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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 
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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. A fit 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 
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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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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. 
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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). 

 

 
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 alignment 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: 

 

 
 
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 
1. What are the different visions of innovation strategy? 
2. What capabilities are needed for innovation? 
3. What characteristics are known regarding CBP? 
4. What is the relation between CBP and innovation strategy? 
5. What methods are known that identify relevant stakeholders? 

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 (Mikloš, 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). 

    
Figure 1 - Research model 

This literature review consists of: 

• 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. 

• Empirical research: 
A empirical research will be conducted to search for answers to the empirical research 
questions 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-

questions 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. 

 
Figure 2 - Schematic overview of literature review 

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).   

 
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. 

 

 
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. 
 

 
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.  

 

Table 6 - Search results Innovation strategy 

Search action 2.4 - Capabilities Innovation 

Results were narrowed to citations > 60. 

 

Table 7 - Search results Capabilities Innovation 

Search action 3.4 - CBP Characteristics 

Results were narrowed to citations > 9. 

 

 

Table 8 - Search results CBP Characteristics 
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Search action 4.4 - Stakeholder Identification 

Results were narrowed to citations > 30. 

 

 

Table 9 - Search results Stakeholder Identification 

 

Additional articles of interest 

 

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 (Camisón & Villar-López, 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. 
 
 

 

 
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.  
 
 

 
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.  
 
 

 

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.  

 

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

• 'Power': the power a stakeholder must influence the organization, project, or program.  

• 'Legitimacy': the legitimacy in which a stakeholder can act.  

• '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: 

• 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. 

 

• 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. 
 

• 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. 
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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) 
 

 
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 (Camisón & Villar-López, 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. 

 

 
 

Figure 8 – Operationalization process 

3.1. 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). 

 

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 

quantitative 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 

 

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. 

 

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. 

 

 
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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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'.  

 

 

 
Table 14 - RDAP scale (Clarkson, 1995) 

 

Primary stakeholder characterizations: 

 

 
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.  

 

 

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). 

 

Figure 11 - Stakeholder map 
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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. 

 

 

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 



39 
 

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: 

• All personal data will be anonymized. 

• Data collected will be kept confidential. 

• 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. 

 

  



42 
 

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. 

 

 

Table 17 - Selected stakeholders 

 

  

Nr. Function RDAP 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 
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4.2.1. Results Thesis 1 
 

 

Table 18 - Thesis 1 questions 

 
Survey summary report 
 

 

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) 

 
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 
 

 

Table 20 - Thesis 2 questions 

 
Survey summary report 
 

 

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) 

 

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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4.2.2. Results Thesis 3 
 

 

Table 22 - Thesis 3 questions 

 

Survey summary report 
 

 

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) 

 
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 
 

 

Table 24 - Thesis 4 questions 

 

Survey summary report 
 

 

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) 

 
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. 
 

 

Table 26 - Result thesis 1 

 

 

Table 27 - Result thesis 2 

 

 

 

Table 28 - Result thesis 3 
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Table 29 - Result thesis 4 
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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 
question 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. A fit 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. 

 

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 

7.1. Innovation Capability Framework Detailed 

 

Table 30 - Innovation Capability Framework Detailed 
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7.2. CBP Generic Activities 
 

 
Table 31 – CBP activities 
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7.3. Innovation Capabilities areas 

 
Table 32 - Innovation Capabilities areas 

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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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 
 

 

Figure 19 - Open coding example 
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7.5. 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 
able to do at the moment and what we should be able to do in the future 
in terms of innovation? 

All 

1 1.2 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? 

Capability 
map 
Capability 
motivation 

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

Capability 
motivation 

1 1.4 How are practices, procedures, activities, etc. that take ideas and/or 
opportunities through to concepts, then through development and 
implementation, and eventually to a stage of commercialization and 
operations being defined in the organization? 

All 

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 
organizational structure? 

Capability 
architecture 
Capability 
roadmaps 

2 2.3 To what extent do we have adequate skills, broad-based knowledge and 
competency to innovate? 
 

Capability 
realization 

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

Capability 
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 
or lower costs, what is the main competitive advantage? 

Capability 
motivation 
Capability 
monitoring 

3 3.3 Who do we want to invest more or less in innovation capabilities 
(people, processes, tools)? 

Planning 
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? 

Planning 
scenarios 
Capability 
increments 
Capability 
roadmaps 

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? 

All 

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

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

Capability 
monitoring 
Capability 
evaluation 

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

 

Figure 20 - Presentation and info brochure 
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7.7. Interview summaries 

7.7.1. Summary thesis 1 
 

Nr. Summary 

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&I 

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.” 

2 • 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 KPIs 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. 

5 • 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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• 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.  

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

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

• 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.  

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

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

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

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

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

• 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 
 

Nr. Summary 

1 • 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 • 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. 

5 • 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.  

7 • 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. 

9 • 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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Nr. Summary 

1 • 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 KPIs 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. 

2 • 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. 

5 • 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. 

7 • 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. 

9 • 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 
 

Nr. Summary 

1 • 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. 

2 • 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. 

5 • 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. 

7 • 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. 

9 • 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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• It’s unsure if and how the case organization uses industry standards, and if they 
reap the benefits or not. 

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

• 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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7.8. Survey questions 
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7.9. Survey results  
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7.10. Survey analysis 
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7.11. Interviews 
 

To be obtained from the researcher. 

7.12. Transcripts 

 
To be obtained from the researcher. 

7.13. Coding scheme 
 

7.13.1. Code groups 
 

 

Figure 21 - Code groups 
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7.13.2. Coding scheme example: Portfoliomanagement 
 

 

 

Figure 22 - Coding scheme example: Portfoliomanagement 
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7.13.3. Networks overview 
 

 

Figure 23 - Networks overview 
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7.13.1. Networks example: Business Case 
 

 

Figure 24 - Networks example: Business Case 
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7.14. Search results 
 

Search 
action 

Sub question Search terms Presence 
search 
terms in 
publication 

Where in 
article 

Publication 
Date 

Nr of 
citates 

Date of search Nr of 
found 
articles + 
search 
URL 

1.1 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 

1.3 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 

2.4 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” 
Characteristics 

all words anywhere  n.a. n.a. April 10th 2022 805 

3.2 3. “Capability-based planning” 
Characteristics 

all words anywhere after 2010  n.a. April 10th 2022 544 

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 

  

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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