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the researcher’s analytical judgement. These limitations are mi



Teece, Pisano, and Shuen (1997) define dynamic capabilities as the firm’s capacity to 

organisation’s 

and maintained. Cohen and Levinthal’s (1990) concept of absorptive capacity, the firm’s 

nonetheless respond very differently. March’s (1991) distinction between exploration and 

exploitation, and O’Reilly and Tushman’s (2008) treatment of the capacity



trust as a function of perceptions of a counterpart’s ability, benevolence, and integrity 

how Google’s 

–



organisation’s





retrieval models that treated documents and queries as “bags of words”,

measures. Google’s Panda update 



(“car” “automobile”)

different senses (“apple” the fruit versus “Apple” the company). Classical vector

“jaguar” might signal

given the user’s context. Latent Semantic Analysis (Deerwester et al., 1990) and later neural 

Commercial search engines operationalised these insights gradually. Google’s Knowledge 

“things” “strings”,





undermining narratives about universally “most important” factors and placing a premium 

systems such as Google’s AI Overviews to produce narrative responses grounded in cited 

reasoning steps. The result is a “zero click” dynamic in which a growing share 



Google’s

selective exposure are users’



party data. For organisations, “doing SEO” in a 

external links or formal credentials that shape Google’s ass



creator’s

sponsored content, a dynamic that Cialdini’s (1984) framework of

discovery to purchase. The platform’s emphasis on aspirational imagery has attracted 

far less than the probability of purchase a product’s profile signals, so that Amazon SEO is 



Amazon’s own

environment on which a brand’s visibility depends.

Tools such as Perplexity, Microsoft Copilot, and Google’s AI Overviews synthesise multi
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counterpart’s competence, benevolence, 

Amazon’s Google’s



firm’s past conduct and future prospects relative to its competitors (Fombrun & Shanley, 



title’s

on a restaurant’s rating linked to meaningful revenue change (Luca, 2016). The same 



but difficult to encode directly into a ranking system, and Google’s E

the company’s Search Quality Evaluator Guidelines, it functions as a bridge between how 

frequently lost in practitioner discourse, concerns the framework’s status within the ranking 

page adjustment can “set” a site’s E

The framework’s four 



entire framework and is, in Google’s own characterisation,

“Your Life”

qualities a credible source tends to exhibit, shifting the managerial question from “which 

boxes must be ticked” to “what kind of organisation reliabl

properties.”

“about”

steps are not without value, but treating them as sufficient misunderstands the framework’s 





others’

Hirshleifer, & Welch, 1992). Online, bestseller lists, “trending” labels, and

amplifies the effect, contributing to a “winner most” pattern
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r’s expertise, interpreting



technology’s potential is realised (Brynjolfs



depends on the organisation’s capacity

firm’s



firm’s



of dynamic capabilities is well suited to this purpose: it distinguishes a firm’s ordinary 



a firm’s ability to improve is a property of how it is organised rather than of the talent of any 

; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008), which here means 

capturing the efficiency today’s automation offers while continuing to experiment with new 







the thesis’s overarching aim into discrete, investigable tasks. The objectives are to trace 



between the two instruments. The questionnaire generates evidence on practitioners’ AI 

dimension of RQ3 is approached through the literature and through practitioners’ accounts 

‘correct’ answers 
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informant’s reasoning 



up question that establishes the informant’s role and scope of responsibility, 
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–
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survey’s 
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minute window. With the informant’s 
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variables that the methodology designates as analytical anchors, the organisation’s AI 

organisational sector, organisational size, the respondent’s involvement in search

decisions, and the respondent’s personal use of AI tools. These 
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reported “more

years” “I do not use AI tools.”

classified as “Other” (25%) include several positions outside the core digital
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“We do AI tools” “Never Rarely”

Adoption across the sample is both widespread and frequent. Every respondent’s 



on application, a pattern consistent with the literature’s account of generative tools 



literature’s observation that the immediate appeal of 

for the chapter’s central prop
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organisation’s



the thesis’s contention that the basis of effective search performance has shifted from 



support the thesis’s claim that the binding constraint on E





combined for legibility. “None yet” on concrete changes (Q15) was reported by four of six 

capability and oversight, which is consistent with the thesis’s proposition that advantage 



that the sample’s





strategic scalability, corresponds closely to Chapter 1’s argument that the most 

value of AI depends on the organisation’s capacity to interpret and apply it rather than on 



is difficult to reconcile with the same respondents’ ranking of content accuracy and 



practitioners’ expectations

level evidence on the thesis’s normative claim that 

it to become central to their organisation’s strategy, so that three



methodology’s

and expertise beliefs recorded in section 3.4 and with the thesis’s normative claim that, as 

survey’s aggregate figures become



The informant’s account locates AI firmly within the operational layer of the organisation 

This characterisation does more than corroborate the survey’s adoption figures; it explains 

g the survey’s distribution: firms layer AI 

from the practitioner’s vantage 

Read against the conceptual framework, the finding refines the thesis’s central distinction 

informant’s insistence that AI augments rather than replaces expertise implies tha



workflows; and, tellingly, resistance to change has become one of the organisation’s 

et al., 1997; Teece, 2007). The informant’s description of stable roles overlaying 

1990). The informant’s emphasis on continuous learning and AI literacy describes precisely 



not the availability of tools but the organisation’s willingness and ability to learn.

The interview thereby illuminates the survey’s most consequential result. Section 3.5 found 

adapted. The informant’s account suggests why 

the friction that the survey’s less

The analytical significance of this account lies in its juxtaposition with the survey’s 



informant’s rejection of AI

The fourth theme develops the interview’s account of how authority is constituted in an AI

informant’s



framework’s treatment

The informant’s account clarifies what the survey’s believers have grasped in principle but 

intermediary’s role, on this reading, is partly to supply the authority

Theoretically, the interview reinforces the thesis’s conception of digital trust as 

than through any single signal (Mayer et al., 1995; Fogg, 2003). The informant’s 

The fifth theme emerged as one of the strongest in the interview, and it extends the thesis’s 



and AI Overviews. Social proof, in the informant’s framing, has acquired a dual function: it 

survey’s

thesis’s argument about AI visibility. Section 3.4 recorded that the proposition attracting the 

nformant’s account thus elevates

consumer’s

The sixth theme addresses the trajectory of search optimisation itself, and the informant’s 



This account aligns the interview with the survey’s forward

thesis’s normative claim. Section 3.7 found practitioners to expect AI to grow in strategic

tool adoption, a tendency the ranking item’s data quality prevented from

The final theme assembles the interview’s dispersed observations into an account of 

tes the firm’s 



of WhitePress’s 
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The informant’s inventory maps onto these criteria with some precision. The 

with the informant’s implicit recognition that technology alone, being purchasable, cannot 



building capability described under the fourth. WhitePress’s advantage, on this 

content generation, that might appear to threaten an intermediary’s relevance.

organisation’s

functional collaboration, a portfolio aimed at extending the firm’s existing 





nt. Every respondent’s 



thesis’s intermediary’s



organisation’s

credibility and author authority materially affect ranking, that an organisation’s perceived 

it, and the gap between the two is the section’s principal finding. Although seventy



in doing so it explains the survey’s gap from the other side. The intermediary

why the survey’s believers have not operationalised it: the practices that would 

their organisations have not made. The intermediary’s own role is partly defined by 





no longer be confined to the consumer’s decision: it is increa

mechanisms that determine which brands the consumer encounters at all, so that a brand’s 



with the same respondents’ own risk assessment, in which content accuracy, misinformation, 



Google, 2023). The intermediary’s rejection of machine

e that constitutes the firm’s durable asset (March, 1991).

diminishing as the technology matures. The survey’s most troubling result, that the 



the game, which is the strategic meaning of the survey’s 
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threaten an intermediary’s relevance.

survey’s



O’Reilly
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study’s evidence supports, and renders operational, the argument that E

survey’s strongest belief with the interview’s account of how AI systems mine user

generated validation, is the study’s most novel theoretical extension, though it is offered as 
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How directly are you involved in decisions about your organisation’s search visibility 

–

Which statement best describes your organisation’s use of AI today? (principal cross



To what extent is AI integrated into your organisation’s standard workflows, rather 

–

–

•  Search visibility increasingly depends on demonstrated expertise and experience, not 

•  Content credibility and author authority materially affect where content ranks.

•  An organisation’s perceived trustworthiness affects its business performance online.

•  Social proof (reviews, ratings, engagement) influences both rankings and customer 

•  Building trust and authority is a long

–

–

•  Invested in training or upskilling staff.

•  Built AI literacy and understanding across the team.



•  Redesigned workflows or processes.

•  Created new roles or reassigned responsibilities.

•  Increased collaboration across functions (e.g., marketing, content, data, IT).

•  Established internal guidelines or oversight for AI use.

–

•  Human review and fact

•  Documented quality or editorial standards.

•  Approval workflows before publishing.

•  Transparency or disclosure about AI use.

•  Compliance checks (e.g., data protection, regulatory).



–

Over the next two to three years, how do you expect AI’s strategic role in your 

organisation’s digital visibility to change? 

–



–

–

Could you describe your role at WhitePress and the parts of the platform’s 

–

–

Walk me through how a piece of content is judged ‘good enough’ to publish across your 

–

and how do you explain that distinction to clients who don’t 
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WhitePress’s offer distinctive 

–

driven search from those that won’t?

quality and organisational adaptation that we haven’t touched on but that you think I should 
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recorded with the informant’s consent and analysed using the six
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No respondent reported “more than 15 years” experience or “I do not use AI tools.”

–

–
point scale. No respondent selected “We do not currently use AI 

tools” or “Never / Rarely.”
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