a deeper and more
practical understanding of technological adoption, emphasizing a comprehensive
organizational perspective. It underscores the interdependence of various business functions in
facilitating successful implementation efforts. Accordingly, this study does not only address
the adoption process itself but also explores the underlying conditions that enable effective
adoption. These include fostering the right organizational culture, maintaining continuous
market awareness, evaluating key factors influencing adoption decisions, and identifying both
the challenges and success factors involved in implementation.

7.2.2 Theoretical Implications

To the best of our knowledge, dynamic capabilities have previously been researched primarily
in the context of general technological advancements rather than specifically in relation to
today’s disruptive environment of generative Al. While prior research has examined dynamic
capabilities within technology-based firms, this study extends the existing literature by
focusing explicitly on the intersection between dynamic capabilities and disruptive technology.
However, the insights of this research are also applicable to technological adoption more
broadly.

Furthermore, this study contributes to the literature by offering a more practical perspective on
technological adoption. While prior research emphasizes the importance of adopting emerging
disruptive technologies, it tends to focus on the “why” rather than the “how” of implementation.
By providing actionable insights into effective adoption strategies, this study complements
existing theoretical discussions with practical guidance. Additionally, although much of the
literature strongly advocates for disruptive technology adoption, our findings present a more
nuanced and empirically grounded view, highlighting the complexities organizations face in
practice.

7.3 Suggestions for Future Research

Technology-based firms were selected for this study due to their reliance on technology to
create business opportunities, their highly innovative and technologically skilled workforce,
their strong focus on R&D, and their operation within rapidly evolving environments. These
characteristics made TBFs an ideal industry for examining how to leverage dynamic
capabilities to manage the adoption of disruptive technologies. This study included a variety of
TBFs, such as software-as-a-service providers, enterprise resource planning companies, and
medical technology firms, and drew generalized conclusions for TBFs as a whole. However,
future research could benefit from a study of a larger scale that examines whether different
types of TBFs leverage dynamic capabilities differently when adopting disruptive technologies.
Additionally, while TBFs were highly relevant for this research, it would be valuable to study
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industries operating in more static, less technologically driven environments. Such comparative
research could provide new insights and potentially offer a broader perspective of disruptive
technology adoption and capability development.

Another potential research focus lies in the choice of theoretical framework. This study
employed dynamic capabilities as its theoretical framework, which provided a structured lens
for analyzing how firms adapt to and adopt disruptive technologies. However, future studies
could apply alternative frameworks, such as the Technology-Organization-Environment (TOE)
framework, to examine whether different theoretical perspectives provide different insights. A
comparative study could reveal how different theoretical perspectives shape the understanding
of organizational responses to technological change.

Finally, in terms of methodology, this study limited interviews to individuals in leadership
positions, based on the assumption that top management would possess the most
comprehensive knowledge about strategic decisions related to technology adoption. However,
the findings of this study underscore the importance of involving all stakeholders in the
adoption process. Future research could therefore adopt a bottom-up approach by interviewing
employees at different organizational levels. This could help capture a different perspective of
how disruptive technology adoption is perceived and implemented throughout the organization.
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Appendices
Appendix 1: Interview Guide

Introduction:

We would like to begin by briefly introducing ourselves as researchers and outlining the
objective of this interview, as well as explain the interview process. Additionally, we would
like to request your consent to record the interview. The recordings will be used solely for
transcription purposes and will be deleted afterwards. Finally, we would like to ask for your
permission to include your job title and the industry of your company in the thesis, all other
information will remain anonymous.

Background:
- Can you briefly describe the technology-based firm you work at?
- What is your role within the organization, and how long have you been in this
position?
- What experience do you have with adopting new technologies?
- What role do you play in the implementation of new technologies within your
organization?

Management of Technology
- How does your organization stay up to date with rapid technological advancements?
- What strategies does your company use to ensure continuous adoption of new
technologies?
- How does your organization balance the usage of existing technologies while
searching for and implementing new ones?

Business and Technology Leadership
- How do leaders in your company stay informed about disruptive technologies?
- Are the employees a part of searching for disruptive technologies? If yes,
how?
- What role does leadership play in driving the adoption of new technologies in your
organization?
- Does leaders in your company try to create a culture of learning and adaptability?
- Ifyes, how?

Technology Alignment
- How does your organization ensure that technological initiatives align with and
support core business operations rather than being isolated efforts?
- How does your organization ensure that different departments work together
effectively during technological transitions?
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Technology Integration
- What key challenges has your organization encountered when implementing new
technologies?
- What was the most recent technological advancement your organization
implemented?
- How does your company assess whether a technology implementation has
been successful?
- What lessons have your company learned from past implementation processes
that could improve future technology adoption?
- How have employees responded to new technology implementations in the past?
- Has your company encountered employee resistance?
- Ifyes, how have you overcome this?
- Has your organization provided training or support to employees when
introducing new technological developments?

Technology Adoption
- What factors influence your organization’s decision to adopt new technologies?
- Does your company strive to be an early-adopter of new technologies, or do you wait
to see how it goes for other companies?
- How do you believe this approach helps your company to remain competitive?

Closing statement:
- Do you have anything you wish to add or revise?
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Appendix 2: Thematic Analysis

Codes

Concepts

Themes

Psychological Safety

Experiential Learning

Role Modelling

Ensuring Prerequisites

Education

Leadership

A Culture of Learning and
Adaptability

Business and Technology
Leadership

Contact with Customers

Technology-driven Culture

Education

Experimentation

Individual Interest in
Technology

Market Analysis

Networking

Staying Up-to-Date with
New Technological
Advancements

Resource Allocation

Market Demand

Regulatory Requirements

Awareness of New
Technologies

Assessment of Usefulness

Product Life Cycle

Gradual Process

Balancing Existing and
Emerging Technologies

Management of Technology

Problem Oriented Approach

Inputs versus Outputs

Fully Operational

Intuition

Anticipated Extent of
Transformation

Market Maturity

Market Entry Strategy

Decision to Implement New
Technology

Scalable Solutions

Pilot Groups

Department Specific
Requirements

Strategic Planning

Scope of Implementation

Technology Adoption and
Alignment

Securing Stakeholder
Involvement

Fear of Change

Habit Persistence

Increased Resource Demand

Challenges of
Implementation

Technology Integration
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Timing

Conflicting Interests

Uncertainty about the Future

Education

Learning by Doing

Leading by Example

Structured Implementation
Process

Providing Consistent
Support

Managing Employee
Resistance

Driven by Real Needs

Highly Skilled Workers

Stakeholder Involvement

Step-by-Step Process

Gather Feedback

Encouragement

Continuous Evaluation

Success Factors of
Implementation
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