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Abstract. Digital transformation is a strategic and organisational process rather than 

merely the acquisition of software. Artificial intelligence (AI) can support operational redesign, 

improved services and new forms of value creation, but these opportunities do not guarantee 

sustained competitiveness. This conceptual study considers how enterprise leaders in 

Uzbekistan can align AI-related innovation with strategy, governance and organisational 

capabilities. Combining the dynamic capabilities perspective with influential digital-

transformation literature and contemporary AI risk-management guidance, the paper proposes 

a four-stage strategic transformation cycle: sense opportunities, select an initiative portfolio, 

reconfigure business processes and evaluate performance. It introduces a practical portfolio-

screening logic and a multidimensional scorecard distinguishing technology deployment from 

business outcomes. A hypothetical example illustrates the managerial choices involved without 

purporting to report observed results. The contribution is a strategic management model that 

links opportunity recognition, resource reconfiguration, learning and evidence-based renewal 

in an emerging-economy setting. Four propositions are formulated for future empirical 

research. The paper offers a decision framework, not measured evidence of AI effects on Uzbek 

enterprises. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Investment in digital tools and artificial intelligence (AI) does not, by itself, amount to 

strategic transformation. A company can automate reports, install software or launch a chatbot 

while leaving its customer proposition, work processes and strategic choices almost unchanged. 

The management challenge is to determine how technological possibilities can be connected to 

valuable organisational change. This requires leaders to choose investments, coordinate people 

and processes, protect stakeholders and decide whether a new capability actually strengthens 

the enterprise. 

Management research distinguishes digitisation, digitalisation and digital transformation. 

Digitisation converts analogue information into digital form; digitalisation uses digital 

technologies to improve activities and interactions; digital transformation involves broader 

changes in the organisation and its approach to value creation [1]. Vial [2] treats digital 

transformation as a process in which technological changes create pressures and opportunities 

that call for strategic responses and organisational adaptation. This distinction matters because 

a rise in digital activity is not necessarily evidence of greater competitiveness. 
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For Uzbekistan, the national AI development strategy through 2030 provides a relevant 

policy backdrop [3]. Yet a national strategic priority does not resolve the firm-level questions 

of which initiatives to pursue, how to coordinate implementation or what indicators should 

justify scale-up. Accordingly, this paper asks: how can enterprise management translate AI 

opportunities into a coherent transformation portfolio and assess the contribution of that 

portfolio to competitiveness? 

2. CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATION: DYNAMIC CAPABILITIES AND 

TRANSFORMATION 

The dynamic capabilities perspective is the primary theoretical basis. Teece, Pisano and 

Shuen [4] describe the importance of an organisation’s capacity to integrate, build and 

reconfigure competences in changing environments. In a later elaboration, Teece [5] 

emphasises sensing opportunities and threats, seizing opportunities and transforming resources. 

These ideas shift analysis away from ownership of a technology toward the managerial ability 

to recognise a relevant opportunity and alter the organisation in response. 

Digital-transformation scholarship reinforces this interpretation. Verhoef and colleagues [1] 

associate transformation with strategic growth choices, organisational structures and new 

performance metrics, while Vial [2] highlights changes in value creation and internal barriers. 

For AI, an organisation may need to redesign decision rights, update employee skills, adapt 

customer interaction and introduce review practices for automated outputs. When these 

complements are absent, useful software may remain an isolated operational experiment. 

The strategic-management perspective also makes risk a core consideration. Guidance from 

the NIST AI Risk Management Framework [6] provides a useful vocabulary for ongoing 

oversight, assessment and response. It is voluntary guidance and is not a substitute for the legal 

requirements of Uzbekistan or particular sectors. Its relevance in this paper lies in connecting 

management accountability to the life cycle of AI-enabled change. 

From these perspectives, competitiveness is treated here as a multidimensional outcome 

rather than simply higher revenue or a claim of market leadership. It may involve greater service 

reliability, improved responsiveness, learning speed, innovation capacity or cost effectiveness. 

Whether any of these outcomes materialise is an empirical question that cannot be settled by 

conceptual analysis alone. 

3. RESEARCH PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH 

The purpose is to develop a process model for selecting, managing and evaluating AI-driven 

transformation initiatives in Uzbek enterprises. The method is a structured conceptual synthesis 

of established management theories, research on digital transformation and selected 

institutional guidance. It follows three analytical steps: identifying theoretical mechanisms 

linking technology to strategic value, mapping those mechanisms to practical executive 

decisions and deriving candidate performance measures and propositions for future testing. 

The work does not claim to present a systematic review or original data from Uzbek firms. 

It does not establish that any sector has achieved particular savings, profitability growth or 

innovation performance because of AI. The proposed cycle and scorecard are analytical outputs 
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requiring adaptation, implementation research and external validation. This is consistent with 

the aim of producing a testable strategic management model rather than an invented case study. 

4. THE PROPOSED STRATEGIC TRANSFORMATION CYCLE 

Stage 1 — Sense. Senior managers begin by examining customer expectations, competitive 

change, internal inefficiencies and opportunities to improve the business model. The purpose 

is not to compile a catalogue of available AI tools, but to identify situations in which a better 

decision, faster service, improved prediction or new offering could matter strategically. 

Environmental scanning should be paired with evidence from employees and customers. 

Managers also need to ask whether the identified problem is sufficiently stable and observable 

to permit meaningful evaluation. 

Stage 2 — Select. Leaders compare potential initiatives as a portfolio rather than approving 

unrelated proposals one at a time. Each proposal should specify the strategic objective, intended 

users, baseline process, likely benefits, required data, implementation cost and principal risks. 

High strategic value does not justify bypassing feasibility or governance checks. A lower-

complexity pilot with measurable outcomes may be a better initial investment than a prominent 

but poorly specified system. 

Stage 3 — Reconfigure. Once an initiative is selected, management must adapt business 

processes and decision responsibilities. This may include staff training, revision of standard 

operating procedures, changes to data access, new partnerships or redesign of customer 

journeys. In this stage, AI becomes part of an organisational system, not an isolated application. 

Human oversight should be matched to the significance of each decision, and contingency 

procedures should be defined in case the system is unreliable or unavailable. 

Stage 4 — Evaluate and renew. The enterprise compares outcomes with a baseline, relevant 

alternative and pre-specified targets. Evaluation should account for hidden costs such as 

verification time, integration, training and error correction. An initiative may warrant 

expansion, redesign, containment or discontinuation. Lessons from unsuccessful initiatives can 

still create strategic value when they improve the organisation’s capacity to identify suitable 

opportunities. The cycle therefore loops back to sensing and portfolio selection rather than 

ending at initial deployment. 

5. PORTFOLIO SCREENING AND GOVERNANCE GATES 

A practical portfolio can be reviewed through four criteria: strategic fit, delivery feasibility, 

expected measurable value and risk acceptability. Strategic fit asks whether the initiative 

advances a documented business objective. Feasibility considers availability of suitable data, 

technology, capable personnel, time and funding. Measurable value requires a baseline and 

reasonable indicators that can be monitored. Risk acceptability covers confidentiality, safety, 

fairness, reliability, cybersecurity and obligations imposed by relevant law or contracts. 

Managers should not treat the four criteria as interchangeable. A project with high expected 

value may still be unacceptable if sensitive information would be processed without appropriate 

safeguards. Conversely, a technically feasible project may have little strategic value. A 

governance gate should therefore apply before testing, before deploying with real users and 
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before expanding to additional functions. Table 1 suggests the evidence that management could 

require at each gate. 

Table 1. Proposed decision gates for AI-related strategic initiatives 

Decision 

point 

Minimum management 

evidence 

Possible decision 

Before 

pilot 

Strategic objective; workflow 

baseline; accountable owner; 

initial risk and data review 

Approve bounded test / revise / 

stop 

Before live 

use 

Pilot comparison; user training; 

oversight procedure; documented 

exception handling 

Proceed under controls / 

redesign 

Before 

scale-up 

Repeated performance 

evidence; sustainable cost; 

monitored risks; adoption 

capability 

Scale selectively / hold / 

discontinue 

 

6. A COMPETITIVENESS-ORIENTED PERFORMANCE SCORECARD 

Digital transformation requires measures that distinguish inputs from outcomes. Spending 

on licences, training employees and deploying software are implementation activities. They can 

be necessary, but none independently demonstrates improved enterprise performance. A 

multidimensional scorecard should capture operational, customer and market, organisational-

learning and governance outcomes, as outlined in Table 2. Indicators should be selected before 

the pilot and adjusted to the industry. 

Operational indicators may include mean processing time per comparable transaction, 

correction rates, service availability and full cost per completed workflow. Market-value 

indicators may include repeat-customer rates, response times and measured adoption of a new 

product or service. Capability indicators may assess whether employees can correctly interpret 

AI outputs, whether teams exchange lessons and how rapidly processes can be improved. 

Governance indicators may track human-review rates, unresolved incidents and the time 

needed to correct harmful or inaccurate outputs. 

The scorecard should include both intended benefits and possible countervailing effects. 

For example, faster message generation has limited value if employees spend additional time 

correcting misleading content. A reduction in processing time may also be undesirable if it is 

achieved by removing necessary quality checks. Managers should define a small set of 

decision-relevant measures, retain qualitative feedback and avoid treating any single metric as 

a complete expression of competitiveness. 
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Table 2. Suggested transformation-outcome scorecard 

Dimensio

n 

Example measure Interpretation / caution 

Operations 
Time per comparable case; 

corrected errors; cost per case 

Control for case mix and 

monitoring expense 

Customer 

value 

Service response time; 

customer feedback; retention 

Do not equate faster replies 

with better service 

Organisati

onal capability 

Training assessment; process 

improvements; adoption by 

intended users 

Training attendance alone is not 

competence 

Governanc

e 

Escalation frequency; incidents 

resolved; review coverage 

More reported issues may 

indicate better detection 

 

7. ILLUSTRATIVE MANAGERIAL APPLICATION 

Consider a hypothetical mid-sized Uzbek producer considering three initiatives: automated 

demand forecasting, AI-assisted customer support and AI-based review of equipment-

maintenance logs. This is a pedagogical example, not an observed enterprise case. Management 

might discover that customer-support messages are adequately documented for a low-risk 

supervised pilot, while maintenance records are incomplete and forecasting requires better 

sales-data consistency. 

The strategic choice is not necessarily to select the most technically ambitious project. A 

bounded customer-support pilot might produce clearer learning about workflow redesign and 

client needs. Meanwhile, the enterprise could invest in recording consistent maintenance data 

and improving forecasting inputs. After the pilot, managers would assess service quality, full 

workflow cost and employee confidence before deciding whether to expand. The example 

illustrates how portfolio discipline can sequence transformation without assuming that AI must 

be deployed in every function. 

8. PROPOSITIONS AND AN EMPIRICAL RESEARCH AGENDA 

Four propositions follow from the model. P1: the stronger the alignment between AI 

initiatives and explicit competitive priorities, the more likely enterprises are to select initiatives 

with measurable business value. P2: process redesign and employee capability development 

will mediate the association between AI deployment and improvements in operational 

performance. P3: organisations that regularly review pilot outcomes will be more likely to 

discontinue low-value initiatives and redirect resources to stronger opportunities. P4: integrated 

governance practices will be associated with more reliable long-term use of AI-enabled 

processes. 

Future research could combine interviews with executive teams, longitudinal project 

records and employee surveys. Comparative designs should distinguish industries, 

organisational scale and baseline digital maturity. Measures could include project-level 

selection decisions, investment and monitoring costs, process metrics and customer outcomes 
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observed across time. Such designs would allow researchers to assess whether strategic 

alignment and dynamic capabilities explain differences in AI outcomes, while recognising that 

external conditions and prior organisational performance may also play important roles. 

9. DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS AND CONCLUSION 

For business leaders, the model emphasises that transformation is a portfolio of managerial 

choices rather than a checklist of technologies. For educators and enterprise-support 

organisations, it suggests a need to connect AI literacy with strategy, process design and 

evaluation skills. For policymakers, the framework points to the relevance of organisational 

capacities alongside technology infrastructure and access. These are implications for 

consideration, not claims that the suggested interventions have been experimentally proven. 

The analysis is limited by its conceptual nature, selected literature base and lack of firm-

level empirical evidence. The proposed scorecard cannot be universally applied without 

adjustment: manufacturers, service providers and small owner-managed firms may define 

competitiveness differently. Furthermore, changes in market conditions can influence 

outcomes independently of AI. Future validation should test the cycle across sectors and 

investigate unintended consequences as well as intended benefits. 

The central conclusion is that AI can contribute to enterprise competitiveness only through 

management decisions that connect technology to purpose, resource reconfiguration, 

governance and learning. The proposed sense–select–reconfigure–evaluate cycle offers a 

transparent basis for those decisions. Its usefulness in Uzbekistan should be evaluated through 

carefully designed empirical studies rather than presumed in advance. 
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