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The Impact of Dynamic Environment on Strategic
Transformation and Organizational Change-
The Moderating Role of Dynamic Capabilities
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Abstract :

When facing a highly competitive and changing environment, in order to cope with
changes in the external environment, the organization must carry out the necessary
strategic transformation and organizational change to maintain a competitive advantage.
Due to external environmental changes in enterprises, dynamic capabilities will enhance
the impact of external environmental changes on strategic transformation and
organizational change. The results show that external environmental changes will
influence on strategic transformation and organizational change. Firms are likely to
transfer their store model from multiple points to single point under conditions of
perceived opportunity than under conditions of perceived threat, and firms are likely to
adopt forced evolution and doctoral transfomation under conditions of perceived
opportunity than under conditions of perceived threat. Finally, sensing and seizing
capability (a key dynamic capability) will enhance the impact of external environmental

changes on strategic transformation and organizational change.

Keyword: Resource-Based Theory, Organizational Change, Strategic Transformation,

Dynamic Capabilities
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