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ABSTRACT

Organizational practices are the link between the micro and the macro level of organizations.
At the micro level we find theorists as strategy-as-practice, focused on strategy as a social
practice, strategies and day-to-day activity, concerned with strategizing. At the macro level we
find theories such as dynamic capabilities with a focus on routines and capabilities at the
organizational level. This study correlates two distinct perspectives, the first strategy-as-
practice, with its roots in social practices, the second dynamic capabilities, which has its
economic roots. The study aims to analyze strategy-as-practice, through the lens of the
microfoundations of dynamic capabilities. The results demonstrate the organizational
heterogeneities responsible for the development of dynamic capabilities. It is also shown that
practical social activities are decisive in the process of building organizational strategies,
creating armored dynamic capabilities.

Keywords: Strategy-as-practice. Dynamic capabilities. Heterogeneous capabiblities. Senzing,
seizing and transforming.
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As préticas organizacionais s&o o elo entre os niveis micro e macro das organizagdes. No nivel
micro, encontramos teoricos como “Estratégia-Como-Pratica”, focados na estratégia como
pratica social, estratégias e atividade cotidiana, preocupados com a estratégia. No nivel macro,
encontramos teorias como capacidades dindmicas com foco em rotinas e capacidades no nivel
organizacional. Este estudo correlaciona duas perspectivas distintas, a primeira estratégia como
pratica, com suas raizes nas praticas sociais; a segunda, como capacidades dindmicas, que tem
raizes econémicas. O estudo tem como objetivo analisar a estratégia como prética, através das
lentes das microfundamentacGes das capacidades dinamicas. Os resultados demonstraram as
heterogeneidades organizacionais responsaveis pelo desenvolvimento de capacidades
dindmicas. Mostra-se também que as atividades sociais praticas sdo decisivas no processo de
construcdo das estratégias organizacionais, criando capacidades dindmicas blindadas.
Palavras-chave: Estratégia como pratica. Capacidades dindmicas. Capacidades heterogéneas.
Senzing, seizing e transforming.

LA ESTRATEGIA COMO PRACTICA A TRAVES DEL LENTE DE LOS
MICROFUNDAMENTOS DE LAS CAPACIDADES DINAMICAS

Las practicas organizacionales son el vinculo entre el nivel micro y macro de las
organizaciones. En el nivel micro encontramos teéricos como Estrategia-Como-Practica,
enfocados en la estrategia como practica social, estrategias y actividad del dia a dia,
preocupados por la elaboracién de estrategias. A nivel macro, encontramos teorias como las
capacidades dindmicas con un enfoque en las rutinas y capacidades a nivel organizacional. Este
estudio correlaciona dos perspectivas distintas, la primera estrategia-como-préctica, con sus
raices en las practicas sociales, la segunda, las capacidades dinamicas, que tiene sus raices
econdmicas. El estudio tiene como objetivo analizar la estrategia como préactica, a través de la
lente de los microfundamentos de las capacidades dinamicas. Los resultados demostraron las
heterogeneidades organizacionales responsables del desarrollo de capacidades dinamicas.
También se muestra que las actividades sociales practicas son decisivas en el proceso de
construccidn de estrategias organizacionales, creando capacidades dinamicas blindadas.
Palabras clave: Estrategia como practica. Capacidades dindmicas. Capacidades heterogéneas.
Senzing, seizing y transforming.

INTRODUCTION

The understanding of the strategies presented at the macro organizational level
(KOUAME; LANGLEY, 2018; SALVATO; RERUP, 2011), are directly related to the
activities that are performed at the micro level (JOHNSON; LANGLEY; MELIN;
WHITTINGTON, 2007). The description of the linkage of micro-organizational processes to
respond to results at the macro level are real challenges for organizational studies (JOHNSON
etal., 2007; KOUAME; LANGLEY, 2018; PETTIGREW; WOODMAN; CAMERON, 2001).
In order to understand the organizational strategies, it is necessary to leave the macro level and
be prepared to get involved with the development of the strategies that were built at the micro
levels of organizational analysis (JOHNSON et al., 2007; KOUAME; LANGLEY, 2018).
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The collective heuristic, such as organizational performance, is justified in terms of
actions and interactions of lower level entities (FELIN et al., 2012). In turn, micro-entities can
be influenced by macro entities, Coleman's “bathtub” (1990) illustrates this perspective.

Interventions designed to change a variable at the macro level are often done at levels
below those of the system as a whole (COLEMAN, 1990). Building robust, reliable and
adaptable capabilities requires significant knowledge of what is happening at microeconomic
levels, such as learning mechanisms and responses to practitioners' needs (FOSS et al., 2010).
The study of strategies-as-practice, presents itself as a perspective, which can contribute to the
identification of micro activities that give rise to macro strategies (FOSS et al., 2010;
JARZABKOWSKI, 2004; PETTIGREW et al., 2001; WHITTINGTON, 1996, 2002).

Practice is the link between the micro and the macro level (WHITTINGTON, 2002). At
the micro level we find theorists like strategy-as-practice (WHITTINGTON, 1996;
JARZABKOWSKI, 2005), focused on social strategy-as-practice, with strategies and day-to-
day activity, concerned with strategizing. At the macro level we find theories as dynamic
capabilities (EISENHARDT; MARTIN, 2000; HELFAT, 2000; TEECE et al., 1997; TEECE,
2007), with a focus on routines and capabilities at the organizational level.

This study seeks to correlate two distinct perspectives, the first of which is strategy-as-
practice, with its roots in social and socio-cultural practices, the second dynamic capabilities,
which has its economic/ financial roots.

In the view of strategy-as-practice in the view of (JARZABKOWSKI, 2005; JOHNSON
et al., 2003; WHITTINGTON, 2006, 2007), strategy is understood as a flow of organizational
activities, in which thinking and acting, formulation and implementation are suppressed by
strategic practice. The strategy-as-practice has three categories: practices, praxis and
practitioners (JARZABKOWSKI et al., 2019; JOHNSON et al., 2003; WHITTINGTON, 1996,
2006).

In the view of dynamic capabilities (EISENHARDT; MARTIN, 2000; HELFAT,;
PETERAF, 2015; TEECE et al., 1997), the study of dynamic capabilities becomes important
for analyzing how organizations are renewing their strategies, capabilities and resources, for
the creation of competitive advantages in a dynamic environment (AREND; BROMILEY,
2009; HELFAT; PETERAF, 2009; TEECE et al., 1997; TEECE, 2007, 2017; WILDEN,
DEVINNEY; DOWLING, 2016).

The process of operationalizing dynamic capabilities is operationalized through its
microfoundations that have three dimensions: senzing, seizing and transforming (HELFAT;
PETERAF, 2015; TEECE, 2007). Its operationalization aims to analyze the origins of dynamic
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capabilities, in order to build strong, robust, and armored capabilities, providing long-term
competitive advantage (HELFAT; PETERAF, 2015; PETERAF, 1993; PETERAF et al., 2013;
PETERAF; TSOUKAS 2017; TEECE et al., 1997; TEECE 2007).

The study of the microfoundations of dynamic capabilities (senzing, seizing and
transforming) through the categories of strategy-as-practice (practices, praxis and practitioners)
indicates a successful path to identify the origins of dynamic capabilities (REGNER, 2008,
2015).

In the dynamic environment where organizations are inserted (EISENHARDT,;
MARTIN, 2000; TEECE et al., 1997), heterogeneity and variations in organizational practices
are common (JARZABKOWSKI, 2004). Organizations are systems that are adaptable to the
environment, requiring practical activities as well as unique strategies in order to respond to the
constantly changing environment (EISENHARDT; BROWN, 1999; JARZABKOWSKI, 2004;
JARZABKOWSKI, et al., 2019; PASCALE, 1999).

Although the economic perspectives (dynamic capabilities) and socio-cultural (strategy-
as-practice) are so different, it is possible to correlate the theories, through microfoundations,
so that the socio-cultural contributes to the analysis of the economic (REGNER, 2008, 2015).

The strategy-as-practice has been proposed as a means of deepening the study of social
complexity and unpacking dynamism in the theory of dynamic capabilities (AMBROSINI et
al., 2007; JARZABKOWSKI, 2005; JOHNSON et al., 2003, 2007; REGNER, 2008, 2015),
presenting a way of how social practices, the daily routines of organizational actors, can
contribute to the process of building the dynamic capabilities of organizations (KOUAME;
LANGLEY, 2018; HELFAT; PETERAF, 2015; Hernes and SCHULTZ 2020; JOHNSON et
al., 2003, TEECE, 2007). “Frequently lacking is an appreciation of the microfoundations, which
provide an explanation for the origins and development of dynamic capabilities” (FALLON-
BYRNE; HARNEY, p. 23).

In this context, this study has as its main objective "to analyze strategy-as-practice,
through the lens of the microfoundations of dynamic capabilities™.

The literature is concerned with the marginalization of research on strategy-as-practice
in not providing academics and professionals, as the processes and practices of the lower level
(engaged by individuals and groups) are connected to the macro level of the organization
(process level and results, including strategy, organizational capabilities, and performance)
(JOHNSON et al., 2007; KOUAME; LANGLEY, 2018; PETTIGREW; WOODMAN;
CAMERON, 2001; SZULANSKI; PORAC; DOZ, 2005).
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Although studies on strategy-as-practice can aggregate strategic content or capabilities,
there is still little research that seeks to establish this relationship between dynamic capabilities
and strategy-as-practice (REGNER, 2008, 2015). A dynamic view of strategy, needs to go
beyond simple correlations between variables and explain the mechanisms of how certain
conditions, of social practice, interact to produce certain organizational assets (BROMILEY,
2005; CAMPBELL-HUNT, 2007; KING, 2000; TSOUKAS; KNUDSEN, 2002;
WHITTINGTON; YAKIS-DOUGLAS, 2020).

An increasing group of scholars began to use a practical lens to understand the problems
of strategy development in organizations, arising the need for new studies that address and
deepen organizational practices, JARZABKOWSKI; KAPLAN, 2010).

1 SOCIAL STRATEGY-AS-PRACTICE

The study of strategy-as-practice leads us to a movement focused on social practices,
which has been gaining increasing prominence by social science scholars, such as Bourdieu
(1990), Giddens (1984), Schatzki (2002) and Sztompka (1991). Organizational actors
(practitioners) are agents of action, responsible for the construction of reality, which is carried
out through the dialectic between organizational actors and the environment itself
(JARZABKOWSKI, 2004, 2005).

In the 90s, strategy-as-practice began to be the focus of some researchers
(JARZABKOWSKI, 2004, 2005; WHITTINGTON, 1996). However, Smircich and Stubbart
(1985) had already presented a study with a more practical perspective of strategy, when they
considered that “environments are staged through social construction and the interaction
processes of organized actors”, highlighting that people, strategists who act at different levels
and positions of the organization, with their actions, which will determine how the strategy will
be implemented.

Whittington (2006), analyzes the different perspectives of strategy (politics, planning,
process and practice), stating that the focus of the latter as a practical perspective is a strategy
as a social practice, where the practitioners of the strategy can act and interact. Social strategy-
as-practice occurs much more through tacit knowledge than through formal or universal
knowledge (JARZABKOWSKI, 2005; WHITTINGTON, 2006, 2007).

Globalization brought about the need for investigations into the actions of strategy-as-
practices (BALOGUN et al., 2003, PETRICEVIC; TEECE, 2019). The globalization process
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presents rapid reformulations of the economic order in organizations (PETRICEVIC; TEECE,
2019), causing the need to know the process of building dynamic capabilities (TEECE, 2007),
which begins at the micro level, in order to shield the capabilities built by organizations.

Strategy-as-practice is the study of practices performed by its practitioners in the place
where they occur, in the context in which they are inserted (BALOGUN et al., 2003;
BURGELMAN; FLOYD; LAAMANEN; MAINTAINE; VAARA; WHITTINGTON, 2018;
HAMBRICK, 2004; JARZABKOWSKI, 2004; JOHNSON et al., 2003; SAMRA-
FREDRICKS, 2003; SEIDL; WHITTINGTON, 2014). The strategy-as-practice highlights the
way in which the middle manager (FLOYD; WOOLDRIDGE, 2000; ROULEAU, 2005;
ROULEAU; BALOGUN, 2011), carries out his strategies, emphasizing the concept of
strategizing, which relates the performance of activities with strategy development by
strategists (JARZABKOWSKI et al., 2016; WHITTINGTON, 2007, 2017, WHITTINGTON
et al., 2004).

The strategy-as-practice has some points of confluence. This is because in the study of
strategy there is the simultaneous interest of the organizational strategy with the practical, praxis
and practitioner themes and their connections (JARZABKOWSKI, 2005). The strategy comes
to be understood as a flow of organizational activities, in which thinking and acting, formulation
and implementation are suppressed by strategic practice (JOHNSON et al., 2003;
JARZABKOWSKI, 2005).

Strategic activities (at the macro or micro level of the organization) and the socio-cultural
context are interconnected (JOHNSON et al., 2007; WHITTINGTON, 2006, 2007). The
constructions of practices involve cognitive, behavioral, procedural, discursive, motivational
and physical activities are combined, coordinated and adapted, generating new practices
(JARZABKOWSKI et al., 2007; JARZABKOWSKI et al., 2012; JOHNSON et al., 2007;
WHITTINGTON, 2006, 2007).

Strategy-as-practice presents itself as a field in which its evolution took place in a quick
and enriching manner, providing the generation of theory that analyzes the way strategic
processes are carried out in their daily organizational life (VAARA; WHITTINGTON, 2012).

Practices are understood by Vaara and Whittington (2012) as tools, norms and strategic
procedures that give rise to organizational strategies. The artifacts that contribute to strategy
practices and decision-making processes involve meetings, spreadsheets, graphical
representations, flip-charts, strategic events and reviews that will contribute to strategic
processes (JARZABKOWSKI et al, 2019; JARZABKOWSKI; SEIDL, 2008;
JARZABKOWSKI; SPEE, 2009; VAARA; WHITTINGTON, 2012).
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According to Stander and Pretorius (2016), corroborating with Johnson et al., (2003) and
Whittington (2002, 2007), the strategy-as-practice is positioned as a moderator who seeks to
explain the practice or doing of the strategy, instead of getting stuck in theory, examining the
social practice known as strategy.

The importance of strategy-as-practice lies in allowing us to examine what is really
necessary for organizational goals to be successfully achieved. Strategy-as-practice can be
associated with knowledge, learning and, thus, be responsible for better organizational
performance, through the flow of activities, practices and organizational actors, articulated by

middle management.

2 DYNAMIC CAPABILITIES AND THEIR CONCEPTS

Dynamic capabilities take into account the role of dynamism in the environment
(EISENHARDT; MARTIN, 2000; HELFAT, 2007; TEECE, 2007) in determining competitive
advantage (DURAND; VAARA, 2009; TEECE et al., 1997). The way in which organizations
react to this dynamism over time, whether through routines, processes, or even through other
capacities, allowing the organization to reach new configurations of resources and capacities
(DURAND; VAARA, 2009; EISENHARDT; MARTIN, 2000; HELFAT, 2007; TEECE,
2007).

In a competitive market, where the scenario is constantly changing, dynamic capabilities
emerge to contribute to understanding competitive advantage (HELFAT; PETERAF, 2015;
PETRICEVIC; TEECE, 2019). Dynamic capabilities are the skills of organizations to integrate,
build and reconfigure competencies internally and externally, to address a rapidly changing
environment (TEECE et al., 1997).

Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) conceptualize dynamic capabilities as the organization's
processes that use resources - specifically the processes to integrate, reconfigure, win and
release resources - to combine and even create market changes. According to Eisenhardt and
Martin (2000), dynamic capabilities are the organizational and strategic routines by which
organizations achieve new configurations of resources as markets emerge, collide, divide,
evolve and die.

According to Peteraf et al., (2013) the seminal study by Teece et al., (1997) presents a
concept linked to the economic area and is related to a highly dynamic environment, while the
concept of Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) is more procedural, applied to a moderately dynamic

environment. Capacity is directly linked to the change that provides for redeployment and
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reconfiguration of organizational resources, meeting the demands of its customers (ZAHRA,
GEORGE 2002), in a purposeful way, dynamic capabilities can create extend or even modify
organizational resources (HELFAT et al., 2007).

Dynamic capabilities occur in the interaction between the organization and practitioners
at all organizational levels, who take advantage of their creative potential to provide
opportunities in the generation of assets for the organization (REGNER, 2008, 2015), a process
that is developed continuously over time (TEECE 2012). Dynamic capabilities provide the
improvement of the organization's operational routines (WILHELM et al., 2015), constantly
seek to seize opportunities and survive the threats presented in the dynamic environment in
which organizations are inserted.

Dynamic capabilities become an important theory for the analysis of strategic renewals,
developed in order to explain how to achieve growth or even sustain competitive advantage in
the face of the dynamism of the environment (AREND; BROMILEY, 2009; ARORA-
JONSSON, BRUNSSON; HASSE, 2020; HELFAT; PETERAF, 2009; TEECE et al., 1997;
TEECE 2007, 2017, 2018; WILDEN et al., 2016).

The competitive advantage lies in managerial and organizational processes (activities,
routines, patterns of current practice and learning), (BURGELMAN et al., 2018;
JARZABKOWSKI, 2005; JARZABKOWSKI; SPEE, 2009; JOHNSON et al., 2003; SEIDL;
WHITTINGTON, 2014; WHITTINGTON, 2006; 2007); shaped by the positions of specific
resources/ assets (technological, complementary, financial assets, reputation, structure,
institutional and market), the strategic alternative paths available for organization and the
opportunities presented by technology and the market (TEECE et al., 1997).

Dynamic capabilities are not limited to specific organizational capabilities as a form of
competitive advantage, their focus is on the process by which the organization develops and
renews its competence. The essence of the dynamic capabilities of its competitive advantage,
according to Teece et al., (1997) is based on the tripod of processes, positions and paths.

Dynamic capabilities visualize the competitive advantage resulting from high
operational performance routines within an organization, shaped by process and positions
(HELFAT,; PETERAF, 2015; TEECE et al.,, 1997). Environmental dynamism forces
organizations to shape themselves based on internal resources, building and reconfiguring their
assets, in order to adapt to market changes. The market is unpredictable, factors such as values,
culture, organizational experiences, distinctive skills and capacity in general, cannot be
acquired, they must be built (EISENHARDT; MARTIN, 2000; TEECE et al., 1997).
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In order to operationalize the process of building dynamic capabilities, Teece (2007)
proposed a way of identifying the origins of dynamic capabilities through microfoundations.
The study by Teece (2007) provided a visualization of the operationalization of the studies of
dynamic capabilities, which we will analyze in the next sections first, which are

microfoundations and then analyze the microfoundations of dynamic capabilities.

3 PERSPECTIVES AND CONCEPTIONS OF MICROFOUNDATIONS

In recent years, interest in studies on microfoundations has increased (POWELL,;
RERUP, 2017), mainly in disciplines such as administration, economics, political sciences and
sociology (HAACK, SIEWEKE; WESSEL, 2020).

Current research on dynamic capabilities has evolved from a macro-level view to
analyze its foundations at the micro level (AMBROSINI; BOWMAN, 2009; HELFAT et al.,
2007; KOUAME; LANGLEY, 2018; PETRICEVIC; TEECE 2019; REGNER, 2008; 2015).
Microfoundations are described as processes and routines implicit in dynamic capabilities
(HELFAT; PETERAF, 2015; PETRICEVIC; TEECE, 2019; TEECE, 2007; 2009).

Microfoundations are not a new topic, studies in the 1960s already addressed the theme
when economists began to discuss how to link micro and macroeconomics, such as Hayek
(1948), in their studies at the Austrian school of economic thought.

The microfoundations were also in the studies of Coleman (1964), Lazarsfeld and
Menzel (1970) and Popper (1957), who studied the philosophy and sociology of the influence
of the collective and the individual in society. They still have Barnard (1938) and March and
Simon (1958), on the micro-level phenomena as people, processes and structures that influence
organizational performance.

Some studies analyze the interaction and influence of individuals' microfoundations and
processes and structures as causing the emergence of capacities (FELDMAN; PENTLAND,
2003; FELIN et al., 2012; HOOPES; MADSEN, 2008; MILLER et al., 2012; SALVATO,
2003). Concomitantly, other studies have conducted research on the origins of resources and
dynamic capabilities (FELIN et al., 2012; HEIMERIKS et al., 2012; HELFAT et al., 2007,
PISANO, 2000; ZOLLO; WINTER, 2002).

Microfoundations have their roots in the foundations of institutional theory, such as
ethnomethodology (SEGRE, 2004; WAKEHAM, 2017; ZUCKER; SCHILKE, 2020),
symbolic interactionism (BLUMER, 1969; FURNARI, 2019) and Bourdieu's theory of practice
(ANESA; CHALKIAS; JARZABKOWSKI; SPEE, 2019; BOURDIEU, 1990;
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GOLDENSTEIN; WALGENBACH, 2019). More recent perspectives also present possibilities
of approach such as inhabited institutionalism (HALLETT, 2010; HALLETT; VENTRESCA,
2006; HALLETT; HAWBAKER, 2020) and Scandinavian institutionalism (BOXENBAUM,;
PEDERSEN, 2009; SURACHAIKULWATTANA; PHILLIPS, 2020).

Research on microfoundations presents three perspectives that stand out: communicative,
cognitive and behavioral (CORNELISSEN; DURAND; FISS; LAMMERS; VAARA, 2015;
JEPPERSON; MEYER, 2011; THORNTON et al., 2012; SIEWEKE, 2014; SMETS et al.,
2015; ZILBER, 2002). Specifically, scholars who emphasize a cognitive perspective explore
how institutional change and maintenance are shaped by thought structures and emotions
(CORNELISSEN, et al., 2015; SIEWEKE, 2014; THORNTON et al., 2012). A communicative
perspective highlights the role of various communicative media in developing an understanding
of appropriate behavior (CORNELISSEN et al., 2015, HAACK, et al., 2020). A behavioral
perspective explores how daily activities and routines structure and restructure institutional
contexts. (JEPPERSON; MEYER, 2011; SMETS et al., 2015; ZILBER, 2002).

The cognitive perspective refers to individuals and structures of collective thinking and
mental representations, such as pictures, categories, schemes and scripts, that prescribe
legitimate ways of acting (CORNELISSEN et al., 2015; SIEWEKE, 2014; THORNTON et al.,
2012 ). The organization can serve as a critical window for the recursive relationships between
macro and micro levels of institutions (CORNELISSEN et al., 2015). A cognitive perspective
explored as institutional change and maintenance are shaped by thought structures and emotions
(HAACK et al., 2020).

The communicative perspective, highlighting the role of various communicative media
in developing an understanding of appropriate behavior, (HAACK et al., 2020). According to
CORNELISSEN et al., (2015), cognition, communication and institutions are inherently
interconnected. Communication is equivalent to a construct that is defined as a process of
interaction in which the actors exchange points of view and build mutual understanding
(CORNELISSEN et al., 2015). Thoughts and / or perspectives are created from combinations
of past and present impressions.

The behavioral perspective focuses on how practices, which are understood as the
grouping of recurring human activities, are formed by institutions and are known for
institutional perspectives (HAACK et al., 2020). Thus, this perspective deals with the fact that
institutions are flexibly instantiated and reiterated, without having a fixed structural order, so
that immediate processes lead individuals to adapt to any situation. The idea that individuals
are essential for institutions is uncontroversial (JEPPERSON; MEYER, 2011), since they
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continually produce the institutions in which they are inserted (SMETS et al., 2015; ZILBER,
2002), being that, it is for through the interactions and daily practices that institutions come to
exercise their influence.

The microfoundations analyze how the micro organizational environment, through the
practices of organizational actors, can influence the results of the macro environment, such as
organizational performance. Likewise, the micro level is influenced by the macro environment
through strategies that are deliberated by the top actors. The microfoundations study the
interaction of the micro and macro levels of the organization and the influence that one implies
on the other, showing that both are interconnected.

According to Felin et al., (2012), microfoundations can serve as causal explanations for
the creation of a routine capacity, or even for studies of their origins. According to Teece (2007),
dynamic capabilities allow organizations to create, implement and protect intangible assets that

support superior long-term business performance.

4 MICROFOUNDATIONS OF CAPABILITIES DYNAMIC

The process of operationalizing dynamic capabilities occurs through the three categories
Teece (2007): (i) (sensing) refers to detection, the ability to perceive and model opportunities
and threats; (ii) (seizing) refers to the ability to take advantage of the opportunities that have
been identified and (iii) (transforming) refers to reconfiguration, the ability to remain
competitive through reinforcement, combination, protection and, when necessary , the
reconfiguration of the organization's tangible and intangible assets.

The development and implementation of the microfoundations of dynamic capabilities
presents challenges, being influenced by the skills, processes, procedures, organizational
structures, decision rules and distinct disciplines, which end up sustaining the capacity for
sensing, seizing and reconfiguring (Teece, 2007).

“Sensing” is the identification, development, co-development and evaluation of
technological opportunities in relation to the customer's needs (HELFAT; WINTER, 2011;
HELFAT; PETERAF, 2003, 2015. TEECE, 2014). According to Nonaka et al., (2016), sensing
results mainly from organizational actors on the front lines that interact directly with the
environment, where the opportunities identified by these actors are synthesized and organized
by them.

“Seizing”, they are aimed at understanding the highlighted opportunities and, to design
solutions and business models that guarantee consumer satisfaction (HELFAT; PETERAF,
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2015; TEECE, 2007). Included in the capabilities of this group are those aimed at guaranteeing
and complying with resources for carrying out the actions designed, as well as the ability to
develop strong relationships along the production chain, in the organization's relationship with
suppliers, complementaries or even customers (TEECE, 2011; 2014).

“Transforming” is the continuous renovation and organizational transformation
(TEECE, 2007; 2014), it refers to the organization's skills to combine and manage the service
strategy, and the organizational design to achieve strategic adjustment (HELFAT; PETERAF,
2015; ZITKIENE et al., 2015). The horizontal organizational structure allows easier knowledge
sharing, increasing not only the capabilities of “transforming”, but also “sensing” and “seizing”
(TEECE, 2007).

The study of the microfoundations of dynamic capabilities provides a detailed analysis
of activities, day-to-day practices, social and cultural actions involved in the process of
developing dynamic capabilities. Also, this approach provides for the identification of
heterogeneity of dynamic capabilities (HAMBRICK; CROSSLAND, 2018; POWELL et al.,

2011), which contributes to their long-term process.

5 THE CORRELATION OF STRATEGY-AS-PRACTICE AND DYNAMIC
CAPABILITIES

Studies from the perspective of strategy-as-practice, with its social focus
(JARZABKOWSKI; LE; BALOGUN, 2019; JOHNSON et al., 2003; WHITTINGTON, 2006,
2019), contribute to the construction of dynamic capabilities, with their focus economic
(HELFAT, 2007; Teece et al., 1997, TEECE, 2007). Dynamic capabilities focus on addressing
processes of aggregation of evolutionary selection and organizational levels, which are shaped
for a more economic context (HELFAT; PETERAF, 2015; REGNER, 2008, 2015). The
strategy-as-practice complements the dynamic capabilities and provides suggestions for a
dynamic view of the strategy, addressing the microfoundations of the dynamics that give rise
to organizational assets. (REGNER, 2008; 2015).

The structure (rules and resources) (JARZABKOWSKI et al., 2019), the agents
(organizational actors / practitioners) (JARZABKOWSKI, 2004; NICOLINI, 2013;
WHITTINGTON, 2006, 2019) and the reconfiguration of activities (routines / practices)
(JARZABKOWSKI, 2004; REGNER, 2008) form a study area that provides for the creation
and / or reconfiguration of dynamic capabilities (REGNER, 2008, 2015). A dynamic view of

strategy needs to go beyond simple correlations between variables and should explain the
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mechanism of how a certain condition interacts to produce a certain organizational asset
(BROMILEY, 2005; HELFAT; PETERAF 2015; TSOUKAS; KNUDSEN, 2002).

Capacity at the organizational level is essential in any dynamic examination of the
strategy, but it needs to be related to the activity and interacting both at the individual and group
levels to understand its origin, the way it changes over time, the processes and mechanisms
underlying social factors (FELDMAN; ORLIKOWSKI, 2011; JARZABKOWSKI et al., 2019;
JARZABKOWSKI, 2004; NICOLINI, 2013; REGNER, 2008, 2015; WHITTINGTON, 2006,
2019).

To identify the origin of dynamic capabilities (EISENHARDTE; MARTIN, 2000;
TEECE et al., 1997), studies of activities and micro practices (JOHNSON et al., 2007;
KOUAME; LANGLEY, 2018) are presented as the way to find the answers, and to be able to
develop the dynamic capabilities that consolidate the competitive advantage before the
competing market.

With regard to the root discipline, while strategy-as-practice is rooted in the social
theory of authors such as Bourdieu (1990), Giddens (1984), Schatzki (2002) and Sztompka
(1991), the fundamental interest of strategy-as-practice (JARZABKOWSKI, 2005;
WHITTINGTON, 1996; 2006; 2007) is focused on social strategic-as-practice, with strategies
and day-to-day activity, concerned with strategizing, focused on the micro-organizational level.

On the other hand, dynamic capabilities (EISENHARDT; MARTIN, 2000; TEECE et
al., 1997; WINTER, 2003), have roots in the evolutionary economics discipline of authors such
as Nelson, Winter, Penrose, Schumpeter and Teece (REGNER, 2008) , concerned with the
organizational level with a focus on routines and capacities at the macro organizational level
(KOUAME; LANGLEY, 2018).

The two perspectives have not only differences, but also similarities. The focus on
processes is one of these convergences, where strategy-as-practice focuses on continuous
process in terms of practice, while dynamic capabilities focus on continuous process in routine
terms (JARZABKOWSKI, 2004; REGNER, 2008:; 2015; TEECE et al., 1997). Both strategy-
as-practice and dynamic capabilities explicitly emphasize standardized processes
(JARZABKOWSKI, 2004; WINTER, 2003).

Another similar characteristic among the perceptives is related to the historical and local
context on which the strategy develops (REGNER, 2008; TEECE et al., 1997). While the
strategy-as-practice perspective mainly focuses on the social and cultural context, the dynamic
capabilities perspective focuses mainly on the economic context (BAUM; DOBBIN, 2000;
REGNER, 2008; 2015).
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The comparative shows that both elements are correlated, identifying that it is possible
to study strategy-as-practice (JARZABKOWSKI, 2004; JOHNSON et al., 2003) through
dynamic capabilities (TEECE et al., 1997; WINTER, 2003) , where strategy-as-practice acts as
a lens to study and understand the process of building dynamic organizational capabilities.

The strategy-as-practice emphasizes the practical strategy, the day-to-day strategy, the
activities present in the daily strategy formation processes, involving the most diverse levels of
the organization, from the highest organizational level (ADNER; HELFAT, 2003; TEECE et
al., 1997; WOICIK, 2020), up to the operational level, including external actors, all are
involved, contributing to the strategy-as-practice process (BALOGUN; JOHNSON, 2004;
FLOYD; WOOLDRIDGE, 2000).

The top organizational level has often, explicitly or implicitly, remained in the spotlight
and this remains true for many of the studies on dynamic capabilities (ADNER; HELFAT,
2003; FLOYD; WOOLDRIDGE, 2000; Teece et al., 1997). In contrast, in the strategy-as-
practice approach, researchers like Burgelman (1983a, b) and Regnér (1999) explicitly
recognize that a diverse set of actors (practitioners) may be involved in the development of new
strategies and the accumulation of assets organization (TEECE et al., 1997).

Middle managers can easily be influential (BALOGUN; JOHNSON 2004; FLOYD;
WOOLDRIDGE, 2000), so that strategies and new organizational assets can be generated at
different organizational levels and, not only at the top manager level, but also between middle
manager and bottom manager (BALOGUN et al., 2003; FLOYD; WOOLDRIDGE, 1992,
2000; WOOLDRIDGE; FLOYD 1990; FLOYD; LANE, 2000).

The strategy formation process also involves external, broader groups, such as
consultants, regulators and consumers (MANTERE, 2005). The inclusion of several strategists
allows for organizational heterogeneity (HAMBRICK; CROSSLAND, 2018; POWELL et al.,
2011), where different actors can reflect on capabilities and can encourage endogenous changes
in such capabilities (FELDMAN; PENTLAND, 2003).

In short, strategy-as-practice can help to complement dynamic capabilities, identifying
how dynamic capabilities generate value for the organization, looking from a practical and
social perspective, involving actors from all levels of the organization, in order to identify social

origins, cultural and practical dynamic capabilities.

6 THEORETICAL MODEL OF STRATEGY-AS-PRACTICE THROUGH THE LENS
OF DYNAMIC CAPABILITIES MICROFOUNDATIONS
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The environment in which the organization operates is a trigger for the need for change
and, consequently, for the creation of dynamic capabilities (REGNER, 2008, 2015). Their
construction being operationalized through the microfoundations of dynamic capabilities
(TEECE, 2007), which are influenced by strategy-as-practice (BALOGUN et al., 2003),
through the intersection of practices, praxis and practitioners.

(1) practices: are related to shared routines, behaviors, traditions, norms and procedures
for thinking and acting (WHITTINGTON, 2006; JOHNSON; LANGLEY; MELIN;
WHITTINGTON, 2007). Practices are social, symbolic and material tools used in making the
strategy (JARZABKOWSKI; SPEE 2009).

(i) praxis: refer to the identification, explanation and analysis of the practices used by
the organization, as well as the way in which people carry out activities JARZABKOWSKI;
SPEE, 2009, WHITTINGTON, 2006; JOHNSON; LANGLEY; MELIN; WHITTINGTON,
2007).

(iii) practitioners: refer to strategists or strategy workers who carry out their practices
and carry out their praxis (WHITTINGTON, 2006; Johnson et al., 2007). Practitioners are the
actors who carry out the formulation of strategies (JARZABKOWSKI; SPEE 2009).

Figure 1 illustrates the model that we now present for the analysis of this study. The
model is structured in three elements: (i) dynamic environment, functioning as a kitten to create
dynamic capabilities; (ii) interaction of microfoundations of dynamic capabilities through the
lens of strategy-as-practice, where the transformation of strategies generating dynamic
capabilities occurs; and finally; (iii) dynamic capabilities, which are generated and provide the
identification of its origins, as well as its shielding from the knowledge of the elements that
formed and implemented it.

Figure 1 - strategy-as-practice, through the lens of Microfoundations of dynamic capabilities
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The dynamic environment in which organizations are found, provides the entry of
novelties (threats and / or opportunities), which will allow variations in the environment, which
will be managed by the medium level (REGNER, 2008). The trigger, caused by the dynamic
environment, forces organizations to create dynamic capabilities to survive environmental
changes. Dynamic capabilities are operationalized by the microfoundations of dynamic
capabilities (sensing, seizing and transforming), which are influenced by strategy-as-practice
(practices, praxis and practitioners).

The strategy-as-practice through the lens of the microfoundations of capabilities has
nine categorizations that were conceptualized from the main authors about microfoundations
of dynamic capabilities such as Ellonen et al., (2011), Regnér (2008, 2015) and Teece (2007,
2009, 2014); and from the main authors on strategy-as-practice like Jarzabkowski et al. (2007),
Jarzabkowski and Spee (2009), Jarzabkowski, (2005), Jarzabkowski and Whittington, (2008),
Regnér (2008, 2015), Whittington (1996, 2006).
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Table 1 - Categories of microfoundations of dynamic capabilities through the lens of strategy-as-practice

Data Practice Praxis Practitioners Authors

Sensing Sensing Practices Sensing Praxis Sensing practitioners
Sensing practices are practices related | Sensing praxis are praxis related to the | Sensing practitioners are practitioners
to the identification and monitoring of | identification  and monitoring  of | related to identifying and monitoring | Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) ;
organizational opportunities. organizational opportunities. organizational opportunities. Ellonen et al., (2011); Helfat
They are tools and procedures (norms | These are socially achieved activities, | Are the actors and the description of | (2000, 2007); Helfat and
and cognitive procedures), involved in | which are responsible for the direction and | their involvement in the processes | Peteraf (2003, 2009, 2015),
activities related to how the | survival of the organization, in activities | involved in activities related to how | Helfat et al (2007); Helfat and
organization monitors its | related to how the organization monitors its | the  organization ~ monitors  its | Winter (2011); Jarzabkowski
organizational environment and how it | organizational environment and how it | organizational environment and how | (2004, 2005); Jarzabkowski et
identifies opportunities. identifies opportunities it identifies opportunities al., (2012); Jarzabkowski et al.,

Seizing Seizing Practices Seizing praxis Seizing practitioners (2016) ; Jarzabkowski et al.,

Seizing practices are practices related
to taking advantage of the opportunities
identified.

They are organizational tools and
procedures (norms and cognitive
procedures) related to the activities of
how the opportunities identified by the
organization are used and learned.

The seizing praxis are the praxis related to
the use of the identified opportunities.
These are socially achieved activities,
which are responsible for the direction and
survival of the organization, in the activities
of how the opportunities identified by the
organization are used and learned.

Seizing practitioners are practitioners
related to taking advantage of the
opportunities identified.

They are actors and the description of
their involvement in the process,
related to the activities of how the
opportunities  identified by the
organization are used and learned.

Transforming

Transforming Practices
Transforming  practices are the
practices involved in the
reconfiguration process to shape the
changes required for organizational
development. They are organizational
tools and procedures (norms and
cognitive procedures) related to the
activities involved in the organizational
reconfiguration process in order to
shape the necessary changes for its
development.

Transforming Praxis

The praxis of transforming are the praxis
involved in the reconfiguration process to
shape the necessary changes to
organizational development. These are
socially achieved activities, which are
responsible for the direction and survival of
the organization, in the activities involved
in the organizational reconfiguration
process to shape the necessary changes for
organizational development.

Transforming practitioners
Transforming  practitioners  are
practitioners  involved in  the
reconfiguration process to shape the
changes needed for organizational
development.  Actors and the
description of their involvement are
related activities in the organizational
reconfiguration process to shape the
changes necessary for organizational
development

(2019) ; Jarzabkowski and
Kaplan (2010); Jarzabkowski
et al.,, (2007); Jarzabkowski
and Seidl (2008);
Jarzabkowski and Spee (2009);
Jarzabkowski and Whittington
(2008); Regnér (2008, 2015);
Teece et al.,, (1997); Teece
(2007, 2009, 2011, 2012, 2014,
2017) and Whittington (1996,
2002, 2006, 2007, 2017).
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Table 1, the concepts of the categories of the micro-fundament of dynamic capabilities,
correlates with the categories of strategy-as-practice, in order to present a way of analyzing
practices, praxis and practitioners, through the lens of sensing, seizing and transforming.

Practices (JARZABKOWSKI et al., 2007; WHITTINGTON, 1996, 2002) are present
in dynamic capabilities (TEECE et al., 1997), through the creation and development of
activities, routines, processes or even environments that enable and instigate its creation, its
development and its improvement.

The correlation of strategy-as-practice, with dynamic capabilities (REGNER, 2008,
2015), shows that they are in a context of active positions, that is, it uses technological, financial
and structural resources for organizational development (TEECE et al., 1997).

Strategy-as-practice (JARZABKOWSKI, 2005) can complement dynamic capabilities
(TEECE et al., 1997; WINTER, 2003), through its praxis, which comes to strengthen,
incorporating technological, financial and structural culture in the organization , through
artifacts, language and cognitions that contribute to the organizational change necessary to
survive the turbulent environment (BURGELMAN et al., 2018; FELDMAN; ORLIKOWSKI,
2011; JARZABKOWSKI et al.,, 2016; SEIDL; WHITTINGTON, 2014; VAARA,
WHITTINGTON , 2012).

Praxis are also present in dynamic capabilities through the activity flows accepted by
society and that guide the development strategies of organizations (JARZABKOWSKI, 2005;
JOHNSON et al., 2003; WHITTINGTON, 2006, 2007). The creation of a favorable
environment for innovation is seen through the action of praxis, creating an organizational
culture focused on innovation (JARZABKOWSKI, 2005). Innovation is built on a daily basis,
in the social environment and on a daily basis of organizational activities, resulting from the
interaction of organizational actors and their resources made available by the organization
(JARZABKOWSKI et al., 2007).

Strategy-as-practice complements dynamic capabilities, through its practitioners, who
are at different organizational levels (WHITTINGTON, 2002; REGNER, 2015). The strategy
occurs through the commitment of practitioners to carry out new practices or even the
combination of existing ones, in order to achieve the objectives and goals deliberated by the top
level (JARZABKOWSKI, 2005; WHITTINGTON, 1996; 2006; 2007).

The practitioner is not only present in dynamic capabilities (EISENHARDT; MARTIN,
2000, TEECE et al., 1997), but also presents himself as a key player in the dynamic process
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(HELFAT, 2007; TEECE, 2007), acting both individually and collective, internal or external to
the organization. Understanding strategic changes requires a greater focus on organizational
actors and real experiences, dynamic capabilities require a high level of commitment from
practitioners (AMBROSINI; BOWMAN, 2009).

The different profiles of practitioners provide organizations with heterogeneous
strategies (HAMBRICK; CROSSLAND, 2018; POWELL et al., 2011), making it difficult for
competitors to copy dynamic capabilities (EISENHARDT; MARTIN, 2000, TEECE et al.,
1997), ensuring the shielding of strategies over time (JARZABKOWSKI, 2004; PETERAF,
1993; TEECE et al., 1997).

Organizational actors present themselves as key elements for success in the process of
creating and / or reconfiguring dynamic capabilities. They orchestrate the internal and external
processes for building dynamic capabilities. According to Teece (2007), organizational actors
have a much larger role than the simple coordination of the organization. The organizational
actor needs to recognize problems and trends in order to orchestrate resources and processes,
creating organizational opportunities.

The strategy-as-practice is the study of the practices carried out by its practitioners in
the place where it occurs in the context in which it is inserted (BALOGUN et al., 2003). The
strategy-as-practice highlights the way in which organizational actors carry out their strategies,
emphasizing the concept of strategizing, which relates the performance of activities with the
elaboration of strategies by strategists (WHITTINGTON, 1996). As the activities generate
results for the organization, they show themselves as competitive advantages of the same
(JOHNSON et al., 2003).

The term “dynamic” is an expression presented exclusively in relation to dynamic
capabilities, on the other hand, practices, praxis and practitioners could show whether the
environment is dynamic. Regnér's (2008) studies emphasize that the advance in the approach
of studies on dynamic capabilities and strategy-as-practice provides a fertile basis for examining
and explaining the dynamic process through which unique organizational assets are developed.

From the point of view of practices, the creation and modification of assets can occur in
different ways, such as: making strategies more flexible to better adapt to the turbulent
environment; creating processes and routines that favor learning and the appreciation of prior
knowledge; also creating not only structure, but an environment conducive to innovative
development (CARDOSO, ROSSETTO; DA SILVA, 2018).

Studies, for example, of meeting artifacts, spreadsheets, graphical representations,

flipcharts, strategic events and reviews that will contribute to strategic processes, according to
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Jarzabkowski et al., (2019) are also examples of tools that can be analyzed to identify ways that
can contribute to strategy practices and decision-making processes, important for building and
modifying assets. These are practices that can be studied in organizations in order to analyze
the practices carried out that are inserted in a dynamic environment (CHATTERJEE et al.,
2021).

From a praxis point of view, it collaborates with the creation and modification of assets
in dynamic environments as it identifies and analyzes the practices used by the organization, as
well as the analysis of how the organization develops and modifies assets to survive in dynamic
environments (CARDOSO et al., 2020). As an example of studies of praxis in a dynamic
environment, we can mention the involvement and combination of cognitive, behavioral,
procedural, discursive, motivational, emotional and physical activities that when analyzed,
combined, coordinated and adapted, they generate new organizational assets, providing the
creation and modification of assets for organizations.

With regard to practitioners who are the organizational actors responsible for
formulating strategies, they end up becoming key pieces to identify the strategic actions
developed for the creation and modification of unique assets in dynamic environments
(CARDOSO et al., 2018). For example, actors' creative engagements in practices or capabilities
can facilitate endogenous change in such practices and capabilities. According to Kearney et
al., (2019), and Regnér (2008), the practitioners' approach can explain how the interactions
between certain actors within a sociocultural and cognitive context, surrounded by certain
artifacts, can generate a particular type of behavior and, in the end, as a result, generate unique
strategies.

For example, studying the activities of middle management (BALOGUN, 2011), it is
possible to analyze how these organizational actors (practitioners) perform activities and
formulate their strategies, contributing to the construction of unique assets, providing superior
performance to organizations. In this way, the study of how strategic activities are built at the
micro level can provide the identification of the origins of dynamic capabilities, facilitating the
shielding of these resources from competitors.

It is still important to highlight that the studies of practices, praxis and practitioners not
individually, but in combination, provide a more in-depth analysis of the strategic activities
carried out by organizations in their dynamic environments to generate competitive advantage,
through the creation and modification of assets. unique (CHATTERJEE et al., 2021.

According to a study by Regnér (2008), strategy-as-practice can complement the studies

of dynamic capabilities with regard to the activities underlying organizational assets, providing
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the creation and/or modification of an organization's assets. At this point, the construction and
modification of assets could be analyzed through practices, analyzing the social, symbolic and
material tools used in the creation and modification of the assets. Studies of practices and praxis
could explain the flow of assets created and modified, as well as studies of organizational actors
(practitioners) would allow analyzing how the processes of formulating strategies are carried
out.

According to Regnér (2008), strategy-as-practice examines the detailed internal
workings of organizational mechanisms and how certain agents and structures socially
incorporated through combinations, rather than treated individually, can generate competitive
advantage. In this direction, the combination of strategy-as-practice elements can be an
important way to identify the activities responsible for the creation and modification of unique
assets that provide organizations with a competitive advantage (BARNEY, 1991).

In summary, understanding the different combinations between certain activities,
cognitive, behavioral, language structures and artifacts, provides a better understanding of how
social practices can help organizations create and modify their dynamic capabilities
(CARDOSO et al 2020; REGNER 2008).

7 FINAL REMARKS

This study analyzed strategy-as-practice through the lens of the microfoundations of
dynamic capabilities. It was found that looking at dynamic capabilities through the lens of
strategy-as-practice identifies the social and cultural factors involved in the process of
developing strategies, which makes it possible to analyze the factors that provide the
heterogeneity of dynamic organizational capabilities.

The analysis of organizational strategies at the micro level makes it possible to identify
the activities that gave rise to dynamic capabilities, in order to shield them while maintaining
them over time, or even by implementing mechanisms that replicate dynamic capabilities in
other organizations, when necessary.

The microfoundations of dynamic capabilities can contribute to the analysis of
capabilities, but the strategy-as-practice provides for finding heterogeneities in the process of
capabilities building, identifying social and cultural factors as well as the role of organizational
actors in the process of developing dynamic capabilities.

The conclusion of this study indicates that strategies-as-practice, through the lens of

dynamic capabilities, provide an analysis of the construction of dynamic capabilities, in order
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to identify the strategic activities and organizational assets necessary for the construction of
heterogeneous capabilities, maintaining the dynamic capabilities over time.

In this step, we have two perspectives, one being social (strategy-as-practice) and the
other economic (dynamic capabilities), which despite having different roots, can correlate so
that the first manages to contribute to the construction of the second. To do so, it is necessary
to resort to theoretical renunciations that may be necessary in order to take advantage of the full
potential of the strategy-as-practice approach and dynamic capabilities, leaving research with a
focus on long-term plans, focused on top management, formal strategies and analysis of
organizations in stable environments; for studies focusing on short-term plans, involving other
organizational levels such as micro or meso, informal strategies and analysis of organizations
in dynamic environments.

As limitations of the study, we highlight the care taken to analyze and correlate social
aspects through the dynamic capabilities approach. Dynamic capabilities are primarily aimed
at high-level actors in the organization, while strategy-as-practice addresses management at
different organizational levels. The strategy-as-practice perspective emphasizes the practical
strategy, the day-to-day strategy, the activities present in the daily processes of strategy
formation. Involving the most diverse levels of the organization, from the high organizational
level to the operational level, including external actors, everyone is involved, contributing to
the strategy process as a practice. While the characteristic processes such as focal unit and
strategic focus of dynamic capabilities are concerned with the ability to generate value for the
organization.

Another limitation is in the context of the two perspectives, while the strategy-as-
practice is focused on a socially and culturally embedded context, analyzing social, cognitive,
language/symbolic factors and artifacts; dynamic capabilities are geared to the context of the
positions of technological, financial and structural assets.

As future lines of research, we highlight the need for theoretical and empirical studies
that address the care of analyzing social aspects through the perspective of dynamic capabilities,
addressing the lack of studies that address the perspectives of strategy-as-practice and dynamic
capabilities as a mechanism to improve organizational performance.

Yet as future lines of research, although dynamic capabilities address issues of how
organizational assets are created and modified, there are few studies addressing this process and
activities in detail that involve how organizational actors carry out their activities.

Thus, we understand that it is possible to establish a relationship from the perspective

of the microfoundations of dynamic capabilities. Since capacity building requires the
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reformulation and remodeling of processes, skills and routines knowing that the mechanism

that works in these cases is dynamic capabilities.
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