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Abstract

Continuous innovation is a strategic necessity. Companies need a set of capabilities to be innovative,
track which ones have been implemented or remove the ones that are no longer part of the
organization. If this ability to manage change is missing, the success of the innovation may be
compromised and organizations may be limited to bring new digital services and product offerings to
market.

Capability Based Planning (CBP) can help with the planning of these organizational transformations
in terms of capability changes over time, by creating, improving, eliminating or outsourcing
capabilities.

With a literature review and empirical research, insights were gained regarding the application of
CBP in the shaping of an innovation architecture domain. It was found that effective management,
governance, and planning of innovation capabilities are critical for developing and delivering high
quality, competitive products and services.

With these insights, organizations can better develop innovation capabilities, respond smarter to
market changes, and make investments that bring the most value to the business.

In addition, it is recommended to establish clear requirements for innovation capabilities, define
performance measurement indicators, and record and communicate all elements of the innovation
capabilities as well as the roadmap within the organization.

Key terms

Capability Based Planning, Innovation Capabilities, Innovation Strategy, Capability roadmap,
Capability life cycle



Summary

Within every business, digitization has brought significant changes. New technologies have led to an
increased focus on digital transformation. Organizations are being forced to innovate as a
mechanism that enables them to develop new products, processes, or (organizational) systems to
keep meeting customer expectations. To be innovative, companies need a set of innovation
capabilities and a well-governed change roadmap to manage their life cycle.

The goal of this research is to better understand if capability-based planning (CBP) can shape the
creation of an innovation domain architecture, and improve the efficient management and
governance of innovation as a strategic business capability.

It answers the research question "Can capability-based planning shape an innovation domain
architecture in support of an organization's innovation strategy?".

This research is based on a literature review and an empirical investigation. The insights obtained
from the literature review revealed a theoretically assumed intersection and the suspicion of a
relationship between two knowledge domains, namely innovation strategy and CBP, on the concept
of “capabilities”. This led to an empirical study based on two existing models from literature. We
expect this research will generate further insights on the role of CBP in the creation of an innovation
domain architecture by applying these two models.

Based on the theoretical research, the following theses are expected to be confirmed by the
empirical research:
1. Afit between innovation strategy and CBP is critical for speed and quality in developing and
delivering new products and services.
2. The role of management and governance is of importance for creating an innovation
capability.
3. CBP contributes to product and process innovation which in turn contributes to increased
competitiveness.
4. Planning the required innovation improvements (over time) through a defined series of
innovation capabilities will help to shape a domain architecture for innovation.

During the empirical research, a single case study was conducted. A stakeholder analysis was
performed to identify key stakeholders. Five interviews were conducted, with respondents that had
sufficient knowledge about innovation and capabilities within the case organization. Prior to these
interviews, a survey was conducted in order to form an initial view that was further zoomed into
during the semi-structured interviews.

Several insights resulted from the research. The case organization is unable to map and leverage
existing innovation capabilities from other business divisions, and as a result builds local innovation
capabilities to address local market and business needs, placing innovation under the board of
directors’ supervision to ensure governance and executive management support. However, this
model is not scalable for the business as it lacks capability lifecycle management.

The case organization considers innovation as a competitive differentiator, but the impact of CBP
and its effect on increased competitiveness is questioned by all respondents due to different
measurement definitions. There is consensus that industry frameworks may help structure how to
manage innovation capabilities, but these frameworks need to be adaptable to the case



organization’s needs, and require an unambiguous definition of capability requirements and
performance indicators.

Innovation requires organizations to have the right capabilities in place. This study partially
confirmed the four theses and supports the hypothesis that proper management, governance and
planning of innovation capabilities are essential for producing and providing high-quality,
competitive products and services. It confirmed that CBP can help organizations manage change,
develop innovation capabilities, respond to market changes, and make informed investment
decisions. This however requires organizations to accurately define capability requirements,
measure performance, and communicate elements of the capability roadmap.

In a follow-up study, it is desirable to collect more empirical research findings. Additional research
can be done to analyze the required performance indicators and effectiveness of CBP on the
individual dimensions of an innovation capability, being people, processes and tools. In addition, it is
recommended that the study be tested in an organization with a higher level of innovation capability
maturity.
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Glossary

Nbr. Term Description

1

10

11

ATLAS.ti Is a computer program that helps in the analysis of qualitative
research data, among other things. Coding is one of the core
functionalities of ATLAS.ti and aids in the organization of data and
data analysis.

Capability CBP focuses on the planning, engineering, and delivery of strategic

Based business capabilities to the enterprise and can be used to set

Planning (CBP) | investment priorities that would deliver the most value to an
organization, according to the organizational strategy.

Capability life Is the planning of organizational transformations in terms of

cycle capability changes over time, and used to set investment priorities
that would deliver the maost value to an organization, according to
the organizational strategy.

Digital Digital transformation can be seen as intelligent business processes

transformation | and using new and efficient technology concepts such as
Omnichannel strategies, Big Data, Cloud and Mobile Computing,
Internet of Things or Social Software.

Enterprise Business processes, applications and an organization's technical
Architecture architecture make up EA. The focus of EA is on the dependencies
(EA) between how the business relates to IT.

EA frameworks | An EA framework can be seen as a logical structure for classifying,
organizing, managing and communicating the EA.
Innovation Capabilities to innovate, with following dimensions:
Capabilities * People (training, professional development)
* Processes (concepts, business processes, and
information management)
* Material (infrastructure, IT, resources)

Innovation Is the long-term goals, ways, and scope to which innovations will be

Strategy used to build a strategic advantage and can be categorized into
products, processes, and strategy.

Microsoft is a proprietary business communication platform developed by

Teams Microsoft, as part of the Microsoft 365 family of products.

RDAP Using the RDAP scale, primary stakeholders can be characterized.

Using an RDAP scale, stakeholders can be divided into the four

approaches "Reactive,” "Defensive,” "Accommaodative" and
"Proactive.
Stakeholder Is the process of identifying, assessing, and prioritizing the
analysis stakeholders who will be affected by your business or project. A

stakeholder can be defined as an individual, or group with an
interest or some aspect of rights or ownership in the project.

Table 1 - Glossary
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1. Introduction

1.1. Background

Digital transformation is high on the agenda of every business. Coordinating all activities related to
this transformation on strategic, tactical and operational levels requires governance, and needs to
be properly managed for a consistent arrangement of business processes, organizational structure
and culture. Many believe that Enterprise Architecture (EA) can guide organizations through these
difficult and complex times (Gong & Janssen, 2019; Lapalme et al., 2016). However, there are still
many challenges when implementing EA that are important to realize the intended benefits (Tamm,
Seddon, Shanks, & Reynolds, 2011; Weiss, Aier, & Winter, 2013).

An important challenge is to constantly innovate, as a mechanism that enables an organization to
develop new products, processes or (organizational) systems (Lawson & Samson, 2001), and for
which the complexity and risks of innovation needs to be managed within organizations (Thomond &
Lettice, 2002).

Research by Dijkman (2014) regarding the alignment between EA and product innovation states that
innovation should be captured in an innovation domain architecture. First of all, the study revealed
that within most companies, there is an innovation process with phases as Ernst (2010) names it, but
EA has only a limited role in the organization of this process. Secondly, it shows that companies need
a set of capabilities to be innovative (Lange & Mendling, 2011).

Dijkman (2014) suggests researching the application of Capability Based Planning (CBP) to shape this
domain architecture for innovation since popular frameworks don’t clarify how to arrive at the right
capabilities (Greefhorst, 2009; Greefhorst & Proper, 2011), but do make clear this takes place using
so-called "capability increments": people, processes and material (The Open Group, 2018).

Conclusion

This research focuses on a better understanding if CBP can shape an innovation domain architecture
in support of an organization's innovation strategy.

11



1.2. Exploration of EA and its link with innovation

EA itself will not be in the scope of this research. However, the following provides the reader with
context on the concepts of innovation, capabilities, and their relationship with the field of EA.

EA is defined as “a coherent whole of principles and methods that are used in the design and
realization of the enterprise’s organizational structure, business processes, information systems, and
infrastructure” (Lankhorst, 2009), with goals (Table 2) that include the support of innovation through
capabilities, as described by Lange and Mendling (2011).

Goal class 1 “Create baseline” Understanding the organization’s landscapes and their
interrelations in order to improve cost efficiency. With
this transparency companies aim to reduce costs by
decommissioning not-required or redundant assets.
Transparency allows aligning business and IT especially
in the context of ongoing projects.

Goal class 2 “Manage complexity” By engineering a target EA and defining EA principles,
complexity shall be remowved from the as-is architecture
step-by-step and also be avoided in the future by
considering prospective requirements.

Goal class 3 “Drive transformation” Improve and actively manage the delivery of the target
EA from a holistic perspective in terms of effectiveness
and efficiency.

I Goal class 4 “Support innovation” ] Support innovation from an EA perspective. Hereby, the
EA needs to provide, on the one hand, a stable set of
capabilities that allows to operate and to implement the
EA in an efficient way; but on the other hand, needs to
highlight and support situations where architectural

changes can improve and innovate the business.
Table 2 - Overview Enterprise architecture goals

Conclusion

EA goals cover the support of innovation, Goal class 4 in Table 2, and includes the need for
capabilities to innovate. This research will focus on whether CBP can shape an innovation domain
architecture through "capability increments". Future research related to “how” this architecture
would be designed, could benefit from the above research of Lange and Mendling (2011).
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1.3. Exploration of CBP

Most organizations today need to undergo transformations to stay competitive. Knowledge is
power. Knowing what your organization can do (capabilities) and what resources are available can
help make better decisions. EA can help this transformation as it is focused on planning and
implementing organizational change, however, it is designed primarily as a communication
mechanism between Enterprise Architects. This makes it difficult to elaborate on required changes,
which are reflected in the EA, in terms that business leaders recognize. These long-term plans need
to be specified and made actionable in a way that both business leaders and Enterprise Architects
can act upon them (Aldea, 2016).

Planning organizational transformations based on “capabilities” can help to reduce this gap (Aldea,
2016) since capabilities provide a high-level view of the current and desired abilities of an
organization as a whole, concerning the organization’s strategy and its environment (Ulrich & Rosen,
2011).

Aldea (2016) states that CBP's main goal is to help with the planning of organizational

transformations in terms of capability changes over time and used to set investment priorities that
would deliver the most value to an organization, according to the organizational strategy.

Conclusion
The study of Aldea (2016) positions CBP as the link between strategy and EA by specifically managing

the planning of organizational transformations using capabilities in terms of capability changes over
time (creation, improvement, or elimination/outsourcing of capabilities).
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1.4. Problem statement

Innovation continues to be a strategic issue for many organizations (Ashurst, Freer, Ekdahl, &
Gibbons, 2012). Continuous innovation is a necessity (Hanelt, Busse, & Kolbe, 2017).

The challenge for organizations is how to manage innovation as a business capability (Assink, 2006;
Lawson & Samson, 2001; Tidd, 2001).

It is difficult to achieve optimal alighment between innovation and the business strategy, and to
check whether projects and programs are developing in the direction desired by the organization
(Greefhorst & Proper, 2011) if innovation is not supported by capabilities and a well-governed
change roadmap to manage the capabilities life cycle (Aldea, 2016).

If this ability to manage change is missing, the success of the innovation may be compromised. For
example, organizations may not be able to provide the service that goes with the new product.
(Lawson & Samson, 2001).

Conclusion

Companies need a set of tracked capabilities to be innovative, by adding the ones that have been
successfully implemented or removing those that are no longer part of the organization (Aldea,
2016).

However, according to Dijkman (2014), popular EA frameworks do not clarify how to arrive at the
right capabilities (Greefhorst, 2009; Greefhorst & Proper, 2011) but do make it clear that this takes
place from thinking in so-called "capability increments" (Aldea, 2016).

Failing to develop and manage innovation as a capability can cause initiatives related to innovation

to become disconnected from the company’s strategy to remain competitive and limit the ability to
bring new products to market.
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1.5. Research objective and questions

This research aspires to provide insight if CBP can address the risks described in chapter 1.4. The
following main research question has been formulated:

“Can capability-based planning shape an innovation domain architecture in support of an
organization's innovation strategy?’

The objective to answer the main research question is achieved using the three following central
questions:

1. Which criteria and concepts are relevant for determining the effect of CBP on the shaping of
an innovation domain architecture?

2. What hypotheses related to the effect of CBP on shaping an innovation domain architecture
can be formulated, and found relevant within the case organization?

3. What insights are developed by the comparison of the analysis results from the case
organization study and the formulated hypotheses?

The case study approach is used as it offers the possibility of applying the knowledge gained from an
in-depth literature research, in an empirical exploratory study where the main research question is
central.

Theoretical research questions

What are the different visions of innovation strategy?

What capabilities are needed for innovation?

What characteristics are known regarding CBP?

What is the relation between CBP and innovation strategy?
What methods are known that identify relevant stakeholders?

vk wnN e

Empirical research questions

6. Given the stated criteria based on the literature review, what insights can be gained about the
use of CBP to shape an innovation domain architecture, in support of an organization's
innovation strategy?

7. Which stakeholders are relevant as respondents within the case organization to answer the
research question?

8. What are the conclusions and how can this be linked to the literature?

Questions 1 to 5 are answered in the literature research. Questions 5 to 8 will be answered during
the empirical research.
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1.6. Motivation/relevance

Innovations are difficult to manage and often fall short. Partly this has to do with the complexity,
risks and unpredictability inherent in innovation. (De Marez, 2006).

Companies need capabilities to innovate, but popular frameworks do not make clear how to arrive
at the right capabilities (Greefhorst, 2009; Greefhorst & Proper, 2011), and keep a company’s
innovation capability map up to date (Aldea, 2016).

This re-enforces the need that the complexity and risks of innovation need to be managed as a
strategic business capability within organizations (Thomond & Lettice, 2002), so that innovative
ideas from all parts of the organization are gathered to be turned into innovation and competitive
advantage for the organization, and use of company capabilities is optimal (Assink, 2006; Lawson &
Samson, 2001; Tidd, 2001).

Even though CBP is already being used, there is little research into how to design, assess, implement,
and monitor capabilities, and how to use this in a real case (Miklos, 2012).

Conclusion
This research makes an empirical contribution to the scientific literature by providing new insights in

the unexplored domain of CBP’s ability to shape an innovation domain architecture in support of an
organization's innovation strategy.
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1.7. Main lines of approach

To describe the approach of this research paper the research onion by Saunders (2009) is used. By
conducting a literature review and interviews, a multi-method qualitative research approach is
achieved. The research strategy used is the case study approach, as we research one case holistically
(Yin, 2011).

//’ Literature research Empirical research H“\\
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planning
characteristics
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Identification
Condusion and I
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Conceptual Model

Expert feedback
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Figure 1 - Research model
This literature review consists of:

e Literature research:
A literature study will be carried out to answer the theoretical research questions. The
conceptual research model will be shared with an expert in the case organization to review
its relevance, scope and accuracy, and adjusted if needed. This is important to avoid
misunderstandings about the taxonomy used in the scope of the research.

e Empirical research:
A empirical research will be conducted to search for answers to the empirical research
guestions covering stakeholder analysis, construct validity, data collection, data analysis, and
finally the conclusions and recommendations.

The literature review will be described in chapter 2. From the literature review, the conceptual
model will be formed. Chapter 0 will outline the methods that will be used to answer the sub-
guestions that have been formulated. After these questions are answered, the results will be shown
and discussed in chapter 4. Finally, chapter 5 provides the conclusion and recommendations and
identifies the shortcomings within the study.
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2. Theoretical framework

2.1. Research approach

The research approach used is based on Saunders (2009) literature review process and visualized in
Figure 2. Articles were selected that increase knowledge related to the problem statement, relate to
the research question and objectives, and possibly answer the research question(s). The content
used is up-to-date and the overview contains clear references so that based on the research report,
the original publication referenced can be found.

1. Define parameters ®—@ ®—=® 2. Research Keywords

Critical
literature
review

5. Evaluat& ° o f_. Obtain
iterature

Figure 2 - Schematic overview of literature review

6. Record ®—*® ®—= 3. Conduct Search

2.1.1. Search terms

To find relevant articles, terms related to the research questions were combined with the research
model (Figure 1) and translated into search terms (Table 3).

Sub Question Search term in English Combined with

1. Definition Innowvation strategy

s Capabilities Innovation

3. Characteristics Capability-based planning
5 Identification Stakeholder

Table 3 — Search terms
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2.1.2. Search

The search strategy is based on a combination of filtering techniques, the backward snowball
method, and the literature review process of Saunders (2009). It consists of process steps as
described in Table 4.

1. Search engine used Google Scholar and Open University library - Google Scholar is freely sccessible to everyone. This is important for
reproduction purposes. Regarding transparency, Beel & Gipp [2009) provide an insight into the Gocogle Scholar ranking mechanism. Mext
to Google Scholar, the Open Universities library was used to get access to articles not freely available via Google Scholar.

2. Article language: English- most research relating to the subject is expected to be written in English. And English is best for the
researcher for the understanding of the text.

3. Article search term- this filter makes an initizl selection of articles by content based on the presence of the search terms in the article
text.

4. Year of publication= 2010- to us= current insights about the subject, a filker has been applied to only select articles published after
2010

E. Search term in the title- to make the search result more concrete, a filter is applied that selects the publications based on the presence
of the search term in the title of the publication.

5. Number of citations- the number of citations that a publication has indicated the guality of the publication ["Citzstion impact.” 2017).

7. Publications available- the basic principle is that all publications that are consulted for the research are fresly sccessible. Publications
that are not freely available online, or that cannot be retrieved free of charge, are filtered (manually).

8. Assess- the filtered results are assezzed in terms of content. It could be that although filtered and search terms wsed, a publication may
not seem relevant given the research question. Where the publications refer to other relevant research, these publications are sdded to
the selected publications after they have been assessed in terms of content (snowball method).

3. Critical literature overview- the combination of search terms, filkering, and assessment must ensure a relevant and current selection of
publications that is suitable in size for further study. The final selection forms the critical literature review bazed on which conclusions and
recommendations can be made

Table 4 — Search steps description

2.1.3. Assess search results

The selected publications are the basis for answering the central research question and the
theoretical research questions. The assessment of relevance in answering the questions is described
in chapters 2.2 and2.3. Chapter 2.2 involves an assessment whether the publication is relevant for
further study. In chapter 2.3, these publications were studied to answer the theoretical research
questions.
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2.2. Implementation

The search terms from Table 3 were the input for the search strategy and resulted in a selection of
relevant publications.

2.2.1. Search results

Table 5 shows an overview of the results for all search actions and the filtering applied. The URL for
each step is included in Appendix 7.14 so the publications used can be utilized for reconstruction
purposes.

Search Sub question Search terms Presence Where in  Publication  Nrof Date of search Mr of

action search article Date citates found
terms in articles +
publication search

URL

11 1 "Inmawation strategy” Definition  all words anywhere  n.a. n.a. April 03th 2022 75.100

12 1 "Inmawation strategy” Definition  all words anywhere  after 2017 n.a. April 03th 2022 17.700

13 1 "Inmowation strategy™ Sub-set im title after 2017 n.a. April 03th 2022 1160

14 1 "Inmowation strategy™ Sub-set im title after 2017 ==5 April 03th 2022 162

1.5 1. "Innovation strategy™ Sub-set in title after 2017 ==20 April 03th 2022 [

2.1 2 “Capsabilities Innovation” Sub-set anywhere  n.a. n.a. April 10th 2022 3.120.000

2.2 2. “Capabilities Innovation” Sub-set anywhere  sfter 2010 n.a. April 10th 2022 1.240.000

2.3 2. “Capabilities Innovation” Sub-set im title =fter 2010 n.a. April 10th 2022 2700

2.4 2. “Capabilities Innovation™ Sub-set im title after 2010 ==20 April 10th 2022 59

2.5 2. “Capabilities Innovation” Sub-set im title =fter 2010 ==50 April 03th 2022 28

3.1 3. “Capability-based planning” all wards anywhere  n.a. n.a. April 10th 2022 805

Characteristics
3.2 3. “Capability-based planning” all wards anywhere  after 2010 n.a. April 10th 2022 La4
Characteristics

3.3 3. “Capability-based planning” Sub-set im title =fter 2010 n.a. April 10th 2022 55

3.4 3. "Capability-based planning” Sub-set im title after 2010 =3 April 10th 2022 22

3.5 3. “Capability-based planning” Sub-set im title aftar 2010 ==10 April 03th 2022 <]

41 4. “Stakehalder ldentification™ all wards anywhere na. n.a. April 10th 2022 25.200

4.2 4. “Stzkeholder ldentification™ all wards anywhere  aftar 2010 n.a. April 10th 2022 16.700

4.3 4. “Stzkeholder ldentification™ all wards im title after 2010 n.a. April 10th 2022 142

4.4 4. ‘"Stakeholder Identification” all words in title after 2010 =0 April 10th 2022 33

£5 4. “Stakehalder ldentification™ sl waords in title =fter 2010 ==30 April 03th 2022 14

Table 5 - Search results
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2.2.2. Assessment of usability of articles found

The search strategy from section 2.1.2 resulted in a selection of 182 articles, shown in the framed
searches in Table 5.

Table 6 to Table 9 contain a short-list of articles selected for further assessment based on a higher

citation criterion, and that were publicly available. If selected (Y), articles are relevant for the

research, if not selected (N) the article was less relevant.

Search action 1.5 - Innovation strategy
Results were narrowed to citations > 50.

Nr. Title and URL Cited by Selected
The role of sbsorptive capacity and innowation strategy in the desizn of industry 4.0 business Models-A
1 - ; 134 ¥
comparison between SMEs and large enterprizes
2 Innowation strategy of private firms 113 N
3 Fit between organizational culture and innovation strategy: Implications for innovation performance L4 ¥
4 STRATEGY FORMULATION PROCESS AND INNOWATION PERFORMAMCE MEXLIS. t0 ¥
Table 6 - Search results Innovation strategy
Search action 2.4 - Capabilities Innovation
Results were narrowed to citations > 60.
Nr. Title and URL Cited by Selected
1 From innovation to commerciglization through networks and agglomerations: analysis of sources of innovation, 227 ¥
imnovation capabilities and performance of _
2 rmic copobilities, innovation and organizotional learming: interrelations gnd imoact on firm performance 161
E Management copabilities, innowvation, and gender diversity in the fop management teom: An empirical anolysis in 140
technoloqy-bosed SMEs
4 Dymamic capobilities and organizational performance: The medigting role of innovation 118 ¥
5 The effect of technological innovation copabilities and absorptive copacity on firm innowativeness: o comnceptual 72 ¥
framework
g The impoct of managerial ond adoptive capabilities to stimulgte orgonizotional inmovation in SMEs- g =1 ¥
complementary PL—SEM opprooch
Table 7 - Search results Capabilities Innovation
Search action 3.4 - CBP Characteristics
Results were narrowed to citations > 9.
Cited
Nr. | Title and URL by Selected
1 Capability-based planning with Archillate-Linking motivation to implementation 26 Y
2 Capability-based planning for Australia's national security 22 N
3 Capability-based planning: The ink betwean strategy and enterprise architecture 13 Y
4 An Owerview of the Canadian Forces' icn Capability-Based Planning Analytical Process 10 N
5 Implementing czpability bazad planning within the public safety and security sector: Lessons from the defence experience | 10 N
[ Capability-based planning with TOGAF® and Archildate® 3 Y

Table 8 - Search results CBP Characteristics
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Search action 4.4 - Stakeholder Identification
Results were narrowed to citations > 30.

Cited
HMr. Title and URL by Selected
1 A framework for stakeholder identification and dassification in construction projects 104 Y
A framework for stakeholder identification in concept mapping and health research: 3 novel process and its application
2 to older adult mobility and the built . 100 Y
3 An applied methodology for stakeholder identification in transdisciplinary research &4 N
4 Stakeholder identification and engssement in problem structuring interventions 55 N
5 Contextuzl-and behavioral-centric stakeholder identification 30 Y
Table 9 - Search results Stakeholder Identification
Additional articles of interest
Cited
Mr. Title and URL by Selected
1 Innovation strategy on the example of companies using bamboo 34 Y
2 Enterprise architecture framework selection for higher education using TOPSIS method 7 Y
3 The affect of TQM practices on technologicel innovation capabilities: Applying on Maloysion monufocturing sector 33 Y
4 A review of dynamic capabilities, innovation copabilities, entrepreneuricl copabilities ond their conseguences 30 Y
5 Skills ond copabilities for Australion enterprise innovirtion 24 Y
6 Architecting the enterprize towards enhanced innovation copability 132 Y

Table 10 - Additional articles of interest

2.3. Results and conclusions

This literature review aims to answer the research questions and offers the basis for empirical

research.

2.3.1. Question 1: What are the different visions on

innovation strategy?

Several visions are available in existing literature. Companies can differentiate their innovation
strategy between exploitative, which refers to presently employed technologies and tasks, and
exploratory, which consists of technologies and tasks that are novel or radical and give guidance on
how to improve the innovative potential of the firm (Jansen, Van Den Bosch, & Volberda, 2006;
Lavie, Stettner, & Tushman, 2010). Companies need to absorb new information from the
environment and use it internally to shape their innovation strategies (Kranz, Hanelt, & Kolbe, 2016;

Lendel & Varmus, 2011).

Conclusion question 1

Several definitions of innovation strategy can be found. We choose the definition of Baker and
Sinkula (2002), Hamel (1996) and Van Zyl (2006) who define innovation strategy as the long-term
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goals, ways, and scope to which innovations will be used to build a strategic advantage and can be
categorized into products, processes, and strategy.

2.3.2. Question 2: What capabilities are needed for
innovation?

Different capabilities such as marketing (Nwachukwu & Chladkova, 2019), product, and process
innovation capabilities (Camisdn & Villar-Lépez, 2014) are important for a firm that needs to
constantly deploy, mobilize, and integrate its resources and capabilities to innovate, create
competitive advantage (Liao, Kickul, & Ma, 2009) and continuously transform ideas into new
products, processes, and systems (Lawson & Samson, 2001).

The three-dimensional innovation capability maturity framework of Louw (2017), Figure 3, uses a
content analysis approach called Latent Dirichlet allocation (or LDA) to research, and summarizes
innovation capability requirements based on literature review.

Conclusion question 2

The literature review shows there is a lack of theoretical frameworks and empirical studies on the
mechanism through which firms employ their innovation capabilities and enhance organizational
performance (Zhou, Zhou, Feng, & Jiang, 2019). The innovation capability maturity framework of
Louw (2017) will be used for this research as it contains an overview of consolidated innovation
capability requirements from literature.

5. Integration, Synergy & Autonomy .m:. %R::Si::-:o\enmcfma;mty _.

IP/s01 LevelS

___ Primary Role-
players

1. Ad hoc & Limited

Intemnal <" External

Innovation
Process

Knowledge &
Competency

Innovation Capabilty Construct

Organisational
Support

=nf e ’ ’ ’ ’
A , "y

#

’ p
ra L i ra

v 7w T T

S 4 N dafb & 7 & &
@, & &

£ & é‘&ﬁb& o§§p Y rsﬁﬂ
[sid o‘ig&? o o

Organisational Construct
Figure 3 - Innovation capability maturity framework of Louw (2017)
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2.3.3. Question 3: What characteristics are known
regarding CBP?

CBP focuses on the planning, engineering, and delivery of strategic business capabilities to the
enterprise and can be used to set investment priorities that would deliver the most value to an
organization, according to the organizational strategy.

Good and explicit definitions of CBP exist, however mostly related to Defence organizations and thus
not relevant to our research.

Papazoglou (2014) states that CBP focuses on goals, end-states and encourages innovation. The
Open Group (2018) describes CBP best as “the method that is focused on planning the required
improvements (over time) through a defined series of capabilities that will help to achieve the
specified business outcomes”.

Aldea (2016) developed a framework that identifies activities in CBP, which are typically executed in
successive cycles where some activities may need more or less focus, depending on what drives the
planning cycle.

Conclusion question 3

We conclude that implementing CBP implicates defining capabilities, their increments over time,
developing capability dimensions to drive change, and measuring success through KPIs.

;Capability map 1 ( Capability metn'{:s-
Capability architecture Capability heat map
Capability motivation Capability gaps

o -

Map Assess
Control Plan
Capability realization Planning scenarios
Capability monitening Capability increments
Capability evaluation J | Capability roadmaps
o

Figure 4 - CBP Generic Activities Framework

The CBP Generic Activities Framework of Aldea (2016), Figure 4, illustrates these generic activities
with the expected outcomes of each of them, and will be used for this research.
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2.3.4. Question 4: What is the relation between CBP and
innovation strategy?

A company’s innovation strategy should specify how the different types of innovation fit into the
business strategy and the resources that should be allocated to each (Pisano, 2015).

CBP focuses on the management of capabilities that are key to the business strategy and goals of the
enterprise (Aldea, 2016), however, not all capabilities sit in the same business operation category.

The level of investment and commitment can vary depending on whether the capability is strategic,
operational imperative, or operational support oriented.

= Innovation
« Competitive differentiation
+ New markets

Set the vision and goals

Strategic of the organization.

The primary capabilities of the . E’rﬁctiency .
organization to generate revenue ° -O3!managemen

. . "™ + Margin improvement
or deliver services to citizens. « Productivity

Operational
Imperatives

The capabilities required to - E’Fﬁctiencv .
ili i + Cost managemen
faF:|I|1a1e exgcutlon of thg - Margin improvement

primary business operations. - Productivity

Operational
Support

Figure 5 - Capability Stratification

Figure 5 illustrates the three levels of capabilities and typical characteristics (CEB, 2013), where
innovation is listed as a strategic capability.

Conclusion question 4

The work of Pisano (2015), Aldea (2016), and The Open Group (2018) shows that relations between
business strategy, innovation strategy, and CBP exits. However, the work of Dijkman (2014) suggests
further research to understand if implementing CBP can shape an innovation domain architecture in
support of an organization's innovation strategy.
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2.3.5. Question 5: What methods are known to identify
relevant stakeholders?

A stakeholder can be defined as an individual, or group with an interest or some aspect of rights or
ownership in the project (Schiller, Winters, Hanson, & Ashe, 2013). We refer to the model of
Mitchell, Agle, and Wood (1997) for stakeholder analysis. This model is known as the 'Salience
model' (Figure 6Figure 1) and divides stakeholders into three aspects.

POWER LEGITIMACY

Dormant
stakeholder

Discretionary

Dominant
stakeholder

stakeholder

Definitive
stakeholder

Dangerous
stakeholder

Dependent
stakeholder

Non-stakeholder

Demanding
stakeholder

URGENCY

Figure 6 - Stakeholder Salience Model - (Mitchell et al., 1997)

e 'Power': the power a stakeholder must influence the organization, project, or program.
e 'lLegitimacy'": the legitimacy in which a stakeholder can act.
e 'Urgency': the urgency with which a stakeholder can act.

Stakeholders with three aspects represent a high form of priority. Stakeholders with two aspects
represent a medium priority, possessing one of the aspects represents a low priority whereas having
no aspects represents no priority.

Conclusion question 5

Stakeholder identification has been extensively documented. Stakeholders can be selected using a
sample which is a homogeneous collection of units (persons, objects, or situations) that share one or
more characteristics within our study. Purposive sampling is a selective sampling method where the
researcher's judgment determines which individuals will be part of the sample.
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2.4. Conclusion literature review

Our review revealed several definitions of innovation strategy as well as a lack of theoretical
frameworks and empirical studies on the mechanism through which firms employ their innovation
capabilities.

No scientific literature has been found on the intersection of both knowledge domains, innovation
strategy and CBP. However, when both knowledge domains are considered, a corresponding area of
interest can be assumed between innovation strategy and CBP. This interface is described as the
concept of “capabilities”, which is seen in both knowledge domains and selected frameworks:

e The capability maturity framework of Louw (2017), Figure 3, structures the formation of
innovation capabilities related to all kinds of organizational aspects (employees, processes,
organizational structures, information provision, and technology). The alignment of these
organizational aspects is managed by EA, however, falls outside the scope of this research.

e The framework of Aldea (2016), Figure 4, guides the activities related to building capabilities
by defining capability increments and will be used for our research.

e The framework of Mitchell et al. (1997), Figure 6, is used to select stakeholders using a
sample which is a homogeneous collection of units that share one or more characteristics
within our study.

Conclusion

Based on this concept of “capabilities” there is a theoretically assumed intersection and relationship
between both knowledge domains innovation strategy and CBP. This has a consequence for the
empirical research. Therefore, the empirical research will focus on gaining insights at the
intersection of both knowledge domains.

27



2.5. Objective of the follow-up research

An empirical study is needed to review and enhance insights that can be used in practice by other
organizations with similar challenges as described in chapter 1.4.

The selected frameworks, Louw (2017), Aldea (2016) and Mitchell et al. (1997), will be verified in a
broader context by an empirical study that will be conducted as qualitative research in the form of a
single case study at a Belgian ICT service provider.

Figure 7 depicts the conceptual model used, with the main challenges, the chosen models from the
literature and expected benefits, all derived from our literature review (chapter 2.3)

Challenges -AS IS: TO BE

= Manage innovation as not = Planning of organizational
achored structurally in transformations in terms of capability
organisation [Dijkman,2014) changes over time structurally
Organizations unable to embedded (Aldea, 2016)
provide the service that comes Innovate successfully and consistently
with the new product (Aldea, for increased competitiveness
2016) (Louw,2017)

Stakeholder management Aligned investment priorities to
(Dijkman,2014) deliver the most value to the

No optimal alignment between organization according to the
Innovation and the business organizational strategy (Aldea, 2016)
strategy as innovation mainly

elates to technology
ion (Dijkman,2014)

Capability-Based Planning to shape an Innovation domain architecture
* Based on innovation capability maturity framework of Louw (2017)
= Based on CBP Activity framework Aldea (2016)

* Based on stakeholder analysis framework Mitchell et al.'s (1997)

Figure 7 - Conceptual model

We expect this research will generate insights at the intersection of both knowledge domains, and
further clarify the role of CBP in the shaping of an innovation domain architecture by applying the
models from literature.

By selecting a single case study based on a time-bound scope, and an assumed validity of the context
of an ICT service provider, we are confident that the scope of this research is realistic and feasible.
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The following theses were constructed from the conceptual model (Figure 7 - Conceptual model)
based on the chosen models from the literature, are expected to be proven and provide answers to
the main research question.

2.5.1. Thesis 1: A fit between innovation strategy and CBP is
critical for speed and quality in developing and delivering
new products and services

The innovation strategy defines the long-term goals for strategic advantage, and needs well-
managed innovation capabilities to develop and reconfigure its resource base in developing and
delivering new products and services and create its competitive advantage (Helfat & Peteraf, 2009;
Nwachukwu & Chladkova, 2019; Teece, 2007). The most common use of capabilities is in the context
of CBP and focuses on the planning, engineering, and delivery of such strategic business capabilities
to the enterprise (Aldea, 2016).

Therefore, we can expect that managing innovation capabilities using CBP will increase a firm’s
strategic advantage and probability of success in terms of developing and delivering new products
and services.

2.5.2. Thesis 2: The role of management and governance is
of importance for creating an innovation capability

Management has the task of organizing innovation in the right way and applying the skills and
resources needed so the organization can permanently meet changing conditions (Assink, 2006).
Stakeholder management and support will help to adopt this change in people, processes, and tools
(Fassin, 2009; Friedman & Miles, 2002).

Therefore, we can expect that managing innovation as a strategic business capability requires
management having a key role in organizing innovation.

2.5.3. Thesis 3: CBP will contribute to innovation which in
turn contributes to increased competitiveness

CBP focuses on the planning, engineering, and delivery of strategic business capabilities to the
enterprise (Aldea, 2016). Scholars suggest that different innovation capabilities such as marketing
innovation capability (Nwachukwu & Chladkova, 2019), product innovation, and process innovation
capabilities (Camisén & Villar-Lopez, 2014) are important for a firm success.

Therefore, we expect that CBP will help to structurally embed and manage innovation capabilities in

the organization, which contributes to innovate successfully and consistently for increased
competitiveness.
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2.5.4. Thesis 4: Planning required innovation improvements
through a defined series of innovation capabilities will help
to shape a domain architecture for innovation

Innovation strategy defines the long-term goals, ways, and scope to which innovations will be used
to build a strategic advantage (Baker & Sinkula, 2002; Hamel, 1996; Stjernholm, 2000; Van Zyl,
2006), but EA frameworks do not make clear how to arrive at the right capabilities (Greefhorst,
2009). They however do make clear this takes place using so-called "capability increments".

CBP can manage these capability increments since it focuses on sequencing the delivery of business
improvements by the life-cycle of a capability, were an increment represents a change in the

performance/maturity of that capability (Aldea, 2016).

Therefore, we can expect that CBP will help an organization manage its innovation capabilities to
shape a domain architecture for innovation.

Conclusion

These four theses are formulated based on theoretical research, expected to be proven through an
empirical study, and provide an answer to the main research question.
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3. Methodology

Through a literature review, insights were gained that led to the design of an empirical study. This
chapter describes the justification for the empirical research. It starts with the description of the

conceptual model, the technical design, the data analysis and ends with the argumentation of why
the research was conducted in a responsible manner.

Figure 8 visualizes the operationalization of the research.

Stakeholder selection
Stakeholder analysis

Operationalizing
empirical research

Theses based on literature research
Survey based on literature research

Interview questions based on
literature research

Expert feedback regarding research
model {Doorewaard 2019}

Expert feedback

Confirm stakeholder selection and analysis

Confirm research model

Figure 8 — Operationalization process
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Results

Discussion
Conclusion
Recommendations
for practice and

further research

Reflection

Conceptual design: select the research method(s)

A qualitative single case study with multi-method data collection was selected and performed on the
basis of the following rationale.

The empirical research will be split into two parts.

1. Identify which stakeholders are relevant.
2. Collect the data needed to answer the empirical research questions.

Table 11 shows the key strategies described by Verschuren and Doorewaard and their approach

(Saunders, 2009).

Research strategy Qualitative or quantitative Empirical or desk-based research Inductive or deductive
research approach

Survey Quantitative research Empirical research Deductive approach

Experiment Cuantitative research Empirical research Inductive approach

Cazestudy Qualitative research Empirical research Inductive - or Deductive

approach
Grounded theory Qualitative research Empirical research Inductive approach
desk-based research Qualitative research Desk-based research Deductive approach

Table 11 - The main

research strategies
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A survey and an experiment drop out due to the low number of respondents which prevents
guantitative research.

Due to time limitations, we focus on hypothesis testing of existing theory, also called a deductive
approach (Verschuren & Doorewaard), in combination with a focus on gaining insights at the
intersection of both knowledge domains. Due to its exclusive inductive nature, the grounded theory
approach is dropped. The case study is the only remaining research strategy as it supports an inductive
approach with deductive elements.

Types of case studies

Type casestudy Doel

descriptive case study assumes the description of 2 phenomenaon in practice, where different cases can
be compared (S5capens, 1990)

exploratory case study takes an inductive approach with the goal of developing theoretical hypotheses
that can then be tested (Saunders et al., 2013

explanatory case study takes a deductive approach, using theoretical propositions to test their
applicahbility in the case study, to build and verify an explanation [(5aunders et al.,
2019)

Table 12 - Types of case study

This research is an exploratory case study, hypotheses will be evaluated within a case organization
using a multi-method qualitative approach. To accomplish this, the case organization will be asked for
relevant documents in the area of innovation capabilities.

Conclusion

The empirical research uses an inductive approach (Saunders, 2009) since there is no theory at the
intersection of innovation strategy and CBP. The assumed conceptual model can be regarded as a
premise with which an exploratory case study is conducted. Knowledge from the existing theory of
both knowledge areas is used to assess two frameworks in a real situation, and developing insights at
their intersection.

3.2. Technical design: elaboration of the method

In this section we describe how the research will be conducted, what data and sources are required,
and how the data will be gathered.
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3.2.1. Triangulation

A case study causes validity issues in the observations due to limited observational context and
stakeholders to interview. This risk is reduced by triangulation to support claims for validity and
reliability. The case organization will be asked for relevant datasets to strengthen the external validity.
In this way, bias is minimized and/or validity established. This multi-method qualitative approach
(Saunders, 2009) uses multiple sources of data collection which fulfill the first of the three data
collection principles by which the validity of a case study is ensured (Yin, 2011).

The empirical research is designed according to the view of Cepeda and Martin (2005) regarding
theory building during the case-oriented research process. An analysis ("reflection") activity is
undertaken after each iteration of data collection to distill insights relative to the research goal. A
subsequent iteration of data collection can then focus on specific areas of interest resulting from the
previous iteration to gain in-depth insight and flesh out the 'in-depth' aspect of the case study data
collection methodology following Yin (2011) and Verschuren and Doorewaard (2021).

3.2.2. Research method

Stakeholder analysis in which stakeholders are ranked will be conducted before the interviews
(Mitchell et al., 1997).

Since innovation and CBP are new concepts within the case organization, a group session will be
organized before the interviews to ensure the respondents can contextualize the interview
questions.

After permission, the interview is recorded, transcribed, and submitted to the interviewee(s) for
validation. Due to the interpretivist nature, responses could be further questioned during the
interview. When this occurs, the questions will be updated and submitted retrospectively to other
interviewees.

Figure 9 shows the research method.

1. Preparation 1st iteration

2. Conduct expert
Interview structure interview
Stakeholder selection

Expert validation

6. Analysis 5. Anaive

. . Analysis
Ejg;;imﬁﬂon ResearCh Insights
Transcripts steps ?:Jac#gﬁ;lgﬂon

4. Preparation 2nd
iteration

Interview structure
Stakeholder selection
Expert validation

5. In depth interview

Figure 9 - Process steps of empirical research
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3.2.3. Data collection

This research focuses on gaining insight on the intersection of both knowledge domains, and covers
empirical research questions six and seven (chapter 1.51.7). Sufficient information is available from
the literature in both knowledge domains, and the specific empirical aspects within these knowledge
areas should be obtained from the data collection.

Insights can be gained by consulting documentation and obtaining views from the relevant employees
of the organization through interviews. From the perspective of triangulation and the first data
collection principle of Yin (2011), multiple sources are desired.

Survey: A survey is used prior to the interviews to increase face validity, and to go deeper into the
content during the semi-structured interviews. In preparation, the respondents are briefed in a
separate session to provide additional clarity about the scope, knowledge domains, and timelines of
the research. A follow-up mail with the presentation is sent afterward to all participants (Appendix
7.6). The respondents answer the survey questions using a Likert scale of 1 to 5. The survey questions
can be found in Appendix 7.87.7 and results in Appendix 7.97.9. It should be noted that the survey
does not contain enough respondents to draw statistical conclusions.

Due to the subjective nature of our research and the varying perspective of different groups of people,
we adopt the interpretivist approach for our interviews because business situations are complex and
often unique, at least in terms of context, so new themes to explore may emerge from participants
interpretations of the research setting (Saunders, 2009).

Semi-structured interviews are the most suitable as they provide us with the opportunity to ‘probe’ a
response to understand the meanings that participants ascribe to various phenomena using open end
questions where the logic of questioning may need to be varied (Saunders, 2009).

We use the four theses (chapter 2.5) as structure, and formulated interview questions both based on
existing probing questions retrieved from the CBP Activity framework of Aldea (2016), and on the
innovation capabilities to probe for as derived from the innovation capability maturity framework of
Louw (2017).

Figure 10 illustrates the logic applied.

Argumentation CBP Activi Innﬂva!i_un
= R —) — EESSE — T
theoretical Areas
Aldea (2016)
research ; 3 (Louw,2017)
Based on Expects to Were interview To probe for
be proven by questions are influence of
insight from formulated CBPon

based on innovation
capabilities from

Figure 10 - Data Collection

Finally, for better structure, we number all Louw’s Innovation Capability areas (1, 2 and 3) and map
the questions to the Capability areas number we are probing for. Details can be found in Appendix 7.2
and 7.3. This results in Table 13 where interview questions are mapped per thesis and capability
area(s).
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Theses Nr. Question Capability
Area
A fit between Innovation strategy and CBP is critical for speed and gquality in developing and delivering
new products and services.
1 1.1 | How are we addressing the most-important gaps between what we are 1
able to do at the moment and what we should be able to do in the future
in terms of innovation?
1 1.2 | To what extend are we defining the ways to link capabilities to their 1,2,3
motivation (strategic goals) and their implementation (resources,
competences, information, processes, etc.) to build a strategic advantage?

1 1.3 | How does innovation impact the probability of success in terms of 1
developing and delivering new products and services?
1 1.4 | How are practices, procedures, activities, etc. that take ideas and/or 1

opportunities through to concepts, then through development and
implementation, and eventually to a stage of commercialisation and
operations being defined in the organization?

The role of management and governance is of importance for creating an Innovation capability

2 2.1 | Do we have overlapping innovation projects? 1,2

2 2.2 | To what extent we have redundant governance, or an inadequate 3
organizational structure?

2 2.3 | To what extent do we have adequate skills, broad-based knowledge and 2,3

competency to innovate?

2 2.4 | How are the associated management requirements for innovation 3
knowledge, competencies, and technology defined ?

CBP will significantly contribute to product and process innovation which in turn contributes to

increased competitiveness.

3 3.1 | How is innovation being defined as important for the firm’s success? 1

3 3.2 | Should the focus for innovation capabilities be a strategic differentiation or | 1,3
lower costs, what is the main competitive advantage?

3 3.3 | Who do we want to invest mare or less in innovation capabilities (people, 2,3

processes, tools)?

3 3.4 | How are performance levels of implemented capabilities defined and 1
compare to expected level required to meet business outcomes (increased
competitiveness).

Planning the required innovation improvements (over time) through a defined series of innovation

capabilities will help to shape a domain architecture for innovation.

4 4.1 | How is the innovation capability life-cycle managed in terms of design, 1
road mapping, migration planning, and feasibility?

4 4.2 | Do we need to incorporate industry standards in order to set the right 1,2,3
investment priorities that would deliver the most value to the enterprise?

4 4.3 | Are we driving towards adapting or leveraging industry standards? 1,2,3

4 4.4 | How does the enterprise review and assess how capabilities have been 3

implemented with respect to people, procedural steps, and asset usage?

Table 13 - Operationalization table

As example, question 1.3 “How does innovation impact the probability of success in terms of
developing and delivering new products and services?” will create insights regarding the influence of
applying CBP for Innovation Capability Area 1.
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Data is collected at one point in time using a cross-sectional time horizon. Stakeholders are contacted
to schedule a 90-minute appointment and sent the interview questions upfront. Interviews are
recorded and transcribed using Microsoft Teams, and coded using ATLAS.TI.

3.2.4. Stakeholders’ analysis

A stakeholder analysis is be conducted to determine which roles within the organization are important
for collecting research data through purposive sampling.

The selection of stakeholders is chosen by the researcher and submitted to the expert for validation.
Stakeholders were ranked based on the attributes 'Power’, 'Legitimacy’, and 'Urgency' of Mitchell et
al. (1997) as listed in Table 15.

The RDAP scale of Clarkson (1995) is used to characterize primary stakeholders (Table 14). The scale
consists of three elements: 'Scale’, 'Strategy', and 'Behavior'. For the first element 'Scale', stakeholders
can be divided into four approaches 'Reactive’, 'Defensive’, 'Accommodative', and 'Proactive’.

Scale Strategy Behaviour

Reactive Deny responsibility Do less then what is needed
Defensive Admits responsibility, but has resistance Do least needed
Accommodative | Accepts responsibility Does what is needed
Pro-active Anticipates on responsibility Does more than is needed

Table 14 - RDAP scale (Clarkson, 1995)

Primary stakeholder characterizations:

If the stakeholder does not possess any of the three attributes, they cannot be counted as a
project stakeholder.

Demanding stakeholders have an urgent claim but have no power or legitimate relationship. They
can be irksome but not dangerous, so management can disregard them.

Discretionary stakeholders possess the attribute of legitimacy, but they do not have power or
urgent claims. Although there is no pressure on managers to engage in an active relationship with
such stakeholders, they can choose to do so.

Dormant stakeholders possess the power to impose their will, but they do not have any legitimate
relationship or urgent claim, and thus their power remains unused

Dependent stakeholders possess urgent and legitimate claims, but no power. These stakeholders
depend upon others for the power to carry out their will.

Dominant stakeholders are both powerful and legitimate. Their influence is assured, and the
expectations of any dominant stakeholders will matter.

Dangerous stakeholders are not legitimate, but they possess power and urgency. They can be
coercive and possibly violent; hence, they can be “dangerous”.

Definitive stakeholders possess all the attributes. They will already be members of an
organization's dominant coalition. When their claims are urgent, managers have a clear and
immediate mandate to consider and give priority to that claim.

Table 15 — Eight stakeholder characterizations
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This results in a final list of stakeholders (Table 16). Each stakeholder is assigned a unique number for
identification purposes during the analysis of the data.

Ranking - (Mitchell et al., 1997)

1 CEOD Pro-active Power
Legitimacy
Urgency

2 Director Innovation & New Ventures Accommodative | Power
Legitimacy

3 Innovation Strategist Accommodative | Legitimacy
Urgency

4 Vice President Delivery Services Defensive Power
Urgent

5 HR Business Partner Pro-Active Legitimacy
Urgent

& Sales Director Reactive Legitimacy
Urgent

7 Product Director Accommodative | Power
Legitimacy
Urgency

8 CFO Defensive Power
Urgent

9 Go To Market Director Accommaodative | Legitimacy
Urgency

10 Process analyst Defensive Urgency

Table 16 - Stakeholders’ selection definition

The stakeholders are visually represented with their unique numbers on the stakeholder map of
Mitchell et al. (1997) (Figure 11).

Legitimacy

A — Dormant

B — Discretionary

C — Demanding

O'— Dominant

E — Dangerous

F — Dependent

G — Definitive

H - Monstakeholder

Urgenc

Figure 11 - Stakeholder map



Based on the stakeholder typology and the approach of Mitchell et al. (1997), it is decided to
interview the CEO [1], Director of Innovation [2], HR Business Partner [5], Product Director [6], and
Go To Market Director [9]. They all possess at least two attributes of Mitchell et al.'s (1997)
stakeholder typology, and are either Pro-active or Accommodative on the RDAP scale of Clarkson
(1995), therefore they are considered important within the case organization and strengthen the
internal and external validity of the research.

In addition, these stakeholders are willing to contribute to the research, and they are employed in
very different roles within the case organization so data is collected from different perspectives.

3.2.5. Expert feedback

Feedback regarding the conceptual model and data collection approach has been received from the
expert. All stakeholders approved and agreed to their cooperation for the research. Based on the
expert validation, the interview questions can be expanded to include additional questions. The
feedback from the expert has resulted in the final list of interview questions.

3.3. Data analysis

The data analysis of the interviews and obtained documents, if any, is performed according to the
step-by-step plan shown in Figure 12.

Identify subjects Ranking i Selectivecoding |  Summaryreport | Conclusion
Identification of topics inthe | Ranking of interview excerpts |  For each subject and each ! Summary report by topic Formulating conclusions
written interview summaries | and document citations data source, draw up a based on the data and ¢ based on the summaries and

and documentation by means | based on the identified topics : summary of the selected ¢ insights collected in Step 3, | quantitative analysis of Step
of open coding. through axial coding. fragments/citations in ¢ supplemented with a limited  : 4. This in relation to the
i :  relationto theinformation | quantitative analysis onthe : literature to arrive ata
goals sought; this involves  : responses to the questions. : validated conceptual model
selective coding. ¢ and the influences of CBP on
H H shaping of an innovation
domain.

Figure 12 - Data analysis process

This roadmap is based on the 'Results of Research' roadmap (Doorewaard, Kil, & van de Ven, 2015)
where this methodology is combined with thematic analysis through coding to create an inductive
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approach with deductive elements. Coding develops a topic structure so that integral theory building
and substantiation can occur (Saunders, 2009).

3.3.1. Coding

Coding consists of three phases: open coding, axial coding, and selective coding using ATLAS.TI.

With open coding, the specific pieces of text of the transcribed interviews are assigned a coding.
Similar texts are assigned the same coding. With axial coding, connections between the coding are
sought. When connections emerge, the coding can be assigned to main categories and subcategories.
Then they are reordered hierarchically. Selective coding involves recognizing and creating connections
between main categories. Based on the main categories, insights are generated. The results of the
coding are analyzed and elaborated.

3.3.2. Document analysis

ATLAS.TI will be used to perform this analysis. This tool digitally records the data obtained and the
data analysis carried out so that it is clear which data sources have been used and how this data has
led to insights. The purpose is to ensure the internal validity of the research by applying the data
collection principles 'Research database' and 'Chain of Evidence' as advised by Yin (2011).

3.4. Reflection regarding validity, reliability, and ethical
aspects

With the chosen methods, scientifically sound research was designed to meet the most important
quality requirement as generally assumed: validity (Gelderman, 2013). This chapter has already
discussed trade-offs on the four quality criteria for case study research identified by Yin (2011):
construct validity, internal validity, external validity and reliability. The following is an integral
treatise on these four quality criteria, potential issues, and an explanation of the ethical issues
regarding this research

3.4.1. Construct validity

The construct validity of the research method refers to the quality of the
conceptualization/operationalization of the relevant concept and should underlie the data collection
method (Gibbert, Ruigrok, & Wicki, 2008). This construct validity was achieved by applying Yin's data
collection principles throughout data collection and analysis, and validated through expert feedback.
Lastly, the research makes use of existing frameworks from Louw (2017), Aldea (2016) and Mitchell
et al. (1997), ensuring a solid basis for research.
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3.4.2. Internal validity

The internal validity of the research method refers to the validity of the logic by which the identified
variables and relationships result from the results of data analysis in particular (Yin, 2011).
Triangulation is applied through conducting semi-structured interviews and document analysis.

Stakeholder analysis has been conducted (chapter 3.2.3), and stakeholders are ranked and selected
for data collection (Mitchell et al., 1997). Prior to the interviews, all stakeholders are separately
briefed with an info session to better contextualize the interview questions. All respondents receive
an info brochure (see Appendix 7.6).

Lastly, the risk of interpretation bias by the researcher during data collection is minimized by a
feedback loop. After the interviews, the transcription of the interviews conducted is submitted to
the respondents for validation.

3.4.3. External validity

External validity refers to the extent to which the results of the study can be generalized to other
situations (Saunders, 2009). Stakeholder analysis is conducted (chapter 3.2.3), and stakeholders
ranked and selected based on the existing models of Mitchell et al. (1997) and Clarkson (1995).

External validity in case studies can also be achieved through the rationale for the selection of the
case(s) so that this context can be evaluated by readers of the study (Gibbert et al., 2008). For this
study, an assumption was made that the case organization in question was a representative case for
the phenomenon being studied. External validity is also increased by conducting literature research
(chapter 2) to ensure generalization supported by theory.

3.4.4. Face validity

Respondents are selected based on their role and knowledge of the topic. An info session is foreseen
to clarify the topics. This presentation takes place prior to the interviews and is communicated
digitally (Appendix 7.6). A survey is sent to the respondents prior of the interview to form an initial
view that will be further zoomed into during the semi-structured interviews. The interview is
transcribed and presented to the respondent for review. The validated transcription is recorded
anonymously in the study's database as an assurance of internal validation according to the data
collection principle 'Research database' named by Yin (2011).

3.4.5. Reliability

For the reliability of a case study, replicability is an important factor (Gelderman, 2013) and should
provide consistent results at different times and in different conditions (Saunders, 2009). In the
previous chapter, the research is outlined step-by-step which makes it possible to conduct the same
research again in the same setting to obtain the same results. In this perspective, the 'Chain of
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Evidence' (Yin, 2011) throughout the research is vital to provide insight into this reliability after the
research has been conducted. All respondents received the same questions and explanations
regarding key terminology, and interviews were at a time and location perceived by the respondents
as convenient.

3.4.6. Ethical aspects

Since the research includes data collection through semi-structured interviews with individuals and
(confidential) documents of the case organization are analyzed, ethical aspects must be considered.
In the context of research, ethics refer to the norms of conduct that guide behavior regarding the
rights of those who become the subjects of the research or are affected by it (Saunders, 2009).
Several ethical principles will be applied to this research:

e All personal data will be anonymized.

e Data collected will be kept confidential.

e Participants have the right to withdraw their participation at any time without
consequences.

When using personal data, the rules of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) will be
followed.
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4. Results

This chapter describes the results of the study, obtained through interviews and surveys. The section
below describes how the interviews were conducted and processed. Five individuals were finally
interviewed and selected based on the stakeholder analysis (see 3.2.4). Prior to the interview, they
were asked to complete an online survey. Finally, the results are described for each thesis.

4.1. Data collection

4.1.1. Semi-structured interviews

As some respondents were living abroad, the interviews were conducted and recorded with
Microsoft Teams. Five interviews of ninety minutes were conducted in October-November 2022.
Four participants required more time to either answer all questions or get more clarification.
Additional interview sessions were scheduled in December causing a delay of several weeks. During
the actual interviews, it was determined that all respondents possessed sufficient domain and
organizational knowledge. Prior agreement was sought from each participant for the recording of
the interview and that anonymity would be guaranteed for the data collection. During the
interviews, the structure described in Table 13 was followed.

4.1.2. Conduct the empirical research

The empirical research follows the five-step plan based on the 'Results of Research' roadmap
(Doorewaard et al., 2015), as presented in Figure 12.

All interviews were digitally recorded, transcribed and validated by the respondents. None of the
respondents suggested any changes. All agreed on the final version of the transcripts which were
imported into ATLAS.ti.

In step one, open coding is used, and text fragments have been marked with codes per topic. These
codes can be found in Appendix 7.13.2.

As a second step, axial coding is used, and the assigned codes were compared with each other.
Codes relating to each other were added within an umbrella code or code group, resulting in twenty
code groups. A code may belong to more than one code group.

In step three, selective coding is used to create networks with links and relations between topics.
This enabled a better understanding of topics and their relations, and develops a topic structure for
integral theory building (Saunders, 2009). Appendix 7.13.1 shows an example. A summary is created
per thesis and respondent. The details of the text fragments and summaries are included in
Appendix 7.7.
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In step four, an overarching summary is made per thesis and for each source. This is where the
respondents' summaries come together. These results per thesis are detailed in chapter 4.2. Because
the respondents were not able to provide documents, only the interview and survey results were
used.

4.2. Results by thesis statement

Four theses (chapter 2.5) are formulated to answer the central research question. This section
elaborates on the results of the data collection, per thesis.

The survey results are shown and briefly discussed, followed by a summary of the answers to the
interview questions based on the insights gathered, and this for each thesis and respondent.
Interview details can be found in Appendix 7.7. Some examples of the coding process are given in
Appendix 7.13 to provide insight into the coding logic.

The responses refer to the respondents, Table 17 below shows which respondent holds which
position within the organization and to which actor they belong according to the approach of
Clarkson (1995) and Mitchell et al. (1997). The initial numbering as listed in Table 16 is maintained
for consistency.

Function Ranking - (Mitchell et al., 1997

1 CEO Pro-active Power
Legitimacy
Urgency

2 Director Innovation & New Ventures Accommodative | Power
Legitimacy

5 HR Business Partner Pro-Active Legitimacy
Urgent

7 Product Director Accommodative | Power
Legitimacy
Urgency

9 Go To Market Director Accommodative | Legitimacy
Urgency

Table 17 - Selected stakeholders
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42.1. Results Thesis 1

Thesis 1 A fit between Innovation strategy and CBP is critical for speed and
gquality in developing and delivering new products and services.

Survey question Gaps between what we can do at the moment and what we should be able
to do in the future in terms of innovation is addressed adeguately

Survey guestion Innovation capabilities are linked to their motivation (strategic goals) and
implementation (resources, competencies, etc..) to build a strategic
advantage

Survey question Innovation impacts the probability of success in terms of developing and
delivering new products and services

Survey question Innovation practices and procedures that take ideas through concept,

development, implementation, and eventually commercialization are defined
in the organization.

Interview guestion | How are we addressing the most-important gaps between what we are able
to do at the moment and what we should be able to do in the future in
terms of innovation?

Interview guestion | To what extend are we defining the ways to link capabilities to their
motivation (strategic goals) and their implementation (resources,
competences, information, processes, etc.] to build a strategic advantage?
Interview guestion | How does innovation impact the probability of success in terms of
developing and delivering new products and services?

Interview question | How are practices, procedures, activities, etc. that take ideas and/or
opportunities through to concepts, then through development and

Table 18 - Thesis 1 questions

Survey summary report

Survey Questions

Gaps between what we can do at the moment and what we should be able to do in the future in 2 3 -
terms of innovation is addressed adequately

Innovation capabilities are linked to their motivation (strategic goals) and implementation 4
[resources, competencies, etc_.) to build a strategic advantage

Innovation impacts the probability of success in terms of developing and delivering new products 1 2

and serices

Innovation practices and procedures that take ideas through concept, development, 1 1 3
implementation. and eventually commercialization are defined in the organization.

1-5 = Number of respondents - Strongly disaagree Disagree Meutral Agree - Strongly agree

Table 19 - Thesis 1 Survey results

The majority of respondents indicated innovation capabilities within the organization are linked to
their motivation to create a strategic advantage. They also see sufficient maturity within their
organization in managing the innovation gaps. There is less consensus on the impact of innovation
on the success of product development. Remarkably, respondents 2 and 9 are extremely positive
about this, both respondents are employed in Belgium and have a local focus on innovation.
Respondent 7 works in a central role within the European organization and is less convinced. Finally,
respondent 2 indicates that the organization is not mature in terms of practices for the development
and commercialization of innovation. This can be explained by the fact that this respondent has to
innovate for the local market with limited resources and budget, and has to integrate these new
capabilities into the rigid operating model of the wider organization.
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Interview summary (see 7.7.1)

1 ® The case organisation manages the innovation gap with an organization called
New Ventures and Innovation (NV&I).

* Scaling of innovation capabilities is dependent on merging and integrating with
sistercompanies.

® People make the difference in innovation, and governance costs should be
balanced against cost.

2 ® The innovation team is looking for a light-weight portfolio management system to
enable the transition from innovation to commercialization.

* Innovation strategy planning is part of an annual business planning to define
priorities and investment areas, however innovation has its own time to market
and needs flexibility, a dedicated small innovation team is created for the case
organisation to accommodate this flexibility.

5 ® The organization needs to look at ways to encourage innovation, such as providing
investment and resources, and to create an environment where innovation is not
only accepted but also rewarded.

* Innovation is not structurally embedded in the organization. A separate
Innovation team exists but is managed isolated with own priorities. Innovation
outside of that team is ad-hoc and people driven.

7 ® Innovation is necessary to automate existing services and differentiate from
competitors.

* Product management is used to manage innovation gaps, with roadmaps based on
measurable benefits,

® The case organisation faces challenges in clarifying strategic priorities, governance
fragmentation, and quantifying and measuring innovation impact.

9 s Slow time to market and inability to launch new innovative services quickly, since
the case organisation works in a complex multi-country environment with
different, and disconnected, delivery organizations.

* |nadequate resources and lack of visibility into the innovation capabilities of the
different countries.

Figure 13 - Thesis 1 Summary interview

Conclusion

Innovation is a top-down decision, not implemented at all levels within the organization. The
international context of the organization and many business divisions, each with their processes and
governance, complicate the implementation of innovation capabilities. As a result, innovation
portfolio management is not existing, and depends on personal ownership and accountability,
resulting in a slow time to market and challenges to launch new innovative services quickly.
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4.2.1. Results Thesis 2

Thesis 2 The role of management and governance is of importance for creating an
Innovation capability

Survey question Our innovation projects are aligned and not overlapping.

Survey question Governance for innovation is not redundant, and the organizational
structure is adequate.

Survey question Skills, broad-based knowledge, and competency to innovate are adequate
available

Survey question MManagement requirements for innovation knowledge, competencies, and

technology are defined

Interview question | Do we have overlapping innovation projects?

Interview guestion | To what extent we have redundant governance, or an inadequate
organizational structure?

Interview guestion | To what extent do we have adequate skills, broad-based knowledge and
competency to innovate?

Interview guestion | How are the associated management requirements for innovation
knowledge, competencies, and technology defined ¥

Table 20 - Thesis 2 questions

Survey summary report

Cur innovation projects are aligned and not overlapping. 1 3 1
Governance for innovation is not redundant, and the organizational structure is adequate. 2 2 1
Skills, broad-based knowledge, and competency to innovate are adequate available 2 3
Management requirements for innovation knowledge, competencies, and technology are defined 1 3 1
1-5 = Number of respondents - Strongly disagree Disagree Meutral Agree - Strongly agree

Table 21 - Thesis 2 Survey results

Most respondents have a neutral view on innovation skills and governance within the organization.
Respondents 1 and 2, respectively the CEO and Director Innovation, are not convinced of the level of
innovation skills and competences within the organization. An explanation could be that both
respondents have an extensive background in innovation, and use a different quality standard. The
same respondents indicate the capacity to scale will have to come from other divisions within the
case organization, and these competencies are perceived to be not present. Finally, most
respondents confirm management requirements for innovation are not defined, only respondent 5
is positive. This can be explained by the fact that respondent 5 has an HR role and requirements at
the capability dimension of people do exist within the organization.
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Interview summary (see 7.7.2)

1 * There is potential to leverage the local innovation capabilities by creating a bridge
between the case organisation’s NV&I department and sister companies.

o This will allow the case organisation to gain access to the global network of it's
subsidiaries and benefit from their expertise and capabilities, help to scale the
innovation capabilities of the case organisation and ensure successful integration
with the rest of the business units.

2 ¢  The NVE&I team is not investing in new technology, nor making use of existing
resources.

s Being more competitive is currently solved by hiring more people instead of
building out an innovation capability and its life-cycle management

s Governance for life-cycle management would be beneficial to implement but
cannot be too rigid or costly.

3 o Lack of clear view on all innovation projects in the organization
¢ Building innovation skills is part of every personal development plan
¢ No innovation capabilities defined, but leadership defines the innovative culture
* Current innovation initiatives lack insight on the impact on the organization
* Innovation process is not well defined, lacks an innovation roadmap
7 ¢ The case organisation needs to create an innovation culture, which will require
collaboration and knowledge sharing.
* [t needs to be stressed that innovation is everyone's responsibility, not just the
NWVE&IL
* |n order to ensure a successful innovation process, the case organisation needs to
create a structure and governance model that supports innovation, and provide
the necessary resources and incentives.
9 * lack of end-to-end portfolio visibility across the case organisation

s (Overlap of innovation projects on global level

* There is less overlap of projects at regional level

* Fragmented governance layers exist

* The above impacts the case organisation’s ability to leverage synergies and
innovate quicker

Figure 14 - Thesis 2 Summary interview

Conclusion

The interview results are consistent with the survey. Governance is considered important by all
respondents for managing an innovation capability. There is a lack of clarity about the ongoing
innovation projects and capabilities, resulting in initiatives being launched by different divisions
without validation for overlap, or reuse of capabilities. The case organization deliberately chooses to
locally invest and implement an innovation team, under board of director supervision, while waiting
for a more mature innovation strategy from the parent company.
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4.2.72. Results Thesis 3

Thesis 3 CBP will significantly contribute to product and process innovation which
in turn contributes to increased competitiveness.

Survey question Our innovation projects are aligned and not overlapping.

Survey question The focus on innovation capabilities and its main competitive advantage is
clearly defined

Survey question Investment priorities for innovation capabilities (people, processes, tools)
are defined.

Survey question Performance levels of implemented innovation capabilities are defined and

measured to meet business outcomes.

Interview guestion | How is innovation being defined as important for the firm's success?
Interview guestion | Should the focus for innovation capabilities be a strategic differentiation or
lower costs, what is the main competitive advantage?

Interview guestion | Who do we want to invest more or less in innovation capabilities (people,
processes, tools)?

Interview guestion | How are performance levels of implemented capabilities defined and
compare to expected level required to meet business outcomes (increased
competitiveness).

Table 22 - Thesis 3 questions

Survey summary report

Survey Questions

The importance of innovation for the firm's success is clearly defined. 4

The focus on innovation capabilities and its main competitive advantage is clearly defined 2 3
Investment priorities for innovation capabilities (people, processes, tools) are defined. - 1 3

Performance levels of implemented innovation capabilities are defined and measured to meet 1 1 3
business outcomes.

1-5 = Number of respondents  [JJll  Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree [l Strongly agree

Table 23 - Thesis 3 Survey results

On one hand, the importance of innovation is endorsed by all respondents and is well-defined. On
the other hand, the survey shows that it is unclear how investment priorities should be determined,
what the success criteria of innovation are, and how to effectively measure them. Respondent 1 (
CEO) is the most sceptic.
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Interview summary (see 7.7.3)

1 .
.
.
.
2 .
.
.
.
5 .
.
7 .
.
.
.
9 .

Innovation is seen as an enabler of new business models, products and services.
Data-driven approaches, such as machine learning and Al, will be used to drive
innovation.

The case organisation’s innovation capabilities are currently undefined

It's main challenge is to integrate regional and global innovation capabilities
Invest in skilled people for innovation is important

Priority for innovation is competitive differentiation

People are considered the most important assets and investment priorities

There is a minimal investment in innovation processes and tools

There is no clear definition of what innovation means and how to measure it,
however the skills for innovation are clear and well defined.

The regional innovation departments like NV&I are very siloed and operate
independently from each other and from the corporate structure.

Innovation is essential for organizational success, but not clearly defined in terms of
KPI's and requirements.

The focus is on competitive differentiation and process efficiency/cost optimization
Investment is done in people, processes, and tools, with people as the highest
priority

Performance measured is done on revenue, cost, and customer satisfaction.
Innovation capabilities are not measured

The case organisation incorporates customer feedback into the innovation process
and prioritizes projects that align with customer needs.

The case organisation focuses on new business models and technologies to create
new services and opportunities.

Partnerships are important to leverage technology and market access, generate
new opportunities and develop innovative solutions.

Competitive differentiation is the focus for innovation since it adds value for
customers.

People skills are important for innovation, but processes and tools must also be
improved.

External KPI's are used to measure the impact of innovation, such as CSAT and win
rate/ revenue increase

Figure 15 - Thesis 3 Summary interview

Conclusion

The results of the interview follow those of the survey. Innovation is considered important by all
respondents and well-defined as a competitive differentiator. But the way the case organization sets
up and manages its capability to innovate is not clearly defined. There is ambiguity about whether to
monitor innovation as a capability. Most respondents see more benefit in measuring people's
innovation skills, and monitoring revenue and cost instead of monitoring performance at the
capability level. This is not perceived as valuable.
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4.2.3. Results Thesis 4

Thesis 4 Planning the required innovation improvements {over time) through a
defined series of innovation capabilities will help to shape a domain
architecture for innovation

Survey question Innovation capability life-cycle in terms of design, road mapping, migration
planning, and feasibility is adeguately implemented in the organization.

Survey question Industry standards are needed to set investment priorities for innovation
capabilities that deliver the most value to the enterprise.

Survey guestion Industry standards are being leveraged by the company

Survey guestion Innovation capabilities are reviewed and assessed through life-cycle
managament

Interview guestion | How is the innovation capability life-cycle managed in terms of design, road
mapping, migration planning, and feasibility?

Interview guestion | Do we need to incorporate industry standards in order to set the right
investment prigrities that would deliver the most value to the enterprise?
Interview guestion | Are we driving towards adapting or leveraging industry standards?
Interview guestion | How does the enterprise review and assess how capabilities have been
implemented with respect to people, procedural steps, and asset usage?

Table 24 - Thesis 4 questions

Survey summary report

Survey Questions

Innovation capability life-cycle in terms of design, road mapping, migration planning, and P 2
feasibility is adequately implemented in the organization.

Industry standards are needed to set investment priorities for innovation capabilities that deliver 3 5

the most value to the enterprise.

Industry standards are being leveraged by the company 1 3 1
Innovation capabilities are reviewed and assessed through life-cycle management 1 2 1

1-5 = Number of respondents [l Strongly disagree Disagree Meutral Agree [l Strongly agree

Table 25- Thesis 4 Survey results

A contrast exists regarding the presence or absence of an innovation capability life-cycle.
Respondents 7 and 9 are positive, in contrast to the other respondents. Respondent 1 is negative. An
explanation for this could be that respondents 7 and 9 hold a position that defines innovation as
product innovation for existing products. The other respondents have a broader view on innovation
including product management for new products as well as process innovation. The need for
industry standards is tentatively confirmed. For most respondents, it is unclear if these exist within
the wider organization. Finally, the opinions regarding the existence of life cycle management are
very diverse. An explanation can be that the respondents have a different definition and perception
of innovation, its capabilities as well as its life cycle management.
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Interview summary (see 7.7.4)

1

Mo capability lifecycle management exists for innovation
Industry standards are tested and improved
Strict governance is needed for the case organisation when applying standards

Mo existing governance model to log discussions and decissions

Innovation capability life cycle is managed within the NVI team. This team mainly
focusses on people, and less on processes and tools, to innovate.

Management is aware that an innovation capability life cycle needs to be created
to define what is needed, in order to scale new services and solutions.

The main challenge for the case organisation is to coordinate the different
innovation activities, better define the value of innovation and create a system in
which innovation teams can have an effect on the organization.

It is important to create an environment and culture that encourages innovation,
where people can experiment and take risks.

A reward and recognition system should be implemented to recognize and reward
employees for their innovative ideas.

Decisions need to be documented, stored centrally, and available for stakeholders
in the organization if we want to further invest in a certain capability.

The case organisation does not have a single innovation platform or tool that is
used throughout the arganization. This is mainly due to the complex structure and
lack of transparency across the organisation.

The current strategy for innovation is focused on creating a culture of innovation
within the organisation, rather than a centralized platform or tool. This is done
through training and workshops, as well as by encouraging collaboration between
departments.

Central product management teams manage innovation life cycle for standard
products and services.

Divisions are not aligned, resulting in slow iterations and long innovation cycles.
Industry frameworks could help, but need to be adaptable to the case
organisation’s business context.

Its unclear if the case organisation uses industry standards and reaps benefits
from them.

Capabilities are reviewed during yearly portfolio management cycle, but no
defined metrics or KPI's exist.

Knowledge and all the artifacts related to innovation are spread around different
departments. There is no holistic overview of all the innovation artifacts that have
been created in the past.

Figure 16 - Thesis 4 Summary interview

Conclusion

The results of the interview follow those of the survey. There is no end-to-end capability overview,
life-cycle remains limited to project scope with no governance for lifecycle management, all
respondents indicated this is a problem. Innovation starts from scratch, due to the lack of a central
repository with innovation capability artifacts. Industry standards would need to be adaptable to the
needs of the case organization and its business context.
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4.2.4. Summary of results

The results of the theses contribute to answering the research question. The main results are
summarized in this section.

# Thesis Argumentation

1 A fit between Innovation strategy and CBP is critical for speed and quality in
developing and delivering new products and services.

Results Due to the decentralized organizational structure, it is important to translate

the innovation strategy into tactical and operational activities throughout the
organization and leverage existing innovation capabilities. Due to the
multinational context, and siloed organizational structure, the organization is
unable to leverage existing innovation capabilities from the broader
organization. The case organization addresses these shortcomings by building
local innovation capabilities to address local business needs, however, this
organizational model is not scalable due to its very limited capacity for
developing and launching new products and services.

Conclusion The thesis is confirmed

Table 26 - Result thesis 1

Thesis Argumentation

2 The role of management and governance is of importance for creating an
Innovation Capability

Results The fragmented way in which the organization handles innovation has led to

disjointed innovation capabilities within regional and central business divisions.

The case organization manages innovation capabilities as projects, this is

considered flexible but also inefficient due to the lack of life-cycle management

of the developed capabilities. For this reason, the case organization has placed

the innovation organization under the direct supervision of the board of

directors, for governance and management support on a regional level.
Conclusion The thesis is confirmed

Table 27 - Result thesis 2

Thesis Argumentation

3 CBP will significantly contribute to product and process innovation which in
turn contributes to increased competitiveness.

Results Innovation is regarded as a competitive differentiator. The impact of CBP on

innovation resulting in increased competitiveness is guestioned. The

organization does not consider defining and measuring the capability as a

whole. It is too complex and costly, and existing KPIs from the business are

preferred, such as people management and financial performance.
Conclusion The thesis is partially confirmed.

Table 28 - Result thesis 3
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# Thesis Argumentation

4 Planning the required innovation improvements (over time) through a defined
series of innovation capabilities will help to shape a domain architecture for
innovation

Results All respondents agree Industry frameworks could help better structure how to

manage innovation capabilities in terms of investment priorities, business
priorities, life-cycle management, and repository for all innovation capability
artifacts. An important caveat mentioned by all respondents is that a
framework would need to be adaptable to the case organization’s needs and
allow flexibility and requires an unambiguous definition of capability
requirements and performance indicators. Something of which there is no
consensus among respondents.

Conclusion The thesis is confirmed

Table 29 - Result thesis 4

53



5. Discussion, conclusions and recommendations

5.1. Discussion — reflection

The study confirms that CBP supports the shaping of an innovation domain. The implementation of
innovation implies a complex process of harmonization between strategy, business processes,
organization, and incorporation of capabilities (Baker & Sinkula, 2002; Hamel, 1996; Stjernholm,
2000; Van Zyl, 2006). CBP can support this by providing a methodology and structure to holistically
align the different initiatives regarding innovation, as well as the resulting capabilities and their life-
cycle management, with the company's innovation strategy. For this purpose, Aldea (2016) has
designed a framework with a focus on managing capabilities through activities executed in
successive cycles.

In addition, the innovation capability maturity framework of Louw (2017) was used for its overview
of consolidated innovation capability requirements, and a stakeholder analysis has been conducted
in which stakeholders are ranked using the models of Clarkson (1995) and Mitchell et al. (1997).

The use of these three frameworks led to the design of the conceptual model in Section 2.5. The
operationalization of the study builds on Aldea (2016) CBP framework in which four theses are
formulated where CBP influences the shaping of an innovation domain.

The operationalization (Figure 8) provides a structure for data collection. Semi-structured interviews
were used during data collection. The survey supports validating the results from the interviews.

5.1.1. Construct validity

To increase construct validity, the concepts of the study were reviewed by an independent expert. In
addition, triangulation was used by conducting interviews and document analysis. During the
interviews and feedback loops, respondents were asked several times to provide relevant
documents. Unfortunately, no respondent complied or was able to provide documents. From the
results of the interviews, it seems that no such documents were available. However, the survey
results did contribute to triangulation and thus increased construct validity.

5.1.2. Internal validity

Internal validity was increased by validating the survey data and verifying the insights (Yin, 2011). Peer-
review articles were used as much as possible for the literature review. In doing so, the results were
analyzed consistently. A stakeholder analysis determined which roles within the organization are
important for collecting research data through purposive sampling. Two iterations were performed
for stakeholder [5] (HR Business Partner) specifically related to the HR growth model developed in the
case organization that required more probing to better understand its context. The results of the
interviews were transcribed, summarized, and validated by all respondents. This verifies that the
interview results were interpreted correctly, reducing possible interpretation bias by the researcher.
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5.1.3. External validity

External validity means that the theory should be generalizable (Saunders, 2009). Because the
research takes place within a single case study, external validity is difficult to achieve. By selecting
stakeholders who were well informed about broad innovation developments taking place within the
organization, and describing all the steps during the research, an attempt is made to increase
generalizability and meet external validity. External validity in case studies is also achieved through
the rationale for the selection of the case(s) so that this context can be evaluated by readers of the
study (Gibbert et al., 2008). For this study, an assumption was made that the case organization in
guestion was a representative case of the phenomenon being studied.

5.1.4. Face validity

It is important that respondents clearly understand the meaning of the topics and knowledge
domains covered during the interview. An info session, with presentation and info brochure, was
given before the interviews to clarify these topics with the opportunity for questioning, and
communicate digitally (Appendix 7.6). A survey was sent to the respondents prior of the interview to
form an initial insight that was used further during the semi-structured interviews. This ensures
impression validity.

5.1.5. Reliability

Reliability refers to the consistency of a study (Gelderman, 2013). It should provide consistent results
at different times and in different conditions. Therefore, control questions were asked during the
interviews. This verified that the respondent understood and answered the questions consistently.
All respondents received the same questions and explanations regarding key terminology and
interviews were at a time and location perceived by the respondents as convenient. All steps,
descriptions, and results related to the development of the final results are available in Appendix 7.
This creates the “Chain of Evidence” (Yin, 2017) to provide insight into this reliability after the
research has been conducted.

5.1.6. Ethical aspects

Ethical aspects as described in section 3.4.6 were considered during the study. This included
communicating to each respondent via email before the interview to explain what the research and
interview entailed. All five stakeholders eventually participated in the survey and interviews.
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5.2. Conclusions

The main research question was, “Can capability-based planning shape an innovation domain
architecture in support of an organization’s innovation strategy?”. To answer this question, a
theoretical model was created to research if CBP can shape the creation of an innovation domain by
managing innovation capabilities.

Based on the theoretical research, the following theses are expected to be confirmed by the
empirical research:
1. Afit between innovation strategy and CBP is critical for speed and quality in developing and
delivering new products and services.
2. The role of management and governance is of importance for creating an innovation
capability.
3. CBP contributes to product and process innovation which in turn contributes to increased
competitiveness.
4. Planning the required innovation improvements (over time) through a defined series of
innovation capabilities will help to shape a domain architecture for innovation.

The results of the theses and answer to the main research question is listed below.

Thesis Confirmed Score
1 Yes +

2 Yes +

3 Partially Yes +/-

4 Yes +
Main Question | Partially ++++[-

Figure 17 - Final conclusion

This research was able to confirm three theses, one thesis was partially confirmed. Thereby we can
conclude this research partially confirms CBP can shape an innovation domain architecture in
support of an organization's innovation strategy, since the impact of CBP on innovation resulting in
increased competitiveness remains questioned.

This means companies can further explore the implementation of CBP to share the same
understanding regarding the definition of innovation capabilities, which ones are relevant for the
innovation strategy, how these relate to the business model of the organization, and what changes
need to be made to these innovation capabilities to create the most value.

There were no clearly defined innovation capabilities in the case organization. It was empirically
observed that the organization invested in the setup of a local innovation department, and recently
started integrating with other business units within the larger corporate structure to find synergies.
The development of unified competencies, processes, and tooling is still in the conceptual phase and
innovation develops rather organically. This empirical observation was addressed in more detail in
the reflection and recommendations for follow-up research.

The case organization is hampered in scaling up its capabilities to innovate and lacks an overview of
innovation initiatives, both at a regional and international level. This is especially important because
strategic direction between the different business entities related to innovation is not existing, or as
one respondent (CEO) put it:
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"The question is how do we plan to scale? In terms of acquisitions or mergers, how do we plan the
integration of the capabilities? So, the main story is, yes, we build it in a separate organization. Yes,
we're going to merge. Yes, we're going to do acquisitions. How do we integrate them into our value
chain so that they produce the maximum value, that aspect we haven't covered yet.There is no
capability lifecycle management for innovation. "

5.2.1. Link with literature

The respondents indicated that innovation capabilities are important for the case organization’s
success and should be managed as strategic business capabilities, supported by executive
stakeholders. This is in line with the findings of Assink (2006), Liao et al. (2009), and (Nwachukwu &
Chladkova, 2019).

Most respondents agree that CBP could be used to improve the setting of investment priorities that
would deliver the most value to the case organization, and can bring the needed steering. This is in

line with the findings of Aldea (2016) and (Fassin, 2009). However, the definition of value, and how

to link CBP with increased competitiveness remains questioned.

When an organization is aware of its innovation capabilities requirements as listed by Louw (2017),
and the necessary governance models are implemented, it can respond more efficiently on market
opportunities and make investment decisions that bring the most value to the business accordingly.
This is in line with the definition of Baker and Sinkula (2002), Hamel (1996) and Van Zyl (2006)
around innovation strategy, and can partially be achieved with the implementation of CBP which,
through its inherent life cycle management function, governs the various innovation capabilities of
the organization which can form the basis for an innovation domain.

5.3. Recommendations for practice

The research reveals a picture of an organization that fully recognizes the importance of innovation.
At the same time, it can be empirically observed that the organization is searching to give direction
to investment priorities related to innovation, and find synergies with existing innovation
capabilities. The research shows that innovation starts with formulating an innovation strategy and
building innovation capabilities. It is therefore important to embed these activities structurally in the
organization, since it is essential to know which innovations exist and which developments are on
the roadmap.

Implementing a siloed innovation department in the regional organization can be an meaningfulll
contribution in the short term to the regional capability to innovate quickly, but will unnecessarily
complicate scaling up for the long term. It is therefore recommended for organizations to establish
both a short-term and a long-term innovation vision, of which the life-cycle management of
innovation capabilities is a significant part, to ensure leveraging synergies and innovation capabilities
within the broader organization more efficiently.
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It is also recommended to establish requirements for innovation capabilities as well as how to
unambiguously measure performance. Lastly, it’s essential to carefully record and communicate all
elements of the innovation capabilities as well as the roadmap within the entire organization.

5.4. Recommendations for further research

This research examined the influence of CBP on the shaping of an innovation domain. A single case
study was conducted, based on the concept of "capabilities," on the theoretically assumed
intersection and the suspicion that a relationship exists between both knowledge domains
innovation strategy and CBP. This study helped to collect the empirical research findings. Firstly,
given that this is a single case study based on a time-bound scope, the study examined a specific
period at an organization. To get a better understanding of the shaping of an innovation domain,
and the extent to which CBP contributes, further longitudinal research is recommended.

Secondly, in the context of the current case organization, the research has not been used to analyze
the effects of CBP on the individual dimensions of an innovation capability being people, processes,
and tools. Follow-up studies and research on the required performance indicators and effectiveness
of CBP on this capability dimensions is recommended. The framework of Louw (2017), Figure 3,
could be a good framework to use for research.

Thirdly, the maturity of the organization concerning innovation and life-cycle management of
innovation capabilities is still relatively premature, and relevant documentation was not existing. It is
recommended to test the research within an organization that has a higher maturity level in terms of
innovation capabilities and a repository of artifacts to increase construct validity.

Lastly, organizations can employ CBP without EA and vice versa. However, integrating the two
paradigms can yield greater results and could be a domain for further research.
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6. Reflection

This research, conducted over one year, focuses on the role of CBP in the shaping of an innovation
architecture domain, and within an organization for which the researcher was working during the
theoretical literature review. The researcher experienced the entire research track as educational
but also intensive. It was a path with a steep learning curve, with challenges to formulate the
research question clearly, and to combine the knowledge domains of CBP and innovation strategy.
Multiple reviews and iterations with the thesis supervisor, who provide excellent guidance, were
necessary to refine the research question.

Innovation is among the researcher’s areas of interest as well as professional responsibilities. Within
the case organization, a new focus on innovation had emerged for two years, with the need to
manage these activities and complexity in a way that would allow future scalability. Therefore, there
was much willingness to participate in the research.

In conclusion, the researcher experienced the research as very insightful. It helped the researcher to
learn work in a structured way as well as more accurately formulate conclusions and expectations.
The researcher hopes the case organization will apply the recommendations in practice and starts
implementing CBP. Finally, the researcher hopes this research has created new insights that can lead
to further theory-building at the intersection of both knowledge domains.
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7. Appendix

Innovation Capability Framework Detailed

7.1.

ion Capability Framework Detailed

Table 30 - Innovat
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7.2. CBP Generic Activities

CBP CBP Expected outcomes
Generic
Activities
(GA)
CBP Map Capability map Identify, describe, and relate the capabilities
Generic of the organization. This may be done at
Activities different levels
Framework of aggregation/decomposition.
Capability Link capabilities to their motivation (strategic
architecture goals) and their implementation (resources,
Capability competences, information, processes, etc. as
motivation
Analyze Capability metrics | Identify relevant metrics/KPIs (derived from
Capability heat strategic objectives) and score these metrics.
map Identify under/over-performing capabilities
Capability gaps and missing capabilities .

Identify capabilities that exist in different
parts of the organization but might have
different names which are actually the same

thing.

Flan Planning scenarios | Plan increments over time and allocate
Capability resources. This requires collaboration with
increments strategy management (sponsor, decision-
Capability maker]), PPM (focus on definition of projects,
roadmaps portfolios, resources), and EA (focus on

design, road mapping, migration planning,
feasibility).

Monitor and control the planning. Similar to
the planning of increments, this activity also
requires collaboration with strategy
management, PPM, and EA.

Improve | Capability Identify performance level of implemented
realization capabilities and compare to expected level
Capabhility required to meet outcome.
monitoring Review and assess how capabilities have been
Capability implemented with respect to people,
evaluation procedural steps, and asset usage.
Innovation We research how CBP can shape an
Capabillity innovation domain architecture in support of
Framework an organization's innowvation strategy.

Table 31 — CBP activities
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7.3.

Innovation Capability

Constructs (ICC)

Innovation Capabilities areas

Description

Framework Innovation
Capability
Areas

Innovation | Innovation

Capabillity | Processes

Framework
Knowledge &
competency
Organisation
al support

CBP

Generic

Activities

Framework

* Explore & Converge

* Portfolio Management
* Consolidate & Exploit
* Process Control & Risk

Management

* Discover & Absorb

* Consolidate

* Core Competency &
Technology

* Innovation Strategy &
Leadership

*  Structure &
Infrastructure

*  Environment & Climate

* Resources &
Measurement

CBP strategy

Table 32 - Innovation Capabilities areas

Organisational 1CC
Constructs Nr.
Strategy & 1
Objectives

Function &
Processes

Organisation
&
Management
Data &
Information
Customers &
Suppliers

Strategy & 2
Objectives
Function &
Processes
Organisation
&
Management
Data &
Information
Customers &
Suppliers

Strategy & 3
Objectives
Function &
Processes
Organisation
&
Management
Data &
Information
Customers &
Suppliers
1,2
and

The practices,
procedures, activities,
etc. that take ideas
and/or opportunities
through to concepts, then
through development
and implementation, and
eventually to a stage of
commercialisation and
operation (which may
include continuous
refinement and
optimisation). Basically, it
refers to the complete
innovation lifecycle.

The innovation process
requires both specific and
broad-based knowledge
and competency,
whether already within
the organisation or still to
be developed or
acquired. Also included
are the associated
management
requirements for
knowledge,
competencies, and
technology.

The structures, resources,
measures, infrastructure,
strategy, policies,
leadership, etc. that are
needed to support the
process and the
knowledge and
competency
requirements for
innovation.

We research how CBP can
shape an innovation
domain architecture in
support of an

The architecture of Louw’s model (Figure 3) consists of three fundamental areas of innovation

capability and can be represented as a layered set of circles depicting the hierarchical nature of the
relation between the areas (Figure 18).
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Innovation
Process

Knowledge &
Competency

Organisational
Support

Figure 18 - Innovation Capability Areas hierarchy

The first dimension of this framework, the Innovation Capability Construct, uses two levels to
describe organizational innovation capability. The highest-level components are Innovation
Capability Areas and the second-level components are Innovation Capability Construct Items.

The ‘organizational construct’ defined on the x-axis of the framework ensures that the fundamental
aspects of an organization are addressed by the content of the model.
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7.4, Open coding example

leff De Graef

Thanks Kristof, clear example of how innovation impacts the probability of success for the new products and services
within NTT. So thanks for that. I'm moving on to the 4th question. How arepractices or procedures, that take ideas and
opportunities through concepts and then through development, implementation and eventually commercialization
operations. How are those practices or procedures defined in the organization?

Kristof Sschraepen [C]

These practices and procedures and activity, actually they're less defined than one would hope for in the big organization. # | & Intemal process to bring idea’s..

sostill they pop up as small opportunities. We have to guide them well. We have to find time in the organization to take 23 | © Porfolio management ot defi. £ | ©No time for innovation

them onas a project. We have to push a project team to continue working on them. We have toforesee the milestones H ¥ | © Oy ad-hoc innovatien capabi...
for the project team and it's not always clearhow that structuring is done well, while itis clear, butit's not always as B

professional as | would hope it's to be. It becomes a bit because these projects that we are dealing with, they typically 2

don't follow a predefined path. So we don't have the concept of an innovation funnel yet. Of course the concept exists, & (& Lack of Innovation prajects fun..

the innovation funnel exists, but there is no project management office managing thatinnovation. So the team is too 8 (&= © Innovation process: No Innova.

small to have this kind of administration and the organization in our corporate practices, so we define the projectin a bit 2 ‘& 0ny ao-hot innowation capabi.

ofan ad hoc way. g E

And that meansthat it typically slows dewn. You have to speed it up, slows down, have to speed it up. So keeping the £ | © Howto measure the benefit

tempois quite difficult and keeping the belief that the things that we are doing, the things that we are working with is f Innavation at the right place a...

worth it. That's always a hard part for the innovation because there's no proven points of well, we need to continue the £ & Innovation has it's own Time .

effort. This is the delivery that we should get to the delivery point, that is nat always clear. So typical in a classical project Value of innavation measuram.

methodalogy, well, in the process there is the risk that we lose faith that's the difficulty with the prototype projects, they £ | Innovation as part of culture
are novelties. And and it hurts to inject these novelties into an organization that is not really expecting them so. What | ¥ | & Innovation needs belief

mean by that, not really expecting them. There are not practices or procedures or activities which are predefined to host # | Innovation process: Innovation... Risk of praving value

these innovation novelties. So you have to push them in. And that typically hurts a bit in the process because the classical H Innovation process: Portfolio.. 4 | Innovation process: INNOVaTON...
processis not well suited to host them. Intenl process to bring idea's.. £ | & Innovation process: Traditional...
Jeff De Graef.

OK. Yeah. so if | understand you carrectly, Kristof, the capability to innovate is more on an ad hoc basis within your team.

But indeed you have the people for it, but the processes to innovate and to bring ideas or opportunities in the market

quicker to development through prototyping through commercialization and eventually into operations. Is something that

isfor the moment at NTT not in place or not well aligned, and it's done on an ad hoc basis. And what impact does that

have done on the speed and quality of developing and delivering new products and services?

Kristof Schraepen [C]

well, it typically puts a strain on the entry point in our funnel, because you expect a lot of the people working there and & © Noregional innovation structure

you expect them to do everything else that comes afterwards as well. But they're focusing on innovations and they i

typically lose interest when it the new innovation needs to be pushed into the bigger organization, since this implies the £ | & Innavation process: It's difficul..

rules and the procedures that are needed for a big organization. But there is a gap. | see a gap between well, the start of Innovation process: Traditional... # | O Innovation process: Transition i... E Innovation process: Disconnec...

our innovation funnel, the middle of the funnel and the end of the funnel =

Figure 19 - Open coding example
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/.5. CBP mappings to interview questions

Theses Nr. Question Linked CBP

Capabilities
A fit between Innovation strategy and CBP is critical for speed and quality in developing and delivering
new products and services.
1 1.1 | How are we addressing the most-important gaps between what we are All
able to do at the moment and what we should be able to do in the future
in terms of innovation?

1 1.2 To what extend are we defining the ways to link capabilities to their Capability
motivation (strategic goals) and their implementation (resources, map
competences, information, processes, etc.) to build a strategic Capability
advantage? motivation

1 1.3 | How does innovation impact the probability of success in terms of Capability
developing and delivering new products and services? motivation

1 1.4 How are practices, procedures, activities, etc. that take ideas and/or All

opportunities through to concepts, then through development and
implementation, and eventually to a stage of commercialization and
operations being defined in the organization?

The role of management and governance is of importance for creating an Innovation capability

2 2.1 Do we have overlapping innovation projects? Capability
heat map
Capability
roadmaps
2 2.2 | To what extent we have redundant governance, or an inadequate Capability
organizational structure? architecture
Capability
roadmaps
2 2.3 | To what extent do we have adequate skills, broad-based knowledge and  Capability
competency to innovate? realization
2 2.4 | How are the associated management requirements for innovation Capability
knowledge, competencies, and technology defined ? metrics

CBP will significantly contribute to product and process innovation which in turn contributes to
increased competitiveness.
3 3.1 | How is innovation being defined as important for the firm’s success? Capability
motivation
3 3.2  Should the focus for innovation capabilities be a strategic differentiation = Capability
or lower costs, what is the main competitive advantage? motivation
Capability
monitoring
3 3.3 | Who do we want to invest more or less in innovation capabilities Planning
(people, processes, tools)? scenarios
Capability
increments
Capability
roadmaps
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3 3.4 | How are performance levels of implemented capabilities defined and
compare to expected level required to meet business outcomes
(increased competitiveness).

Capability
monitoring
Capability
evaluation

Planning the required innovation improvements (over time) through a defined series of innovation

capabilities will help to shape a domain architecture for innovation.
4 4.1 How is the innovation capability life-cycle managed in terms of design,
road mapping, migration planning, and feasibility?

4 4.2 Do we need to incorporate industry standards in order to set the right
investment priorities that would deliver the most value to the
enterprise?

4 4.3  Are we driving towards adapting or leveraging industry standards?

4 4.4  How does the enterprise review and assess how capabilities have been
implemented with respect to people, procedural steps, and asset usage?

Table 33 - CBP mappings to interview questions
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7.6. Presentation and info brochure

Msc Thesis - Presentation and info brochure 2 B

Jeff De Graef <jsfidegraei@gmail com> @ ma24okt. 20220916 ¢ & H
aa

Dear,

Many thanks for your time during the intro session held last week.

I hope the inputs provided more clarity around the scope, knowledge domains, and timelines in preparation for the interview.

Attached you can find the presentation used.
I have alse included as an attachment a short overview with additional information related to the different topics knowledge areas (like CBP), problem statement, research objective, motivation/relevance, and main lines of appraach.

Please do let me know if there are any additional questions or clarifications needed prior to the interview.

Kindest regards
Jeff De Graef

e

2 bijlagen + Gescand door Gmail @

[ interviewees info... ' @ Presentatie_AF 2... '

Figure 20 - Presentation and info brochure
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7.7.

7.7.1.

Interview summaries

Summary thesis 1

The current innovation gap is managed by a separate organization New Ventures
and Innovation (NV&I). By trial and error, they build and test innovation
capabilities before the case organization scales them.

Scaling is dependent on merging and integrating with her sister company, to
integrate the value chain and its capabilities end to end. There is currently no plan
for this, and this limits the abilities of the case organization to innovate its
portfolio, processes, and with customers.

The New Ventures & Innovation (NV&I) organization reports directly to the
executive committee to ensure executive support and is included in early budget
planning. However, due to the velocity of innovation, it’s currently a challenge to
wait a whole year for budget, and priority setting related to innovation capabilities
and their life-cycle.

Innovation enables the organization to build new services quickly, and in an agile
way to remain competitive in the market. Innovation portfolio management is not
existing and depends on personal ownership and accountability within the NV&lI
team. People make the difference and governance cost should be balanced versus
cost.

Quote: “innovation has a low probability of success. But on the other hand.
Without innovation, you will not develop new products. So in that sense, yes, the
only chance of increasing probability of success is by innovating.”

Innovation strategy planning is part of an annual business planning to define
priorities and investment areas, however, innovation has its own time to market
and needs flexibility, a dedicated small innovation team is created for the case
organization to accommodate this flexibility.

The case organization has a multinational complexity, the innovation team works
ah-hoc and isolated, in an agile way on local opportunities.

Process and product innovation come from the case organization’s central
organization, however competitive differentiation needs to come from this local
team.

Capability definitions are not in place and Innovation KPls are linked to sales
targets.

Due to this multi-country organization and context, no portfolio management
function in place lists all innovation capabilities.

The company is unable to transition innovation prototypes toward the standard
portfolio and operating model of the company. Tools and processes are not
streamlined and integrated to facilitate end-to-end portfolio management.
Innovation is not structurally embedded in the organization. A separate
Innovation team exists but is managed and isolated with its priorities. Innovation
outside of that team is ad-hoc and people driven.

The organization does not invest enough time for people to innovate, as they
need to focus on operational tasks first.
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e A new HR competence model is put in place to support a growth mindset and help
transform the existing skills of co-workers in line with company strategy and
business needs. This competence model includes innovation skills and is defined
and measured as part of people management governance.

e Innovation needs management support to make it an integral part of company
culture, for the moment this support is not structurally in place.

7 e Innovation is seen as needed for the automatization of existing services as a
means of differentiation.

e Innovation gaps are managed through product management by road map
development and should be based on measurable benefits (continued relevance
in the market, increase in revenue), prioritization from the countries, and also a
business case.

e Different organizations within the case organization are innovating, strategic
priorities are unclear, and governance is fragmented resulting in challenges to
guantify and measure the impact of innovation on the delivery of new products
and services.

9 e The main goal to innovate is to improve the existing portfolio of products and
services and make service delivery more efficient.

e There is no clear process and structure to drive roadmap discussion on innovation
capabilities investments in a structural way across the whole organization.

e A product management function is in place for the standard portfolio, but most
innovation happens ad-hoc and is triggered and owned by individuals.

e There is no existing framework or process in place to qualify investments, manage
improvements and measure the outcome of innovation capabilities.

e Slow time to market and inability to launch new innovative services quickly, since
the case organization works in a complex multi-country environment with

different, and disconnected, delivery organizations.
Table 34 - Summary interview thesis 1

7.7.2. Summary thesis 2

1 e Innovation initiatives and projects overlap at the case organization’s global level
due to the multinational context of the organization. Capabilities can be built in
parallel by multiple divisions without any transparency.

e The case organization has good visibility on the local innovation capabilities, as
they are managed within the NV&I department which reports to the executive
committee. This ensures the local organization manages and controls the
innovation projects.

e Within the innovation capability of the case organization, people skills are rated
high and sufficient to cope with the current requirements of both local customers
and businesses. There are concerns about how to scale this innovation capability
and integrate it with the rest of the case organization’s business units. Leveraging
the process and tooling capabilities of her sister company, one of the many
subsidiaries, will be necessary to scale the innovation capabilities.

2 e Within the case organization there are overlapping projects, which are not

synchronized and governed properly both within and outside of the case
organization.
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The innovation team of the case organization, and its innovation capability, are
disconnected from the rest of the organization and business functions. The HR
growth model for example does not apply to their team members, and portfolio
management activities from product management teams are not connected to the
innovation team.

Being more competitive is currently solved by hiring more people instead of
building out an innovation capability and its life-cycle management.

Innovation is people driven, done reactively triggered by an external opportunity,
and typically owned by a single individual, governed by project management.
Governance for life-cycle management would be beneficial to implement but
cannot be too rigid or costly.

The innovation team reports to the executive committee but is unable to integrate
their investment priorities into one cohesive plan and governance that integrates
them with the rest of the business.

There is no clear view of all innovation projects in the organization, hence no
ability to detect overlap.

Building innovation skills is part of every personal development plan, supported by
an HR growth model and governed through people management. The input for
required innovation skills needed comes from different parts of the organization
and is not well structured.

There are no innovation capabilities defined, leadership defines the innovative
culture.

There is less innovation project overlap and an effort to reduce overlaps and
minimize competing products

There needs to be management support and governance in creating innovation,
for the moment this is predominantly done ad hoc.

The case organization is putting in place a governance model across the
organization since the existing governance lacks maturity and is fragmented across
different parts of the organization.

Every country has innovation skills in some form, but these are not structured and
systematically managed as capabilities that can be used by other business units to
innovate.

Innovation capabilities are not defined, resulting in the case organization does not
specifically develops for innovation competencies. People are trained with a focus
on technology competencies needed for the business, but the case organization
does not structurally train for innovation.

Innovation projects overlap on the case organization 's global level due to it’s
international structure and different business divisions. Different countries could
be investing in similar initiatives and capabilities. There is no end-to-end
Innovation portfolio available that lists all activities and capabilities within the
broader organization.

At the regional level, there is less overlap as the organization has visibility on most
of the innovation initiatives, although via fragmented governance layers.

This lack of portfolio management cross-business division negatively impacts the
case organization’s ability to leverage synergies and innovate more quickly.

Table 35 - Summary interview thesis 2

7.7.3.

Summary thesis 3
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Innovation is incorporated in the case organization’s strategic plan for 2023 and
beyond, accelerated by the merger with other subsidiaries to remain competitive
and contribute to the company's success.

The case organization innovates to differentiate.

Leveraging the innovation capabilities of other subsidiaries will be critical for
scaling and require significant investment in processes and tools. Both investment
areas have priority.

Innovation capabilities within the case organization are not defined, the
performance of the people within the Innovation department of the case
organization is measured on more traditional KPlIs like billability and revenue
targets, there are no KPIs that define innovation capability performance.

The main challenge will be to align and integrate the regional Innovation
capability, which is people driven, with the innovation capabilities of
central/global delivery organizations and affiliates.

Innovation needs to happen but is mainly done by hiring skilled people as the
investment is considered less expensive versus implementing and managing a rigid
process and tooling. Another justification for this priority investment is a
perception that people equal the ability to engage in ad-hoc initiatives and
projects with flexibility and speed.

The New Ventures and Innovation (NV&I) team is created for this purpose and is
considered the first version of the case organization’s innovation capability.

The NV&I team is isolated, and the products and services they build are not
scalable nor integrated into the wider portfolio and operating model of the
company. It is not possible to define success since desired performance levels and
associated KPIs are only vaguely defined and not structurally measured.

The main driver for innovation is competitive differentiation, however, the impact
of the NV&I team is currently limited to providing new consultancy portfolio
items.

People are considered to be the most important assets, investment priorities are
likewise. However, people cannot function without a minimum of processes and
tools for innovation.

The importance of innovation and its definition are unclear.

However, services designed by the case organization’s global service divisions are
innovative as they constantly evolve and extended with either new functionality
or more efficient service delivery.

The regional innovation department and organizational structure is disconnected
and works ad-hoc and opportunity based on small innovation projects.

The case organization’s innovation strategy is more clearly articulated at regional
Japan level (where the case organization is headquartered and has their home
market) and not efficiently cascaded throughout the rest of the organization. This
is due to the multinational complexity and fragmented organizational design of
the case organization and all its subsidiaries.

Innovation skills are mainly managed locally by the case organization as these are
created to organize and manage the people, while the innovation processes and
tooling needed to innovate are managed by several the case organization’s central
service divisions. This causes misalignment as people, processes and tools are not
managed as one single innovation capability.
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People skills for innovation are defined in the case organization’s HR growth
model and measured.

Innovation is important for the organization, but it's not clearly defined how it
contributes to the success of the business. There is the expectation that all
services the case organization offers have a road map that will help remain
relevant to market requirements by being innovative.

The primary focus of Innovation capabilities is on competitive differentiation, and
secondly on process efficiency and cost optimization of service delivery.
Investments in people, processes, and tools are needed, but people should have a
higher priority in terms of investments.

The performance of the delivery organization, which leverages innovation
capabilities, is measured on revenue, cost, and customer satisfaction targets. The
innovation capabilities themselves are not clearly defined and consequently not
measured.

The importance of innovation, for the case organization, is very high. Without
innovation, the case organization in general, not in Belgium only, will not stay
relevant in the market.

The case organization has an R&D organization in Japan with a focus on product
innovation and inventions.

The current portfolio of services is evaluated regularly via the product
management function, to evolve and innovate the portfolio offerings and remain
competitive.

Competitive differentiation is the focus of innovation since it adds value for
customers.

Innovation is also built into the service delivery organization, to be more efficient
and cost-effective. These capabilities to innovate are not managed by the case
organization but through the regional entity of Japan and the central delivery
organizations.

People skills have priority but need to be part of an innovation capability that
includes processes and tools. Improving the processes and tools could implicate a
de-investment in people's capacity but not in skills.

Innovation capability is not defined and measured in great detail, the organization
mainly uses external KPIs like CSAT (Customer satisfaction) and win rate/ revenue
increase as KPIs to determine the impact of innovation.

Table 36 - Summary interview thesis 3

7.7.4.

Summary thesis 4

There is no capability lifecycle management for innovation.

Innovation happens through a kickoff and business case, where the NV&I team
manages the project, but life cycle management is not existing. That's a process
that does not exist for the innovation. It exists in other areas of the business. For
innovation, lifecycle management is purely people-driven, it's not lifecycle
management.

Industry standards have been tested and improved so many times. Implementing
them, and being very strict with governance will benefit the case organization.
They are driving towards standards, but not at the speed that is needed.
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Innovation capability definitions and reviews are only done from a people
management perspective, but not from an end-to-end capability perspective.
These discussions are not logged using a governance board.

Innovation capability life cycle is managed as a team, within the NV&I team. This
team mainly focuses on people, and less on processes and tools to innovate.
Industry standards would need to be applied since innovation is currently done
ad-hoc and a person is taking ownership. The case organization does don’t truly
assess the value for the company nor thoroughly qualify what would be the best
investment option for the company.

Some forms of standardization are used throughout the organization, within the
product management function, but the impression is these standards are not used
properly and their full potential is not used, the case organization does not benefit
from what a standard has to offer.

Hesitation to apply standards because they could limit creativity, however, the
case organization is aware that they will accelerate the delivery power of the
organization for new services and solutions.

The case organization has teams in place and they do great work, but the
coordination, synchronization, end delivery, et cetera is not measured constantly.
The value of innovation is hard to define and measure.

The innovation capability life cycle is not managed. Most innovation starts from
scratch, without leveraging existing capabilities.

A minimum structure should be implemented to manage the innovation capability
life cycle but should allow flexibility, agility, and benefits should be greater than
the costs.

Decisions need to be documented, stored centrally, and available for stakeholders
in the organization if we want to further invest in a certain capability.

There is no need to measure capability implementation levels since the most
important component of innovation is people and the case organization does not
want to measure implementation for people, but performance levels should be
measured.

The case organization does not have a definition of innovation capability,
therefore cannot improve it systematically. This could be in place at the case
organization on a global level but no details are available.

The case organization did many large mergers & acquisitions, and the priorities
currently are around standardizing portfolios and processes across all the
integrated companies. These acquisitions are all very strategic, there is an
assumption of Innovation capabilities defined and governed on a global level
however unclarity how to integrate these capabilities with the existing ones.

Portfolio management is a standard within the organization but is implemented
and managed per service division or business unit with little transparency. Product
innovation happens, as a result, isolated without the ability for other departments
to leverage the innovation capabilities used.

The innovation life cycle for standard products and services is managed by the
central product management teams, but there are several divisions and they are
not working aligned. Iterations go slow, and it takes too much time to build
innovations into our services.

Industry frameworks could help better structure how the case organization
manages innovation capabilities, but the concern is that the standard would need
to be adaptable to the needs of the case organization and its business context.
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e It’sunsure if and how the case organization uses industry standards, and if they
reap the benefits or not.

e Capabilities are reviewed as part of the yearly portfolio management cycle, but
not based on defined metrics or KPIs.

e Knowledge and all the artifacts around innovation are spread around different
people, and different departments. So there is no holistic overview of all the

innovation artifacts that have been created in the past.
Table 37 - Summary interview thesis 4
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/.8. Survey questions

<
.

Msc Survey

This survey serves the research by increasing the research construct validity through triangulation and is
structured around four theses expected to be proven with the research. Four survey questions per theses are
listed

B I U & = =

i
<

E-mailadres *

Geldig e-mailadres

Dit formulier verzamelt e-mailadressen. Instellingen wijzigen

Sectie 2van 5

Survey - Thesis 1 sectie

[XT]

e
~

Thesis 1: A fit between Innovation strateqy and CBP is critical for speed and quality in developing and
delivering new products and services.

Gaps between what we can do at the moment and what we should be able to do in the future
in terms of innovation is addressed adequately

Strongly disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly agree
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Innovation capabilities are linked to their motivation (strategic goals) and implementation
(resources, competencies, etc..) to build a strategic advantage

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly agree

Innovation impacts the probability of success in terms of developing and delivering new
products and services

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly agree

Innovation practices and procedures that take ideas through concept, development,
implementation, and eventually commercialization are defined in the organization.

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly agree
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Sectie 3van 5

Msc Survey - Thesis 2 v

Thesis 2: The role of management and governance is of importance for creating an Innovation capability

x

Our innovation projects are aligned and not overlapping.

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Meutral

Agree

Strongly agree

*

Governance for innovation is not redundant, and the organizational structure is adequate.

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Meutral

Agree

Strongly agree
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*

Skills, broad-based knowledge, and competency to innovate are adequate available

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly agree

Management requirements far innovation knowledge, competencies, and technology are
defined

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Meutral

Agree

Strongly agree
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Sectie 4 van 5

Msc Survey - Thesis 3

L
)

Thesis 3: CBP will significantly contribute fo product and process innovation which in turn contributes to
increased competitiveness.

*

The importance of innovation for the firm's success is clearly defined.

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly agree

*
The focus on innovation capabilities and its main competitive advantage is clearly defined

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly agree
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*

Investment priorities for innovation capabilities (people, processes, tools) are defined.

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Meutral

Agree

Strongly agree

Performance levels of implemented innovation capabilities are defined and measured to meet
business outcomes.

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Meutral

Agree

Strongly agree
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Sectie 5van &

Msc Survey - Thesis 4

W
*

Thesis 4: Planning the required innovation improvements (over time) through a defined series of innovation
capabilities will help to shape a domain architecture for innovation

Innovation capability life-cycle in terms of design, road mapping, migration planning, and
feasibility is adequately implemented in the organization.

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Meutral

Agree

Strongly agree

Industry standards are needed to set investment priorities for innovation capabilities that
deliver the most value to the enterprise.

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Meutral

Agree

Strongly agree
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*

Industry standards are being leveraged by the company

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Meutral

Agree

Strongly agree

*

Innovation capabilities are reviewed and assessed through life-cycle management

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly agree
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7.9.

Survey results

Survey - Thesis 1 sectie

Gaps between what we can do at the moment and what we should be able to do in

the future in terms of innovation is addressed adequately

5 amwoorden

@ Strongly disagres
@ Disagres

& HNeutral

@ Agree

@ Strongly agree

Innovation capabilities are linked to their motivation (strategic goals) and
implementation (resources, competencies, etc..) to build a strategic advantage

5 antwoorden
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@ Strongly dizagree
@ Dizagres

@ Heuiral

@ Lgree

@ Strongly agree



Innovation impacts the probability of success in terms of developing and
delivering new products and services

5 amwoorden

@ Strongly disagree
@ Disagree

© Heutral

@ Lgree

@ Strongly agree

Innovation practices and procedures that take ideas through concept,
development, implementation, and eventually commercialization are defined in the

organization.

5 amwoorden

& Strongly disagree
@ Dizagres

& Heutral

@ ~Lgree

@ Strongly agree
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Msc Survey - Thesis 2

QOur innovation projects are aligned and not overlapping.

5 antwoorden

@ Strongly disagres
@ Dizagres

© Heufral

& Agree

@ Strongly agres

Governance for innovation is not redundant, and the organizational structure is
adeqguate.

5 amwoorden

@ Strongly disagree
@ Disagree

© Heufral

@ Agree

@ Strongly agree
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Skills, broad-based knowledge, and competency to innovate are adequate available

5 amwoorden

@ Strongly disagree
0% @ Dizagres

@ Neutral

@ Agree

@ Strongly agree

Management requirements for innovation knowledge, competencies, and
technology are defined

5 amwoorden

@ Strongly disagres
@ Dizagres

@ HNeutral

@ Agree

@ Strongly agres
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Msc Survey - Thesis 3

The importance of innovation for the firm's success is clearly defined.

5 antwoorden

@ Strongly disagres
@ Disagres

© Heuiral

@ Agree

& Strongly agres

The focus on innovation capabilities and its main competitive advantage is clearly
defined

5 amwoorden

@ Strongly disagree
@ Dizagres

@& Heutral

@ Lgree

@ Strongly agree
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Investment priorities for innovation capabilities (people, processes, tools) are
defined.

5 antwoorden

@ Strongly disagree
@ Disagree
@ Neutral

@ Agres
@ Strongly agree

Performance levels of implemented innovation capabilities are defined and
measured to meet business outcomes.

5 antwoorden

@ Strongly disagree
@ Dizagree

O Heufral

® Agres

@ Strongly agree
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Msc Survey - Thesis 4

Innovation capability life-cycle in terms of design, road mapping, migration
planning, and feasibility is adequately implemented in the organization.

5 amwoorden

@ Strongly disagree
@ Disagree

@& Heutral

@ Agree

@ Strongly agree

Industry standards are needed to set investment priorities for innovation
capabilities that deliver the most value to the enterprise.

5 amwoorden

@ Strongly disagres
@ Dizagres

@ Neutral

& Agree

@ Strongly agres
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Industry standards are being leveraged by the company

5 antwoorden

@ Strongly disagree
@ Disagree

0 MNeufral

® Agres

@ Strongly agree

Innovation capabilities are reviewed and assessed through life-cycle management

5 antwoorden

@ Strongly disagree
@ Disagree

@ Neutral

@ Agres

@ Strongly agree
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7.10.  Survey analysis

ondent Function

10/26/2022 14:38:15 5 HR Business Partner
10/31/2022 17:07:17 2 Director Innovation & MNew Ventures
11/4/2022 7:30:52 7 Product Director
11/7/2022 9:13:02 1 CEO
11/T/2022 12:42-:38 9 Go To Market Director

Points (See table below)

Gaps between wlInnovation capalk Innovation impad Innovation practi Our innovation p Governance for i Skills, broad-bas Management req The importance « The focus on inn

Meutral
Agree
Agree
Meutral
Agree

Agree

Strongly agree

Agree
Agree
Agree

R ]

Agree Agree Meutral Meutral Agree Agree Agree Agree |
Strongly agree Disagree Meutral Agree Disagree Neutral Agree Meutral |
Neutral Neutral Agree Meutral Agree Neutral Agree Agree |
Agree Agree Meutral Disagree Disagree Disagree Strongly agree Agree :
Strongly agree Agree Disagree Disagree Agree Neutral Agree Meutral |
4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4
5 5 2 3 4 2 3 4 3
4 3 3 4 3 4 3 4 4
4 4 4 3 2 2 2 5 4
4 5 4 2 2 4 3 4 3

Total
Mormalisation on scale from 0 to 1

Points

Strongly disagree
Disagree

MNeutral

Agree

Strongly agree

[T S VR L Y

Investment priori Performance lew Innovation capal Indust

MNeutral Agree Disagree Neutral
MNeutral Agree Disagree Agree
MNeutral Meutral Agree Neutral
Strongly disagree Disagree Strongly disagree Neutral
Disagree Agree Agrea Agree

3 4 2

3 4 2

3 3 4

1 2 1

2 4 4

Gaps between wInnovation capal Innovation impa« Innovation practi Our innovation p Governance for i Skills, broad-bas: Management req The importance « The focus on inni
21 21 17 16 14 16 15 21 18
1,00 1,00 0,56 0,33 0,22 0,44 0,33 1.00 0,67

standard Indust

N SUR SV N )

MNeutral
Agree
MNeutral
MNeutral
Disagree

SR TV FURE S SL]

standard Innovation capab

MNeutral

MNeutral

Agree

Strongly disagree

Disagree
3
3
4
1
2

Investment priori Performance lev Innovation capal Industry standard Industry standard Innovation capal

12 17 13
0.00 0.56 0.1

17

0.56

158
033

13
0.1
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7.11. Interviews

To be obtained from the researcher.

/.12.  Transcripts

To be obtained from the researcher.

7.13. Coding scheme

7.13.1. Code groups

Code Groups

&> [CBP Generic Activity - Analyze] (3)
> [CBP Generic Activity - Improve] (3)
&> [CBP Generic Activity - Map] (3)
> [CBP Generic Activity - Plan] (3)
& [Innovation Capability Areas] (3)
&7 Ad-Hoc innovation (25)
© Agility M
&7 Autornation 4
© Budget cycle ()
&7 Business benefits (13)
"> Business case 12)
&™ Business context (29)
@’» Capability Governance (43)
&> Competitive differentiation (16)
&7 Culture (M
€ Impact measurement 2
&7 Industry standard (2
> Life-cycle management =3
&> Organizational design 14
&> People driven (29)
& Performance measurement 22
> Portfoliomanagement (34
&> Repository (3
@ Scaling (4)
&7 Time for Innowvation 4
&7 Tirne to market (&)

Figure 21 - Code groups
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7.13.2.

Coding scheme example: Portfoliomanagement

Grounded | Density

‘ Groups

O <> Capability map needed

o < Clustered small strategic objectives

o < Difficulty to prioritize

0 < Disconnected portfolio management

o <» Documentation repository not existing

O <> Fragmented Governance

o <> Improvement happens case by case

o < Innovatien capabilities not listed in portfolio

0 <> Innovation capability needs integration in value chain
o <> Innovation funnel needs processes and tools

o < Innovation has a different business model

o <> Innovation is not a separate domain

o < Innovatien is part of company vision

O <> Innovation portfolio cadence is different

o <> Innovation portfolio is not existing

> < Innovatien portfolio not conselidated and uniform
0 <> Innovation project overlap

o <> Integrating capabilities

0 ¢ Integration and allignment company divisions is difficult

o < It's difficult to onboard prototypes selution into the organisatons standard...

o < multiple portfolio governance exist

O <> Mo flexibility to respond to opportunities

o <» Mo governance for capabilities, only for projects

o < Mo Innovation project management function

0 <> Mo view on innovation skills in the organisation

o <» Mo view on what organisation does

O <> Only traditional portfoliomanagement has life cycle

o <> Portfolic management for standard services

o < Portfolio management improvement

O <> Product management function is in place

o < Structure needed for roadmap development

O < Struggle to integrate people innovation skills in capability
o < Traditional business model needs integration with innovation

o < Transition innovation prototype to the organisation operating model is no...

1

1
7

B T

Figure 22 - Coding scheme example: Portfoliomanagement

B R Ve ]

T T A Y]

R S L - T S U e T Y R TR X

[Capability Governance] [Pertfolicmanagement]

[Ad-Hoc innevation] [Portfoliemanagement]

[Capability Governance] [Portfoliomanagement]

[Business context] [Portfoliomanagement]

[Ad-Hoc innovation] [Portfoliomanagement]

[Business context] [Capability Governance] [Pertfoliomanagement]
[Ad-Hoc innovation] [Capability Governance] [Life-cycle management] [Py
[Portfoliomanagement]

[Business context] [Portfoliomanagement]

[Business context] [Pertfoliomanagement]

[Business context] [Pertfoliomanagement]

[Business context] [Portfoliomanagement]

[Business context] [Pertfoliomanagement]

[Life-cycle management] [Portfoliomanagement] [Time to market]
[Portfoliomanagement]

[Business context] [Pertfoliomanagement]

[Budget cycle] [Portfoliomanagement]

[Portfoliomanagement]

[Business context] [Pertfoliomanagement]

[Life-cycle management] [Portfoliomanagement]

[Capability Governance] [Portfoliomanagement]
[Portfoliomanagement]

[Capability Governance] [Pertfoliemanagement]

[Life-cycle management] [Portfoliomanagement]
[Portfoliomanagement]

[Business context] [Pertfoliomanagement]

[Portfoliomanagement]

[Business context] [Portfoliomanagement]

[Business context] [Organizational design] [Pertfoliomanagement]
[Business context] [Life-cycle management] [Portfoliomanagement]
[Business context] [Life-cycle management] [Portfeliomanagement]
[Ad-Hoc innovation] [Capability Governance] [Life-cycle management] [P
[Business context] [Portfoliomanagement]

[Capability Governance] [Life-cycle management] [Portfoliomanagement]
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7.13.3.

Networks overview

Mame ”~ | Degree

& Ad-Hoc innowvation
& Agility

& Automation

B Budget cycle

& Business benefits
& Business case

& Business context
& Capability Governal
& Competitive differe
& Culture

& Impact measureme
& Industry standard
& Life-cycle manager
£ Organizational desi
& People driven

& Performance meast
& Portfoliormanagem
i 5caling

& Time for Innowvatior
& Time to market

26

14
13
30
42
17

13

32
15
30
23
35

Figure 23 - Networks overview
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7.13.1.

is cause of

Networks example: Business Case

Not enough budget for CED""‘dic"’
Innovation

No mature sensing capability to
spot opportunities in the market (4—

ptradi

Innovation capabilities are
based on market research and
business case

Innovation projects are

] s cause of

* Performance
business outcomes

struggling to reap benefits
from customer interactions

5 part of

!

Innovation has no short term
impact

is part of

is part of

is part of
H interlocked with yearly budget
: planning
Innovation process needs is associatad with —|
highest ir dusto |4 » » Innovation in: +
merger
is cause of

is part of

. Objective parameterization
needed to define right 4

+
+

Risk of proving value

is cause of

investment

Figure 24 - Networks example: Business Case
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7.14.

Search results

Search Sub question Search terms Presence Where in  Publication  Nr of Date of search Nr of

action search article Date citates found
terms in articles +
publication search

URL

11 1. "Innovation strategy” Definition all words anywhere n.a. n.a. April 03th 2022 75.100

1.2 1. "Innovation strategy” Definition all words anywhere after 2017 n.a. April 03th 2022 17.700

13 1. "Innovation strategy” Sub-set in title after 2017 n.a. April 03th 2022 1.160

1.4 1. "Innovation strategy” Sub-set in title after 2017 >=5 April 03th 2022 162

1.5 1. "Innovation strategy” Sub-set in title after 2017 >=20 April 03th 2022 68

2.1 2. “Capabilities Innovation” Sub-set anywhere n.a. n.a. April 10th 2022 3.120.000

2.2 2. “Capabilities Innovation” Sub-set anywhere after 2010 n.a. April 10th 2022 1.340.000

2.3 2. “Capabilities Innovation” Sub-set in title after 2010 n.a. April 10th 2022 2.700

24 2. “Capabilities Innovation” Sub-set in title after 2010 >=20 April 10th 2022 59

2.5 2. “Capabilities Innovation” Sub-set in title after 2010 >=50 April 03th 2022 28

3.1 3. “Capability-based planning” all words anywhere n.a. n.a. April 10th 2022 805

Characteristics
3.2 3. “Capability-based planning” all words anywhere after 2010 n.a. April 10th 2022 544
Characteristics

3.3 3. “Capability-based planning” Sub-set in title after 2010 n.a. April 10th 2022 55

3.4 3. “Capability-based planning” Sub-set in title after 2010 >=3 April 10th 2022 22

3.5 3. “Capability-based planning” Sub-set in title after 2010 >=10 April 03th 2022 6

4.1 4. “Stakeholder Identification” all words anywhere n.a. n.a. April 10th 2022 25.200

4.2 4. “Stakeholder Identification” all words anywhere after 2010 n.a. April 10th 2022 16.700

4.3 4. “Stakeholder Identification” all words in title after 2010 n.a. April 10th 2022 142

4.4 4. “Stakeholder Identification” all words in title after 2010 >=5 April 10th 2022 33

5.5 4. “Stakeholder Identification” all words in title after 2010 >=30 April 03th 2022 14

Figure 25 - Search results

96


https://scholar.google.be/scholar?q=%22Innovation+strategy%E2%80%9D+Definition&hl=nl&as_sdt=0,5
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?as_q=Definition&as_epq=Innovation+strategy&as_oq=&as_eq=&as_occt=any&as_sauthors=&as_publication=&as_ylo=2017&as_yhi=&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?as_q=&as_epq=Innovation+strategy&as_oq=&as_eq=&as_occt=title&as_sauthors=&as_publication=&as_ylo=2017&as_yhi=&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?q=allintitle%3A+%22Innovation+strategy%22&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&as_ylo=2017&as_yhi=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?q=allintitle%3A+%22Innovation+strategy%22&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&as_ylo=2017&as_yhi=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=Capabilities+Innovation&btnG=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?q=Capabilities+Innovation&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&as_ylo=2010&as_yhi=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?as_q=Capabilities+Innovation&as_epq=&as_oq=&as_eq=&as_occt=title&as_sauthors=&as_publication=&as_ylo=2010&as_yhi=&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&as_ylo=2010&q=allintitle%3A+Capabilities+Innovation&btnG=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&as_ylo=2010&q=allintitle%3A+Capabilities+Innovation&btnG=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=%E2%80%9CCapability-based+planning%E2%80%9D+Characteristics&btnG=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?q=%E2%80%9CCapability-based+planning%E2%80%9D+Characteristics&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&as_ylo=2010&as_yhi=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?q=allintitle%3A+%22Capability-based+planning%22&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&as_ylo=2010&as_yhi=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?q=allintitle%3A+%22Capability-based+planning%22&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&as_ylo=2010&as_yhi=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?q=allintitle%3A+%22Capability-based+planning%22&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&as_ylo=2010&as_yhi=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=%22Stakeholder+Identification%22&btnG=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?q=%22Stakeholder+Identification%22&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5&as_ylo=2010&as_yhi=
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?as_q=&as_epq=Stakeholder+Identification&as_oq=&as_eq=&as_occt=title&as_sauthors=&as_publication=&as_ylo=2010&as_yhi=&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?as_q=&as_epq=Stakeholder+Identification&as_oq=&as_eq=&as_occt=title&as_sauthors=&as_publication=&as_ylo=2010&as_yhi=&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5
https://scholar.google.be/scholar?as_q=&as_epq=Stakeholder+Identification&as_oq=&as_eq=&as_occt=title&as_sauthors=&as_publication=&as_ylo=2010&as_yhi=&hl=nl&as_sdt=0%2C5
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