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Abstract 

Current geopolitical tensions and renewed military spending in Europe have placed growing 
pressure on defense supply chains. Swedish defense suppliers face demand shifts, strict security 
requirements, and expectations to become more resilient. Despite expanding research on supply 
chain resilience, it largely focuses on buyer-side procurement logics, and generic capabilities. 
Much less is known about how suppliers in highly regulated defense markets configure 
resilience at the product level, or how these configurations vary with product characteristics 
and market conditions. This study investigates how Swedish defense suppliers employ 
resilience strategies to manage demand fluctuations and lead-time pressures under geopolitical 
uncertainty. Based on semi-structured interviews and thematic analysis, this study identifies a 
broad but uneven portfolio of resilience strategies, including planning and intelligence 
practices, supplier diversification, local sourcing, buffering, and technology-enabled capacity 
flexibility, that tend to emerge as implicit, mindset-oriented configurations rather than formal 
programs. The findings of this study indicate that the suppliers’ design of resilience is shaped 
by several factors, including product criticality, product orientation, firm size, supply-chain 
position, and the supplier’s perceived responsibility for enhancing resilience. Most firms 
predominantly adapt to existing rules, incentives, and procurement logics, while only a few 
large suppliers close to the customer occasionally use resilience strategically to shape upstream 
or downstream practices. The study contributes to supply chain resilience literature by 
conceptualizing product-level resilience portfolios in a security-critical, highly regulated 
context and offers guidance for FMV and Swedish defense suppliers on how to align and 
structure efforts to face current developments and uncertainties. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background and Motivation 

Over the past decade, European defense markets have been reshaped by a series of geopolitical 
shocks and structural shifts (Glas & Essig, 2017). Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, strained 
relations among long-standing allies, and repeated supply disruptions have collectively 
intensified demand volatility and shortened acceptable delivery timelines in the defense 
industry (Glas & Essig, 2017; Hutchings & Wilding, 2022). This has reinforced product lead 
time and volume flexibility as key factors for resilience in said market environment (Sokri, 
2014). This, combined with regulations, price fluctuations, export controls, and capacity 
bottlenecks in defense supply chains result in uncertainty in sourcing and production planning 
(Hellberg, 2023; Yoho et al., 2013). 

The Swedish Defense Materiel Administration (FMV), who oversee defense procurement and 
lifecycle support, have historically operated with limited budgets, reflecting a broader trend 
among many Western countries, resulting in it relying heavily on supplier relationships and on 
supplier and market understanding (Ekström, 2025). Many supplier practices build over the 
last decades that prioritize lean operations, cost minimization, and stable demand are not fitting 
for the market environment anymore (Yoho et al., 2013). Their long-standing strategies, shaped 
by a stable Cold War environment, are increasingly misaligned with today’s “new normal” of 
frequent, unplanned shocks and disruptions (Ekström, 2025; Hutchings & Wilding, 2022). The 
suppliers face a structural tension between how to preserve efficiency while ensuring readiness 
for disruption, surge demand, and rapidly changing requirements (Yoho et al., 2013). 

In this context, supply chain resilience has become a strategic imperative in the defense 
industry, rather than a back end operational concern (Hutchings & Wilding, 2022). Resilience 
enables suppliers to prepare for, absorb, and adapt to disruptions while maintaining acceptable 
levels of performance in cost, quality, and delivery (Ekström, 2025). Defense agencies 
increasingly emphasize resilience as a main focus to meet the new geopolitical market 
environment (Hellberg et al., 2025; Hutchings & Wilding, 2022). Yet the operationalization of 
resilience in terms of which concrete strategies are feasible and effective under different 
product and market conditions and which strategies are actually applied from suppliers remains 
unevenly understood and researched in the defense sector (Ekström, 2025; Melnyk et al., 2014). 
This thesis responds to that need on national level with a focus on the Swedish market. 

1.2. Previous Research & Research Gaps 

Over the past decade, particularly since COVID, research on supply chain resilience has 
expanded, emphasizing the consolidation of resilience capabilities, practices, and performance 
outcomes across industries (Padovano & Ivanov, 2025; Statsenko et al., 2025). However, most 
of the literature focuses on the firms’ adaptability to disruptions and market shifts, rather than 
on how particular portfolios of strategies are configured and used at the product level (Nguyen 
et al., 2023; Paul & Saha, 2025; Salim et al., 2022). 

Within the defense sector, existing studies typically examine overall defense supply chain 
challenges, network resilience, or redesign options in response to new geopolitical conditions, 
mostly from a buyer-perspective (Loska et al., 2025; Sani et al., 2022). Insights about how 
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suppliers themselves view the market developments, resilience in general and how they apply 
corresponding resilience strategies on the product-level remains limited.  

Moreover, while the general supply chain literature documents a broad menu of resilience 
practices, evidence on why specific practices or configurations are applied under market and 
product conditions remains limited. This fragmentation is especially pronounced on the 
supplier side in national contexts such as Sweden (Ekström, 2025; Paul & Saha, 2025). 

Finally, an emerging but still thin stream of research links micro-level design to market-shaping 
outcomes (Nenonen et al., 2024; Storbacka et al., 2022) but has rarely been connected to 
suppliers’ resilience strategies and almost not at all in sole-buyer or specifically defense 
markets.  

How this thesis responds to those research gaps and their positioning within the broader 
literature are further elaborated in Section 2.5. 

1.3. Research Question and Sub-Questions 

The overarching research question guiding this study is: 

RQ: How do Swedish defense suppliers employ resilience strategies at the product level to 
manage demand pressures and navigate their market environment under geopolitical 
uncertainty? 

To answer this question, this thesis examines the following sub-questions: 

• RQ1 (Configuration): Which resilience strategies and configurations are employed by 
Swedish defense suppliers at the product level? 

• RQ2 (Mechanisms): Why are particular strategies selected or not selected by Swedish 
defense suppliers under given product and market conditions? 

• RQ3 (Market Effects): How do these strategy-configurations reflect adaptive vs. 
market-shaping intent, and which concrete shaping-enablers do Swedish defense 
suppliers need to possess to engage in market shaping? 

1.4. Aim of the Thesis & Intended Contributions 

This thesis examines how Swedish defense suppliers configure and apply product-level 
portfolios of resilience strategies to manage current market developments. It explains why 
particular configurations are chosen under specific product, market and operational conditions, 
and how these choices signal primarily adaptive versus market-shaping intent. By shifting 
attention from buyer-centric, system-level perspectives to supplier-side decision-making in a 
sole-buyer defense market, the study links micro-level resilience design to potential market-
level effects. This research therefore advances three contributions: 

First (theoretical, resilience configuration): This research develops an empirically grounded 
mapping between supplier capabilities in the current market environment, product-level 
characteristics and the configuration of resilience strategies in the Swedish defense supply base. 
Leveraging specifically the distinction between dual-use and pure-defense focused products 
and the product categorization according to the Kraljic Matrix (Ekström et al., 2021; Kraljic, 
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1983). Rather than cataloguing practices in isolation, it explicates the configurations that recur 
under specific conditions, the reasons behind their occurrence and the trade-offs they entail, 
thereby extending contingency views of resilience and resilience strategies. 

Second (theoretical, market shaping): This study aims to extend market-shaping research 
into the context of a sole-buyer defense market by analyzing whether defense suppliers’ 
resilience strategies are primarily adaptive to existing institutional and market conditions or 
exhibit an explicit intent to shape them. Building on the intent as the defining criterion for 
market-shaping behavior (Nenonen et al., 2024), the study identifies which suppliers engage in 
purposeful shaping and which remain reactive to customer requirements. This research aims to 
further specify the concrete enablers that condition suppliers’ ability to shape resilience 
expectations, thereby linking intent to the structural prerequisites for shaping in the defense 
sector. By doing so, the study connects micro-level resilience efforts to the macro-level 
evolution of the Swedish defense market by identifying which elements of the market currently 
subject to shaping and under what institutional constraints. 

Third (practical): Lastly it derives actionable implications for FMV and policymakers 
regarding supplier engagement, contracting frameworks, and information architectures that 
support fit-for-purpose resilience in the developing geopolitical and market condition. For 
suppliers, it outlines decision considerations and possibilities to better adapt to mentioned 
developments. 

1.5. Conceptual Clarifications 

This thesis adopts a focused vocabulary to sharpen the scope: 

• Resilience in this research context is defined as the suppliers’ ability to react to and 
manage sudden or extreme changes in demand, speed, and uncertainty in their operating 
environment (Ekström, 2025; Glas et al., 2013). 

• Resilience strategy refers to a purposeful configuration of design and governance 
choices (e.g., strategic stockpiling, supplier diversification, or multi-sourcing) 
implemented to mitigate, withstand, and recover from disruptions while sustaining 
delivery performance (Ekström, 2025; Glas & Essig, 2017; Hellberg et al., 2025). 

• Defense supplier is in this research context associated with an organization that is 
currently involved with the Swedish government and offers or develops products, 
subsystems, or components that are or may be integrated into military capabilities. The 
term includes both prime contractors and lower-tier subcontractors, including pure-
defense and applicable dual-use firms alike. 

• Dual-use vs. Pure-defense products refers to the differentiation between products that 
are solely produced for military purposes (pure-defense) and products that have civilian 
and defense applications (dual-use) (B. Jiang et al., 2025; Rutner et al., 2012). 

• Agility is conceptualized as the ability to efficiently change operating states in response 
to environmental uncertainty or volatile market conditions, which in our context is 
primarily reflected in lead-time compression and rescheduling (Payne & Peters, 2004; 
Sokri, 2014). 

• Flexibility is understood as the ability to respond to long-term or more fundamental 
changes in the supply chain and market environment by adjusting the configuration of 
the supply chain, most notably through volume flexibility. (Ekström, 2025; Hutchings 
& Wilding, 2022; Urmston et al., 2024). 
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In our research the priorly distinguished adjacent constructs (Ekström, 2025): robustness 
(maintaining function under a disturbance without change) and redundancy (deliberate slack 
or duplication) are identified as key parts of resilience (Hutchings & Wilding, 2022; Ivanov et 
al., 2014). We analyze resilience at the product level, recognizing that the same firm may 
employ different strategy configurations across product lines depending on market, lead time 
and volume flexibility constraints. 

This research focuses on the individual organizations’ resilience strategies and aims to generate 
conclusions on how those individual approaches can shape the network/market resilience 
approaches (Schulman, 2023). 

1.6. Scope and Delimitations 

The study focuses on Swedish defense suppliers involved with FMV during the current period 
of heightened geopolitical uncertainty. As the defense market is highly globalized, there are 
multiple contextual factors influencing the national defense markets, including Sweden, that 
cannot be accounted for in their entirety, leaving room for future research which will be further 
addressed in the discussion (Section 6). The unit of analysis is the individual product level 
strategy portfolio, which enables the examination of within-firm variation in resilience strategy 
configurations. This research concentrates on material and systems relevant to defense 
materiel, services that are purely organizational (e.g. consulting or data-security applications) 
fall outside said scope. The study does not analyze classified programs or sensitive operational 
details beyond what interviewees can disclose ethically and legally. While considering dual-
use dynamics where relevant, this thesis focuses on the military markets and do not evaluate 
global civilian markets in depth. It rather examines how spillovers from civilian demand and 
capabilities influence resilience choices for products supplied to defense customers in Sweden. 
The time horizon is contemporary, capturing practices during and after recent geopolitical 
shocks. 
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2. Literature Review & Theoretical Framework 
In the following section we will review the literature and lay the theoretical foundation for this 
research. We evaluate current market shifts (2.1) to clarify why resilience has become a 
strategic rather than purely operational concern in the defense sector. After establishing 
resilience as a strategic concern, we turn to the supplier perspective (2.2) and show that limited 
supplier understanding of today’s defense market conditions obstructs their ability to meet 
emerging requirements. Building on prior supply chain resilience literature we consolidate the 
findings of concrete resilience strategies into a manageable set of categorized strategy bundles 
(2.3) whose existences in the defense sector from the supplier perspective we intend to explore 
by answering RQ 1. Lastly, we present our theoretical framework (2.4) that builds the 
foundation to answer specifically RQ 2 and RQ 3 by enabling us to evaluate the reasons behind 
the application or non-application of resilience strategies and the intent and ability to shape the 
defense market from a supplier position. 

Figure 1. Visualization of the Research Gap in Resilience Literature 

 

2.1. Shifts in the Defense Market 

European defense markets have been subject to heavy restructuring following the COVID 
Pandemic and the ongoing Ukrainian war (Karbovska et al., 2025; Singleton, 2024). A sharp, 
persistent demand increase, and the shift to modern warfare revealed the necessity of 
adjustments of the market players (Hellberg & Lundmark, 2025; Sani et al., 2022). Lean, just-
in-time networks proved unable to absorb surge volumes, exposing bottlenecks in qualified 
suppliers, materials, and skilled labor, prompting buyers and suppliers toward longer-horizon, 
trust-based contracting and coordinated capacity expansion (Hellberg & Lundmark, 2025; 
Loska et al., 2025; Singleton, 2024). The EU prioritized the defense modernization with 
increasing priority and increasing financial support to facilitate adjustments to the current 
developments for both EU and NATO members. Initiatives like e.g. the ASAP from 2023 aim 
to enhance EU’s production capabilities (Hellberg & Lundmark, 2025). Despite these efforts, 
due to the limited state influence over firms and limited governmental bargaining power, the 
EU, and especially Sweden, are not at the intended stage of modern defense systems including 
resilient supply chains, agility and flexibility. This lag is also reinforced by the foundational 
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cultural shift needed to go from a prior anti-military mindset to a pro-military one (Ekström, 
2025; Hellberg & Lundmark, 2025; Loska et al., 2025). 

Current market developments landed on top of the EU-wide mindset, focused on outsourcing, 
inventory reduction, and dependence on commercial supply chains (Loska et al., 2025). 
Choices that optimized peacetime efficiency but raised exposure to disruption. Policy 
responses increasingly frame the market as “never normal”, requiring supply chains designed 
for both predictability and shock, emphasizing resilience for agility and flexibility (Hellberg & 
Lundmark, 2025; Loska et al., 2025). The UK Defense Supply Chain Strategy articulates an 
exemplary bi-modal design combining efficiency and agility, a shift in the value proposition 
beyond cost to include reliability, service, and sustainability, and practical pathways like 
near/reshoring of critical nodes when third-country concentration creates resilience risk 
(Hutchings & Wilding, 2022). It also calls out the need for earlier, clearer demand signals to 
the industry and more collaborative contracting and data-sharing between suppliers and the 
government (Hellberg et al., 2025; Hutchings & Wilding, 2022). 

2.1.1. Relevance of Agility and Flexibility 

Research has touched upon the relative difference of military demands between peace and 
wartime (Loska et al., 2025). By doing so it additionally raised the importance of agility by 
being the bridge between operating at a cost-efficient basis and increasing volume and speed 
as per demanded criteria (Peltz et al., 2015). Prior research also touches on the shift from peace- 
to wartimes as it is associated with a shift towards a higher emphasis on agility and flexibility, 
especially in terms of lead times and volume adjustments (Elvemo, 2025; Hutchings & 
Wilding, 2022; Sokri, 2014). 

2.1.2. Relevance of Dual-Use vs. Pure-Defense Focus 

Diving into the product level and its importance for adaptability to the market developments 
(2.3.7), an additional focus of this research is put on pure defense vs. dual-use products, as the 
market orientation of the product in focus significantly influences the organizational 
capabilities and therefore the capabilities to build and apply resilience strategies (Rutner et al., 
2012). Prior research indicates different focuses of pure defense and dual-use oriented products 
in terms of their strategic resilience approaches. A dual-use orientation may enable the 
organization to e.g. smooth demand by being able to shift between military and civilian 
applications, build broader supplier networks and have a broader variety of financing options. 
Pure defense suppliers in turn seem more limited due to higher compliance and security 
requirements and a narrower customer dependency according to prior literature (Jiang et al., 
2025; Rutner et al., 2012). Dual-use focused products may therefore have more scope for 
flexibility in their resilience approaches and are not as dependent on a concrete number of 
resilience strategies as pure-defense focused products may be. 

2.2. Supplier-Side in the Defense Market 

In the following section we will shift the focus to the supplier perspective in the defense market 
to understand how defense suppliers experience and respond to the new demands. It is 
important to understand the constraints that suppliers to the FMV operate under to effectively 
evaluate the strategic choices available to them. The first is the compliance burdens and 
regulations from both Sweden internally, as well as EU and NATO (Hellberg et al., 2025).  
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The second are the constraints stemming from uncertainty, driven primarily by the Russian 
invasion of Ukraine and amplified by the slow internal processes of governmental agencies in 
reacting to these changes, creating tradeoffs between cost efficiency, speed and ability to 
provide new demanded volumes (Yoho et al., 2013).  

For Sweden, defense procurement authorities are already moving toward segmentation 
differentiating supply strategies by operational requirements and the market’s on-time delivery 
ability (Hellberg, 2023). Trying to further understand the supplier side and provide a policy 
anchor for analyzing supplier-side choices under today’s volatility. That segmentation logic 
aligns with the observed European shift from transactional to strategic partnerships in the 
defense market (Ekström, 2025; Hellberg, 2023; Hellberg & Lundmark, 2025). Concluding a 
further need for understanding of supplier side decisions and providing a clear backdrop for 
studying which resilience strategies suppliers apply and how product and market characteristics 
condition these strategies to deal with the current market developments. 

2.3. Resilience Strategy Bundles 

In the recent literature we identified several resilience strategies applied by defense and non-
defense suppliers that have been analyzed, identified as key strategies from the customer 
perspectives and deem advantageous to be able to adjust to the mentioned geopolitical and 
market developments in the military setting (Ekström, 2025; Melnyk et al., 2014). The 
following resilience strategy bundles are not intended to be mutually exclusive or collectively 
exhaustive but rather to provide a general framework for organizing the strategies identified in 
the literature. 

Figure 2. Resilience Strategy Bundles 

 

In the following we elaborate on each category bundle, how the resilience strategies connect, 
how to interpret the concrete resilience strategies from the literature and how they may enable 
agility and flexibility in the new defense market environment. 
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2.3.1. Buffers & Circularity 

Resilience strategies in this category are especially relevant to be able to react to short term 
increases in demand and in the mid- and long-term perspectives can be strategical factors to 
shorten product lead times (Hellberg et al., 2025; Macdonald & Corsi, 2013). A structured and 
strategy matching inventory management mitigates the risk for suppliers to be dependent on 
their suppliers, ensuring short-term flexibility and agility (Ivanov et al., 2014; Rutner et al., 
2012). Especially when it comes to scarce inputs and critical REE’s, strategic stockpiling 
determines the supplier’s ability to deliver (Salim et al., 2022). Specifically for those resources 
circularity applications like re-use and recycling strategies can ensure additional operational 
stability (Salim et al., 2022). 

2.3.2. Sourcing Structure & Network Flex 

Continuous and proactive control and evaluation of the own supplier network are critical 
determinants for defense suppliers to react to geopolitical and market developments and ensure 
delivery at any time (Hutchings & Wilding, 2022). To avoid dependency on only one or a few 
suppliers and the risk of production stops there is the need for network flexibility (Ivanov et 
al., 2014). This flexibility aspect highly intertwines with a diversification of the supplier 
portfolio and the application of multi sourcing (Glas et al., 2013; Salim et al., 2022; Statsenko 
et al., 2025). Additional resilience measures include having back-up suppliers or supply 
reservations in place to be able to adjust to supplier drop-outs or short-term demand increases 
(Hellberg et al., 2025). 

Mentioned strategic approaches highly correlate with the current developments to move away 
from global to more local sourcing. Incorporating the intention of being less dependent on other 
countries and having shorter ways to further ensure agility and flexibility (Hüther, 2025; Kancs, 
2024). 

2.3.3. Logistics & Routing Agility 

A major advantage in the defense and military setting is the early identification of risks and 
having action plans in place to react to those risks (Macdonald & Corsi, 2013). Especially for 
military operations, including their supply chain, it is important to stay flexible. This includes 
the ability to restructure delivery routes ensuring continuous supply, as prior routes may e.g.  
become prospects to warzones (Dolgui & Ivanov, 2021; Ekström, 2025). 

2.3.4. Planning, Intelligence & Category Management 

Enhancing forecast accuracy and conducting regular scenario analyses is important for the 
suppliers to be ready for sudden changes, generating situational awareness and agile internal 
structures (Dubey et al., 2021; Namdar et al., 2022; Pfeiffer et al., 2017). This may include 
quantifying risks and adjusting the category management approaches, in terms of e.g. which 
are critical items, critical suppliers and critical developments (Hellberg et al., 2025; Hüther, 
2025; Kancs, 2024) as well as supply chain transparency to be able to identify risks in the own 
supply chain as well as being able to react to them and recover from their consequences (Ivanov 
et al., 2014). 
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2.3.5. Contracts & Risk-Sharing 

Further building on the planning ability as an important resilience factor in the defense market, 
contracts are a binding way of being able to plan. This includes contracts with customers 
enabling to plan production, contracts with back-up suppliers to ensure their services when 
needed or collaborative contracts with partners to be able to outsource production in both ways 
if demand spikes (Glas et al., 2013; Hellberg et al., 2025; Kapletia & Probert, 2010). The focus 
shifts from short-term price focused contracts to long-term trust-based agreements building 
collaboration and facilitating risk-sharing for both sides (Hellberg et al., 2025). As for their key 
influence in the defense market, governmental decisions about more long-term contracts and 
potential higher state ownership will foundationally influence the supplier’s ability to act, 
particularly in that field and to initiate actions (e.g. building new product lines etc.) to ensure 
agility and flexibility in the future (Jiang et al., 2025). 

2.3.6. Capacity, Redundancy & Technology Enablers 

To be able to further increase throughput and resilience, suppliers enhance their focus on 
redundancy and technology. Both of those are highly correlated, as the intended outcome of 
higher technology focus (e.g. by process automation or increasing testing capacities) often is 
the reduction of redundant and / or potential failure points in the processes at hand (Ekström, 
2025; Namdar et al., 2022). 

2.3.7. Design & Portfolio Orientation 

To further enhance flexibility numerous suppliers that currently focus on solely defense or 
civilian markets consider moving towards dual-use applications of their products (Peltz et al., 
2015). Those dual-use applications provide additional possibilities to leverage opposite 
production lines in times of demand surges or the leveraging of expertise from one side to the 
other. For that matter a re-orientation of the product portfolio is another strategic resilience 
approach (Peltz et al., 2015). 

2.4. Theoretical Framework 

Our analysis is guided by a theoretical framework that aligns directly with our three research 
questions addressing the identified research gaps and structures how interview data is 
interpreted. 

By combining procurement and resilience foundations (RQ1), contextualized mechanism 
testing via product orientation (RQ2), and a market-shaping lens on intent and potential effects 
(RQ3), our theoretical framework guides our thematic analysis of the interviews and structures 
how evidence is assembled across the thesis. 

2.4.1. The Kraljic Matrix 

The Kraljic matrix serves as the primary framework for distinguishing between product types 
and categorizing corresponding resilience strategies. As this research aims to explore whether 
product-category characteristics influence the resilience strategies applied by defense 
suppliers, the Kraljic matrix offers a structured way to capture these distinctions systematically.  
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As a well-established analytical tool in supply chain management, the Kraljic Matrix offers a 
theoretically grounded foundation that has been widely adopted in prior research to guide 
similar analyses and to derive meaningful conclusions regarding strategic responses across 
different product segments. (Ekström et al., 2021; Kraljic, 1983)  

As the original Kraljic Matrix was designed for applications within civilian markets, certain 
adaptations are necessary to ensure its applicability to the defense context (Ekström et al., 2021; 
Kraljic, 1983). Therefore, the matrix’ dimensions are redefined emphasizing delivery on time 
and the operational impact for the military, reflecting the criticality of a product’s availability 
and performance for maintaining military readiness and operability (Hellberg & Lundmark, 
2025; Hutchings & Wilding, 2022). 

Figure 3. Kraljic Matrix in the Defense Context (Ekström et al., 2021, p. 6) 

 

The developed adaptation of the Kraljic Matrix emphasizes the importance of operational 
impact to get the supplies in the required amount in the required time (Ekström et al., 2021). 
Therefore, fitting the elaborated market context and our theoretical and analytical framework 
to guide our characterization of resilience approaches and the argumentation for certain reasons 
behind those approaches, depending on the product category. 

2.4.2. Market Shaping Theory 

Following the COVID pandemic and the current geopolitical developments, the European 
defense markets face heavy restructuration, giving the market actors the ability to leverage this 
situation to proactively influence those market restructuring (Pedersen & Ritter, 2022; 
Singleton, 2024). 

Market shaping theory challenges the traditional assumption that markets are static 
environments to which firms are solely able to adapt. Instead, markets are constructed 
configurations of actors, practices, and institutions that are continuously reconfigured through 
purposive actions (Nenonen et al., 2024). Those actors in the market include the buyer and the 
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supplier side, making organizations in both positions capable of influencing the rules, roles, 
and resource flows that define how markets function (Flaig et al., 2021b). 

“[...] Market-shaping entails viewing markets as endogenously enacted environments and 
seeks to induce fundamental changes in these markets through firm strategies.” (Nenonen et 
al. 2024, p. 1) 

Figure 4. Elements of Market Shaping (Nenonen et al., 2024, p.14) 

 

Market-shaping theory identifies six market elements that can be shaped in the market and 
maintains that intent is a necessary condition for an action to constitute market shaping 
(Nenonen, 2024). Actions taken by the market actors either have the intent to adapt to the 
market environment, or the intent to actively shape it (Flaig et al., 2021a; Nenonen et al., 2024). 
If there is the intent, the shaping actions result in changes in one of the six elements of market 
shaping and change the market respectively (Figure 3). Building on that intent, the market 
shaping ability then depends on the capabilities of the market actor on the one hand and other 
external factors like e.g. institutional rigidity on the other hand that may limit the room for 
shaping activities (Esbjerg et al., 2024; Liljenberg, 2022).  

Enhancing resilience at the market level in the defense sector requires the collective resilience 
of its constituent actors (Beninger & Francis, 2021; Mazzucato, 2024; Sani et al., 2022). Market 
shaping theory therefore provides the foundation for us to evaluate if and how applied supplier 
resilience strategies can shape the defense market and which elements of the defense market. 
Thereby concluding the broader application of our research findings. 

2.5. Synthesis and Research Gaps 

The reviewed literature substantiates the outlined research gaps (1.2). First, current supply 
chain resilience literature converges on a variety of resilience practices (Kancs, 2024; 
Padovano & Ivanov, 2025; Statsenko et al., 2025) that we bundle into seven resilience strategy 
clusters.  
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However, only a small set of studies (Nguyen et al., 2023; Paul & Saha, 2025; Salim et al., 
2022) examine concrete, applied resilience strategies in specific market settings, and almost 
none analyze how these strategies are configured and used at the product level, specifically in 
the defense market.  

Second, the analyzed literature exemplifies the scarce research in the defense sector on the 
supplier side. Prior research has predominately adopted an agency or procurement lens, 
emphasizing legal compliance, cost-efficiency, and acquisition governance (Glas & Essig, 
2017; Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024; Pedersen et al., 2025). The supplier side research that 
has been done focuses on the operating environment and constraints that the suppliers must 
operate under terms of rules, regulation, and specific market dynamics that direct decision 
making, thus treating military suppliers as reactive agents on the market and not as strategic 
decision makers (Ekström, 2025; Glas & Essig, 2017). The literature agrees that in peacetime 
the military supply chain is guided by cost efficiency, while in heightened security situations 
cost, volume and speed become co-leading factors (Yoho et al., 2013), yet we still know little 
about how suppliers themselves perceive these developments, understand resilience, and how 
this understanding guides their resilience decisions on the product level. 

Sokri (2014) introduces widely cited measures of military supply chain flexibility, 
distinguishing between volume and lead-time (delivery) flexibility, and Elvemo (2025) shows 
how such flexibility contributes to resilience in military operations. Further, prior research on 
current defense market developments shows that lead-time regimes and volume flexibility are 
key conditioning variables for resilience, while product categorizations affect firms’ abilities 
to adjust (Jiang et al., 2025; Peltz et al., 2015; Rutner et al., 2012). Yet, empirical studies that 
analyze how the interaction between agility and flexibility under current market developments 
shape supplier-side product-level resilience configurations is still scarce.  

Finally, the current market-shaping literature emphasizes that firms can move beyond 
adaptation to actively shape elements of the market (Nenonen et al., 2024; Storbacka et al., 
2022), but this lens has scarcely been applied to suppliers’ resilience strategies and almost not 
at all in sole-buyer defense markets.  Existing defense resilience studies acknowledge structural 
change in European defense markets (Ekström 2025, Pedersen et al., 2025), but they treat 
resilience in isolation from market structure, governance, and institutional incentives, even 
though resilience strategies cannot be fully understood without these conditions. Neither do 
prior studies distinguish between suppliers’ underlying intent to adapt to changes or to shape 
the market, nor analyze the capabilities and institutional constraints that condition such efforts. 

Figure 5. Visualization of the Theoretical Framework 
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Therefore, this research is explicitly designed to fill these gaps. Building on procurement and 
resilience foundations, it structures RQ1 around the identification of product-level resilience 
strategy configurations among Swedish defense suppliers. The adapted Kraljic Matrix 
(Ekström et al., 2021) and the dual-use vs. pure-defense distinction provide the contingency 
lens for RQ2, linking these configurations to product characteristics, lead-time regimes and 
volume flexibility and explaining why particular bundles are selected in the broader market 
context. Market shaping theory then underpins RQ3, allowing us to distinguish adaptive from 
market-shaping intent and to analyze how supplier resilience portfolios may reinforce or 
reshape market structures. 
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3. Methodology 
As indicated in the introduction, the aim of this paper is to outline recurring resilience strategies 
as exemplified by suppliers to the Swedish Armed Forces, and to identify why and with what 
intent resilience strategies are employed or not employed by each supplier, depending on 
specific product characteristics. 

3.1. Research Context 

Sweden has been chosen as the empirical context for this study for several reasons. First, as a 
smaller country with a concentrated supplier base, Sweden provides a manageable yet diverse 
sample of defense suppliers for an in-depth qualitative analysis (Lundberg et al., 2025; Olsson, 
2021). Second, Sweden has recently increased its monetary and political focus on the military 
implying a timely and relevant context for examining supply chain resilience under change 
(Hjelmstrand, 2024; Liang et al., 2025; Pollard & Jacobsen, 2025). Third, Sweden currently 
exercises governance through regulation and procurement, not direct ownership, implying that 
this thesis can analyze suppliers as independent market actors within a state-regulated 
ecosystem (OECD, 2025).  

Swedish Defense Agency procurement and material management is centrally governed by the 
FMV, a government agency responsible for acquiring, testing, and maintaining equipment, 
technologies, and services for the Swedish Armed Forces. Acting as a central interface between 
the military and its suppliers, FMV aligns the demand in terms of speed, quality, and volume, 
with suppliers who can deliver on these criteria (Swedish Defense Materiel Administration, 
2025) The supplier side of the defense market in Sweden is primarily controlled by a few large 
actors such as Saab AB and BAE Systems AB (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024). According 
to a defense network executive “the governmental agencies prefer to procure complete systems 
and seldom put specific sub products in their requirements”, thus these larger players in the 
supply chain function as systems integrators supported by SME’s who provide critical 
subsystems and components (Swedish Security & Defense Industry Association, 2025). 

3.2. Methodological fit 

A semi-structured qualitative methodology was adopted, that allowed to engage in deeper 
research and identify underlying contextual factors (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Whereas a 
quantitative study may have increased statistical robustness and therefore the replicability of 
the results, there were also limiting factors which guided us towards a qualitative study. 

1. Exploratory, theory-building fit 
We ask how and why suppliers configure resilience strategies in a relatively 
underexplored setting; qualitative designs are methodologically congruent with 
theory building and abductive iteration between data and literature as we aim to 
construct theory, not test it (Edmondson & McManus, 2007; Eisenhardt, 1989; 
Thompson, 2022). 
 

2. Access to meanings and mechanisms 
Semi-structured interviews capture managers’ and organizations’ sensemaking, 
trade-offs, and process mechanisms, and support emergent themes to 
understand their actions and perspectives (Miles et al., 2014). 
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3. Depth and rigor in a sensitive and limited interview number context 
As the Swedish defense supplier population is specialized and access-
constrained (3.3.2), qualitative research enables analytical (not statistical) 
identification and generalization of traits, patterns, etc. with rich cross-case 
comparison, while maintaining rigor via established trustworthiness criteria 
(Miles et al., 2014; Voss et al., 2002). 

3.3. Research Design 

Building on an abductive loop, the research is designed to be a qualitative study using primarily 
interviews to collect data. The reason for this chosen design is to enable longer more in-depth 
data collection standards for the research, where it is possible to ask follow-up questions based 
on semi structured interviews (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Thompson, 2022). This approach then 
allows for a deep exploration of how and why suppliers configure resilience strategies under 
differing product conditions and how those strategies match the literature evaluations, allowing 
us to answer the research questions. 

Figure 6. Research Process 

 

3.3.1. Literature Foundation 

The first stage conducted was a targeted review of literature on supply chain resilience, defense 
acquisition and procurement, dual-use dynamics, and market-shaping mechanisms. This 
review informed core constructs (resilience strategies; market dynamics), guided the 
development of a semi-structured interview guide and build the foundation for the later coding 
process (Kallio et al., 2016). 

3.3.2. Data Collection 

Given the inherent sensitivity of defense-market activities, we encountered substantial access 
constraints when attempting to schedule interviews. Additionally, due to limited direct contacts 
in the field, our outreach was mainly limited to “cold contacts”, which yielded limited 
responses. We expanded our sampling by going through all 380+ registered SOFF partners, 
identified which of those are product suppliers, and contacted those companies (approximately 
250+ firms). This broadened outreach generated positive responses and, in turn, enabled a 
snowballing process whereby early participants facilitated introductions to additional 
interviewees in their network (Naderifar et al., 2017). 
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Following these initial efforts, we conducted 17 semi-structured interviews with a total of 19 
respondents. Those include three interviews with a researcher, a defense network executive 
and a government employee (see 8.3). The other 14 interviews comprised 16 executives from 
13 different suppliers in the defense sector. To ensure the quality of the interview insights we 
focused on interview partners in senior roles across a variety of Swedish defense suppliers with 
different product categories stretching from SMEs to large organizations. The final interviews 
confirmed that only minor additional insights were emerging in our key focus areas, 
demonstrating that thematic saturation had been achieved (Hennink et al., 2017). As we 
reached the limit of available interviews from our network we concluded the data collection at 
17 interviews. 

The asked questions were structured in four parts: 1) personal & company context, 2) product 
characterizations from the suppliers’ perspective, 3) definition, application & intentions of 
resilience/resilience strategies and 4) perception and expectation of geopolitical/market 
developments (see 8.4). The concrete questions were based on the prior literature research and 
verified by interviews with researchers and field experts verifying the applicability of our 
interview guide for our research focus (Kallio et al., 2016). As the discussed content is highly 
regulated and to ensure psychological safety (Hennink et al., 2020), all interview partners were 
informed that the insights would be dealt with anonymously, that they could decline to answer 
any question without providing a justification, and that they retained the right to review the 
transcript afterwards and request the removal of any sections they wished to exclude. 

Due to our abductive research approach, the interview findings and question phrasings were 
continuously reiterated and reinterpreted. Leading to some questions being more emphasized 
to verify prior indications and tailoring the questions to the interviewee in terms of company 
size or product categorization of the company (Thompson, 2022). 

3.3.3. Data Analysis and Interpretation 

We apply a thematic analysis as outlined by Braun & Clarke (2006) to code, compare, and 
interpret interview material in a transparent and replicable way. The coding structure is rooted 
in procurement and resilience literature which guides the reading of transcripts. The unit of 
analysis is the product-level strategy portfolio (the set of resilience strategies applied to a given 
product or product family). Building on Market Shaping theory we then identify the capabilities 
associated with those strategic approaches on a deeper organizational level and surface the 
suppliers’ intent and ability to adapt to or shape the defense market. 

Our analysis followed a six-step process: 

1. We familiarized ourselves with the anonymized scripts and drafted initial memos. 
2. We generated deductive codes from our analytical framework (strategy clusters, 

mechanisms, contingencies, and intent) and added inductive codes where defense-
specific practices emerged. 

3. We collated codes into themes at resilience portfolio level (see 8.6). 
4. We reviewed and refined themes against coded extracts and full transcripts, iterating 

code definitions (see 8.5). 
5. We defined and named themes and mapped them to RQ1–RQ3. 
6. We produced and summarized results through cross-referencing and cross-case 

comparisons. 
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Throughout our analysis, we addressed the three research questions sequentially and in an 
integrated way. For RQ1, we build on procurement and resilience literature to identify which 
resilience strategies and configurations Swedish defense suppliers employ at the product level, 
classifying them via our Strategy Cluster (Figure 1). For RQ2, we specifically focused on why 
particular strategies or configurations are selected by relating the identified configurations to 
product and market conditions, drawing especially on the dual-use vs. pure-defense distinction 
and the Kraljic Matrix (Ekström et al., 2021). For RQ3, we examined whether suppliers’ 
configurations reflect primarily adaptive behavior or market-shaping intent, and which of the 
six elements of market-shaping they aim to influence, inferring intent and effects from stated 
goals, collaboration patterns, reported outcomes, and institutional enablers or constraints such 
as FMV requirements, incentives, and contracting templates. 

Given that the reconfiguration of the defense market represents an ongoing and complex 
process influenced by multiple external and institutional factors, this study does not seek to 
determine causal relationships or definitive outcomes. Rather, it aims to provide indicative 
insights into the directional tendencies, strategic intents, and capability patterns that may enable 
or constrain suppliers’ ability to shape the evolving defense market environment. 

Given the importance of a critical approach to empirical analysis, interpretations were 
continuously summarized and verified during each interview to ensure accuracy. Drawing on 
interviews with different SME’s, large organizations and with multiple suppliers from different 
product categories, allowed comparisons between early and later interviews, enabling 
refinement of emerging insights. Through this process we aimed to verify conclusions and 
ensure correct generalizations (Miles et al., 2014). 

3.4. Quality of the Study 

Ensuring the quality of our research, we assessed the trustworthiness of our qualitative design 
along the criteria of credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability (Nowell et al., 
2017). Credibility was strengthened through focusing on interviewing domain experts who are 
directly involved in Swedish defense supply chains and through summarizing and feeding back 
our interpretations during the interviews to correct misunderstandings directly. Transferability 
was enhanced by sampling suppliers of different sizes (SMEs, large) and from different product 
categories, but is still limited, due to the number of suppliers included in the research and the 
sole focus on the Swedish market (Nowell et al., 2017; Yin, 2009). Dependability and 
confirmability were supported by interviewing more than one actor per field and by comparing 
emergent patterns across cases, following Miles, Huberman and Saldaña’s (2014) 
recommendation to test emerging conclusions against the data. At the same time, we 
acknowledge that our research was focused on the Swedish market only, which limits the 
findings generalization. Having research questions shaped by prior literature introduced a 
degree of preconception into our analysis, consistent with Braun and Clarke’s (2006) caution 
that deductive coding can orient researchers toward anticipated themes. 
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4. Empirical Data Findings 
In the following chapter we will present our empirical findings building the foundation for the 
subsequent analysis. 

4.1. Foundational Geopolitical and Market Views 

The current defense market, shaped by post-2022, re-militarization, following years of 
underfunding, influences how suppliers frame their practices. This includes how they define 
resilience, how they prioritize and apply their actions and how they perceive constraints. 

4.1.1. Market Dynamics 

Interviewees described an ongoing European wide policy and mindset shift from peacetime to 
preparedness for war, accompanied by increased military spendings to rebuild the necessary 
basic readiness: 

“The last 10 years everybody was saving money, and everyone thought it was good to save on 
military expenses. [...] Now it's the opposite. Now everybody needs to spend [...].” (R 15) 

Respondents indicated that a long-standing focus on cost efficiency has resulted in insufficient 
basic readiness for extreme market shifts.  

“We are far from the basic level that we would need.” (R 8) 

Despite full order books for many customers, actual cash flows are still lagging. The market 
structures remained unchanged so far, resulting in an immobility of the market to react and 
adapt. Interviewed suppliers therefore emphasize clearer role allocation, collaboration, 
transparency and mutual support to meet those geopolitical and market shifts.  

4.1.1.1. Demand and Market Shifts 

All interviewees unanimously reported a post-2022 demand surge, as exemplified by one 
respondent stating they experienced an “incredible increase in demand” (R 12) and backed up 
by industry experts: 

“The whole branch is in an [...] absolutely boom phase. There are companies tripled and 
multiplied their personnel and business in the field because of increase of demand.” (R 3) 

Initially the demand spike was concentrated on the largest 1st tier suppliers but now the 
downstream suppliers are receiving a trickle-down demand in the market. Most suppliers 
expect this level of demand to persist, for example one respondent sees the defense market as 
a “big wheel that will keep on turning for maybe 10 years” (R 2). What varies between 
respondents is the opinions about the duration of this persistence varies as one interviewee 
explained: “if nothing else happens in the world, eventually the defense cycle comes back down 
again, and they start decreasing demand.” (R 16). The dissensus on demand persistence, 
alongside liquidity constraints limit suppliers’ investment capacity, with one respondent noting 
Sweden is “the only country in the Nordics where the state is not pushing money into the 
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industry” (R 4). Because of those unclear future developments and the limited governmental 
money and influence in the industry suppliers are hesitant to take on investments. 

According to the interviewed researcher, the current demand boom is accompanied by “[...] a 
scarcity in the supply chain and scarcity in production resources, [...] a lack of specific 
materials, [...] raw material scarcity in some sectors, […] personnel scarcity and a scarcity of 
production facilities.” (R 3). 

4.1.1.2. Importance of Agility and Flexibility 

Across the interviews, the capability to deliver quickly emerged as a central theme. 

“The most important area for our customers now is to get vehicles as soon as possible.” (R 5) 

The same interviewee added that the “need (for military products) is clearly there, but more 
importantly is the agility and flexibility [...] because of modern warfare.” (R 5). Due to the 
international “continuous cat and mouse game, where insufficient flexibility risks are falling 
behind” (R 5) the governmental decision cycles have compressed significantly “from up to ten 
years to about half a year” (R 12).  

“Procurement agencies don’t care who they’re buying from as long as they get the products 
that they need in the volume that they need at the speed that they need.” (R 5) 

At the same time several interviewees were clear about their focus. As one respondent noted 
that they “cannot shortcut on quality and they cannot shortcut on compliance” (R 12). Even 
when firms can be flexible by swapping components or diverting material, “in terms of pure 
agility, there’s going to be a downside somewhere” (R 16). Emphasizing the challenge for 
multiple suppliers to balance their long-term perspectives with the need for short-term agility 
and flexibility as the modern warfare market is evolving very fast. 

4.1.1.3. Future Expectations, Hopes & Fears for the Defense Market 

Looking forward, many interviewees expect the elevated demand to continue for as long as a 
decade. Yet respondents emphasized that money alone is insufficient and that the necessary 
market readiness depends on people, motivation and infrastructure. 

“You cannot win the war individually with just money.” (R 5) 

“You need Motivation, Motivation, Motivation.” (R 5) 

 “Logistics is the thing that wins the war.” (R 11) 

Suppliers expressed concern that production and reaction times in Western Europe’s major 
defense firms remain unrushed, with one respondent exclaiming that they are “very, very slow” 
(R 2) and that the current long termism in contracting is delaying the longer-term capability 
build-up they view as necessary. 
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4.1.2. Geopolitical Environment 

Interviewees perceive Europe as currently emerging from a prolonged assumption of stability 
to a period of capability rebuilding and reassessment of supply origins. 

“People started to think that peace would be eternal” (R 8)  

4.1.2.1. Current Situation in Europe & NATO 

Respondents observed national preferences, exemplified by a respondent saying there is “a 
little bit of an unhealthy nationalism, even within NATO” (R 4) and suggesting that greater 
collaboration across Europe and NATO would be beneficial. Parallel to this, firms reported re-
examining sources and onshoring by re-examining European or non-European sources to 
mitigate geopolitical risk and strengthen security of supply. 

“Resilience is built by governments, not companies” (R 2) 

On that note respondents emphasized that a major issue standing against governmental shifts, 
nationally and in Europe/NATO, is the fact that governmental institutions are “afraid of (being) 
quick” (R 9) and there is a “mental shift that needs to happen” (R 14). Without that mental 
shift, reaching resilience is hard to accomplish as suppliers noted that: 

Suppliers observe a shift towards European and NATO-focused supply chains to decrease 
EU/NATO external dependencies but as “companies are searching for profit” (R 2) there needs 
to be governmental support or promotion. 

“If the contracts don't promote that, why would you as an industry use the Swedish supply 
chain when it's twice as expensive as other parts of Europe?” (R 11). 

“Someone has to pay and it's always the money from the governments that pays for the 
resilience of the country.” (R 2) 

4.1.2.2. Role and Perception of the Swedish Government (FMV) 

The perceptions of the Swedish government highlighted a tension between agility/flexibility 
and the rigorous adherence to rules leading to the perception of authorities being too slow. 

“Military applications are not quick anyway, but we need to have an agile way of work, 
together with our customers.” (R 4)  

Policy uncertainty in crisis scenarios was also noted as an influencing factor. One respondent 
noted that they “don’t know what decisions the Swedish government will take in case Sweden 
gets invaded” (R 9). Building on the raised issue that contract structures do not explicitly 
reward shorter lead times, volume flexibility or e.g. local sourcing, suppliers emphasized that 
long-term planning ability is essential to further move towards individual and market resilience. 

“The governments are placing too small orders, too short orders [...] and it's not enough for 
the companies to make investments.” (R 2) 
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There is the willingness to do those necessary investments to “upgrade machinery, [...] to have 
twin lines everywhere.” (R 16), but for that to happen, the contractual structures would have to 
change, which can only happen if the governmental shift happens. 

4.1.2.3. Political Future Expectations, Hopes & Fears 

Interviewees emphasized that many capabilities have been lost to time and that rebuilding said 
capabilities can take long periods of time and learning as “it takes forever to rebuild 
knowledge”  

“If you lose knowledge, you lose resilience” (R 2) 

According to the interviewees that shift needs to happen on a policy level.  

“Europe is relearning how to be a defense manufacturer” (R 16) 

The Swedish Government and Swedish Defense Agency need to remove their “risk 
elimination” mindset and instead apply a “risk mitigation” mindset (R 14) as such a shift is 
deemed necessary to sustain the agility and flexibility that the current security environment 
demands. 

4.2. Product Categorizations 

The interviewed defense suppliers vary strongly in their perception of advantages and 
disadvantages in respect to the categorization of their products. Specifically in the focus fields 
of dual-use vs. pure-defense and in the categorization according to the Kraljic Matrix (Ekström 
et al., 2021). 

4.2.1. Associations with Dual-Use or Pure-Defense Focus 

There is a trade-off of having a dual-use product focus as on the one hand “[...] it's always 
strategically good to have a dual use that if something stops, we can see something else grow” 
(R 2) but on the other hand for dual-use suppliers “[...] resilience is also about being able to 
facilitate both markets, the civilian market and the military market.” (R 7). One dual-use 
supplier emphasized that “if you look at the defense profile of demand over time, it’s huge 
variations. So, your business would be in for a bit of a rough ride” if solely focused on the 
defense market (R 16), supporting their advantage of not being solely dependent on the defense 
market.  

As mentioned before, currently the demand in the defense sector is increasing constantly, 
making other suppliers question this perception. To be able to profit in the best way possible 
from the current developments and the increasing demand, other pure-defense suppliers see 
“dual use of products more like a burden because they come with different requirements and 
expectations” (R 14). Those suppliers would therefore “always prioritize the military” (R 4). 

4.2.2. Associations with the Suppliers Product Categorization 

Throughout the interviews numerous suppliers saw their product as strategically important to 
the military and the military supply chain, emphasizing their uniqueness, exclusiveness and 
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established standing. Mainly smaller companies acknowledged the replaceability of their 
product and wouldn't say their product is a critical component for the military. After further 
discussions multiple suppliers adjusted the categorization of their product leading to a variety 
of product categories covered by the conducted interviews. 

Figure 7. Supplier Mapping in the Kraljic Matrix (Ekström et al., 2021) 

 

It should be noted that the allocation above reflects an interpretive assessment rather than an 
objective measure. It serves as a visualization based on the subjective perceptions of the 
respondents and their elaborations concerning the markets’ ability to deliver the focus products 
on time, including the competitive landscape, and the limitations for the armed forces if they 
do not get ahold of the suppliers’ products. 

Throughout the interviews we saw different mindset habits in the different categories, as less 
critical suppliers feel more influenced from the top, than suppliers allocated in the other 
categories. 

“They push down their terms and conditions [...] on to us so it's really about what was decided 
in the contract, whether we treat things in one way or another.” (R 8) 

Suppliers for strategic supplies put more importance on their actions. Exemplary one 
respondent elaborated that they see themselves in a position with the “ability to take on the 
challenges that we have today and tomorrow to continue to deliver the contracts that we have 
today and handle the growth that the market demands from us so that we can continue 
delivering good products tomorrow” (R 13). 

Suppliers for strategic supplies and partly from operational and delivery risk supplies 
acknowledge and are aware of their importance for the military. Explaining from one 
perspective why they “will always prioritize the military” (R 4). But on the other hand, 
specifically suppliers of strategic supplies are also aware of their unique new position that they 
can put demands to the customer. 
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4.3. Suppliers’ Resilience Mindset 

The following subsection outlines how suppliers view resilience as a strategy, starting with 
their internal definitions of resilience and what resilience strategies have been exemplified in 
the interviews, as well as the interviewees view on resilience going forward. 

4.3.1. Resilience from Suppliers’ Perspectives 

Interviewees differ strongly in their understanding of resilience. Their understanding varies 
heavily on the matter of resilience being proactive or reactive. Numerous suppliers take a clear 
standpoint on resilience having a reactive association. 

“This whole business either if it is military or civilian defense, is always reactive.” (R 2) 

For other suppliers the distinction between resilience being reactive or proactive is not as clear. 
They associate resilience with a proactive process. Their focus is on being prepared before 
something happens and not being able to react when something happens.  

“Raising knowledge and understanding is key to resilience” (R 14) 

Additionally, the definition and the scope of resilience varies across the interviewed defense 
suppliers. The majority of perspectives align with the scope of this thesis where resilience refers 
to the ability to supply whilst simultaneously adapting to exogenous changes. Yet, some 
suppliers see resilience broader than that. As one respondent noted:  

“You need to also have a look at the support phase when it comes to resilience. So how to make 
sure that the vehicles will roll and run and shoot and move after 30 years.” (R 12) 

4.3.2. Resilience Strategies Exemplified 

Given the span of practices mentioned across interviews, it is neither feasible nor analytically 
meaningful to catalogue every individual resilience measure described. Instead, the findings 
and following analysis focus on the strategies that recurred most frequently across respondents. 

4.3.2.1. Information Gathering / Planning 

Different respondents emphasized the importance of Planning, Intelligence, and Category 
Management in various capacities as one of their key resilience strategies.  

From the respondents’ standpoint, planning as a resilience strategy came in 3 fronts: ensuring 
delivery to the client, ensuring supply to their own organization, and ensuring profitability. 

 “We do a risk mitigation, and we do a risk analysis of our suppliers on a regular basis.” (R 
9)  

Another respondent explained, “We have a really close collaboration with our customers. [...] 
So that is something that we are always trying to interact with them to get a forecasting.” (R 
12).  
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4.3.2.2. Geographical Proximity and Local Sourcing 

Several of the interviewees identified geographical or proximity-based sourcing as an 
important resilience strategy, specifically in a military context. Sourcing as a resilience strategy 
was usually brought up on two fronts. A) Region based and B) Proximity based.   

“Our production radius is 550 kilometers. We buy everything within those 55 miles, so the 
machinery, the raw materials, the assets, everything.” (R 4). 

These practices were typically associated with security and speed of supply to the 
organizations. However, while multiple interviews outlined this as important, not everyone 
who mentioned it had implemented this strategy yet. 

“You want [...] manufactured close to home. You don't want to buy [...] from Southeast Asia 
or from the US anymore. So, you want European-made [...].” (R 8) 

4.3.2.3. Supplier Diversification 

Supplier diversification was another recurring strategy that emerged as suppliers stated that 
overreliance on single suppliers weakens the general supply chain.  

“We cannot be locked in on only one supplier in every category [...] steel, machining, welding, 
or any other type of supplier needs to be part of the next supply chain step.” (R 2) 

The interviewees that engaged in these practices often stated that this resilience strategy was 
primarily focused on ensuring continuity of supply.  

4.3.2.4. Collaboration and Communication 

Interviewees also placed emphasis on collaborating with their suppliers through information 
sharing and hands on processes. 

“We like to be collaborative [...] to be part of their company effectively.” (R 16)  

Others described similar efforts to coordinate across their networks, with one respondent 
explaining that “we’re working together with everyone, kind of setting the strategies [...] and 
just trying to coordinate ourselves as a group.” (R 14). 

In some cases, collaboration also involved negotiating and redefining customer expectations. 
One interviewee noted that under current market conditions, their company can now “dictate 
requirements to the customer” (R 12). This illustrated that collaboration and actions in the 
market are not explicitly related to negotiations, but certain suppliers can set demands on the 
customer.  

4.3.2.5. Redundancy Practices 

Interviewees also described concrete buffering strategies aimed at mitigating the risks of supply 
shortages and delivery delays.  
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“We now try to have the suppliers produce and hold a certain buffer in stock, from which we 
can make rolling call-offs. This project should lead to lower capital binding and faster 
delivery.” (R 7) 

Others indicated that maintaining their internal inventories was a key layer of security: “The 
materials [...] are probably in stock, so it's fairly easy to swap.” (R 16). Similarly, another 
supplier shared: “We are also expanding our production facility with the storage capability to 
have some stock.” (R 11). These accounts highlight a departure from just-in-time practices 
toward anticipatory approaches. 

A few interviewees referred to internal redundancy measures designed to sustain operations 
under stress. This included maintaining parallel production lines or duplicated capacities to 
minimize vulnerabilities. One interviewee explained their strategy “to upgrade machinery, [...] 
to have twin lines everywhere.” (R 16). 

4.4. Market Actors’ Shaping Intent and Ability 

Interviewees were largely uncertain as to where resilience strategies expectations within the 
defense market emerged from. Some suppliers viewed resilience as an emerging but not yet 
solidified expectation.  

“It probably will become more [important] as we are more getting into becoming a supplier 
of volume [...] our customers will be expecting it.” (R 1) 

4.4.1. Driven by Incentives 

Many interviewees said that their resilience strategies are dependent on what is willing to be 
paid for by their customer, either a higher tier supplier or FMV. As one noted, “It always 
depends on what level of security of supply the customer needs and what they are willing to 
pay for [...] if you want security of supply from a strategic point of view, you need to pay for 
it.” (R 8). Participants frequently linked these difficulties to the short-term mentality of the 
government as the end consumer, with one respondent noting that “politicians and governments 
are placing too small orders, too short orders [...] it’s not enough for companies to make 
investments.” (R 2). 

Several respondents highlighted that their distance from the end customer structurally limits 
their ability to shape market expectations around resilience. Instead, they see resilience norms 
as largely being set by higher-tier actors who control access to future contracts. 

“What if the prime contractor starts to dislike us as a supplier? Then we will be kicked out.” 
(R 15) 

This reflects how concentrated power at the top of the supply chain restricts smaller suppliers 
from influencing how resilience strategies are defined or prioritized, reinforcing a dynamic in 
which they must adapt to externally imposed expectations rather than contribute to shaping 
them. 
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4.4.2. Reactive vs. Proactive Culture 

Building on 4.3.1, it was stated on multiple occasions that the European military procurement 
mentality was perceived as reactive rather than proactive: “Everything that’s happening now is 
a reaction [...] not many countries are proactive.” (R 2). Several respondents linked this reactive 
orientation to limited visibility across the supply chain, noting that actors rarely receive timely 
information that would allow them to anticipate future requirements. As one interviewee 
explained, “We need to be able to have some sort of feedback from everybody in the chain [...] 
but in defense, we don’t receive that.” (R 15). From suppliers’ perspective this lack of 
systematic feedback reinforces a market environment where they respond to emerging 
pressures rather than contributing to shaping long-term resilience expectations. 

Respondents also described the FMV and other institutional actors as key for dictating market 
norms, and expectations for resilience. This dependency on institutions reveals further reactive 
resilience strategy behavior. 

“So, the FMV’s, the governments that we are working with, they are dictating requirements, 
rules to us that we then in our turn dictate to our suppliers.” (R 12) 

4.4.3. Influencing the Markets’ Supply Chain Resilience 

“We are actively pushing, talking with our suppliers about this change in the market.” (R 12) 

Although we saw many structural constraints limiting actors’ ability to act freely in the market 
or to engage in actions to shape the market, there were interviewees that described efforts to 
influence and engage in actions to alter market norms, up- and downstream market actors and 
supply chain resilience in a proactive manner.  

“[...] Then we agree, in a collaborative way, a minimum stock level the company (supplier) 
will hold [...]. We also set a maximum so they’re not over-stocked. This tool has helped ensure 
that major programs avoid production stops.” (R 16) 
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5. Analysis 
In the following we will conduct our analysis, structured by and aimed to answer the research 
questions. 

5.1. Product-Level Resilience Strategies (RQ 1) 

This section connects the empirical findings on the resilience strategies employed at the product 
level by the interviewed suppliers with the seven resilience bundles identified in the literature 
(e.g. Dubey et al., 2021; Namdar et al., 2022; Pfeiffer et al., 2017). 

5.1.1. Defense Supplier’s Resilience Strategies 

As the strategies exemplified in the interviews have already been presented in the Empirical 
Findings section, the following section will aim to categorize, synthesize, and interpret these 
strategies and relate them to the bundles developed in this study. 

5.1.1.1 Core Strategy Themes 

The emphasis placed by respondents on Planning, Intelligence, and Category Management 
(Bundle 4) highlights its role as one of the most important strategy bundles and aligns with the 
frameworks proposed by Altay and Pal (2023), Namdar et al. (2022), and Pfeiffer et al. (2017). 
The proactive communication was viewed as instrumental to anticipate disruptions and align 
expectations across normative organizational culture and boundaries. 

The prominence of risk-management activities suggests that suppliers view resilience primarily 
as a capability embedded in existing operational routines rather than as a standalone strategic 
initiative (Yoho et al., 2013). According to the respondents, broad applicability and ease of 
integration into procurement and planning processes likely explain why they recur across 
suppliers. Risk management manifestations came primarily in the form of supplier risk 
analysis, ongoing performance monitoring, and internal analysis of operational vulnerabilities. 

This approach to risk indicates a proactive mindset toward resilience as categorized by Ekström 
(2025). Specifically relating it to the strategy of Continuous and Upstream Due Diligence as 
exemplified by Ivanov et al. (2014), who frame the capability to sense and respond as a key 
resilience strategy.  

Supplier diversification and collaborative supplier relationships observed in the interviews 
reflect a deliberate structuring of the downstream network. These practices align closely with 
the Sourcing Structure and Network Flexibility bundle demonstrating how firms translate 
resilience into concrete actions such as diversification, local sourcing, and the creation of 
backup supply options (Hellberg et al., 2025; Melnyk et al., 2014). This suggests that the 
interviewees’ risk practices serve as both monitoring and decision-shaping mechanisms within 
their broader resilience configuration. 
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5.1.1.2 Additional or Supporting Strategies 

The limited reliance on own resource stockpiling among respondents suggests that slack is used 
selectively rather than as a routine resilience practice. When applied, buffering serves as a 
targeted means of creating resource redundancy to absorb variability. These behaviors illustrate 
how firms operationalize slack and resource redundancy in their operations, aligning closely 
with the Buffers and Circularity resilience bundle (Dolgui & Ivanov, 2021; Hellberg et al., 
2025; Macdonald & Corsi, 2013). 

Other strategies observed consisted primarily of production-based resilience. These strategies 
were primarily employed on two fronts. The first is through technological advancement such 
as plants that can produce multiple different products allowing for increased production 
capacity in times of extreme demand. The second method for achieving production resilience 
that was visible through the adoption of alternative contractual frameworks. These contracts 
often included backup suppliers or supply reservations. According to the literature these 
production-based resilience strategies most tightly align with the bundles of Capacity, 
Redundancy and Technology Enablers as well as Contract and Risk Sharing (Glas et al., 2013; 
Hellberg et al., 2025; Rice, 2025). 

5.1.2. Resilience Strategy Configurations 

The purpose of this section is to identify coexisting strategies (strategy configurations) that 
signal a broader mindset among interviewees which will be further assessed in section 5.2.  

One dominant configuration identified in the interviews combined elements from the bundles 
Buffers and Circularity (Bundle 1) and Sourcing Structure and Network Flexibility (Bundle 2). 
Together, these strategies enable firms to maintain delivery commitments even when 
disruptions occur in the supply chain (Glas et al., 2013; Hellberg et al., 2025; Hutchings & 
Wilding, 2022; Macdonald & Corsi, 2013). Rather than representing isolated actions, this 
configuration reflects an underlying performance-oriented mindset focused on continuity under 
disruption. Exemplary interviewees combine product facility expansions, with stockpiling 
actions (including external and finished product stockpiling) and multi-sourcing to be able to 
manage potential future disruptions. 

Another recurring configuration that was identified was employing a mix of due diligence 
planning and specialized contracts. Suppliers emphasize a close relationship with their 
customers and on top of that also have special contracts with their suppliers ensuring a more 
tightly linked supply chain (Hellberg, 2023). This configuration reflects a strong commitment 
to futureproofing the supply chain by identifying vulnerabilities early and maintaining 
visibility and collaboration across both upstream and downstream partners. 

These configurations illustrate that resilience among defense suppliers is not solely constructed 
through singular strategies but through broader, integrated configurations. Notably, it was 
uncommon for interviewees to explicitly frame their actions as part of a coherent set of 
resilience strategies. Instead, the measures described were often presented as isolated 
initiatives, which only when viewed together reveal underlying orientations toward bundled 
configurations. 
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5.2. Contextual Drivers of Resilience Strategy Choices (RQ 2) 

Following the identified resilience strategies and configurations applied, the following 
subsection aims to explain why said specific strategies and strategic configurations are selected 
in relation to product characteristics and market dynamics. The analysis is structured by 
identifying the underlying conditions that affect the decision-making chains. Starting with the 
suppliers’ perceptions of geopolitical and market developments and further differentiating by 
their interpretation of resilience, their product categorizations (Product orientation & Kraljic 
category (Ekström et al., 2021) and broader influences (company size & level in the supply 
chain). 

5.2.1. Supplier Perception of the Market Environment 

As the European defense markets have been objects to heavy restructuration following the 
COVID Pandemic and the ongoing Ukrainian war (Hellberg et al., 2025; Melnyk et al., 2014), 
supplier perceptions of these shifts strongly influence how they define and apply resilience. 
Across interviews, suppliers consistently reported the literature-aligned increase in defense 
demand (Hellberg & Lundmark, 2025; Sani et al., 2022) that they need to respond to. The main 
observed difference lies in how long they expect this increase to last, with perceptions ranging 
from a near-term decline to continued growth over the next decade. 

These future market expectations are central to how suppliers approach resilience. Firms 
anticipating continued growth in demand focus on proactive actions and are willing to invest, 
for instance by securing new production lines or entering long-term supplier and production 
contracts. Firms expecting a downturn are more hesitant to commit capital and emphasize 
reactive, short-term measures such as scenario planning or re-routing alternatives. This 
suggests that suppliers’ short- versus long-term perspectives influence their resilience 
decisions, which then translate into corresponding practices based on their individual 
interpretations, adding to the defense supplier evaluations of Hellberg et al. (2025). In addition, 
it helps explain why some firms emphasize the more investment-heavy strategies identified in 
Section 5.1, while others rely mainly on planning-oriented and sourcing configurations. 

Aligning with the literature (Ekström, 2025; Hellberg & Lundmark, 2025; Sani et al., 2022), 
many interviewees stressed the growing need for agility and flexibility in the defense market. 
Depending on their willingness to sacrifice other factors such as quality, their resilience 
applications towards agility and flexibility differ. When agility and flexibility are prioritized, 
suppliers accept quality trade-offs to meet lead-time and volume demands. These activities are 
reinforced by the perception that defense agencies increasingly prioritize obtaining required 
products in the volumes and at the speed they need, leading some suppliers to assume that the 
government is willing to accept quality (specifically specializations) trade-offs to receive 
products faster. 

5.2.2. Supplier Perception of the Geopolitical Environment 

Europe and specifically Sweden has not yet reached the intended stage of modern defense 
systems with resilient supply chains and a cultural shift towards agility and flexibility (Hellberg 
& Lundmark, 2025; Loska et al., 2025; Sani et al., 2022). Interviewed suppliers mainly see the 
slow governmental processes as the main constraint blocking this development. 
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A major distinction between suppliers lies in how they view their responsibility to build 
resilience. Some interpret the governmental slowness as reason to increase their own 
responsibility, while others see building resilience as the government’s task. These perceptions 
of responsibility and accountability influence how highly suppliers prioritize resilience and 
how they apply resilience practices (see 5.2.3). 

Further concretizing the findings of Nguyen et al. (2023) that governmental contracts and their 
design are also crucial for suppliers’ willingness and ability to invest in resilience. Several 
interviewees proactively choose local and multi-sourcing approaches to reduce global 
dependencies as identified in Section 5.1, but in absence of contractual incentives and given 
the associated cost, many others lack motivation to pursue those options as indicated in 5.2.1. 
Extending the importance of motivation in managing disruptions illustrated by Altay & Pal 
(2022) to the supplier side in the defense market, those findings amplify that internal and 
external motivation as well as money are key determinants for suppliers on how to take actions 
towards resilience. 

Several suppliers may be willing to take on bigger investments, but only if they get the 
necessary long-term commitments. Resulting from those missing commitments the suppliers 
have depending on their responsibility mindset and their financial stability different abilities 
and willingness to invest in resilience. Suppliers with limited investment capacity tend to rely 
on information- and relationship-focused bundles (2 & 4), whereas those with stronger 
financial resources adopt more capital-intensive capacity and technology bundles (1 & 6). 

The combination of mindset, responsibility to act, and capabilities is essential for how the 
suppliers apply their resilience strategies. We acknowledge that the power dynamics in the 
Swedish defense market play an essential role in shaping suppliers’ mindsets (Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs, 2024) and those will be further addressed in 5.2.5. 

5.2.3. Priority and Definition of Resilience 

As mentioned above, additional factors shaping suppliers’ mindsets and actions are their 
internal prioritization and definition of resilience. Interviewees view resilience partly as 
proactive and partly as reactive, and their strategic approaches differ accordingly (Ekström, 
2025; Hutchings & Wilding, 2022). Suppliers with reactive mindsets emphasize more short-
term, response-oriented bundles (e.g. backup capacity) building operational configurations to 
be able to respond to e.g. demand surges. Contrary suppliers with proactive mindsets 
emphasize information focused configurations relying on planning and collaboration bundles 
(e.g. information sharing, transparency, scenario planning) to build knowledge about future 
possibilities. We are aware that being able to react and being prepared are both approaches to 
handle uncertainties ahead, but as we have seen different concrete resilience configurations 
linked to those concrete mindsets in the interviews, this distinction provided deeper knowledge 
about the importance of supplier resilience mindsets. 

All interviewed suppliers viewed resilience as highly important, mirroring defense agencies’ 
growing emphasis on resilience in the current geopolitical environment (Hutchings & Wilding, 
2022; Macdonald & Corsi, 2013). However, they differ in how they define it. Most align with 
the notion that resilience enables suppliers to prepare for, absorb and adapt to disruptions while 
maintaining performance in cost, quality and delivery (Ekström, 2025; Glas et al., 2013).  

Some, however, adopt a broader view that extends beyond supply to include the support phase, 
such as maintenance and spare parts, complementing Ekström (2025) that there still is no 
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universally agreed definition of supply chain resilience. Differing definitions therefore lead 
identified suppliers to divide their efforts between ensuring delivery and securing post-delivery 
support. 

5.2.4. Influence of Product Categorizations 

Diving into the influences of the suppliers’ product categorizations and their influences on the 
applied resilience strategies, we analyze the implications of the suppliers being dual-use or 
pure-defense focused and their product categorization according to the Kraljic Matrix on their 
resilience approaches (Ekström et al., 2021; Jiang et al., 2025). 

5.2.4.1 Implications of dual-use vs. pure-defense focus 

Building on the assumption that the products’ market orientation significantly influences the 
organizational capabilities to build and apply resilience strategies (Rutner et al., 2012), the 
empirical data shows both convergence and divergence between dual-use and pure-defense 
suppliers. As identified in Section 5.1, most firms from both groups rely on multi- and local 
sourcing, supplier diversification, scenario and risk analysis, and closer collaboration with key 
sub-suppliers. Concluding that suppliers form both categories employ party similar singular 
strategies but with different focuses and in different configurations. 

For dual-use suppliers, resilience is strongly tied to managing the tension between civilian and 
military markets (Jiang et al., 2025) which requires maintaining resilience in both market logics 
simultaneously. In practice, dual-use firms therefore lean towards internal flexibility and 
structural options including producing on stock, outsourcing to licensed partners, broadening 
supplier portfolios, and creating options to re-route or replicate production. Moreover, 
theoretically expected advantages such as significantly broader supplier networks or more 
flexible financing options (Jiang et al., 2025; Rutner et al., 2012) are only partly realized, as all 
military-relevant suppliers, dual-use or pure-defense, remain bound by similar compliance and 
security requirements. 

Pure-defense suppliers, by contrast, increasingly anchor resilience in dedicated defense 
capabilities and active influencing of their up- and downstream networks. In the current context 
of continuing rising defense demand and expanded public funding (Hellberg & Lundmark, 
2025; Sani et al., 2022), they see the defense market as the primary opportunity space, and 
frame dual-use applications more as a burden than as a strategic asset. Their resilience 
strategies combine conventional buffers (e.g. stockpiling, long-term contracts) with investment 
in resilience-enabling organizational foundations and with deliberate steering of critical sub-
suppliers through trust-based relationships, information sharing and pressure on sub-suppliers 
to hold their own inventories. 

Overall, the findings suggest that dual-use and pure-defense companies do not differ in whether 
they apply resilience strategies, but in how they configure and locate them, with market 
orientation and perception acting as key differentiating mechanisms. 

5.2.4.2 Product Importance for the Military 

Besides between the elaborated product orientations, we found that there are also evident 
differences in how the suppliers’ approach and apply resilience according to their Kraljic 
Matrix categorization (Ekström et al., 2021). 
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From the interviews it is evident that the suppliers for routine supplies show generally less own 
initiative in resilience strategies. They build on the mindset that building resilience is the 
government's responsibility and as they see their product as not critical to the military, their 
resilience efforts are limited to supplier diversification and supplier network flexibility but only 
to a lower extent as they do not see the necessity to invest heavily. 

Suppliers for operational risk supplies acknowledge their importance for the military and the 
corresponding responsibility and focus their efforts on interaction and transparency in their 
supplier interactions to build trustful relationships besides the identified common strategies 
like supplier diversification and local sourcing. But especially those suppliers see limitations 
in their ability to further apply resilience strategies as they are highly influenced by the terms 
and conditions pushed down from the government or upstream suppliers. 

As the ability to deliver supplies on time is essential for the suppliers of delivery risk supplies, 
this is where they focus their resilience efforts and their priorities. The corresponding applied 
resilience strategies focus on timely delivery, relying on targeted buffers, multi-sourcing where 
possible and licensed partnerships to ensure capacity to deliver. 

The suppliers for strategic supplies further extend the prioritization and the application of 
resilience strategies. Their resilience approaches focus on building internal and external 
capabilities to generate knowledge and information to deal with uncertainties. Besides the 
mentioned common resilience strategies, they emphasize thorough market analysis and 
continuous supplier mapping to identify bottlenecks and risks in their own supply chain. They 
position themselves as a collaborative and proactive partner in the supply chain emphasizing 
transparency and information exchange. Their ability to shape their sub-suppliers and the 
market by doing so will be further analyzed in Section 5.3. 

The identified patterns suggest that the higher the perceived criticality of the suppliers’ product 
to the military, the more proactive, structured, and collaborative their resilience approaches 
become, with critical Kraljic category suppliers showing broader multi-bundle configurations 
outlined in 5.1. 

5.2.5. Role of Company Size and Supply Chain Level 

Overarchingly the company size was a decisive factor in terms of the suppliers’ abilities to 
apply resilience strategies across the conducted interviews (Altay & Pal, 2023). Smaller and 
medium-sized companies emphasized agility and fast decision-making, which allows them to 
operationalize planning-oriented resilience strategies more quickly than larger organizations. 

The interviewees emphasized that bargaining power is an essential factor determining the 
suppliers’ abilities to apply resilience strategies. As the Swedish defense market is primarily 
controlled by a few large 1st tier suppliers (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2024) the interviewees 
unanimously agreed that those large organizations hold major bargaining power in the Swedish 
defense market. By being in that position larger organizations see themselves able to push for 
change in the market and to put demands on the customer and their lower tier sub-suppliers. 

Taken together, company size and supply chain level intersect with product orientation and 
Kraljic categorizations (Ekström et al., 2021) as guiding factors that frame how suppliers 
interpret resilience and which of the in 5.1 identified strategies they can realistically pursue. 
These cross-cutting conditions set the scene for the next section, which examines whether and 
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if through which mechanisms suppliers can move beyond adaptation to actively shape the 
Swedish defense market with their actions. 

5.3. Adaptive vs. Market-Shaping Resilience Efforts (RQ 3) 

In the following we examine whether suppliers’ decisions to engage in resilience strategies and 
the types of resilience strategies that they engage in are primarily adapted to existing market 
conditions or attempt to shape them. Further we connect the identified efforts to the 
influenceable elements of market shaping according to Nenonen, Storbacka, Sklyar and 
Kjellberg (2024). 

This analysis is built on the intent to shape as the key criterion for defining market-shaping 
behavior, as deliberate intention distinguishes purposeful shaping from incidental market 
effects. We also examine concrete enablers and link them to the various identified 
product/market/organization characteristics as determining factors for willingness or ability to 
shape the market. 

5.3.1. Defense Suppliers’ Intent to Shape 

Across the interviews, the intent to shape varied drastically between interviewees and between 
organizations. Most SMEs showed a willingness to adapt to the established norms regarding 
the resilience strategies they adopted. According to the interviewees, this came from a 
perspective of trying to fulfill current customer requirements, comply with existing regulations, 
and secure contracts to ensure long-term stability. This reflects a reactive market orientation, 
where firms prioritize alignment with established expectations over actively shaping new 
market or supply chain dynamics.  

The findings indicate that suppliers see resilience as something that the customers need to pay 
for. If they engage in a specific resilience strategy it is at heart a customer driven approach, 
following demand, but not intending to proactively shape. 

Contrary to that the in 5.2.4.2 identified patterns suggest that the higher the perceived criticality 
of the suppliers’ product to the military, the more proactive, structured, and collaborative their 
resilience approaches become. Of those suppliers, some indicated that they had the intent to 
shape the market. Suppliers actively work to influence upstream practices by imposing 
requirements related to sanctions compliance, human rights, and supplier monitoring, to 
pressure partners to improve their processes and thereby shaping supply-side norms. This is a 
form of supplier-side features market shaping, where the organization in focus is intending to 
shape the work-division between the two parties according to Nenonen, Storbacka, Sklyar and 
Kjellberg (2024). 

Another form of market shaping emerged, where the supplier actively renegotiated contractual 
requirements by demonstrating the lead-time consequences of certain ethical and sustainability 
demands. This shows market shaping in the forms of Norms and Customer side features as this 
market shaping is addressing standards and patterns of interactions with customers (Nenonen 
et al., 2024). 

The findings indicate that besides higher bargaining power and larger company size, also the 
product`s criticality to the military is a decisive factor determining suppliers’ intent and ability 
to shape the defense market in their resilience applications. 
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5.3.2. Enablers to be a Market Shaper in the Defense Market 

After having analyzed the intent towards market shaping in the market, we need to analyze the 
subset of suppliers that possess the correct enablers to shape. Market-shaping literature explains 
that firms need both the triggering capabilities to initiate change and the facilitating capabilities 
to mobilize others (Nenonen et al., 2019). Our findings prove that these capabilities matter, 
however, in the military defense industry they only matter when in the presence of other 
institutional and structural support. 

5.3.2.1. Firm Level Enablers 

Certain capabilities, resources or institutional legitimacy are prerequisites to enable suppliers 
in challenging or shaping resilience expectations. Larger firms who are supplying products that 
are perceived as critical to the military, have larger bargaining power relative to their smaller, 
less critical counterparts. Established relationships also allow them to influence contracting, 
supplier monitoring, and information flows, aligning with Liljenberg (2022). SMEs may 
recognize an opportunity to shape the market (intent) but lack leverage, reinforcing Nenonen, 
Storbacka and Windahl’s (2019) point that possessing capabilities does not guarantee shaping. 

5.3.2.2. Market Enablers 

Shaping becomes easier and more feasible, when multiple market actors collaborate or share 
incentives. These findings align with Beninger and Francis (2021), who say coordinated market 
shaping requires collective alignment. However, Sweden has a hierarchical structure in the 
military supply chain as identified in the empirical findings section 4.1, jeopardizing a 
collective alignment. 

5.3.2.3. Contextual Enablers 

Pedersen and Ritter’s (2022) view that crises expand upon market shaping opportunity and 
potential was found to be shared by the respondents in the study. Where, bargaining power and 
demand patterns shift, suppliers gain power to shape various fundamental features of the 
market. Yet, regulatory rigidity is strong in the defense sector, implying that compared to the 
literature, turbulence is not enough, institutional flexibility is key, which in turn is dependent 
on the identified mindset shift (5.2.2). 

5.3.3. What Defense Suppliers are Shaping 

Following the identified intent and enablers to shape, we build on Nenonen, Storbacka, Sklyar 
and Kjellberg (2024) by examining how defense-sector regulations constrain market shaping 
and what conditions are necessary to enable suppliers to shape the market. Although Nenonen 
et al. identify six potential elements of market shaping, the interviews show that shaping in the 
defense context is concentrated primarily on three areas: supply-side features, customer-side 
features, and norms. The remaining market-shaping elements received little attention in the 
interviews, largely because suppliers perceived them as outside their sphere of influence. These 
elements were described as being primarily determined by governmental policy or international 
defense structures rather than by supplier actions. 
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5.3.3.1. Supply Side Features 

Market shaping through supply-side features (Nenonen et al., 2024) was one of the more 
explicitly discussed elements by the respondents. In practice, shaping efforts must align with 
revenue logic and contractual incentives, meaning firms require sufficient capital and 
commercial justification before attempting to shape suppliers or broader market practices.  

This view was, however, not unanimously shared, as some suppliers shape their suppliers 
through actively asking questions and making demands. The interviews indicate that such 
capabilities are primarily exercised by large downstream actors, who possess the capital for 
long-term contracts and the bargaining power that comes with being one of only a few key 
customers (Porter, 1989). 

5.3.3.2. Customer Side Features 

Customer-side market shaping involves influencing how customers access offerings or make 
purchasing decisions (Nenonen et al., 2024). In the defense sector, such influence is limited by 
rigid procurement and political oversight and lack of substantial customer bases. Most suppliers 
described resilience as reactive, and demand/customer driven. Highlighting that that both 
markets and governments remain largely reactive. Some larger firms, however, engaged in 
collaborative shaping, using long-term partnerships and joint risk discussions to align 
expectations and contract structures.  

5.3.3.3. Norms 

Market shaping through norms involves influencing the rules, standards, and conventions that 
guide market behavior (Nenonen et al., 2024). In the defense sector, these norms commonly 
concern sustainability, human rights, and security of supply. SMEs noted that regulations, 
security restrictions, and degree in supply chain constrain who can influence such processes. 
These limits mean that normative shaping is primarily exercised by large, established firms 
with institutional legitimacy, reinforcing rather than redistributing influence over how 
resilience and ethical standards are defined. 

5.4. Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to further develop upon the knowledge base of resilience 
strategies of suppliers within a military context, following the overarching research question: 

How do Swedish defense suppliers employ resilience strategies at the product level to manage 
demand pressures and navigate their market environment under geopolitical uncertainty? 

To answer this overarching research question, three sub-questions were examined. 

The findings for RQ1 – Which resilience strategies and configurations are employed by 
Swedish defense suppliers at the product level? – indicate that many different resilience 
strategies are used by market actors and largely align with the existing literature, with no clear 
strategies identified outside the bundles outlined in the literature review. The most prevalent 
resilience bundle presented in the interviews is Planning, Intelligence and Category 
Management, treated as an integrated, operational practice rather than a set of standalone 
initiatives. Suppliers additionally adopt sourcing-related strategies such as supplier 
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diversification, local sourcing and backup supply options, complemented by selective use of 
buffers, redundancy and technology-enabled capacity flexibility. Rather than using these 
strategies in isolation, suppliers often combine them into broader strategy configurations that 
are primarily mindset oriented rather than process oriented. While interviewees didn’t describe 
their efforts as coherent configurations, the analysis reveals that resilience emerges from 
implicit strategic orientations rather than explicit resilience programs. 

Building on this, the findings for RQ2 – Why are particular strategies selected or not selected 
by Swedish defense suppliers under given product and market conditions? – reveal that 
resilience choices are shaped by a dynamic set of factors, besides the focus fields of dual-use 
and product criticality. This research indicates that dual-use suppliers emphasize internal 
flexibility, while pure-defense suppliers focus on tighter collaboration and supplier steering, 
and that higher product criticality is consistently associated with more proactive resilience 
approaches. Market perceptions, geopolitical expectations, product characteristics, company 
size and supply chain position were additional central factors identified in our research. Firms 
expecting sustained market growth tend to invest proactively in capacity, technology and long-
term contracts, whereas those anticipating volatility rely more on reactive measures such as 
scenario planning and multi-sourcing. Firm size and supply chain level influence bargaining 
power and the ability to shape upstream networks, with smaller firms leveraging agility and 
larger firms near the customer implementing more structural and preparatory measures. 

Finally, for RQ3 - How do these strategy-configurations reflect adaptive vs. market-shaping 
intent, and which concrete shaping-enablers do Swedish defense suppliers need to possess to 
engage in market shaping? - this thesis shows that while some firms express an intent to 
influence market structures, shaping occurs only when organizations capabilities align with 
market and product positioning. Also revealed was that most defense suppliers primarily adapt 
to existing market conditions rather than actively shape them. High regulation and rigid 
procurement procedures limit actors’ ability to engage in market shaping practices related to 
resilience. As a result, many firms adopt a reactive, demand-driven approach in which 
resilience measures are implemented only when incentivized or required by customers. This 
dynamic reinforces the industry’s asymmetry that only a few large suppliers close to the 
customer possess the capabilities and bargaining power to shape upstream or downstream 
practices, with a focus on norms, supply- and customer-side features. While smaller actors 
remain structurally constrained and focus on compliance-oriented strategies. Thus, market 
shaping arises in limited isolated occasions, and only when intent, capabilities, and position 
converge, rather than as a widespread feature of the defense market. As a result, our findings 
present large market actors as key market shapers from the supplier side of the industry. 

Therefore, answering the overarching RQ, Swedish defense suppliers manage demand 
pressures and navigate their market environment through broad but uneven portfolios of 
resilience strategies. Those are configured implicitly rather than through formal resilience 
programs, and are strongly shaped by product criticality, dual-use vs. pure-defense orientation, 
firm size, supply chain position and perceived responsibility for resilience. Overall, most 
suppliers remain mainly adaptive to existing rules and incentives, with only a few powerful 
actors occasionally using resilience strategically to influence the structure and governance of 
the defense market. 
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6. Discussion 
Lastly this study concludes by evaluating our (6.1) theoretical contributions and (6.2) 
managerial implications, followed by outlining (6.3) limitations of the study and (6.4) 
suggestions for future research. 

6.1. Theoretical Contributions 

This thesis advances resilience literature, especially in the defense context, by explaining how 
Swedish defense suppliers configure product-level resilience strategies to manage demand 
pressures under geopolitical uncertainty. It clarifies why suppliers make certain strategic 
choices and how these are shaped by concrete product and market conditions, thereby 
responding to the current literature focusing mainly on suppliers’ adaptability to disruptions 
and market shifts in general, rather than on how specific resilience strategy portfolios are 
configured and used at the product level (Nguyen et al., 2023; Paul & Saha, 2025; Salim et al., 
2022). 

First, this study extends supply chain resilience research by introducing a supplier- and 
product-level perspective in a highly regulated military context. Whereas prior research largely 
focuses on consolidating resilience capabilities, practices and performance outcomes across 
industries, research on which practices or configurations are applied under what product and 
market conditions remained fragmented, especially in military settings (Ekström, 2025; 
Ekström et al., 2021; Loska et al., 2025; Sani et al., 2022). This research provides an 
empirically grounded mapping between specific product and market characteristics and 
resilience strategies in the Swedish defense market. Specifying how those characteristics 
influence supplier-side resilience configurations at the product level. 

Second, by foregrounding how suppliers themselves interpret resilience, constraints, and room 
for maneuvering, the thesis responds to the observation that resilience research in the defense 
sector remains largely buyer-centric and that insights into how suppliers view market 
developments and apply resilience at the product level remains limited (Glas & Essig, 2017; 
Glas et al., 2013; Pedersen et al., 2025). Our findings complement prior studies with a 
systematic supplier-side view of resilience and its application in the Swedish defense market. 

Finally, this research contributes to the emerging but still thin stream of research linking micro-
level design to market-shaping outcomes by connecting supplier resilience configurations to 
broader market structures and governance in a sole-buyer defense context (Nenonen et al., 
2024; Storbacka et al., 2022). Interpreting the identified configurations through an adaptive 
versus market-shaping lens, this research shows how applied resilience strategies influence 
broader market elements, adding to the research of Nenonen, Storbacka, Sklyar and Kjellberg 
(2024). In this way, the thesis extends conceptual tools for analyzing how suppliers’ resilience 
practices can both respond to and gradually reshape highly concentrated and institutionally 
constrained defense markets. 
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6.2. Managerial Implications 

From the findings of this thesis, we derive managerial implications for both the Swedish 
governmental institutions (especially FMV), European/NATO-wide governmental institutions 
on a broader scale and defense suppliers directly.  

The findings provide insights to the governmental institutions to further understand drivers and 
constraints of the supplier-side in the defense market. They underscore the need to move from 
generic calls for more resilience to concrete actions enabling the suppliers to move further 
towards resilience and apply a wider variety of resilience configurations, to leverage enablers 
and avoid barriers outlined by Ekström (2025). Suppliers and the government require a general 
mindset shift in the governmental processes towards faster speed, collaboration and shared 
accountability to be able to address the need for more agility and flexibility in the defense 
market. Additionally, a successful move towards agility and flexibility and therefore towards 
market resilience in the Swedish defense market might require differentiated actions that align 
incentives, contracts, and information architectures with product characteristics and supplier 
context. FMV could explicitly consider and articulate acceptable trade-offs between quality, 
lead-time, and volume for different product categories. Especially but not exclusively for 
strategic and delivery-critical supplies, this could mean designing contracts that combine clear 
performance priorities with instruments that make wider resilience portfolios feasible. Those 
may include long-term commitments, co-investments in capacity and technology, support and 
incentives for local and multi-sourcing, and streamlined approval processes. Generally, this 
research indicates that the defense suppliers share the necessity and importance of resilience, 
but they require institutional adjustments to be able to take on higher investments of 
specifically time and money to apply further resilience practices. 

In a broader picture the study provides insights about how Europe and NATO should change 
their current behaviors towards a collaborative resilience focus, rather than a national resilience 
focus. This implication is subject to further future research but relevant to the Swedish context 
as Swedish defense suppliers see the current national focus jeopardizing their resilience efforts. 

For suppliers directly, the study highlights the importance of explicitly positioning their 
resilience approach in relation to product and market characteristics and of recognizing how 
their own responsibility perceptions and capabilities interact. Being aware of their position in 
evaluated aspects of this study and the benefits and constraints that those positions may bear 
improves their ability to successfully apply resilience strategies in the current geopolitical and 
market environment. By knowing where they stand and adopting a collaborative mindset with 
sub-suppliers and FMV, defense suppliers are better positioned not only to strengthen their 
own resilience, but also to jointly shape how resilience is practiced and rewarded in the Swedish 
defense market. 

6.3. Limitations of the Study 

This study has several limitations that leave room for future research. First, the empirics of this 
study are based on a limited number of interviews focusing exclusively on Swedish suppliers. 
While this offers depth in a Swedish institutional setting, it constrains the transferability of 
findings to the wider European or NATO defense landscape, where similar dynamics may play 
out differently.  
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Second, some respondents may have refrained from giving in depth insights due to the 
confidential nature, and security sensitivity of the field. This is further enhanced by self-
reporting and classification restrictions. 

Third, although the sample covers a diverse set of suppliers, this breadth comes at the cost of 
limited within-category depth for some product and supplier types, suggesting a need for 
follow-up studies targeting specific product categories or tiers in the supply chain. Moreover, 
our qualitative design limits our ability to make claims about correlation or causality. For 
example, while we observe that suppliers handling more critical supplies as shown by the 
Kraljic categorization tend to apply broader resilience portfolios, we can only indicate potential 
relationships rather than establish robust correlations or causal connections, not at last because 
our category-allocation may not be factual. Relatedly, the interview material is shaped by 
subjective perceptions, which may bias how strategies and outcomes are presented.  

Finally, the study provides a cross-sectional snapshot of a rapidly evolving geopolitical and 
market environment, meaning that changing regulations, European- or national-level 
initiatives, and shifting power relations may alter both suppliers’ resilience options and their 
scope to shape the defense market over time. 

6.4. Suggestions for Future Research 

Following the contributions and limitations of this study, it leaves room for a variety of future 
research focuses. First, the limited number of interviews and the Swedish focus call for 
comparative work across European and NATO contexts. Future studies could conduct multi-
country comparisons of supplier-side resilience configurations and examine how different 
national and international environments shape suppliers’ abilities to apply resilience strategies 
and their market-shaping potential.  

Second, the limited within-category depth suggests the need for more research on specific 
product families, Kraljic categories, or supply chain levels. Future studies could therefore, for 
example, focus on one product category or supply chain level specifically and systematically 
map resilience configurations and outcomes in that focus field.  

Third, the correlation-causation challenge and subjective bias in the data call for quantitative 
or mixed-method designs to verify the found indications. Future research could therefore e.g. 
test whether suppliers of more critical Kraljic categories systematically apply broader resilience 
portfolios and enact more market shaping intent and actions. 

Fourth, further studies should investigate the durability of identified shaping effects and clarify 
the extent to which suppliers’ influences remain stable over time, as the defense market 
environment is subject to continuous changes. 

Finally, the cross-sectional nature of our study highlights the need for broader long-term 
analyses. Future studies could track how resilience strategies, responsibility perceptions, and 
collaborative practices evolve as regulations, EU/NATO initiatives, and power relations shift. 
Furthermore, such studies could identify the conditions under which suppliers move from 
primarily adaptive behavior towards genuine market-shaping roles. 
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8. Appendices 

8.1. Reach-Out Mail Templates – Individual Outreach 

Hi ____ 

My name is Fynn Thilow, and together with my thesis partner William Belanger, I am writing 
my Master’s thesis at the Stockholm School of Economics. Our research focuses on how 
Swedish defence suppliers adapt their supply chains and operations in times of geopolitical 
uncertainty — with a particular interest in resilience strategies such as lead-time flexibility, 
dual-use product orientation, and volume adjustment. 

We are not looking for sensitive or contract-specific information. Instead, our aim is to 
understand general approaches to resilience at the company and product level. 

We would be very grateful if you could take part in a 30–45 minute interview (digital or in 
person, whichever is more convenient). All information will be handled confidentially and will 
of course be anonymized. 

As a thank you, we will share a short summary of our aggregated findings with participants 
once the study is complete and we are more than happy to invite you to our focus group event, 
where we will present our findings. 

If you are not the right person to speak with, we would highly appreciate it if you could point 
us to a colleague who may be more suitable. 

Would you be open to participating? We are happy to suggest times or adapt to your schedule. 

Thank you for considering our request - your insights would make an important contribution 
to this research. 

Best regards, 

Fynn Thilow & William Belanger 

Master’s Students, Stockholm School of Economics 
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8.2. Reach-Out Mail Templates – Company Outreach 

Hi, 

My name is Fynn Thilow, and together with my thesis partner, William Belanger, I am writing 
my Master’s thesis at the Stockholm School of Economics. Our research focuses on how 
Swedish defence suppliers adapt their supply chains and operations under current geopolitical 
uncertainty, with a special focus on resilience strategies. 

We are not looking for sensitive or contract-specific details. Instead, we are studying general 
approaches to resilience (e.g. lead-time flexibility, dual-use orientation, volume adjustments). 

We would be very grateful if you could connect us with the most suitable person(s) in your 
organization who could participate in a 30–45 minute interview. The interview can be digital 
or in person, at their convenience, and all information will be treated confidentially and will of 
course be anonymized. 

If there are several colleagues with relevant experience, introductions to more than one would 
also be highly appreciated. We will of course give you access to the Thesis and the possibility 
to read over the interview transcript for anything you would like to adjust afterwards. 
Additionally, we would love to invite all participants to our planned focus group where we will 
present our findings. 

Thank you very much for your time and support, and we look forward to your guidance. 

Best regards, 

William Belanger & Fynn Thilow 

 
Master’s Students, Stockholm School of Economics 
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8.3. Interview Overview 

 

Minimum duration: 31 Minutes 

Maximum duration: 1 Hour and 9 Minutes 

Average duration: 56 Minutes 

Total duration of interviews: 15 Hours and 48 Minutes 

All interviews were conducted in English via Microsoft Teams and 16 of the 17 interviews 
were also transcribed in Microsoft Teams. 

All interviewees responded to every question, and in cases where they could not speak directly 
to a topic, they stated this explicitly and provided the most accurate and informed response 
available for them to give. 
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8.4. Interview Guide 

Prior Clarifications: 

Record: Is it okay to record this interview for transcription purposes? The recording will be 
deleted after the transcription is done!  

Outcome: We will provide you with the transcript of this interview afterwards, so you are able 
to double-check the content & of course every interview will be anonymized (No Interviewee 
or company names)! But to be clear - we will use this interview and its content in our thesis. 

Answer Phrasing: We understand you can’t share sensitive or classified details. Please feel 
free to answer in broad terms - even general impressions and trends are very valuable. If any 
question feels too detailed, you can always answer at a general level or skip it - we completely 
understand. 

Background: As introduced via Mail, we are currently writing our master’s Thesis at SSE with 
the purpose of answering the RQ: How do Swedish defense suppliers employ resilience 
strategies to manage demand fluctuations and lead-time pressures under geopolitical 
uncertainty? 

Interview Type: This will be a semi-structured interview, meaning we have prepared guiding 
questions, but the conversation is flexible, and we may follow the direction of your answers. 
Later, we will do an inductive thematic analysis of the collected interviews. 

Focus: We are focusing on specific products / product types and analyze their specific 
resilience strategies especially in the face of the current and expected future market 
developments and the geopolitical uncertainty. 

 

1) Personal & Company Context 

Personal Questions: 

• What is your background and what is your role in the company / your focus? 

General company questions: 

• In broad terms how would you characterize demand for your product since 2022 
(Start of Ukraine War) to today of your products or your business in general? 

• What are the core products that you supply to the defense agency and are where are 
you located in the military supply chain?  

• Who would you identify as your main competitors? 
• How long have you been partnering with the military for? 

2) Product Characterizations 

Product Characterization (Kraljic Matrix): 
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• How important the product is for the buyer (in this case, the military - how much it 
impacts operations and costs). 

• How risky it is to get hold of the product (are there many suppliers or very few, is it 
hard to replace, does it depend on rare materials, etc.)? 

• How do you see the ability of the market to deliver your product on time? 
• How critical do you evaluate your product for the military / Do you see limitations in 

the Armed Forces operational capability if the market does not deliver your product on 
time? 

Dual Use vs. Pure-Defense: 

• For the mentioned core products, is the supply focused on the military or is it a split 
share between military and commercial?  

• Are defense vs. non-defense orders treated differently in any way (diff. priorities, 
specializations, compliance, etc.) and if so in what ways? 

• Do you think the fact that the product in focus is dual-use or pure-defense limits or 
enables you to be able to better react to market changes? 

Delivery Capabilities: 

• Lead Time: 

o What are the main lead time drivers for that product (long-lead parts, 
machining/test queues, certification, supplier bottlenecks, transport, 
security/clearances)? 

o If demand suddenly increased, do you feel you could shorten lead times a lot, 
somewhat, or only very little? How and why? 

• Volume flexibility: 

o How does your current volume flexibility look like for the specific product? 
Alternatively: When demand rises, is it generally easy, moderately 
challenging, or difficult for you to increase output? How and why? 

• What kinds of challenges usually make it harder to scale volume (e.g., materials, 
testing, financing, staffing)? 

3) Definition, Application & Intentions of Resilience (Strategies) 

Defining & Measuring Resilience: 

Our definition: The ability of suppliers to adapt to sudden or extreme changes in demand, 
speed, and uncertainty in their operating environment.  

Do you see resilience more as proactive or as reactive and why?  

• What priority (Scale 1-10) does resilience have in your company? Does this priority 
differ for pure-defense and dual-use products? 

Resilience strategies today: 
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• For the focal product, which resilience strategies are you applying (same strategy for 
all products or does it differ per product, why?)? 

• What is your interpretation of each strategy in place and how is it applied to the 
specific product in focus / for different products of the company? 

• Are the strategies applied chosen by you or forced because of internal / external 
pressures? 

• What is the broader intent of those resilience strategies & strategy configurations? 
Adapt to the market or shape the market in some way? 

Impact on Sub-Suppliers 

• When you change your own supply strategies, how are your sub-suppliers affected? 
• Do you see any broader consequences for sub-supplier markets? 

Resilience 2.0 & Market Effects: 

• Identified how you work with resilience today, how do you see that approach shift in 
the near future? 

• Do your strategies influence broader market outcomes (supplier consolidation, 
standard setting, price/lead-time norms, entry barriers, geographic clustering)? How? 

4) Perception and Expectation of Geopolitical / Market Developments 

View on Market Developments 

• How do you view the market dynamics currently and looking at the next few years? 
• What shifts are you expecting and what could they result in? 

Market Shaping & Role of the Armed Forces/FMVs 

• From your perspective, how do the Swedish Armed Forces and FMV prioritize, 
influence and/or support supplier resilience? 

• How and where do you see the Market Shaping abilities in the (Swedish) defense 
market? To what extent are you as a defense supplier able to shape the market? 

Broader Context: 

• From your perspective, what role should government and policymakers play in 
supporting supplier resilience in times of uncertainty? 

Closing Remarks: 

• Is there anything we didn’t ask that matters in that field from your perspective? 
• Referrals: 1–2 colleagues we should talk to (procurement/ops/engineering)? 

Offer to send them the final thesis when we have completed it. 

Thank them for their time and effort and say that we hope that the thesis will be interesting for 
them to read when we have finished. 
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8.5. Data Structure 
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8.6. Exemplary Coding Process 

All right, then here are the requirements. You need to buy an already developed vehicle. Don't 
come with industrial cooperation requirements because that adds risk and time. So, we see a 
shift to we can put demands to the customer. We never had the possibility to do that before, so 
we have the opportunity not to now say no to industrial cooperation requirements. 

But to your point, we need to be resilient. We need to make sure that capacity is available. We 
need to make sure that no restrictions will strike us from an embargo perspective or anything 
else. So that's why we are still sourcing within the build to print area in different countries, 
different supply chains. So, there's no limitation. Of course, the requirements are tougher than 
the civil industry. So, for example, export control is huge within a military industry, so we 
cannot work with any random supplier. Because they need to be willing to be compliant on this 
export control side of it, which requires licenses, which requires investments, and that makes 
the funnel a little bit. Narrower, so to say. So, we cannot choose from 1000 suppliers, we can 
choose from A from 50 suppliers. 

Codes: 

Product Characterization: Dual-Use vs Pure-Defense Focus 
 
Market Dynamics: Lead Time / Volume Flexibility issues / shifts  
 
Market Dynamics: Trust/Communication dynamics shift 
 
Interpretation of Resilience: View on and Definition of Resilience (Resilience as being 
proactive or reactive / Priority of Resilience) 
 
Resilience Strategy Bundles: Resilience Strategies 
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8.7. AI Usage Report 

Throughout the development process of this thesis, AI tools were used in selected parts. The 
focus was thereby on translations and language formatting. Additionally, AI was partly used 
for administrative tasks, but in any case, with following critical human oversight.  

The use of AI was at any time in accordance with the AI guidelines of the Stockholm School 
of Economics and AI always served as an aid rather than a substitute. 

During the writing process, AI Tools like ChatGPT and Grammarly were used cautiously to 
correct grammar, refine academic tone, structure, and readability of the text. We acknowledge 
that the use of AI implies risks to the content of the thesis. Therefore, we ensured at any point 
that suggestions produced by AI were critically reviewed and manually edited to ensure that 
meaning, argumentation, and academic standards were preserved.  

Prompt examples include: 

“Please correct the grammar of the following sentence and suggest synonyms or changes for 
a more academic and formal tone, while preserving the original meaning.”  

“Review the following text and identify any sections that could be shortened due to redundancy, 
repetition, or non-academic wording. Explain the rationale of decisions made.”  

Throughout the process we made sure at any point that AI is only used as a support rather than 
decisive in the research and writing process. The used AI tools offered meaningful help with 
administrative tasks and improving the language in the thesis, but all core academic work 
including constructing the research design, reviewing literature and building a theoretical 
framework, interpreting the results, analysis, and conclusions were conducted independently 
by the authors. 

 


