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Abstract
Although IT-enabled dynamic capabilities (ITDCs) add value to firms operating in turbulent and rapidly
changing environments, firms face several challenges in developing, deploying, and maintaining the right
portfolio of ITDCs. Since ITDCs are not uniformly advantageous, firms need to make strategic decisions in
order to accomplish the complex task of achieving optimal ITDC configurations. This conceptual paper draws
on the strategic alignment perspective to identify the optimal configuration of ITDCs for a firm based on its
business strategy orientation indicated by the Miles and Snow typology. This paper first explicates the
theoretically ideal configurations of ITDCs based on the competitive strategy patterns associated with each
Miles and Snow archetype and then develops a model for measuring the strategic fit of ITDCs. This paper
contributes to the literatures on ITDCs and strategic alignment by identifying optimal ITDC configurations and
by conceptualizing the strategic fit of ITDCs respectively.
Keywords: strategic alignment; IT enabled dynamic capabilities; business value of IT; Miles and Snow typology;
configuration theory
1. Introduction

Information technology (IT) plays an essential role in both the operational and strategic aspects of the value

creation process of firms (Felipe et al. 2019; Tian et al. 2010). However, mere IT investments may not create a

competitive advantage for firms (Gupta and George 2016). Hence, firms need to develop organizational

capabilities with the help of IT in order to exhibit superior performance (Brinch et al. 2020; Thambusamy and

Palvia 2020; Tian et al. 2010; Zeleti and Ojo 2017). Specifically, in rapidly changing and turbulent business

environments, IT-enabled dynamic capabilities (ITDCs) play a critical role in helping firms remain competitive

over a more extended period by addressing emerging needs and exploiting future opportunities (Iannacci et al.

2020; Kim et al. 2015; Kim et al. 2012; Klievink et al. 2017; Mikalef and Pateli 2017). ITDCs can help generate

both business and social value, per the Digital Transformation and Sustainability model which proposes how

firms and other data actors can achieve successful digital transformations for sustainable societies (Nasiri et al.

2020; Pappas et al. 2018).

Despite recognising the importance of IT-enabled dynamic capabilities, firms may face many challenges in

developing and maintaining them. First, firms entail costly investments for developing, deploying, and

maintaining IT-enabled dynamic capabilities (Fainshmidt et al. 2019). Second, IT-enabled dynamic capabilities

are not uniformly or inevitably advantageous (Winter 2003), and their benefits are contingent upon the contexts

where they are developed and utilised (Helfat et al. 2007). So, firms need to make careful and strategic choices

about which IT-enabled dynamic capabilities to develop (Collis and Anand 2019). Achievement of optimal

capability configurations is a complex task in which not all firms are uniformly successful (Jalali et al. 2019);

this is, therefore, a critical managerial activity (Helfat 2018). Thus, this is an important issue for practitioners

and managers as well. Recent work on the dynamic capabilities framework (Linden and Teece 2018) has thus

called for the incorporation of the criteria for selecting the right portfolio of capabilities while contending that
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the choice of IT-enabled dynamic capabilities is “contingent on (or needs to be made concurrently with)

product-market strategy” (Linden and Teece 2018: 1176).

To identify the right mapping between firms’ business strategy and IT strategy, the academic perspective of

strategic alignment is the most relevant. Strategic alignment refers to the conformity between a firm’s business

strategy and IT strategy (Coltman et al. 2015; Siurdyban 2014; Tian et al. 2010). Prior research has examined

the strategic alignment or strategic fit of various IT capabilities such as accounting (Simons 1987), operational

support, marketing, inter-organizational systems, and strategic decision support (Sabherwal and Chan 2001),

supply chain management (McLaren et al. 2004), and e-business (Raymond and Bergeron 2008). While scholars

have emphasized that dynamic capabilities are a necessary part of strategic alignment (Kearns and Lederer 2003)

and a handful of studies have touched upon the strategic fit of DCs (Gumusluoglu and Acur 2016; Rashidirad et

al. 2013), there has been no examination of the strategic fit of ITDCs. Thus, the research question driving this

paper is:

RQ: How can firms identify the optimal configuration of IT-enabled dynamic capabilities in their

overall portfolio of capabilities?

In this paper, we build on prior strategic alignment literature to argue that the optimal configuration of ITDCs in

a firm’s portfolio of capabilities is contingent upon the firm’s business strategy orientation, i.e., the ITDCs that

are most beneficial for a firm are those which are appropriately aligned with its business strategy orientation.

Drawing on the literature on strategic alignment, IT-enabled dynamic capabilities, and the Miles and Snow

competitive strategy archetypes, we first develop a framework that explicates the right type of fit (in terms of

theoretically ideal levels) between the Miles and Snow business strategy archetypes and four classes of IT-

enabled dynamic capabilities (marketing-related, supplier/partner-related, process-related, and ambidexterity-

related). We then develop a model for empirically determining the strategic fit of IT-enabled dynamic

capabilities, which can be used for (a) creating optimal configurations of ITDCs in a firm’s capabilities portfolio,

and (b) examining the impact of strategic fit of a firm’s ITDCs on its performance.

This paper contributes to the literature on strategic IT alignment and IT-enabled dynamic capabilities by

developing a framework and measurement model that can be used to empirically determine the strategic fit

between business strategy and IT-enabled dynamic capabilities. This paper also addresses research calls

(Schilke et al. 2018) to incorporate the costs associated with dynamic capabilities instead of focusing only on

the benefits. Managers impact a firm’s capability search, capability creation, capability investment, and

capability deployment (Zeng and Mackay 2018). Hence, this paper has prescriptive value for managers and
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firms planning to develop IT-enabled dynamic capabilities. It will help them extract maximum value from their

investments in such capabilities because not all dynamic capabilities are equally useful for every firm.

We have organised the remaining parts of the paper as follows: Section 2 contains the theoretical background

while the research methodology is presented in Section 3. In Section 4, we identify and describe four classes of

ITDCs before determining theoretically ideal ITDC configurations for each Miles and Snow archetype in

Section 5. Then, we describe the proposed measurement model in Section 6 before noting the theoretical

contributions, managerial implications, limitations, and scope for future work in Section 7.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1. IT-enabled dynamic capabilities

Dynamic capabilities are defined as a firm’s capacity “to purposefully create, extend, or modify its resource

base” (Helfat et al. 2007: 1) to achieve competitive advantage in changing environments and ensure more

prolonged survival (Pezeshkan et al. 2016). Dynamic capabilities help firms gain profitable entry into new

product and geographic markets, refresh their resource portfolio, streamline underperforming divisions,

restructure industry relationships, and facilitate innovation (Bingham et al. 2015).

Effective use of IT can facilitate and enhance dynamic capabilities (Schilke et al. 2018) due to the knowledge-

intensive and information-intensive nature of these capabilities (Zollo and Winter 2002). This has brought IT-

enabled dynamic capabilities (ITDCs) into focus as an extension of the IT-enabled capabilities perspective

(Benitez, Castillo, et al. 2018). ITDCs refer to the dynamic organizational capabilities that are enabled or

enhanced with the help of IT (Mikalef and Pateli 2017). ITDCs are defined as “a firm’s ability to leverage its IT

resources and IT competencies, in combination with other organisational resources and capabilities, in order to

address rapidly changing business environments” (Mikalef et al. 2020; Mikalef and Pateli 2017). The value

added by these capabilities to firms operating in turbulent and uncertain environments is well established (Li

and Chan 2019). Here, enabling IT refers to technologies such as business intelligence and analytics (Torres et

al. 2018), internet of things (IoT) (Chatfield and Reddick 2019), big data analytics (Mandal 2018), cognitive

computing (Kaur et al. 2019), cloud computing (Battleson et al. 2016), social media (Benitez, Braojos, et al.

2018), and other enterprise systems such as ERP and CRM. In fact, Warner and Wäger (2019) argue that such

emerging digital technologies are changing the nature of DCs by allowing organizations to re-scale their

operations in an agile and cost-effective manner. In this paper, we use the term IT-enabled dynamic capabilities
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to refer specifically to those organizational dynamic capabilities that have been explicitly mentioned in

academic literature as being enabled or enhanced by IT.

Prior research on ITDCs has identified their underlying dimensions – sensing, learning, integrating, and

reconfiguring / coordinating (Mikalef and Pateli 2017). Starting with the first general framework to examine IT-

enabled dynamic capabilities (Sambamurthy et al. 2003), later research has focused on the role of IT in

enhancing dynamic capabilities in a variety of contexts such as manufacturing (Banker et al. 2006), healthcare

(Singh et al. 2011), knowledge management (Sher and Lee 2004), and electronic business (Daniel and Wilson

2003; Koch 2010). Researchers have also documented the impact of ITDCs on ordinary firm capabilities and

ultimately on firm performance (Mikalef and Pateli 2017; Pavlou and El Sawy 2006). Researchers have also

examined the role of ITDC antecedents such as IT architecture flexibility and IT governance decentralization

along with contingent factors such as the external environment which moderate the relationship between ITDCs

and competitive firm performance (Mikalef et al. 2020). While firm performance is the most common distal

impact of most ITDC studies, other proximal impacts such as change in ordinary organizational capabilities

have also been examined. Further details related to ITDCs can be found in Online Resource 2 and Section 4 of

this paper.

2.2. Need to identify optimal portfolio of ITDCs

Dynamic capabilities (DCs) are not a panacea for superior firm performance, and their utility is contingent upon

the specific idiosyncrasies of the context where they are developed and deployed. Table 1 describes some key

challenges faced by firms while selecting, developing, deploying, and maintaining DCs. We have organised

these challenges into three categories related to resources, risks, and results.

-- INSERT Table 1 ABOUT HERE --

Since dynamic capabilities cannot be “uniformly or inevitably advantageous” and the costs associated with the

development of dynamic capabilities are primarily sunk, a firm needs to be careful while making investment

decisions on which dynamic capabilities to develop (Winter 2003). Thus, firms need to make careful and

strategic choices regarding which IT-enabled dynamic capabilities to develop (Collis and Anand 2019).

2.3. Miles and Snow competitive strategy archetypes

In this paper, we use the Miles and Snow typology (Miles and Snow 1978) to indicate a firm’s business strategy

orientation because of its strong empirical support, predictive validity, and similar use in a majority of prior

strategic alignment research. This typology considers the rate at which organizations change their products and

markets and classifies organizations into four strategic types – prospectors, analysers, defenders, and reactors.
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Following similar studies, we omit the reactor type from our analysis since it lacks a proactive or consistent

strategy and has been described as a “dysfunctional organizational type” (Zahra and Pearce 1990: 752).

Prospectors seek to identify and exploit new product-market opportunities continuously and act as the drivers of

change and innovation in their industry, earning the name industry designers (Parnell and Wright 1993). Their

focus is on launching new products and identifying new market opportunities (Desarbo et al. 2005), and they do

not seek to attain the efficiency required for maximization of economies of scale (Thomas and Ramaswamy

1996). In contrast to prospectors, defenders are engineering-oriented and emphasise efficiency and domain

defence by engaging in competitive pricing (Saebi et al. 2017). Thus, defenders try to achieve maximum

resource efficiency through stability and control in their operations, process improvements, the division of

labour, high centralization, and high formalization (Parnell and Wright 1993). They occupy and try to maintain a

“secure niche in a stable product area” (Desarbo et al. 2005: 49). Defenders typically focus on a limited range of

products rather than new product or market development. Analysers are a hybrid between defenders and

prospectors and aim to avoid the risks which would occur in the other two strategies and taking advantage of

them by combining their necessary capabilities (Lin et al. 2014). They adopt industry innovations after some

consideration and first focus on current customers and then on capturing new customers (Moore 2005).

Analysers seek to pursue prospectors while entering new markets, while simultaneously attempting to stabilise a

secure position (Zaefarian et al. 2013). Reactors perform poorly since they do not have consistent strategic

choices and thus lack appropriate response mechanisms when confronted by a change in the external

environment (Desarbo et al. 2005).

Different business strategy types are associated with different kinds of information systems (Camillus and

Lederer 1985), different formal control systems (Simons 1987), different information management

sophistication (Gupta et al., 1997), and different levels of IT investment (Karimi et al. 1996a, 1996b). Each of

the three business strategies represented by the Miles and Snow types identifies distinct aspects of the IS

strategy suitable for it – flexibility and innovation for prospectors, cost containment for defenders, and the

simultaneous pursuit of efficiency and innovation for analyzers (Sabherwal and Chan 2001).

2.4. Strategic alignment

Strategic IT alignment (or IS strategic alignment) refers to the fit between IT/IS strategy and business strategy

(Klievink et al. 2017; Xu et al. 2019). Strategic alignment of IT enables superior business performance in terms

of financial performance, innovation, productivity, sales growth, cost control, and profits (Tallon and

Pinsonneault 2011). Extant research discusses the strategic alignment of various IS concepts including IT
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organization structure (Tavakolian 1989), IS strategic orientation (Chan et al. 1997), IT applications portfolio

(Oh and Pinsonneault 2007), and IT investments (Sabherwal et al. 2019). For the synthesis of the relevant

academic literature on strategic alignment, please see Table OR1 in the supplementary online resource 1.

There are two popular yet distinct perspectives of examining strategic alignment (Sabherwal et al. 2019): (a) as

a capability, and (b) as an outcome. In the strategic alignment as a capability perspective, scholars view

alignment as the capability (Bigdeli et al. 2019) or competency (Baker et al. 2011) to dynamically maintain the

conformity between business strategy and IT strategy (Sabherwal et al. 2019). In this paper, we adopt the

strategic alignment as an outcome perspective. Scholars following this perspective attempt to identify ideal

profiles of capabilities enabled by various IT systems and then conceptualize strategic alignment as the

deviation of actual capability profiles from these ideal profiles. Examples are the prior literature examining the

strategic alignment of IT capabilities enabled by information systems associated with accounting (Simons 1987),

operational support, marketing, inter-organizational systems, and strategic decision support (Sabherwal and

Chan 2001), supply chain management (McLaren et al. 2004), and e-business (Raymond and Bergeron 2008).

Since a turbulent business environment requires firms to develop ITDCs in addition to ordinary IT capabilities,

in this paper, we seek to extend the discussion on strategic IT alignment to examine the fit between ITDCs and

business strategy. Due to the dynamic nature of strategic IT alignment (Henderson and Venkatraman 1993),

previous research has emphasized that dynamic capabilities are a necessary part of strategic alignment (Kearns

and Lederer 2003; Rashidirad et al. 2013). A small set of researchers have examined the strategic fit of dynamic

capabilities in contexts such as e-business (Rashidirad et al. 2013) and new product development (Gumusluoglu

and Acur 2016). These studies posit that the strategic fit between dynamic capabilities (sensing, seizing, and

reconfiguring) and business strategy orientation (denoted by Miles and Snow archetypes) is beneficial for firm

performance. However, as described in the introduction (Section 1), it is critical to examine the strategic fit of

ITDCs. Hence, in this paper, we focus on the hitherto unexamined strategic fit of ITDCs.

3. Research Methodology

To examine the research question driving this paper, we adopt the following sequence of steps:

1. Identification of an exhaustive set of IT-enabled dynamic capabilities through an extensive literature

review

2. Classification of the ITDCs identified in Step 1

3. Identification of the typical competitive strategy patterns associated with three Miles and Snow

archetypes – prospectors, defenders, and analysers
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4. Derivation of theoretically ideal ITDC configurations for each Miles and Snow archetype by using the

ITDC classes identified in Step 2 and the typical strategy patterns identified in Step 3

5. Proposing a model for measuring the strategic fit of ITDCs using the theoretically ideal configurations

derived in Step 4

We now describe each of these steps in detail.

3.1. Method for classifying IT-enabled dynamic capabilities

3.1.1. Identification of IT-enabled dynamic capabilities

We used a structured approach suggested by Webster and Watson (2002) to determine the relevant academic

literature. We first conducted a targeted keyword-based search across the AIS Senior Scholars’ Basket of Eight

Journals, and other well-regarded IS journals (such as Information and Management, Decision Support Systems,

International Journal of Information Management, and Communications of the Association of Information

Systems). We also did a keyword-based search on the proceedings of premier IS conferences (such as ICIS,

AMCIS, ECIS, HICSS, and PACIS), practitioner outlets (such as MIS Quarterly Executive, California

Management Review, and Sloan Management Review), and leading management journals (such as Management

Science, Organization Science, and Industrial Marketing Management). To ensure comprehensive coverage, we

also looked for relevant papers in databases like EBSCO Business Source Premier, ACM Digital Library and

AIS Electronic Library.

We first removed the duplicates from this article list, which had crept in, due to our use of multiple sources. For

all the identified articles at this stage, we did “forward” search (articles citing our identified article) and

“backward” search (citations of our identified article), and retained the articles that were found to be relevant

(Webster and Watson 2002: xvi). This literature-gathering process yielded 351 articles (including 234 articles

from journals and 117 articles from conferences). In the case of conference papers published later in journals,

we only retained the corresponding journal article. We first reviewed the abstracts and keywords of all the

articles collected in the previous step and eliminated all the articles that were not discussing IT enablement of

specific dynamic capabilities. For the remaining articles, we read the full text and listed all the IT-enabled

dynamic capabilities (ITDCs) discussed in them. Table OR2 in the supplementary online resource 2 lists all the

ITDCs identified through our search and used for the subsequent classification process described next.

3.1.2. Classification of IT-enabled dynamic capabilities

There can be multiple approaches to classify identified ITDCs. For example, based on prior work (Pavlou and El

Sawy 2011; Teece 2007; Teece et al. 1997), Mikalef and Pateli (2017) identify the following dimensions of



9

ITDCs: (a) scanning, (b) co-ordinating, (c) learning, (d) integrating, and (e) reconfiguring. Considering the

objectives of our study, we decided to classify ITDCs based on the functional objectives served, following some

instances in prior research (Barrales-Molina et al. 2014; Danneels 2016).

Dynamic capabilities (as first-order capabilities) act to modify ordinary (zero-order) capabilities and other

organizational resources, such as markets served, products, and production processes (Pavlou and El Sawy 2011;

Winter 2003). Thus, if managing relationships with suppliers and customers are considered to be ordinary

capabilities related to supplier management and customer management functions respectively (Karna et al.

2016), the ability to manage changes in supplier and customer relationships can be classified as supplier-related

and customer-related dynamic capabilities respectively (Nenonen et al. 2019). We adopt and build upon

Sambamurthy et al.'s (2003) classification of IT-enabled agility into three capabilities: (a) customer agility, (b)

partnering agility, and (c) operational agility. These three classes are analogous to the first three categories of

ITDCs identified in this paper: marketing, supplier/partner, and process. We include the additional category of

ambidexterity related ITDCs.

For example, we initially classified IT-enabled customer agility as a customer-related ITDC and IT-enabled

dynamic marketing capability as a marketing-related ITDC. Then, we reduced the number of classes by

combining all the ITDC classes that were related or converged towards achieving similar purposes. We

ultimately classified IT-enabled customer agility and IT-enabled dynamic marketing capability under

“Marketing-related ITDCs”. Through this iterative process, we finally arrived at four classes of ITDCs that were

relevant for our study – marketing related, supplier/partner-related, process-related, and ambidexterity related.

Certain identified classes, such as knowledge management (KM) related ITDCs, were found to cut across

different functions and were not crucial for our study as they were general in nature.

3.2. Identifying key strategic patterns associated with Miles and Snow archetypes

We reviewed a large number of conceptual and empirical studies that have used the Miles and Snow strategy

archetypes to identify the typical competitive strategy patterns associated with each archetype (Miles and Snow

1978). For example, since innovation is the overarching objective of the prospector archetype, the associated

competitive strategy patterns would include high investments in R&D and market intelligence, lesser emphasis

on operational efficiency and control, low intensity of fixed assets, and flexibility in organizational structure,

technologies, skills, and processes. On the other hand, with operational efficiency as the core objective, some of

the typical patterns of competitive strategy associated with defenders are the emphasis on standardised products
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and processes, focus on lower costs through economies of scale, high intensity of fixed assets, mechanistic

organizational structure, etc.

3.3. Deriving theoretically ideal ITDC configuration for each Miles and Snow archetype

We follow prior research which demonstrates “how an analysis of prior studies can be used to determine the

theoretically ideal level of support a firm’s IS portfolio should provide for various IS capabilities, according to

the firm’s Miles and Snow competitive strategy archetype” (McLaren et al. 2011: 917). Based on typical

competitive strategy patterns of each Miles and Snow archetype and prior literature, we set the ideal values for

each ITDC class as high, medium, and low for each Miles and Snow strategy, in a manner consistent with the

recommendations of recent research (Sabherwal et al. 2019).

3.4. Proposing a measurement model

Venkatraman (1989b) describes six different approaches for indirect measurement of IT alignment grouped

under two types – (a) criterion specific (moderation, mediation, and profile deviation), and (b) non-criterion

specific (matching, covariation, and gestalt). Among these, the most common approaches used in information

systems research are matching, moderation, and profile deviation (Tallon and Pinsonneault 2011). The

approaches other than profile deviation are more appropriate in scenarios where the objective is to examine the

relationship between strategic fit and firm performance (McLaren et al. 2011). On the other hand, the profile

deviation approach is better at measuring and improving fit. For this reason, we draw on the profile deviation

approach and the multilevel strategic fit (MSF) model developed by McLaren and colleagues (McLaren et al.

2004, 2011) to propose a model for measuring the strategic fit of ITDCs. The measurement model is described

in Section 6.

4. Classes of IT-enabled dynamic capabilities

Through an iterative classification process, we arrive at four classes of IT-enabled dynamic capabilities – (a)

marketing-related, (b) supplier/partner-related, (c) process-related, and (d) ambidexterity-related. This

classification scheme is presented in Figure 1, and Table 2 contains descriptions of each of these four classes,

along with a few representative examples.

-- INSERT Figure 1 ABOUT HERE --

-- INSERT Table 2 ABOUT HERE --

In the next section, we derive theoretically ideal configurations of each of these four ITDC classes for each

Miles and Snow competitive strategy archetype.
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5. Theoretically ideal ITDC configurations

5.1. Marketing-related ITDCs and Miles-Snow archetypes

Prospectors attempt to adapt to changes in their external environment by continuously identifying and exploiting

new market and new product opportunities (Slater and Narver 2002). The product-market domain of prospectors

undergoes periodic re-definition (Conant et al. 1990), and these firms frequently move into new markets (Moore

2005). Entry into a new market imposes the need to manage the change in the customer base of the firm. So,

prospectors will stand to gain by developing marketing-related ITDCs such as IT-enabled market adaptation (Oh

et al. 2014) and market capitalising agility (Lu and Ramamurthy 2011). Prospectors seek to continuously locate

and exploit new product and market opportunities with product research and development along with market

research being their distinctive competencies (Snow and Hrebiniak 1980). IT-enabled NPD dynamic capabilities

(Pavlou and El Sawy 2006) help in this endeavour. Prospectors are the most aggressive marketers, and IT-

enabled dynamic marketing capabilities (Wang et al. 2013) can aid them in this endeavour. Since prospectors

are most interested in identifying the latent needs of customers, ITDCs such as advanced customer analytics

capability (Kitchens et al. 2018) and online customer engagement (Braojos et al. 2019) become essential.

Defenders are protective of their current markets and stick to current strengths (while attempting to improve

operational efficiency) rather than developing new methods (Moore 2005). They have a reactive market

orientation and therefore focus on technological efficiency and manufacturing efficiency as low cost is their

basis for competitive advantage (Slater and Narver 2002). Defenders seek to grow through market penetration

rather than engaging in new product development (Dvir et al. 1993). In direct contrast to prospectors who are

concerned with identifying the latent needs of customers, defenders are more concerned with satisfying the

manifest or expressed needs of customers (Slater and Narver 2002).

Analysers are a hybrid between prospectors and defenders, and focus first on serving current customers and then

on capturing new customers (Moore 2005). They take an imitative approach to new product development (NPD)

and follow those prospector innovations that become successful (Zaefarian et al. 2013). Although analysers do

need to monitor the marketplace to assess and adopt successful innovations initiated by prospectors (Miles et al.

1978), they need to be less proactive compared to prospectors concerning scanning of the environment for

potential opportunities. On the other hand, analysers are more proactively market-oriented compared to

defenders. Hence, we theorise that the importance of marketing related ITDCs decreases in the order from

prospectors to analysers to defenders.
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5.2. Supplier/partner-related ITDCs and Miles-Snow archetypes

As innovation leaders, prospectors frequently move into new markets and continuously adopt new technologies

(Moore 2005). In order to compete with the incumbents of the newly entered market, prospectors may need to

develop alternative distribution systems where supplier/partner related ITDCs would prove useful. Also, in order

to rapidly develop new products and meet new marketplace opportunities, they need better coordination with

their partners and suppliers for effective management of the necessary change processes. Prospectors also need

to cultivate and maintain close ties with channels of distribution in order to anticipate latent customer demands

as well as changes in the competitive environment (Song et al. 2008). To remain responsive to opportunities,

prospectors have a greater reliance on their suppliers and partners, compared to defenders and analysers.

Defenders stick to their strengths and try to improve their current modes of operation (Moore 2005). Since

defenders focus on higher penetration of existing markets and improvement in products (Dvir et al. 1993), they

are less likely to face the problem of managing changes related to partner and supplier firms (which would come

into play in the case of firms striving for new market development). Thus, supplier/partner related ITDCs are

likely to be less critical for defenders who are more internally focused.

Analysers blend the aspects of both prospectors and defenders. Thus, for the reasons given above for

prospectors, supplier/partner related ITDCs are also crucial for analysers, more so in comparison with defenders.

However, they are not as innovative as prospectors and often wait to adopt and imitate the prospectors’

innovations that have proved successful. So, the extent of dynamism encountered by analysers concerning their

partners and suppliers is lesser compared to prospectors. Hence, we theorise that the importance of

supplier/partner related ITDCs decreases in the order from prospectors to analysers to defenders.

5.3. Process-related ITDCs and Miles-Snow archetypes

Process-related ITDCs are mainly geared towards enhancing the efficiency of firm processes. Prospectors focus

on innovativeness and flexibility while being willing to compromise on control and operational efficiency (Al-

Surmi et al. 2019). Since efficiency enhancement is not one of the critical objectives of prospectors (Segev

1989), process-related ITDCs are not very important in the case of prospectors. On the other hand, the primary

emphasis of defenders is on operational efficiency and the defence of their existing product-market positions,

rather than seeking new opportunities and developing new products and services (Sabherwal and Chan 2001).

The emphasis of process innovation is on the internal workings of a firm with efficiency enhancement as the

goal (Damanpour and Gopalakrishnan 2001). Thus, process-related ITDCs such as IT-enabled process-oriented

dynamic capabilities (Kim et al. 2011), IT-enabled process innovation (Gordon and Tarafdar 2007), IT-enabled
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operational efficiency (Malhotra et al. 2005), and IT-enabled operational adjustment agility (Sambamurthy et al.

2003) become critical for defenders.

Analysers try to adopt the best aspects of both prospector and defender strategies. Thus, they require efficiency

in their mature product lines, but not to the level of defenders (Segev 1989). Analysers attempt to imitate those

innovations introduced by prospectors, which they perceive to be successful and to offer more cost-efficient

products and services compared to prospectors. Thus, process related ITDCs are more critical for analysers

compared to prospectors. Hence, we theorise that the importance of process related ITDCs decreases in the

order from defenders to analysers to prospectors.

5.4. Ambidexterity-related ITDCs and Miles-Snow archetypes

Prospectors are focussed on the exploratory activities related to innovation and the development of new products,

services, and markets. With efficiency not being an objective, prospectors do not need to possess and use

ambidextrous capabilities. Similarly, defenders do not need to straddle different objectives since they are highly

focussed on efficiency. On the other hand, analysers strive to respond to / imitate prospectors in adopting

innovations, while maintaining operational efficiency similar to defenders, by exerting tight control over

existing operations while allowing lose control for new initiatives (Parnell and Wright 1993). Analysers need to

maintain a dual technological core in order to continue serving current customers while being flexible enough to

follow prospectors into new markets (Slater and Narver 2002). Analysers’ need to balance conflicting objectives

like flexibility and efficiency creates the need for ambidextrous capabilities. Also, they likely need to develop a

diverse portfolio of products leading to product portfolio complexity (Closs et al. 2008). Research has shown

that ambidexterity capability is vital to mitigate costs and enhance the benefits of increasing product portfolio

complexity (Fernhaber and Patel 2012). Queiroz et al. (2018) discuss how IT application orchestration

capability is beneficial for firms pursuing a mixed-focus strategy (analogous to an analyser) because it allows

them to build a balanced portfolio of IT applications, some of which increase efficiency, while others support

innovation. Hence, we theorise that ambidexterity related ITDCs are highly crucial for analysers while not

being as essential for prospectors and defenders.

5.5. Theoretically ideal ITDC configurations

Based on the above arguments, the theoretically ideal ITDC configurations for each Miles and Snow archetype

are presented in Table 3.

-- INSERT Table 3 ABOUT HERE –
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6. Measurement model and approach for empirical validation

6.1. A measurement model for the strategic fit of ITDCs

We now use the theoretically ideal ITDC configurations identified in section 5 to derive a model for measuring

the strategic fit of ITDCs present in a firm’s portfolio of capabilities. Prior academic research has adopted

numerous approaches to conceptualize and then measure the strategic fit of various IT-related concepts. Table

OR3 in the supplementary online resource 3 gives an overview of a few key such approaches. As mentioned in

Section 3.4 of this paper, we adopt the profile deviation approach to operationalise strategic fit, based on the

recommendations of prior research (McLaren et al. 2011: 919). Operationalizing fit as profile deviation helps

make the model actionable for practitioners as well, since the gaps between ideal and realised capability profiles

may be further decomposed into gaps between each ideal and realised capability. The first part of the

measurement model involves the identification of the Miles and Snow archetype of the firm. Once Miles and

Snow archetype is identified, the mapping depicted in Table 3 of this paper can be used to determine the

theoretically ideal configuration of ITDCs for the firm. The next step involves the measurement of the perceived

configuration of ITDCs of the firm using survey questionnaires.

In the profile deviation approach, the strategic fit of ITDCs is calculated as the difference between the firm’s

ideal and perceived level of support for each ITDC. While there is a lack of consensus about the determination

of an overall measure of fit (Venkatraman 1989a), the Euclidean distance between ideal and perceived ITDC

profiles is preferred over more sophisticated statistical clustering techniques such as Mahalanobis distance,

because of the more straightforward calculation involved (McLaren et al. 2011). Hence, the lack of profile

deviation (computed as the Euclidean distance) between the theoretically ideal ITDC levels and the perceived

ITDC levels indicates the strategic fit of ITDCs of the firm.

Finally, by using a questionnaire to measure the perceived firm performance, the measurement model can assess

the impact of the strategic fit of ITDCs on firm performance. Figure 2 shows the proposed measurement model.

-- INSERT Figure 2 ABOUT HERE –

6.2. Approach for empirical validation of the proposed measurement model

We now suggest an approach that can be utilized by future researchers to empirically validate the measurement

model presented in Section 6.1. This suggested approach is based on the collection of survey data using existing

questionnaires. All the survey questionnaire instruments mentioned in this section have been provided in the

supplementary online resource 4. The first step, involving the assessment of the Miles and Snow archetype for a

firm, can be conducted using the 11-item questionnaire of Conant et al. (1990), which has been widely used for
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similar studies in the past (McLaren et al. 2011). This questionnaire would help in empirically determining the

realized Miles and Snow archetype of a particular firm. Once this has been assessed, Table 3 from Section 5.5 of

this paper can be used to determine the theoretically ideal ITDC configurations for the firm based on its Miles

and Snow archetype. The second step utilizes several different survey questionnaires to determine perceived

configuration of ITDCs of the firm. Marketing-related ITDCs, Supplier/partner-related ITDCs, Process-related

ITDCs, and Ambidexterity-related ITDCs can be assessed using the questionnaires of Danneels (2016), Ettlie

and Pavlou (2006), Kim et al. (2011), and Mom et al. (2018) respectively. We have provided the detailed

questionnaires in supplementary online resource 4.

Since the ideal and perceived ITDC configurations for a firm can be thus determined using steps 1 and 2

respectively, the third step calculates the Euclidean distance between the two. Lesser the distance, better is

strategic fit of the ITDC configuration of that particular firm. Finally, by using questionnaires to measure the

perceived financial performance (Tippins and Sohi 2003; Wamba et al. 2017) and the perceived market

performance (Wamba et al. 2017; Wang et al. 2012), the measurement model can assess the impact of the

strategic fit of ITDCs on firm performance.

7. Discussion

While the interest of academia and managerial practice in ITDCs has been on the rise, recent stock-taking by

leading scholars has led to the identification of certain key theoretical gaps which need to be addressed in order

to facilitate further theory development in this area. Most of the prior research has concentrated on aspects such

as the role of IT in enabling DCs, different dimensions of ITDCs, and the positive impact of ITDCs on the

performance of firms operating in dynamic and turbulent business environments. Recently, there have been

research calls to see beyond the benefits of ITDCs given that there are significant challenges associated with the

development, deployment, and maintenance of ITDCs. Also, a need for identifying appropriate criteria to

identify strategy-specific capabilities (i.e., optimal capability configurations) has been expressed. Thus, the

objective of this paper is to identify the optimal configuration of IT-enabled dynamic capabilities in a firm’s

capabilities portfolio.

Using the strategic alignment perspective, we contend that such an optimal configuration can be achieved when

there is a strategic fit between an ITDC and the business strategy of a particular firm. Using the Miles and Snow

strategy typology (prospectors, analysers, and defenders) to represent the various business strategy orientations

and drawing on a deep-dive into extant literature to classify ITDCs into four distinct categories, we first create a

theoretically-grounded conceptualizations of ideal ITDC configurations based on a firm’s Miles and Snow
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archetype. Then, we develop a measurement model based on the multilevel strategic fit (MSF) approach of

McLaren and colleagues (McLaren et al. 2011) and the profile deviation approach (Venkatraman 1989a). Going

further, we also suggest a detailed strategy that can be utilized by future researchers to empirically validate the

novel measurement model proposed by us in this paper. In Sections 7.1 and 7.2, we now describe the theoretical

contributions and the implications for practice respectively.

7.1. Theoretical contributions

Overall, this paper contributes to the body of academic knowledge in the research on the business value of IT,

which forms a part of the intellectual core of the information systems field (Kim et al. 2011), by integrating the

theories of strategic fit, competitive strategies, and IT-enabled dynamic capabilities. We now discuss some

specific contributions made by this paper to academic theory. Prior research notes the importance of developing

strategy-specific capabilities for superior performance (Parnell 2011; Song et al. 2008). Recent theorising

related to dynamic capabilities (Linden and Teece 2018) emphasises the link between capability selection and

product-market selection. Since product-market selection forms a fundamental tenet of strategy typologies (such

as the Miles and Snow typology), this paper attempts to discuss the kind of IT-enabled dynamic capabilities that

are most appropriate for each strategy type. Thus, it contributes to the extant theoretical discussion on the

development of strategy-specific capabilities. In doing so, it also addresses recent research calls seeking the

incorporation of the criteria for selecting the right portfolio of capabilities (Linden and Teece 2018).

While strategic IS alignment has been a popular topic of research for over three decades, and the alignment of a

large variety of IS concepts has been studied, there has been limited investigation of the strategic alignment of

dynamic capabilities in general and IT-enabled dynamic capabilities in particular. This paper conceptualizes the

strategic alignment (strategic fit) of ITDCs and goes further to propose a measurement model and a suggested

approach to empirically validate the proposed model. Thus, this paper adds to the rich strategic alignment

literature by extending the discussion to IT-enabled dynamic capabilities.

Recent literature reviews (e.g., Schilke et al. 2018) have noted that the extant DC literature focuses

disproportionately on the benefits accruing from dynamic capabilities while not incorporating the impact of the

associated challenges. In this paper, it is the costs and other challenges associated with DCs, which drive the

main objective – to identify the optimal configuration of ITDCs for a firm. In addressing recent research calls to

not treat DCs as a panacea and think of the shortcomings / potential issues of DCs along with their benefits, this

paper adds to the scant literature seeking to understand the potential dark side of DCs and ITDCs, such as

malfunctioning of DCs (Zhang et al. 2019). This paper also contributes to the synthesis of knowledge in extant
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literature in two significant ways. First, the literature on the challenges associated with the development,

deployment, and maintenance of dynamic capabilities has been synthesised into a 3R framework (see Table 1).

Second, this paper also creates a classification of ITDCs discussed in the extant literature and identifies four

distinct classes related to marketing, supplier/partner, process, and ambidexterity. This constitutes a valuable

contribution because it can help guide the clarification and further theory development around ITDCs by future

researchers.

7.2. Implications for practice

Strategic IT alignment is a significant consideration for practitioners (Campbell et al. 2005), especially in

today’s competitive environment (Gulla and Gupta 2011). Strategic business-IT alignment is one among the five

most critical issues for CIOs based on a recent survey of IT executives from 793 organizations (Kappelman et al.

2019). Additionally, due to the volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous nature of the present-day business

environment, turbulence and change have become the order of the day. ITDCs have proved highly beneficial for

firms operating in such environments. Thus, this paper has key implications for managerial practice by

expanding the current understanding about both strategic IT alignment and ITDCs. From a practice perspective,

this paper lays emphasis on the need for firms to have a structured planning approach in order to develop

appropriate ITDCs. This will help reduce the uncertainties and risks associated with ITDC planning and

maximise the return on investment. The measurement model proposed in this paper will allow practitioners to

adopt a scientific approach to the design of capability portfolios rather than relying solely on intuition.

Managers impact a firm’s capability search, capability creation, capability investment, and capability

deployment. They may face various challenges in developing and deploying ITDCs in their firms despite

recognising the importance of these capabilities. The theoretically grounded measurement model developed in

this paper will help managers identify an optimal configuration of ITDCs for their firm based on its realised

competitive strategy. Thus, this paper’s findings have prescriptive value for managers to help them extract

maximum value from their investments in ITDCs. The holistic yet parsimonious nature of the measurement

model will make it easy for managers to assess whether there is a right fit between their current portfolio of

ITDCs and the realised competitive strategy of their firm. Also, it will help them identify the right type of

ITDCs that they should focus on during their capability search and investment efforts. For example, if a firm is a

prospector in a particular industry, then the ideal configuration for the firm includes greater focus on marketing-

related and supplier/partner-related ITDCs and lesser focus on process-related and ambidexterity-related ITDCs.

So, the firm can determine an overall measure of the strategic fit of its actual configuration of ITDCs. Also, it
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can measure the strategic fit of specific ITDCs such as those related to marketing and suppliers/partners.

Similarly, if a firm has a defender orientation, it needs to focus more on process-related ITDCs compared to

marketing-related ITDCs and supplier/partner-related ITDCs.

Practitioners may use the measurement model to benchmark their overall portfolio of ITDCs against other firms.

This will help identify the types of capabilities that are already at an optimum level and prevent wasteful

investment on the same. Additionally, firms can identify the capability areas where they are lagging behind their

competitors. This will allow them to apply more focus and investments in such capability areas. Going a step

further, they may also use the model to benchmark specific ITDCs against other firms, identify possible gaps,

and work on filling those gaps.

7.3. Limitations and future research

In this paper, we offer a theoretical framework to explicate the fit between four classes of IT-enabled dynamic

capabilities and a firm’s business strategy (represented by the Miles and Snow archetypes). The proposed

measurement model can be tested empirically by collecting survey data and analysing the same. Researchers

may also use methods such as fsQCA (fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis) to analyse the configuration

model (Fainshmidt et al. 2019; Ragin 2009). fsQCA is appropriate in this context as it allows to get deeper

insight into the data, examine complex asymmetric relations among variables, and identify the necessary and

sufficient conditions for an outcome to occur (Pappas and Woodside 2021; Woodside 2017). Future researchers

can build on the framework proposed in this study to develop measures such as STROBE (Strategic Orientation

of Business Enterprises) (Venkatraman 1989b) and STROEPSIS (Strategic Orientation of the Existing Portfolio

of IS Applications) (Chan et al. 1997), which can then be used for empirical studies of ITDC-business strategy

fit using widely used methods, first proposed by Venkatraman (1989a).

In this paper, we have used the Miles and Snow typology of prospectors, analysers, and defenders to identify the

business strategy of a firm. Alternative strategy typologies, such as the popular ones proposed by Porter (1980)

and Treacy and Wiersema (1995), may be used to operationalise the strategic approach of firms, and this can

extend our findings to other strategic frameworks. This paper draws on the profile deviation approach to develop

the measurement model for the strategic fit of ITDCs. While this approach allows a more holistic analysis of the

relationship between multidimensional constructs, future researchers may explore other approaches

(Venkatraman 1989a) too. Similarly, this paper operationalises fit as the Euclidean distance between ideal and

realised ITDC profiles. More complicated statistical techniques such as the Mahalanobis distance may also be

used in future research.
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8. Conclusion

The paper aims to explicate the optimal configuration of four types of firm’s IT-enabled dynamic capabilities

(related to marketing, supplier/partner, process, and ambidexterity). Drawing on the strategic alignment

literature, this paper seeks to achieve this objective by conceptualising the strategic fit between a firm’s portfolio

of ITDCs and its competitive strategies. First identifying ideal configurations of ITDCs for Miles and Snow

competitive strategy archetypes, this paper then develops a theoretically grounded model for measuring the

strategic fit of a firm’s ITDCs. We find that the different Miles and Snow competitive strategy archetypes

(prospectors, defenders, and analysers) ideally need to have different configurations of the four types of ITDCs

(marketing, supplier/partner, process, and ambidexterity). Based on these ideal ITDC configurations, the

proposed measurement model can be used to determine the strategic fit of ITDCs present in a firm’s capabilities

portfolio. Further, the model can be used to examine the impact of the strategic fit of ITDCs on the firm’s

performance. This paper extends the literature on ITDCs by considering the associated challenges and

explicating theoretically ideal ITDC configurations based on the Miles and Snow competitive strategy

orientation of the firm. By focusing on the previously unexamined concept of the strategic fit of ITDCs, this

paper also extends the literature on strategic IT alignment. From the perspective of managerial practice, this

paper offers a parsimonious measurement model that can be used by firms to ensure that they can derive

maximum returns from their investments in ITDCs. Finally, this paper also offers interesting avenues for further

academic research.
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Figure 1. Classes of IT-enabled dynamic capabilities

Figure 2. Proposed measurement model

Table 1. Key challenges associated with dynamic capabilities
Challenge Type Relevant meaning

Resource-related

Costs
DCs need long-term investments (and also entail higher fixed costs)
along with the commitment of specialised assets and dedicated
resources (Arend 2015; Fainshmidt et al. 2019; Helfat and Peteraf
2003; Winter 2003).
Firms incur transaction and co-ordination costs while utilising DCs
(Chakrabarti et al. 2011)

Efforts

Managerial effort and attention for the identification of external
opportunities and threats (Helfat and Peteraf 2015; Wilden and
Gudergan 2015), and upfront planning for routinizing of processes
underlying DCs (Arend 2015)

Risks-related

Failure Malfunctioning DCs may lead to business failure (Zhang et al. 2019)

Change
management

DCs have a disruptive effect due to the changes in a firm’s resource
base (Schilke 2014) that require unlearning (Lavie 2006) and
necessary change activities (Zollo and Winter 2002)

Result-related

Benefits
Value of DCs depends on contingent conditions and context of the
application and varies across firms (Coen and Maritan 2011; Overby
et al. 2006)

Sustainability
DCs have a “minimum-use level” requiring a certain number of
repeated applications to be economically viable and sustainable
(Arend 2015, p. 80)

Miles and
Snow

archetype
(measured using
questionnaire)

Perceived
ITDC levels

(measured using
questionnaire)

Theoretically
ideal ITDC
levels (derived
in this paper,
Table 3)

Strategic Fit of
ITDCs = Similarity

between
theoretically ideal
and perceived
ITDC levels

Perceived Firm
Performance
(measured using
questionnaire)
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Table 2. Descriptions of ITDC classes
Type of ITDC Description Examples
Marketing-
related

Dynamic capabilities in the context of marketing strategy refer to
the combination and integration of marketing resources or
capabilities with other complementary capabilities to create and
sustain competitive advantage (Menguc and Auh 2006).

While ordinary marketing capabilities such as channel bonding
(Day 1994) and customer competence (Danneels 2002) help
firms earn their living by focusing on current consumers, existing
products and distribution channels, dynamic marketing
capabilities help firms in changing their stationary processes and
evolving by the release and integration of market knowledge
(Bruni and Verona 2009), identifying new customers, new sales
channels, and creating new market opportunities (Bendig et al.
2018).

IT-enabled customer agility
(Roberts and Grover 2012)

IT-enabled dynamic marketing
capabilities (Wang et al. 2013)

IT-enabled dynamic capabilities
in new product development
(NPD) (Pavlou and El Sawy
2006)

IT-enabled market orientation
(Wang et al. 2013)

Supplier/partner
-related

In changing business environments, dynamic capabilities are
essential in the supply chain context because they offer firms the
opportunity to create and reconfigure existing supply chain
resources and capabilities. Supply chain-related ITDCs refer to
the IT-enabled dynamic capabilities that are relevant in the
context of supply chain activities.

Business partners play an important role in the operations of
many firms, and prior research notes the importance of prior
business networks (Ahuja et al. 2009), social capital of firms
(Ahuja 2000), and relationship formation strategies (Hallen and
Eisenhardt 2012). Partner-related ITDCs help firms build,
integrate, and reconfigure resources related to partnerships and
relationships to adapt to changing environments.

IT-enabled supply chain network
capabilities (Chen et al. 2017)

IT-enabled dynamic supply
chain collaboration capability
(Fawcett et al. 2011)

IT-enabled partnership dynamic
capabilities (Chang et al. 2015)

IT-enabled partnering agility
(Sambamurthy et al. 2003)

Process-related To achieve their desired objectives, firms often design and
execute appropriate processes (Ray et al. 2004). While process
standardization may help firms achieve efficiency and accuracy
(Kwak et al. 2019), the adaptability of business processes
becomes critical in changing business environments (Chen et al.,
2014). Thus, firms need to adjust their processes in order to
respond effectively to environmental changes using dynamic
capabilities.

Process-oriented dynamic capabilities are defined as “a firm’s
ability to change (improve, adapt, or reconfigure) a business
process better than the competition in terms of integrating
activities, reducing cost, and capitalizing on business
intelligence/learning” (Kim et al. 2011). IT acts as an enabler for
such process capabilities (Chen et al., 2014).

IT-enabled operational
adjustment agility (Lu and
Ramamurthy 2011)

IT-enabled operational agility
(Sambamurthy et al. 2003)

IT-enabled process-oriented
dynamic capabilities (Wamba et
al. 2017)

Ambidexterity-
related

Ambidexterity is defined as “the ability to pursue both
incremental and discontinuous innovation and change” (Tushman
and O’Reilly 1996: 24) and “the behavioural capacity to
simultaneously demonstrate alignment and adaptability…”
(Gibson and Birkinshaw 2004)

Ambidexterity is a dynamic capability (O’Reilly and Tushman
2008), and IT’s role in enabling ambidexterity has been
empirically demonstrated (Im and Rai 2008).

IT-enabled knowledge
ambidexterity (Benitez, Castillo,
et al. 2018)

IT-enabled organisational
ambidexterity (Kathuria and
Konsynski 2012)

IT-enabled contextual
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ambidexterity (Ko and Liu 2019)

IT-enabled supply chain
ambidexterity (Xiao et al. 2012)

Table 3. Theoretically-ideal ITDC configurations
ITDC Configuration Prospector Analyser Defender
Marketing-related ITDCs High Medium Low
Partner/supplier-related ITDCs High Medium Low
Process-related ITDCs Low Medium High
Ambidexterity-related ITDCs Low High Low
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