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In plaats van rechtvaardig of matig te handelen vluchten de meeste 

mensen evenwel in theoretische discussie; zij verbeelden zich dat 

ze aan filosofie doen en dat ze op die manier voortreffelijke 

mensen zullen worden. Zij gedragen zich om zo te zeggen als 

zieke mensen die aandachtig naar hun doctor luisteren maar geen 

van zijn voorschriften opvolgen. Net zo min als het lichaam van 

deze laatste door zo een behandeling gezond zal worden, zal het 

karakter van de eerstgenoemde door zo’n manier van filosoferen 

de juiste houding verwerven. (1105 b10) 

 

Aristotle; Ethica Nicomachea. 

 

 

 

 

“In a sense, people are our proper occupation. Our job is to do 

them good and put up with them. But when they obstruct our 

proper tasks, they become irrelevant to us—like sun, wind, 

animals. Our actions may be impeded by them, but there can be no 

impeding our intentions or our dispositions. Because we can 

accommodate and adapt. The mind adapts and converts to its own 

purposes the obstacle to our acting.  

 

The impediment to action advances action. What stands in the way 

becomes the way.” (Book 5, par. 20) 

 

Marcus Aurelius, Meditations 
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Abstract 

This paper develops the understanding of how an organization can develop and 

institutionalize the ability to renew an sustain their competitive advantage over the long term. 

This ability has become more important than ever since the environment changes faster and 

faster. Furthermore, an increased importance of the ability to leverage human capital within 

the organization makes competing in the marketplace even more complex. This paper 

concludes that the ability to renew and sustain the organization competitive advantage over 

the long term is the outcome of an ability to innovate. 

 This paper argues that the ability to innovate is not only an outcome of organizational 

processes, but also an outcome of  the organizational culture. In order to gain more 

understanding of the relationship between culture and innovation this paper identifies a 

particular configuration of the organizational mental model, Entrepreneurial Orientation. The 

develop our understanding this paper answers the following research question; How does the 

Entrepreneurial Orientation stimulate and induce innovative behavior? 

 This paper shows that Entrepreneurial Orientation plays an important moderating role 

in stimulating and inducing innovative behavior throughout the organization. Furthermore, 

this paper concludes that Entrepreneurial orientation could be understood as a set of 

behavioral norms. By developing a conceptual framework based on the findings and existing 

literature this paper shows how Entrepreneurial Orientation influences the ability to be 

innovative and how in return this innovative ability affects the Entrepreneurial orientation.  
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Preface 

Recently, I attended the opening symposium of ‘‘Moral markets; from ‘‘rat race’’ to 

relationships: markets at the service of people’’. This conference echoed my silent critique on 

my field of study and convinced me to write this thesis. While at the conference I was made 

aware of a recent revival of interest in the catchy metaphor of Professor Sumantra Ghoshal 

“the smell of the place’’. A feeling well known to many of us, for example, experienced 

during a walk on the lunch break in the city park. Goshal describes the feeling of the forest of 

his hometown ‘‘There is something about the smell of the air, about the trees, that will make 

you want to run, jog, jump up, catch a branch, throw a stone, do something. You will find that 

even though you entered the forest to have a leisurely walk, you are doing something else’’ 

The smell of the place determines human behavior Ghoshal and Bartlett (1994) This thesis is 

dedicated to my conviction that ‘‘the smell’’ we create inside our organizations is more 

important than ever for succeeding in the Marketplace.  

This research will build on this metaphor by exploring the relationship between the 

entrepreneurial orientation (a particular “smell”) and innovation behavior of employees. This 

is done in an explorative study in two leading firms in the Dutch financial service industry. 
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1.] Introduction  

Some organizations consistently excel in shaping the marketplace or are able to constantly 

adapt over the long term. Weick and Quinn (1999) already stated twenty years ago that the 

tempo of change in the marketplace was taking an increasingly faster pace. However, 

nowadays this notion has taken a radical form of continuous radical change. A recent report 

of Boston Consulting Group speaks of ‘‘An era of always on transformation’’ (Hemerling, 

2016, p.8). This thesis focuses on how an organization can build their strategies around this 

new reality and deal with an array of different uncertainties. In doing so, in this paper a 

framework is developed which explains how an entrepreneurial orientation induces 

innovative behavior to deal with these different kinds of uncertainties. The world is more 

volatile than ever, and therefore there is an urgency to develop the ability to become 

innovative, which allows us to continuously shape, adapt or react to the volatility of the 

marketplace.  

Furthermore, this has become even more complex. With the change of a production 

economy to a predominate service economy, the nature of the management task has changed 

(De Jong, Bruins, Dolfsma, & Meijaard, 2003). Even the production economy has become 

service driven through Servitization (Cusumano, Khal, & Suarez, 2015). Dess et al. (2003) 

argued for the need of new conceptualizations of performance due to the increasing 

importance of social, human and intellectual capital. Nowadays the distinction between 

product and process innovation, which is a characteristic of the production economy, is 

fading due to the nature of service (De Jong et al., 2003). They state ‘‘people are at the heart 

of successful new service development’’ (p. 5). So, organizations increasingly become more 

dependent on their employees for innovation and the pace of change has increased 

dramatically. Therefore, it is important to develop an elaborate understanding of how an 

organization really leverages their human capital to maximize the value creation of individual 

creativity and become flexible and open towards change. We explicate an outline of this 

capability based on current literature and aruge that our understanding is incomplete. We 

proceed to argue that Entrepreneurial Orientation is the missing link and develop an outline 

of the relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and Innovative behavior. 

 

We suggest that we can derive useful insights from elaborating on the central role of 

the human factor related to innovation based on a large body of literature indicating a positive 
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effect of the culture-innovation relationship (Chen, Bu, Wu, & Liang, 2015; Hurley & Hult, 

1998; Rubera & Kirca, 2012; Tellis, Prabhu, & Chandy, 2009) as cited by Mohan, Voss, and 

Jiménez (2017). To understand the implications of the emphasis on the human factor, we can 

draw on philosophical knowledge regarding behavior. Aristotle, the ancient Greek 

philosopher, much like we do, sought to understand the behavior of his fellow citizens. Why 

were some man outstanding citizens who would develop commendable behavior while others 

lacked these virtues. He made an important distinction, regarding behavior, between crafts 

and virtues. Innovation in production was defined to be mainly a craft of product and process 

redesign (De Jong et al., 2003). However, innovation in our service dominated economy 

centers around the personal characteristics of the employee, hence the virtues. The former 

just takes knowledge and a lot of practice. However, the latter, is a lot more complicated. To 

be virtues Aristotle stated:  

 

‘‘first he must act with knowledge; secondly, he must deliberately 

choose the act, and choose it for its own sake, and thirdly the act must 

spring from a fixed and permanent disposition of character. For the 

possession of a craft, none of these conditions is included, except the 

mere qualification of knowledge’’ (Aristotle, Nicomanchean Ethics, 

1105b1, trans. Rackham). 

 

Hence, if we still regard innovation as a craft, we fundamentally misunderstand the nature of 

our actions and in the most positive scenario will only be partially effective. Based on 

Aristotle's third premise ‘‘the act must spring from a fixed and permanent disposition of 

character’’ we can conclude that effective innovation based on human action only works 

when these practices are internalized and cultivated as the organization and personal 

standards.  

How should we understand these important innovation virtues? Briefly, research on this 

topic learns that the dominant view of innovation lacks the understanding of how innovation 

as a set of values, norms, and artifacts is cultivated (Mohan et al, 2017). Futhermore, there is 

substantial evidence for the argument that innovation is an outcome of cultivated 

organizational behaviors. First of all, the behavior of leader can influence employees 

innovative behavior (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007). Secondly, certain set of organizational 

values are positively related to innovative behavior (Hogan & Coote, 2014).Third innovation 

is an entrepreneurial discipline which is learnable and practicable (Drucker, 1985). In other 
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words, we know innovation is highly dependent on innovative behavior of the employee, 

which is an outcome of a certain cultural characteristics but there is a blank spot regarding the 

ability to shape these cultural characteristics. In this paper an argument is developd showing 

this is a consequence of an incomplete comprehension of the innovation capability as 

outlined above with the differences between crafts and virtues. 

We conclude that innovation is an outcome of an entrepreneurial orientation which is 

cultivated throughout the organization and facilitates the innovation processes and skills.  

 

In the remainder of this article, we develop this thesis. In order to do so, we clarify the 

relationship between culture traits and the innovation ability, to delineate the capability to 

develop this relationship. Firstly, we elaborate on the causes of the need for organizational 

change, differentiating between different change events and elaborating on the role of 

traditional strategy to deal with a different array of uncertainties & risk. Secondly, we 

differentiate between change and innovation. We develop a theoretical outline of the 

innovation ability relating it to the different strategy perspectives and uncertainties posed by 

the environmental change. Lastly, we relate this innovation capability with the literature body 

on culture, the culture-innovation relationship and culture as a control mechanism for 

behavior. (e.g. Hogan &  Coote, 2014; De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007; Ouchi, 1980)  

Following these debates, we connect the dots and argue that corporate 

entrepreneurship acts as a clan control mechanism which allows us to develop a culture 

which values change and innovation by embedding norms and values in the organization 

culture and combine these with well-known innovation practices. Combining outstanding 

innovation skills alongside the necessary organizational virtues will lead to an innovation 

ability which allows the organization to constantly shape and adapt over te long term and 

allowing the organization to survive and thrive in our volatile era of always on 

transformation.  
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2.] Research question  

In this thesis, a gap is identified between what we know about innovation and what it takes to 

effectively institutionalize innovation. An argumentation is presented for an extension of our 

innovation concept to better understand the drivers behind innovative behavior. 

 In the introduction it is, argued that the need for a strong innovation ability is more 

pressing than ever, as change has become the norm rather than the exception, expressed as 

the era of always on transformation. This change is combined with an increasing emphasis on 

human factor as the main source of competitive advantage, resulting in an even more 

complex situation. This calls for an excellent ability to manage innovation to be able to 

sustain a competitive advantage over time. This ability itself may become the competitive 

advantage itself.  

 

Therefore the need for an extended concept of innovation is recognized and the inner 

workings of this idea in practice are developed in this paper. By doing this, we respond to the 

suggestions of several scholars (e.g. De Jong 2007, Dess 2003; 2005, Büschgens, Bausch, & 

Balkin, 2013) by answering the following research question:  

 

How does Entrepreneurial Orientation stimulate and induce innovative behavior?  
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3.] Research Framework. 

To answer the research question a research framework is developed which allows us to 

construct a theoretical understanding of the ability to shape and adapt to environmental 

changes. To do this, the distinction between change and innovation is explicated first. 

Secondly we elaborate on the ability to deal with change, which we conceptualize as 

innovation. We come to the conclusion that in order to be innovative we need to have a 

certain organizational characteristic supporting and driving the innovation ability. Fourth, to 

understand these organizational characteristics we give an outline of the theory on culture and 

culture development. 

A set of characteristics is found in the literature which corresponds to the general 

description of the organizational characteristics. This is the Entrepreneurial Orientation which 

forms the fundamental driver of Corporate Entrepreneurship. This insight allows us to better 

understand the organizational ability to innovate and deal with change. Futhermore, we 

expect the Entrepreneurial Orientation to be an important moderator between innovation 

processes and innovative behavior which provides the foundation of our research.  

 

3.1. Common denominator of Innovation: Change 

 

‘‘No man ever steps in the same river twice, for it’s not the same river and he’s not the same 

man.’’ 

(Heraclitus - Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2015) 

 

Innovation seems to be the buzz word of today’s strategy landscape, it seems that Heraclitus 

view of the world as a state of constant flux has become the new strategy paradigm. 

However, innovation is nothing more then a mental concept which refers to a certain category 

of change. Innovation is the change, which adds value by providing newness and 

improvement. Talking about innovation is therefore prone to misunderstanding and 

confusion. Is it innovation, improvement, an update or so radically new its value is not even 

recognized? Innovation means something slightly different to all of us. Therefore we first 

build an understanding of what change actually means and proceed to develop an 

understanding of the specific category we call innovation. 



14 
 

3.1.1. Understanding the capability of change. 

The need for change emerges through interaction between the environmental and 

organizational contigency factors, which over time misalign and cause a strategic misfit 

(Zajac, Kraatz, & Bresser, 2000). They conclude that environmental and organizational 

contingencies constitute the basis for the desirability of strategic change. To understand 

innovation we have to understand why change does (not) occur. 

Change is impeded through organizational inertia. Inertia is a result of organization 

capabilities and cognitive models which could act as barriers to change (Tripsas & Gavetti, 

2000). Hence, when we talk about organizational change, we mean the organizational 

capabilities and cognitive models, both collective and individual. Tripsas and Gavetti (2000) 

express a crucial challenge for organizations to develop ‘‘the ability to distinguish change 

that requires only the development of new technological capabilities from changes that also 

require the adoption of static beliefs.’’ To be able to adjust the organization to radical 

changes in the environment, organization needs to develop an ability to adapt the cognitive 

models within the organization. Burgelman (2002) argues as well, that organizational inertia 

arises from a dominant logic in the cognitive models. Organizations are still able to develop 

their organizational abilities but are caught as what is known in the literature as a competency 

trap (Levitt & March, 1988). With regard to corporate entrepreneurship, Dess (2003) 

expresses the same fundamental problem. He states the core problem of managing corporate 

entrepreneurship is managing the conflict between the old and the new.  

De Brabandere (2016) emphasizes the ‘‘forgotten half of change’’ arguing that 

change only really occurs when a shift in action is combined with a shift in perception. This 

change of perception, he argues, requires thinking and creativity. Hence, changing perception 

is changing beyond knowledge alone; changing perception changes attitudes and dispositions. 

So, De Brabandere expressed Aristotle’s insight into contemporary terms: if we really want to 

change behavior, we have to change perception. 

 

Thus, change in the environment causes a strategic misfit with the activities of the 

organization. Change is the source of uncertainty. Strategy theory is flied of research, which 

teaches how we can deal with and react to uncertainties. Wiltbank, Dew, Read, & Saravathy 

(2006) outlines the strategy field as a combination of two axes to deal with uncertainty: 

Prediction and Control. Which they divide in Positioning Strategy (left-hand side of the 

matrix), which consist of the planning school and adaptive school of strategy. And the right-
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hand side of the matrix, Constructing strategy, which consists of the Visionary school and the 

Transformative school.  

 

Figure 1: Framework of prediction and control (Wiltbank et al., 2006) 

 

Each school deals differently with expected change. At the core of Wiltbank et al. (2006) 

argument is the work of Frank Knight (1921) who elaborated on the relationship between 

unpredictability and profit. Knight distinguishes between different kind of uncertainties. 

1. Known distributions and unknown draws (Classical probability) 

2. Unknown distribution, unknown draws ( Statistical probability) 

3. Non-existent distribution where the very instances are unclassifiable (Knightian 

uncertainty) 

In the case of Knightian uncertainty, ’’effort to predict and control are not just empirical 

mismatched but are conceptually at odds.’’ (Wiltbank, 2006, p.990). He proceeds to state: 

‘‘Prediction can never be adequate for the purpose of control, even in principle, because of 

the role of human creative action in actually producing a non-existent, not just a hard-to-

predict, future.’’. These phenomena are better known as ‘‘Black Swans’’ popularized by 

philosopher and statistician Nassim Taleb (2007). From this, we can conclude that the 

environment poses a different kind of uncertainty that produces a different kind of change, 

which we can only act upon with an array of different integrated strategies.  

This differentiation helps us to understand different innovation practices which deal 
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with different kinds of change. Wiltbank (2006) concludes  ‘‘While after an innovative event 

occurs we may conclude that we could certainly have classified and predicted the 

probabilities of its success or failure, Knightian uncertainty refers to the actual instance of 

innovation (the pet rock, the Internet, Google) as unclassifiable.’’ (p. 990). So how do we 

deal with innovation that cannot be planned or controlled and how do we combine that with 

strategies that control less rigorous and more manageable forms of change.  

 

3.1.2. Organizational perceptions towards change. 

There is some comprehensive evidence to expect that cognitive models or in De Barbara 

words ‘‘perception’’ has a dynamic nature. Howard-Grenville (2007) conclude that change in 

recipients come rather from applying frames in new ways, rather than fundamentally revising 

them. Monin, Noorderhaven, Vaara, and Kroon (2013) developed a dynamical understanding 

of sensemaking and sense giving over time. Huy, Corley, and Kraatz (2014) also confirm the 

dynamic nature of cognitive models, they call it an emergent process. To further develop our 

understanding of this change capability characterized as dynamic in nature, we draw on the 

research field of dynamic capabilities, which is occupied with gaining an understanding on 

how organizations dynamically adapt to organizational and environmental contingencies. 

 Dynamic capabilities were initially defined as follows ‘‘Dynamic capabilities enable 

business enterprises to create, deploy, and protect the intangible assets that support superior 

long- run business performance. The microfoundations of dynamic capabilities - the distinct 

skills, processes, procedures, organizational structures, decision rules, and disciplines - 

which undergird enterprise-level sensing, seizing and reconfiguring capacities are difficult to 

develop and deploy. Enterprises with strong dynamic capabilities are intensely 

entrepreneurial. They not only adapt to business ecosystems, but also shape them through 

innovation and through collaboration with other enterprises, entities, and institutions.’’ 

(Teece, 2007, p. 1319).  

In this paper Teece Introduces dynamic capabilities as ‘‘distinct skills, processes, 

procedures, organizational structures, decision rules, and disciplines’’ and proceeds to 

outline the characteristics of such a company. This company would be intensely 

entrepreneurial, shaping and adapting to ecosystems through innovation and collaborates with 

others. This outline of underlying characteristic drives the development and execution of 

microfoundations of dynamic capabilities. Teece (2007) stretches the development of process 

but lacks to create an understanding of what drives the development of such dynamic 
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capabilities.  

‘‘The Dynamic capability view has received significant attention in recent years but 

lacks unified framework. There is still much to be done and clarified in terms of both the 

theoretical and empirical aspects.’’(Brenznik & Hisrich, 2014, p. 370). Therefore to prevent 

us from getting lost in the whole extensive mainly theoretical debate of dynamic capabilities. 

We want to derive from the dynamic capability perspective the insight that dynamic 

capabilities are preceded by a certain collection of particular characteristics, which is 

centered around change. In line with Tripsas & Gavetti (2000) change capabilities are 

preceded by the cognitive models.  

 

3.2. Innovation  

 

‘‘Innovation is not a change, but innovation creates.’’ 

Drucker (1985, p. 31) 

3.2.1. Change and innovation  

Change is the only constant. The organization either creates the change, reacts to change or 

stays behind. In which the latter means that their ability to create value deteriorates 

depending on the speed at which the environment changes. It is this notion of value which is 

central in distinguishing change from innovation. Change becomes innovation when 

organizations use or create change to deliver value in a new or better way than before. 

‘‘Innovation is the mechanism by which organizations produce the new products, processes, 

and systems required for adapting to changing markets, technologies and modes of 

competition (D’Aveni, 1994; Dougherty & Hardy, 1996; Utterback, 1994)” as cited in 

Lawson & Samson (2001, p. 378). This definition shows the emphasis of the innovation 

literature on process rather than a certain collection of particular organizational 

characteristics, which are centered around change and drive these innovation processes. The 

tangible innovation outcomes are always created through a certain process, but we clearly 

lack the understanding of what drives the initial input of these processes. How do we foster 

the ability to go from change to innovation?  

Lawson & Samson (2001) develop a concept about innovativeness which they call the 

innovation capability. ‘‘An innovation capability is defined as the ability to continuously 

transform knowledge and ideas into new products, processes, and systems for the benefit of 
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the firm and its stakeholders.’’(p. 384). This definition emphasizes the transformation of 

knowledge and ideas as inputs for what was identified as innovation in the literature 

(D’Aveni, 1994; Dougherty & Hardy, 1996; Utterback, 1994).  

Lawson and Samson (2001, p. 382) proceed to outline the characteristics of a company 

with something as an innovation capability 

- ‘‘High-performing innovators make innovation an organization-wide effort’’  

- ‘‘Leading innovators encourage, expect and reward innovation from everywhere 

within the organization’’  

- ‘‘These companies do not see innovation as just a user of scarce resources for 

uncertain outcomes, but rather as a mechanism for creating new knowledge and 

competitive advantage’’ 

They explain the role of the Innovation capability as the interactive variable between 

Mainstream activities and Newstream activities. In which Mainstream activities provide the 

resources to innovate, and the innovation capability acts as a mediator to manage the tension 

between the old and the new. Hence, positioning the innovation capability as the mediator 

which manages the tension between the old and the new as defined by Dess.  

Based on these finding we regard the innovation capability as a fitting concept and a 

sufficient start to broaden our understanding of innovation and the capability to deliver long-

term continuous innovation success.  

 

Figure 2: An integrated model of innovation (Lawson & Samson, 2001, p. 383) 
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3.2.2. Innovation Capability  

Lawson and Samson (2001) proceed to develop an outline of the innovation capability. 

‘‘Innovation capability itself is not a separately identifiable construct. The capability is 

composed of reinforcing practices and processes within the firm.’’ They group the elements 

of the innovation capability in seven categories based on Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt (1997), 

who argue these are key enablers for successful innovation. Tidd et al. (1997) argue that 

innovation success are firm specific and vary in the configuration of these enablers. 

 

Table 1: Summary of Lawson & Samson (2001) 

1. Vision and Strategy - Without a strategy for innovation, interest and 

attention become too dispersed 

2. Harnessing the competence base - Resource management 

- Variety of funding channels 

- Innovation champions 

- E-Business 

3. Organizational intelligence - Learning about customers 

- Learning about competitors  

4. Creativity and idea management - It can come from the millions of small acts by 

employees that cumulates in significant 

continuous improvement, or alternatively, 

creativity can result in a radical idea that 

transforms business strategy or creates new 

businesses 

- Knowledge-driven or vision-driven 

- The process of generating ideas  

5. Organizational structure & System - Organizational structure 

- Reward systems 

- Stretch goals for innovation 

6. Culture and Climate - Tolerance of Ambiguity 

- Empowered employees 

- Expect creative time 

- Communication 
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7. Management of Technology - Crucial to today’s organizations 

- Alignment of core technology strategies, with 

innovation strategy and business strategy. 

- Effective forecasting 

The notion of innovation capability is directed at a more aggregate level than dynamic 

capabilities through its focus on transforming knowledge and ideas. It presents us with a 

combination of organization characteristics (vision and strategy, organizational intelligence, 

creativity, culture, and climate) but the notion is still grounded, like dynamic capabilities, in 

an understanding of innovation as a process, skill or routine creation. However, it expands 

our understanding of managing the tension between the old and the new as Lawson and 

Samson (2001) conceptualize this capability as ‘‘Not just an ability to be successful at 

running a business Newstream or to manage mainstream capabilities. Innovation capability 

is about synthesizing these two operating paradigms.’’ (p. 384). 

3.2.3. Innovation Capability & Dynamic capabilities  

It seems that both perspectives we used to understand change and innovation have a lot in 

common. Breznik and Hisrich (2014) acknowledge the commonalities and published a 

literature review on the relation of both concepts. 

They conclude Innovation capability and Dynamic capabilities have five similar 

themes which are 1) central concept of learning, 2) strategic orientation, 3) main 

characteristics which refers to the fact the are both evolutionary in nature and develop over 

time through complex interactions, which means they are firm specific, 4) Key role of 

management and 5) Change related. 

 

Figure 3: Commonalities between dynamic and innovation capability (Brenznik & 
Hisrich, 2014, p.375) 
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Breznik and Hisrich (2014) proceed to outline the possible relationship between the two 

concepts. For the sake of clarity we shortened Dynamic Capability to DC and the Innovation 

Ability to IC. 

 

1. IC as a DC 

2. DC as an outcome of IC 

3. IC as a component of DC 

4. DC as a precondition for IC 

5. IC is not a DC 

6. IC as a Synonym for DC 

 

It is perspective six, Innovation capability as a Synonym for dynamic capability, which 

seems, based on the outline in this paper, the most promising concept to develop our 

understanding of the ability to become innovative. Breznik and Hisrich (2014) point to the 

five commonalities outlined above which they regard as strong proof for perspective six. One 

of the commonalities is interesting in particularly. Breznik and Hisrich (2014) refer to Colis 

(1994) who distinguishes four levels of capabilities, of which the last capability is identified 

as a meta-capability. This meta-capability allows an organization to ‘‘learn-to-learn’’ which 

results in an ability to innovate faster and better. We believe it is this, learn-to-learn, ability 

which is the true end towards which the means (DC and IC) are directed. Dynamic 

capabilities and Innovation Capability are different sides of the same coin. However, they 

both lack a fundamental understanding of the different layers of the innovative ability. 

Which, as argued before, is not just a capability and more than merely knowledge and 

routines.  

As stated before dealing with change and being able to successfully deploy innovation 

over the long term requires a skill set together with the corresponding collective mental 

models or certain characteristics of the organization. As defined by Teece (2007) Dynamic 

capabilities are the skills, knowledge, and routines which undergrid enterprise-level sensing, 

seizing and reconfiguring. Based on Birchall and Tovstiga( 2005); Lawson and Samson, 

(2001) we argue the Innovative capabilities stimulate learning and transformation of 

knowledge and ideas. Hence, Innovation capabilities refer to organizational characteristics or 

in other words make up the innovation virtues.  
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The following conceptual model gives a visual overview of this relationship.  

 
 

Learn-to-learn 
  

  

Aristotle’s  

Virtue structure 
Dealing with change  

  

  

1) Knowledge  

Skil set/ Routines  Dynamic capabilities 

Tangible  

 

2) Deliberate decisions 

Collective mental models Innovation capability 

3) Spring from a fixed and 

permanent disposition 

Intangible  

Figure 4: Innovation as a combination of Skills and virtues 
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3.3. From thoughts to action: culture  

So far we distinguished change and innovation which allowed us to show how business 

literature regards the ability to innovate. We have shown that the literature mainly focuses on 

skills, routines, and processes. However there is also a profound indication that innovative 

behavior is grounded by a certain organizational set of characteristics. To develop the 

understanding about organizational specific characteristics the following chapter acts as an 

account of the literature on Organizational culture.  

3.3.1. Organizational Culture: A collection of perceptions 

Organizational culture can be defined as a complex set of values beliefs, assumptions, and 

symbols that define the way in which a firm conducts its business (Barney, 1986). Culture is 

the collective programming of the mind or as a more formal definition ‘‘A pattern of shared 

basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems of external adaptation and 

internal integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be 

taught to new members as the correct way you perceive, think, and feel in relation to those 

problems.’’(Schein, 1992, p.18). Parts of this definition need clarification. First, of al what is 

a group? People become a group when they have an implicit agreement on language, 

membership qualification, status, power & influence and the rules that govern peer 

relationships. In the case of organizations, these variables are often very clear and 

development of these variables is a process called internal integration (Schein, 1992). 

Secondly, external adaptation refers to fact that a group is always defined by its boundaries, 

who is in and who is out? Schein (1992) states you cannot assess a culture without examining 

its environment.  

At the core of the organizational culture are the shared basic assumptions which are 

‘‘tacit, taken-for-granted, basic underlying assumptions’’ which explain the artifacts and 

beliefs. Beliefs are the collection of Values and corresponding norm of behavior. ‘‘The 

intrinsic worth of values is to act as social principles or philosophies that guide behaviors 

and set a broad framework for organizational routines and practices”, ‘‘Norms are 

expectations of acceptable behaviors held by members of an organization and have the force 

of social obligation or pressure.‘‘, ‘‘Artifacts represent the most visible layer of 

organizational culture and are manifestly evident in organizational symbols, rituals, 

language, and physical workspace arrangements’’(Hogan and Coote, 2013, p.2 ). Artifacts 

are often compared with the tip of the iceberg. They are observable but difficult to interpret 
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and grasp their meaning (Schein, 1992).  

 

Thus, Culture is the link which explains how organizational characteristics inspire and 

condition individual employee behavior and the creating of corresponding processes based on 

the values and norms.  

3.3.2. Culture as control mechanism of behavior  

Since Schein's first outline there have been many authors writing about the mechanics of 

culture and their relationship to organizational performance (Büschgenset al., 2013) and a 

more recent study specifies this towards innovation. Mohan, Voss, and Jimenez (2017, p1) 

stated that ‘‘the link between innovation culture and firm performance is well established. 

However, the specific mechanism via which innovation culture facilitates better managerial 

decision-making in front-end innovation remains unknown.’’. Büschgenset al (2013) provide 

a useful framework for understanding how culture influences innovation behavior. They draw 

on social control theory and argue this has been used to explain control in team-based clans 

and evolution of control systems (e.g. Kirisch et al., 2010; Cardinal, Sitkin and Long, 2004) 

and they conclude that little attention has been paid to the role of norms and values. Hogan 

and Coote (2013) conclude among other things, that: norms, as governance mechanisms, 

have been shown to safeguard against opportunistic behavior and encourage pro-social 

behaviors. 

 

Büschgenset al. (2013) draw on Ouchi (1980) who introduced three types of control 

mechanism 1) Markets 2) Bureaucracies and 3) Clans. Ouchi (1980) argues that clan control 

mechanisms are the solution to failing bureaucratic controls. ‘‘When task become highly 

unique, completely integrated, or ambiguous bureaucratic controls fail’’(p. 134). Ouchi 

argues they are no longer able to externally evaluate the value added by an individual. Two 

variables determine the effectiveness of market and bureaucratic controls 1) the ambiguity of 

the measurement of individual performance and 2) the congruence of the employee and 

employer’s goals. Clan controls provide the solutions by reducing the ambiguity of 

performance evaluation and goal congruence through socialization of individuals. This causes 

organic solidarity between the individual and the group. Creating intrinsic motivation that 

aligning the individual's interest with the interest of the whole.  

Ouchi (1980) provides a valuable insight into understanding the problem of 

innovation management and the solution to it. Managing innovation with bureaucratic 
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controls in a production economy was possible due to its nature as skill or craft, relying on 

knowledge and practice. Understanding the increased complexity of innovation in services, 

due to its nature of a virtue, allows us to understand the increased uniqueness, degree of 

integration and ambiquity of the innovation task, hence the ineffectiveness of bureaucratic 

controls. In line with Ouchi’s argumentation, if we want to be able to manage and stimulate 

innovative behavior we have to focus on instilling strong cultural norms regarding innovation 

or in his words a set of clan control mechanisms to influence our perception and attitudes 

regarding innovation. 

 

The interaction between the common organizational culture and the individual is explained as 

Sensegiving and Sensemaking mechanism (Monin et al., 2013). They explain this as a 

dialectical process set in motion by sociopolitical concern. In the context of innovation, this 

could be an increased focus on certain organizational characteristics regarding innovation, 

which triggers conversations and political games with regard to the new expectations. Monin 

et al, (2013) proceed to explain that those sociopolitical tensions trigger sensemaking and 

sensegiving mechanisms. ‘‘A sensemaking perspective allows one to examine the complex 

processes through which organizational actors socially construct their realities’’ 

(Weick,1995) as cited in Monin et al (2013, p. 259) and “sensegiving is the attempt to 

influence the Sensemaking of others in a particular direction’’ (Bartunuk, Rousseau, Rudolph 

& DePalma,2006; Maitlis, 2005) as cited in Monin et al (2013, p.259). An entrepreneurial 

orientation could be a Sensegiving mechanism which affects the Sensemaking of the 

employee upon which he through his new sense perceptive engages in innovative behavior.  

Canato, Ravasi and Philips (2013) elaborate on how sensemaking causes changes in 

the organizational culture. They argue that Sensemaking affects culture in four possible ways. 

1) It is fundamentally in conflict with core values of the current culture and are rejected. 2) 

Sensemaking is facilitated through narratives, concepts, and behavioral norms are 

internalized in beliefs and behavioral norms. 3) The new sensemaking provides a new 

cultural repertoire through ‘‘exposure to different concepts and ideas in their everyday 

working lives (Canato et al., 2013). They argue that ‘‘individuals do not use this repertoire 

only for discursive purposes, but flexibly draw upon it to engage in tasks for which no 

conventional course of action is available''. With this regard, we understand the Innovation 

ability as a set of organizational characteristics which provide a new cultural repertoire to 

make sense and engage in the new expected innovative behaviors.  
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Figure 5: Practice implementation, coercive learning, and cultural change. (Canato et al., 

2013, p. 1746) 

 

3.3.2. An outline of the innovation culture 

To understand the link between culture and innovative behavior we draw on Hogan and 

Coote (2013) who tested how Schein’s model (values, norms, artifacts) explained innovative 

behavior.  In their article, they present how organizational values indirectly increase 

innovative behavior via Norms and Artifacts. Both directly affecting innovative behavior and 

norms also increase the number of artifacts. 

 

Figure 6: Empirical model of an organiztional culture that supports innovation (Hogan 

& Coote, 2014, p. 3) 
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Hogan and Coote (2013) provide, based on an extensive literature review, a list of 

organizational values which influence innovative behavior.  This help us to draw an outline 

of the innovation ability and elaborate our understanding of the innovation characteristics as a 

specific set of values which indeed correspond with values supporting innovative behavior 

according to (Hogan and Coote , 2013). However a broad understanding of the innovation 

charactaristics as clan control mechanism and culture reveals our understanding is 

incomplete. Specific norms, artifacts, narratives, concepts and behavioral norms are missing 

(e.g. Monin et al.,2013; Canato et al., 2013; Schein, 1993). The fowling table presents the 

values Hogan and Coote (2013) which stimulate innovative behaviors:  

Table 2: Dimensions of organizational culture that support innovation (Hogan & Coote, 

2014, p. 4)  

Success  The degree to which an organization values success & strives 

for the highest standards of performance, & values the 

provision of challenging goals & encouragement of employees 

to excel  

Openness & flexibility  The degree to which an organization values openness & 

responsiveness to new ideas, & a flexible approach to solving 

problems  

Internal communication  The degree to which an organization values open 

communication that facilitates information flows within an 

organization  

Competence & 

professionalism  

The degree to which an organization values knowledge & 

skills, & upholds the ideals & beliefs associated with a 

profession  

Inter-functional 

cooperation  

The degree to which an organization values coordination & 

teamwork  

Responsibility  The degree to which an organization values employees' 

proactiveness, initiative, autonomy & responsibility for their 

work  

Appreciation The degree to which an organization values, rewards & 

recognizes employees' accomplishments  

Risk-taking  The degree to which an organization values experimentation 

with new ideas & challenging the status quo 
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Another paper which elaborates on innovation behavior is De Jong and Den Hartog (2007). 

They take a behavioral approach to innovation on the managerial level rather than the cultural 

level. They argue that leaders are directly responsible for the innovative behaviors of their 

employees through a set of leader behavior, which directly stimulate innovation behavior.  

 

Table 3: Overview of leader behaviors that support innovation (De Jong & Den Hartog, 

2007, p. 49) 

        Relates to:  

Behaviour   Consists of 

Idea 

Generation Application 

1 
Innovative 

role-modeling 
  

Being an example of innovative behaviour, exploring 

opportunities, generating ideas, championing and putting 

efforts in development 

 

2 
Interllectual 

stimulation 
  

Teasing subordinates directly to come up with ideas and to 

evaluate current practices 




3 

Stimulating 

knowledge 

diffusion 

  

Stimulating open and transparent communication, introducing 

supportive communication structures like informal work 

meetings 





4 
Providing 

vision 
  

Communicating an explicit vision on the role and preferred 

types of innovation, providing directions for future activities 
 

5 Consulting   

Checking with people before initiating changes that may 

affect them, incorporating their ideas and suggestions in 

decisions 

 

6 Delegating   
Giving subordinates sufficient autonomy to determine 

relatively independently how to do a job 
 

7 
Support for 

innovation 
  

Acting friendly to innovative employees, being patient and 

helpful, listening, looking out for someone’s interests if 

problems arise 

 

8 
Organizing 

feedback 
  

Ensuring feedback on concepts and first trials, providing 

feedback to employees, asking customers for their opinion 





9 Recognition   Showing appreciation for innovative performances  
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10 Rewards   
Providing financial/material rewards for innovative 

performances 





11 
Providing 

resources 
  Providing time and money to implement ideas 





12 Monitoring   
Ensuring effectiveness and efficiency, checking-up on people, 

stressing tried and tested routines (negative relationship) 
 

13 
Task 

Assignment 
  

Providing employees with challenging tasks, make allowance 

for employees’ commitment when assigning tasks 




3.3.3. Synthesis of Innovation & Culture: Corporate entrepreneurship  

The question that remains is, how do we operationalize this knowledge? Examples can be 

found on how end-user stories are used as artifacts which show the execution of the expected 

behavior (e.g Grand 2011) but these are dispersed and not intergraded in a larger strategic 

framework. 

An author who builds on clan control mechanisms and organizational learning to 

explain the organizational Newstream activities is Dess. He understands these activities as 

Corporate Entrepreneurship (CE) and states it ‘‘has been viewed as the driver of new 

businesses within on-going enterprises as achieved through internal innovation, joint 

ventures or acquisitions; strategic renewal.’’ (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Hitt, Nixon, 

Hoskisson & Kockhar, 1999) as cited in Dess et al (2003, p. 352). Corporate entrepreneurship 

is ‘‘the process whereby an individual or a group of individuals, in association with an 

existing organization, create a new organization, or instigate renewal or innovation within 

that organization (Sharma and Chrisman,1999,p18)’’ as cited in Dess et al (2003, p. 352). 

Dess understands the purpose of CE in fourfold:  

1) Sustained regeneration: which aims at creating a steady stream of new product 

introductions.  

2) Organizational rejuvenation: which aims to improve the effectiveness of existing 

strategy by adjusting value chain activities.  

3) Strategic renewal: which aim at fundamentally rethinking how the firm competes 

and  

4) Domain redefinition: which focuses on exploring possible new markets and product 

to create first-mover advantages.  
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These surely fit the description of Sensing, seizing and reconfiguring capacities. This 

definition of corporate entrepreneurship largely overlaps and is consistent with our 

comparison between Dynamic capabilities and Innovation capability. Furthermore, he 

proceeds to argue we should consider the cultivation of organizational learning as the key 

outcome corporate entrepreneurship. Dess (2003) concludes ‘‘Our analysis highlights the 

role of CE in inducing and cultivating and organizational learning, which is a key source of 

new knowledge that could be used to develop organizational capabilities.’’ (p. 352) 

 

This mechanism of inducing and cultivation is exactly what we theorized as the missing link 

in the innovation ability. The four domains of CE address a different kind of uncertainty 

presented in the matrix by Wiltbank (2006) and therefore provides a strategic framework for 

sustained long-term competitive advantage. Corporate Entrepreneurship offers an answer to 

Classical probability, through Sustained regeneration and Organisational rejuvenation. An 

answer to Statistical probability by Strategic renewal and domain definition. An even 

provides an answer for Knightian uncertainty through it central focus on learning and 

adaptation. By cultivating these values a truly entrepreneurial firm is expected to be able to 

recognize the impact of these changes and being able to adapt and capitalize on its 

entrepreneurial spirit. 

 

3.3.4. The missing link: Entrepreneurial Orientation  

Dess further develops the frame of mind, which induced and cultivated through Corporate 

Entrepreneurship and argues this frame of mind is essential for engaging in effective CE 

(Dess & Lumpkin, 2005). They call this the Entrepreneurial Orientation which is not formally 

defined but outlined as follows; ‘‘Whatever form CE efforts take, the key to successfully 

creating value is viewing every value chain activity as a source of competitive advantage. In 

the same way, the effect of corporate entrepreneurship on a firm’s strategic success is 

strongest when it animates all parts of an organization. It is found in companies where the 

strategic leaders and the culture together generate a strong impetus to innovate, take risks, 

and aggressively pursue new venture opportunities. These ideas are captured by the concept 

know as Entrepreneurial orientation.’’ (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005, p. 147)) 

 

Dess (2005) breaks the concept down into five drivers or organizational characteristics.  
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Table 4: Dimensions of Entrepreneurial Orientation (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005p. 148) 

 

3.4. Concluding for research purpose 

This theoretical framework started with the distinction between change and innovation, 

clarifying the sources that caused the need for change. In this process, we outlined the ability 

to renew and adapt the companies’ source of competitive advantage and ability to excel in 

value creation as an ability, which deploys particular dynamic capabilities, which allow the 

organization to develop and adapt. We concluded this ability must be grounded in the 

organizational culture. The culture or group characteristics act as the essential driver of the 

dynamic capabilities. It establishes a fixed and permanent disposition, which causes 

deliberate actions to be taken towards innovative activities which allows the organization to 

sustain its competitive advantage over the long term.  This specific organizational culture has 

been identified as an entrepreneurial orientation. To gain deeper insight in what drives 

innovative behavior we proceed to research the role of the entrepreneurial orientation in 

stimulating and inducing innovative behavior.  

  Based on the core concepts of our theoretical framework, Dynamic Capabilities, 

Innovative Capability, Corporate Entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurial Orientation, this paper 

Dimensions of the Entrepreneurial Orientation 

Dimension  Definition  

Autonomy Independent action by an individual or team aimed at bringing forth a 

business concept or vision and carrying it through to completion 

Innovativeness A willingness to introduce newness and novelty through experimentation 

and creative processes aimed at developing new products and services, as 

well as new processes. 

Proactiveness  A forward-looking perspective characteristic of a marketplace leader that 

has the foresight to seize opportunities in anticipation of future demand. 

Competitive 

aggressiveness 

An intense effort to outperform industry rivals. It is characterized by a 

combative posture or an aggressive response aimed at improving position 

or overcoming a threat in a competitive marketplace. 

Risk-taking,  Making decisions and taking action without certain knowledge of 

probable outcomes; some undertakings may also involve making 

substantial resource commitments in the process of venturing forward. 
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developed a hypothetical conceptual framework. We position this conceptual framework as 

the Innovative Capability as outlined by Lawson and Samson (2001). This capability is a 

combination of Skills/processes and certain norms and values driving these processes. It is 

grounded in norms and values of learning, curiosity, and excellence as outlined by Hogan and 

Coote (2014). Based on Teece (2007) we understand Innovative behavior as a direct result 

from the dynamic capabilities of the organization. However, as argued in the theoretical 

framework this relationship is moderated by the Entrepreneurial Orientation. Based on these 

findings we developed the following propositions and the corresponding conceptual 

framework which visualize our expectation and guide our research to answer which role the 

entrepreneurial orientation plays in stimulating and inducing innovative behavior. 

 

Proposition 1: The more Dynamic capacities are stimulated the more people 

engage in innovative behavior. 

Proposition 2: The relationship between dynamic capabilities and innovative 

behavior is positively moderated by Entrepreneurial Orientation. 

Proposition 3: Entrepreneurial orientation should be understood as a set of 

individual characteristics build on organizational norms and values, which value 

innovative behavior. 

Proposition 4: The entrepreneurial orientation is developed through a personal 

curiosity, willingness to learn and a drive to excel.  

 

Figure 7: Conceptual model based on the theoretical framework 
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4. Methods 

In this section, the method of this study is presented and discussed. First, a brief background 

of both cases will be presented. Secondly, the research design is discussed. Third, the data 

collection process is discussed and last the method of data analysis. 

4.1 Research background 

This study makes use of the cases in order to research the relationship between 

entrepreneurial orientation and behavior. Both organizations operate in the Dutch financial 

service industry, one as a banking firm, the other as a provider of insurance and pensions.  

 

The Payment Service Directive (PSD) was introduced in 2007. PSD contained a set of 

directives aimed at improving competition in payment services and lowering the barriers for 

non-banks to enter the payment industry. Anno 2017 the PSD is implemented and integrated 

into the payment service industry, causing many new entrants to arise in the past years on the 

Dutch market, like Knab or Bunq. These new entrants focus on a specify part of value chain 

and therefore are able to outperform the banks. The banking industry has experienced a 

steady decline in profitability of their business model.  

In November 2015, the European Parliament provided approvement for further 

legislation to increase competition of the payment service market. These legislations are 

called the  PSD2. This will further increase the competition of bank and insurers and will 

therefore increases the need for a large organization to adapt and develop their service. Many 

of them are even increasingly aware that their current business model needs the revised to be 

able to survive in the future.  

However, the implementation of the PSD2 requires each individual European state to 

implement the directive in their own regulatory system. Additionally, the European Banking 

Authority (EBA) has to develop so-called Regulatory Technical Standards (RTS). The RTS 

entails the guidelines for implementation of the PSD2 for bank and third party payment 

service provider. Therefore it is expected that it will take until the end of 2018 for the PSD2 

to be fully operational and the implications of these new directives will show their full 

impact.  

Thus, The large financial service providers are warned and feel the need for extensive 

organizational and strategic change. Unanimously they acknowledged that they have to 

become more entrepreneurial to being able to deal with the new situation of the environment 
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and being able to provide a counterweight against the highly adaptable and agile third party 

service providers. The objective to become more innovative through entrepreneurial focus fits 

perfectly with the research question of this thesis. Therefore the two cases together will form 

an example how entrepreneurial orientation is developed, how entrepreneurial orientation is 

caught in the organizational process but above all provide us insight into how these processes 

develop a new cognitive model in the organization and how this influence employee behavior 

towards innovation.  

4.1.2 Rabobank  

Historically Rabobank has been a cooperation evolving from a collaboration between local 

farmers to a network of local banks. After the financial crises, there was a strong urge to 

reinvent the financial sector. This was especially true of course for banking organizations. So 

after 2008, the Rabobank engaged in consistent reorganization, since a couple of years the 

Rabobank has reorganized internally and shifted its focus outward again. With upcoming 

PSD2 regulation changes, it is quite important to reinvent the business model of the 

organization to be able to compete with fast moving FinTech start-ups, which can target very 

specific customer segments. The Rabobank focuses on Internal start-up incubator track, 

Innovation course for employees, Innovation demo day at which they present their new start-

up investments and an innovation conference. Furthermore, the organization shifted from 

managing on outcomes to management on capabilities. A system they call GROW which ads 

more emphasis on how bottom-line results are reached. 

4.1.3 Vivat  

The innovation started about 2 years ago in the organization. The current innovation manager 

who was fed up with making plans, which were not acted upon, initiated the innovation vibe. 

Together with his colleague he started an Innovation network without consent or being 

commissioned for it. They started a simple website on the companies intranet which quickly 

gained attention and became a movement of people inside the organization. The network 

consisted of people who were enthusiastic about innovation and improvement activities. This 

initiative was ultimately supported when a new CEO was appointed. The CEO himself took 

responsibility for the domain of innovation and created an innovation board, which ensured 

innovation became a company-wide top of the list priority. This innovation board consisted 

of three Supervisory Board members, all 5 directors of the business units and a couple of 

other directors like IT, Corporate Strategy, HR and Communication. These members of the 
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top-level management team all come together on a weekly basis and invest an hour of their 

time. Furthermore, the organization emphasizes innovation broadly in their internal 

communications and organizes a couple of event like Innovation days to make employee 

familiar with frontier technology and their possible applications.  

The Organizations main innovation activities are directed at the development of some 

promising start-ups.  They pursue this together with an external organization like 

Universities, and accelerator programs. These innovation activities are mainly directed at 

Sustained regeneration and Strategic renewal through these start-ups. 

 

4.2 Research design 

Much has been written about innovation. However much of this research field has been 

focused on the capability perspective. Therefore the cognitive part has been underexposed, 

and only recently more attention is directed towards increasing exposure on the cognitive and 

cultural antecedents of innovation (Büschgens et al., 2013). Teece (2007) has given an outline 

of the characteristic preceding the development of innovative capabilities, De Jong and Den 

Hartog (2007) state ‘‘no conclusions can yet be drawn from current innovation research as to 

which leaders behavior matter most.’’(p. 42). They identified a set of leader behaviors that 

are important. Thus, there is clearly a research gap in the understanding how to stimulate and 

create innovative behavior (Alvesson & Sandberg, 2011). We have argued that this gap is 

created through the misunderstanding of innovation as a craft rather than a virtue. De Jong 

concludes that further research should address how leaders ‘‘shape the environment and 

organizational settings in such a way the context optimally stimulates employees innovative 

behavior’’(p. 59) . Therefore, it is argued that the state of literature is Nascent (Edmondson & 

McManus, 2007). Büschgens et al. (2013) indeed recommend; ‘‘Finally, a promising path for 

future research is the adoption of a process perspective on the culture– innovation 

relationship’’(p. 15). Van de Ven (2007) concludes process research can open the proverbial 

‘black box’ which is exactly what we try to accomplish. 

In this thesis, the culture- innovation relationship is addressed as the relationship 

between Entrepreneurial orientation and innovative behavior. In which, entrepreneurial 

orientation is a specific subset of the organizational culture. Because antecedents of 

individual behavior and motivations are extremely indefinite, rich and detailed information is 

needed to gain an understanding (Yin, 2003). To acquire this data, a qualitative approach is 

most suitable (Yin, 2003). The rich and detailed qualitative data will provide an insight into 
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the relationship between external stimulus and intrinsic motivation. Qualitative research 

especially fits with the nascent state of theory because of its focus on developing theory 

(Eisenhardt 1989; Edmondson and McManus,2007)  

Finally, the study is conducted as a multiple case study. A case study allows a process 

perspective, as argued for Büschgens et al. (2013), which provides a rich and detailed 

understanding of the complex dynamics behind the behavior. This is an exhaustive data 

collection method which allows us to gain insights into the complex social processes ( 

Creswell, Hanson, Clark, & Morales, 2007; Eisenhardt 1989) Expanding the study to multiple 

cases allows us to better ground the findings, be more accurate and increase the 

generalizability. This is specifically important for our case study because the culture- 

innovation relationship can be influenced by many factors clouding our findings. By 

contrasting two organizations both in the financial service industry but with the completely 

different culture we are able to eliminate some subjectivity and better isolate the relationship 

between entrepreneurial orientation and behavior.  

 

4.3 Data collection 

To collect sufficient data the research draws on different data sources. First of all, eleven 

interviews were conducted, these form the most important data source. The interviews were 

conducted using a very open semi-structured interview style and varied between 45-90 

minutes. The interviews were recorded and transcribed afterwards, the transcriptions are 

added in the appendix C to increase the dependability of the study (Lincoln & Guba,1994). 

Semi-structured interviews were used because this allowed for the open direct verbal question 

to gain detailed information and let narratives emerge (DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree 2006). 

Especially the emergence of narratives is important because narrative contain may clues and 

indicators which are effective at nudging and incentivizing particular behavior. Furthermore, 

multiple data sources provide an opportunity for triangulation, therefore Annual reports, 

companies website, and informal meetings are used to determine to increase the credibility of 

the study (Lincoln & Guba, 1994; Eisenhardt, 1989; Barnes and Vidgen, 2006).  To further 

increase credibility, the interview protocol were subjected to peer-reviews and interview 

transcripts were shared with the respondents to identify misunderstandings, last important 

quotes used as illustrative evidence were once more discussed with the respondents to gain 

more in-depth information to increase credibility through increase in interpretive validity. 
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The informal meetings were conducted through a membership of the local Members 

Council and the national Youth Forum of the Rabobank.  Informal knowledge about company 

culture and practices at Vivat was developed through conversations with a close family 

member, which has been a back office employee for over 25 years. These informal 

relationships allowed the research to develop an in-depth knowledge about the development 

of both companies their history, culture and governance structure over the years. Although 

this might develops a certain bias and to decreases the confirmability (Lincoln & Guba, 1994) 

it is considered an advantage because the researcher ability to ask probing questions is 

enhanced. Furthermore, it is not considered a problem because the study draws on narratives 

to undertand these behaviors. Rather the subjectivity of the interviewee than the researcher 

could harm the conformability in this case. Therefore  the data is triangulated by using 

different sources, Respondents are chosen from different departments and management layers 

and multiple organizations are used to increase the conformability this study. 

Table 5: Overvieuw of the Respondents 

Organization Respondent Function  

Duration in 

minutes 

Rabobank 1 Innovation Manager 50 

Rabobank 2 Intrapreneur 55 

Rabobank 3 Account Manager 45 

Rabobank 4 Account Manager 60 

Rabobank 5 Employee 40 

Rabobank 6 Employee 50 

Rabobank 7 Employee 45 

Vivat 8 Innovation Manager 55 

Vivat 9 Intrapreneur 85 

Vivat 10 Operational Manager Fiance 45 
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Vivat 11 

Internal Operational 

Excellent consultant 55 

 

4.4 Data Analysis  

The conducted interviews were held in Dutch and record. Afterward, we made transcripts of 

the interviews and we were able to pose any follow up question if something seemed missing 

or recordings were unclear. To get a good understanding of the development of the 

Innovation ability in both organizations we used the method of Describe, contrast, summarize 

and generalize as illustrated by the award-winning paper by Somaya, Teece, and Wakeman 

(2011). 

 

For the analysis of the data, we used an open coding style to let themes emerge. We did this 

by using multiple rounds of analysis. To get familiar with the data we first re-read the 

interview and collected interesting anecdotes, stories and experience without any fixed 

themes or connection to the theoretical framework. By getting familiar with the data there 

naturally emerged some common themes. The second round of analysis we specifically used 

the common themes and the Entrepreneurial orientation to be able to code the interview data 

in coherent themes. This resulted in a lot of illustrative evidence connected to the 

Entrepreneurial orientation and its connection to innovative behavior. Once we got this 

illustrative evidence we went back and forth between our data and the theory to understand 

how the data substantiated our theoretical framework with illustrative evidence. Once we 

were able to link the interview data and the theory as a coherent conceptual model we went 

back to the raw interview data to do one last round of analysis with our newly develop 

insights. This allowed us to add details and nuances to our arguments. It also allowed us to 

further develop the theoretical framework as possible other connections to the 

Entrepreneurial Orientation emerged  
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5.] Findings 

As outlined in the method section, very open semi-structured interviews were conducted. 

These interviews were aimed at gathering personal stories, experiences, motivations, 

perceptions and practical insights. This resulted in Interview data, which provided us with a 

lot of anecdotes and reasoning behind personal decisions. The interview data proofed to be 

very rich and allowed us to Substantiate our expectation that the entrepreneurial roll has a 

moderating effect with empirical data. Furthermore it provided us with the means to broaden 

our understanding beyond our initial conceptual framework and corresponding propositions. 

We first  present the most common theme’s, which provide illustrative evidence for 

our hypothesis that innovation is grounded in learning, curiosity and a willingness to excel. 

Secondly, we elaborate on the moderating relationship of the entrepreneurial orientation and 

break this down to the individual variables of which the entrepreneurial orientation is 

composed. Third, we expand our conceptual framework with expected relationships, which 

emerged from the interview data. Fourth, we further elaborate on the important role of 

leadership and how this is related to the entrepreneurial orientation. 

 

5.2 Learning and intrinsic motivation 

The most frequently recurring theme in the interview data was a very strong personal drive to 

develop oneself. This urge to learn and to be challenged by new experiences was found in all 

respondents. Even more striking was the finding that for most interviewees their connection 

with innovation activities actually arose from some learning activity as illustrated in Table 1. 

For example, two interviewees both from another organization referred to the same self-

development book, which led them to develop a learning mindset.   

 

Respondent 2: ‘‘The minimum that we can expect when you are responsible for a 

product of service is that you keep thinking how you keep it relevant for customers, 

isn’t it? People should always look at improvement – When you take sale training 

they will also teach you to listen to what the customer wants, if you go back to the 

basics of Steven Covey you see that the fist habits of effective people is; seek first to 

understand, then to be understood’’ 

 

Respondent 9: ‘‘I took a self-development training based on the 7 habits of highly 

effective people. That was a year-long process in which we had to complete al kind 



40 
 

of assignment. These assignments helped the participants to look in the mirror and 

think about who you are. So, why you do certain things, what your personal 

capabilities are and to create an awareness of your own strength. As a result of 

this self-development program I decided to do more and therefore I automatically 

engaged more in innovation and change.’’  

 

Based on these quotes and the illustrative evidence summarized in Table 1 we highly expect 

that innovation is indeed based on personal curiosity, willingness to learn and a drive to excel 

and we thus consider Proposition 4 as presented in the theoretical framework to be accurate. 

 

Furthermore, a second theme that was found in most of the interviews, which was an 

emphasis on intrinsic motivation as summarized in Table 2. The interviewees expressed that 

they felt naturally engaged with new experiences, new products or were passionate about 

helping clients to improve. They expressed their engagement with innovation activities was 

rather a natural consequence of their own interest than current organizational focuses on 

innovation. These interest, however, were not necessarily aimed at innovative products, 

service or new technology, often these interest followed from a close engagement with their 

work environment combined with their urge to learn and develop.  

 

Respondent 5: ‘‘ Innovation for me is not necessarily technological, like the newest 

gadgets. Innovating organization by finding new solutions for complex problems. I 

prefer big worldwide problems that ask for out of the box answers. Finding 

solutions for this kind of problems that is innovation and that’s what if find really 

interesting.’’ 

 

This statement can be illustrated with a powerful deep belief of one of the innovation 

managers.  

 

Respondent 1: ‘‘1) There is an abundance of creativity within the employees of the 

organization and 2) There is an abundance of entrepreneurial spirit''. Upon which 

the innovation manager concluded ‘'Most people don't know how or what to do 

with it and how they can show others. We helped people to do those simple things''.  

 

Following these examples and the evidence presented in Table 2 we strongly suspect that in 



41 
 

order to stimulate innovative behavior the barriers to acting upon one's natural 

entrepreneurial spirit should be minimized. Secondly, the skills, abilities, and processes 

(Dynamic capabilities), which precede innovative behavior, are crucial to stimulate 

initiatives. It seemed to be that a lot of people indeed naturally have an entrepreneurial 

orientation and the more the company focuses on removing the barriers to action the more 

people will engage in innovative behavior through their intrinsic motivation.  

These examples and the evidence presented in Table 2 also seems to indicate that the 

effectiveness of the entrepreneurial orientation is deepened on the supporting dynamic 

capabilities. Which supports our expectation that innovative behavior is a directly influenced 

by the dynamic capabilities of the firm but this relationship is highly moderated by other 

variables. The next paragraph further develops our expectation of the Entrepreneurial 

Orientation as a moderator variable. 

 

5.3 Entrepreneurial orientation as moderator  

So far we have shown that our data indicated that innovative behavior is highly influenced by 

an orientation to learn and that corresponding process are  highly expected to be a necessary 

condition for innovative behavior. This paragraph is dedicated to moderating relationship of 

entrepreneurial orientation on the Dynamic capabilities – Innovative behavior relationship. 

This paragraph breaks the entrepreneurial orientation down to its individual variables to 

better understand how the EO moderates the Dynamic capabilities-Innovative behavior 

relationship and how individual variables related to each other. 

The entrepreneurial orientation as a theoretical concepts is situated at the level of 

characteristics of the organization, however, the interview provided us with illustrative 

evidence, which allows us to conclude that variables are also active on the individual and 

management level. Which we regard as strong indications that our third proposition. The 

entrepreneurial orientation should be understood as a set of individual characteristics build on 

organizational norms and values which value innovative behavior, is indeed true.  

 

5.3.1 Autonomy 

The interview data indeed showed a strong connection between autonomy and innovative 

behavior (Table 5). Without directly asking about autonomy it became a topic in 5 of the 

interviews, which provided us with 10 compelling pieces of illustrative evidence for example:  
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Respondent 6: ‘‘In the past, they were suppressed by close management of 

activities with for example accountability of hours spend on certain activities with 

‘‘Hour codes’’, while innovation was mostly spontaneous. People need autonomy 

to decide how to deal with ideas, to take space and to develop it how they think it 

is done best. Autonomy is closely related with feelings ownership and 

responsibility. The following quote clearly illustrated the importance of 

autonomy:  

 

Respondent 11: ‘‘I will give you the example of one of our improvement sessions. It 

quite simple, We have the Manager, the team and me and one of my collogues to 

guide the session. The goal, in this case, was process improvement. We started off 

with collecting as many ideas as possible, which we prioritize afterward. Well, 

after the initial hesitations people started to enjoy it and fanatically started to put 

post-its on the board. Then, in this case, the manager took the post-its and to 

decide which ideas were important and which should be executed. This was an 

absolute turning point. Some employees literally took a step back in the room and 

ceased to actively participate. As a manager or rather leader you need to take a 

step back, guide the process but and leave the execution to the employees. The 

energy literally ceased to exist in this instance. ‘‘ 

 

These quotes and further illustrative evidence presented in Table 5 seem to support our theory 

that the entrepreneurial orientation acts as a moderator and specifically the degree of 

Autonomy positively moderates the relationship between dynamic capabilities and Innovative 

behavior.  

 

5.3.2 Proactiveness 

The second variable of the entrepreneurial orientation, which also emerged as a theme in the 

interview data, was Proactiveness as summarized in Table 6. Proactiveness is built on a 

forward-looking perspective (Dess, 2005) and is therefore closely related to self- reflection 

and related to barriers to act such as the lack of autonomy or engagement. The folowing 

quotes illustrate the respondents reasoning behind proactive behavior and the link with self-

reflection. We further develop Engagement in the paragraph on Innovativness. 



43 
 

 

Respondent 1: ‘‘We primarily try to create awareness in many ways, we offer 

possibilities and we remove the barriers as much as possible’’ 

 

Respondent 3: ‘‘Just doing your Job well. We have every morning a small meeting 

to discuss what everybody is actually doing and more importantly why. So, that you 

everybody knows what is going on. These meetings help us to assess if it is really 

valuable what we are doing. We have been doing that for years. That is just our 

way of working regardless of hypes like everybody should start a start-up and 

Innovation skill courses. ‘‘ 

 

Respondent 5:’’You can do it if you want to. If you are motivated to do something 

with innovation than the information and the space are available. At least, I in my 

experience you can get space if you take it. That is really important!’’ 

 

Proactive behavior indeed stimulates innovative behavior and causes people to pick up the 

tools that the dynamic capabilities provide, however it seems that proactivness is an outcome 

of divergent variables. Proactivness seems to be building on knowledge, self-reflection or 

other variables which stimulate the intention to act.  

 

5.3.3 Competitive Aggressiveness 

Like proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness is deeply embedded in the self-reflection and 

learning. This came to light in a couple of ways. First of all, participants referred to their 

experience with Lean management and continuous learning which strongly influenced the 

way they did their daily work. As this taught them to always be a critical question like is it 

necessary what I do? Do this activity add value for the end customer? These processes caused 

a competitive aggressiveness attitude to deliver value better than the competitors or operate 

with less cost as summarized in Table 4. These statements refer to innovative behavior 

connected with organization rejuvenation practices. Three interviewees mentioned more 

explorative competitive Aggressiveness behavior.  

 

Respondent 7: ‘‘I think it is your responsibility to be open, look outward for 

developments in society and take those observations into consideration in your 
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everyday work.’’ 

 

Respondent 6: ‘‘It is not a natrual ability, you need to have in you to be able to take 

a critical perspective towards your own service, to look from outside. These are 

mainly out-of-the-box steps mainly from a perspective of architecture. To have an 

Outside-in perspective, especially, to ask questions like what are we really 

delivering? Does that have added value? How can we do it in an other way to 

deliver the same or even more value for the customer?’’ 

 

Respondent 2: ‘‘You need to get over conventional thoughts, start asking what can 

this machine do, but proceed to what else could it do?’’ 

 

In conclusion, we highly expect that competitive agressinvess to moderates innovative 

behavior as it determines to what extent someone is busy improving the value creation for the 

end customer either with explorative or exploitative innovations. This allows indicates that 

competitive agressinvenss is influenced by the visibility of value creation by the employee, 

either through direct contact with the end customer or by other means to make this visible.  

 

5.3.4 Risk-taking 

Respondent 1: ‘‘If you want to innovate you need room to make mistakes.’’ 

 

Respondent 2: ‘‘Tom Peter (a famous management book author) said, to innovate and 

change you need angry people. ‘people who are willing to go to their graves to get 

things done.’ The reason you need that kind of people is that with innovation and 

change you always encounter resistance. You need people who have certain persistence 

and are willing to take a risk.’’ 

 

Respondent 6: ‘‘There are a lot of people with a lot of good ideas but you also have a 

lot of people who either do not dare to present their idea. They are not used to stand up 

and present their ideas before a large group of people. That is an important aspect, you 

need to have some kind of courage to speak up and maybe get a no 9 out of 10 times or 

be confronted with the shortcomings of your idea.’’ 
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Introducing novel things always involves some sort of risk either financial, social or both. 

Therefore, the risk involved with introducing novel things or improvement suggestions 

should be minimized and the intention should be valued. Table 8 summarizes the evidence 

for the importance of the willingness to take the risk. This is also related to the example given 

in the paragraph on autonomy. The manager in this example, who, during the idea creating 

process took control and decided which ideas were good and decided what should be done 

and what not. This example doesn’t not only show a manager who takes away autonomy but 

also starts to value ideas. Hence, this creates a risk to say or propose ideas which are regarded 

as stupid or maybe silly. Risk taking is thus important but is highly connected to the space 

and acceptability to make mistakes or to take risks. It was expected that this is also related to 

management practices and values regarding failure and risk.  

 

5.3.5 Innovativness and engagement 

All the respondents had a connection with innovation either through their work or through 

their personal interest. In the first paragraph of this chapter, we already emphasized the 

importance of learning and intrinsic motivation. Their importance is summarized in Table 1 

and 2 and is therefore highly expected to moderate innovative behavior by the willingness to 

learn and intrinsic motivation to improve and excel. Table 10 summarizes our findings on the 

importance of engagement for the willingness to excel. Engagement either with the end 

customer or through passion for the company or product seems to be related to engagement. 

 

Respondent 2: ‘‘A little while ago we expanded our team with somebody who also 

worked for the Rabobank. Her response to the team, I think, is a striking example. 

She said the team inspired her so much that she was really surprised. It motivates 

her lot, she felt more engaged than held ever possible and wanted to do way more 

for our internal-start up than she had expected. ‘‘ 

 

Respondent 11: ‘‘Well, if you really want to innovate, you need to find the group of 

people who are interested in innovation. They are engaged. They are passionate 

because they have a personal interest in innovation. Those people are willing to 

put in a few extra hours in the evening.’‘  

 

The context of innovations was, of course, the selection criteria of the respondents. Their 
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emphasis on intrinsic motivation and willingness to learn are indeed an important 

indication of the importance of innovativeness, however more compelling is the fact that 

autonomy, proactive, competitive aggressiveness and risk taking are all found in these 

respondents which were selected upon the innovatinvess.  

 

5.4 Innovation stimulates the entrepreneurial orientation 

The interview data collected from the Rabobank and Vivat showed they both pursued 

corporate entrepreneurship in two ways. Both focused on sustained regeneration and strategic 

renewal through the investment in internal and external start-ups. Furthermore, they 

historically pursued organizational rejuvenation through Lean management, which is directed 

towards achieving operational excellence goals through continuous improvement (respondent 

1 & 8). However, organizational rejuvenation did not lead to the development of sustained 

regeneration or strategic renewal but rather just optimization of Mainstream activities. 

Furthermore, we found quite some illustrative evidence that organizational rejuvenation 

activities are also closely related to the entrepreneurial orientation and helped to create an 

entrepreneurial orientation, which is illustrated in Table 4 which summarizes the importance 

of continuous improvement.  

 

Respondent 1: ‘‘It was a year of six ago, in the mean time we also have Lean and 

Agile champions who support the development of internal business by coaching 

department. Those champions are mainly directed at optimization of existing 

processes, not really the development of new thing but the reduction of waste and 

creation of more space in the process. That approach stimulates people to thin 

again, Am I actually working right? What I am doing does that actually makes 

sense?’’ 

 

Respondent 11: ‘‘Improving processes goes beyond than just the introduction of 

Lean. It is a mindset, with the introduction of lean, we began to do ‘day starts’ and 

we are still doing them because we see it has added value. Employees now feel and 

understand they are responsible and as a result, they come up with improvement 

initiatives.’‘ 
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Furthermore, the data seem to indicate that current innovation activities have a positive effect 

on the development of the entrepreneurial orientation of both the organization and 

individuals, which we now illustrated with a couple examples from the interviews.  

 

5.4.1 The ”Jan moment” 

On striking example was given by one of the innovation managers, which he called the Jan 

moment. It was used as a sensegiving mechanism towards other employees and became an 

organizational artifact because it had become a common metaphor in the organization.   

 

Respondent 1: ‘‘Jan had an idea, He joined the Innovation network and came to 

us. In a short outline, he explained his idea and told us he had no idea how to make 

it concrete and get attention from decision makers. We told Jan we would help him 

but it would al depend on his execution. So what we basically did is, helping him 

constructing a story, a business case, an anit-business case (what if we don’t do 

this). Very important to note, it has all been constructed and shaped by Jan 

himself. All by Jan! We only told him what and how to do it and when it was all 

done we said oke you are ready, we will match you up with the director of the 

business unit. We could easily do this because of our position in the company but 

we didn’t do more than telling:  Jan has a good idea, you two should get a cup of 

coffee together and listen to him for half an hour, no strings attached. We weren’t 

there, we didn’t even want to be because we didn’t have any ownership over the 

idea, that was Jan himself. The overall response of the director was; what a cool 

idea and he responded with two propositions. 1) I will be your sponsor 2) I will 

make sure you get the resources you need to develop your idea. But I have a 

question for you. He said Jan, why, why did you wait so long with this idea? Can 

you image what happened to Jan? he got up, he felt like a king and went out of that 

meeting with an astonishing amount of energy which could never have been 

created by any other incentive. We called this moment, the Jan-moment. A moment 

in which a colleague who apparently did not see any salvation in his idea, 

managed to turn this around and created a story or proposition which he is proud 

of and receives recognition. Jan did it, he has taken his moment and is still walking 

through the office with an enormous amount of pride and self-esteem. It’s as simple 

as that!’’ 
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Respondent 1: ‘‘In the meanwhile, we have had a lot of ‘‘Jan-moments’’ a the 

innovation board. Those people get an enormous amount of energy and that is 

incredible. That’s really fun, really fun. But what I like the most is that I am 

extremely motivated and really enjoy it when somebody takes his own ‘‘Jan-

moment’’. The people who present their ideas really emit a lot of energy, they are 

shining. That has had a lot of positive impact on the atmosphere in this 

house(organization)’’. 

 

This example also shows how employees can have the best intentions and develop 

innovative ideas through their entrepreneurial orientation but when they lack the 

supporting processes this could impede innovative behavior.  

5.4.2 Intrapreneurs develop the entrepreneurial orientation. 

The following example was given by an intrapreneur. The main problem experiened was that 

the Start-up is so much faster as the organization. They constantly cause mini disruptions in 

the organizational processes because they are forced to change their way of thinking to be 

able to serve the internal start-up.  

 

Respondent 9: ’’We constantly, find old thinking models and organizational 

processes which do not fit with our way of working. That something new for us but 

also for those departments of the organization. In that sense, we are constantly 

innovating Vivat business processes. Because the moment that say we can not 

deliver, we will buy it externally and then suddenly they realize that if they don’t 

help us today, they are out of business tomorrow. So we are constantly pushing 

against the organization, which is kind of strange because in the end, we are also 

just Vivat Employees. That is something we should not forget. It is nice how these 

kinds of conversations develop. 9 out of 10 times it starts with a big no and a lot of 

complaints. It’s only for 50 customers, it’s way too risky, it is really sensitive to 

fraud, its not profitable, we should not want that. Until they understand our 

product proposition and we show them it targets whole new generations who 

possibly won’t even insure them self. As soon as the upside potential becomes clear 

we see a shift in those conversations and we experience a willingness to help. It is 

the same process over and over and over again. We explain, explain and explain 
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until they get it and they are willing to change their process. It is just a mind shift 

in the whole organization.’’ 

 

5.4.3 From novelty to innovative behavior 

Two external relation managers from the Rabobank elaborated how innovative activities by 

their clients led to the development of new funding processes and mechanisms. Because the 

bank focused on developing internal start-ups these developed capabilities and processes 

offer new sensemaking frames, which allowed to develop funding processes which were not 

possible in the past. 

 

Respondent 5: ’’We were contacted by a very innovative start-up, who had a 

complete concept product ready to be produced. We really like the idea but we had 

now idea how we would be able to finance this start-up. In the end, we just 

contacted a bunch of people both locally and at the headquarters. The fist 6 times 

you got a no, but the 7
th

 time somebody told us to go to Global Client Solution 

(GCS). That department isn’t open for local funding activities but they also saw a 

lot of potential in this idea. Our contacts at GCS were both quite young, new 

employees and also quite enthusiastic about the innovation activities of the bank. 

They acknowledge our funding project didn’t fit in their portfolio but they really 

like the idea so they decided to help us find a way to fund this proposal.This has 

finally led to a deal that actually involved the entire Rabobank organization from 

Wholesale to local bank with a process that has never been done before. So now 

we are engaged in a process to develop a new funding process to help really 

promising innovative clients which the local bank can’t fund in the normal ways. 

This is for me a striking example how innovation activities also innovate the 

Rabobank as an organization. ‘‘ 

The following examples drawn from the interview data can be found under Appendix B.  

- The Innovation Board 

- Innovation activities create awareness 

- From innovation activities to conversation topics 

Examining these examples, it became clear that current innovation practices are highly likely 

to stimulate the new innovative behavior and develop the entrepreneurial orientation in the 
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process. Increasing organizational engagement in innovation activies, should lead to an 

increase in EO. However, engaging in one kind of innovation does not automatically lead to 

the engagement of other innovation practices. The historical focus on organizational 

rejuvenation did not automatically lead to the development of other innovation practices. The 

entrepreneurial orientation only lead to other forms of innovation when the organization put 

the corresponding processes in place like an innovation board or a Moonshot start-up 

campaign. The next paragraph will furrther elaborate on the connection between dynamic 

capabilities and entrepreneurial orientation.  

 

 

Figure 8: The connection between innovation activities and Entrepreneurial Orientation 

 

5.5 From Roles to Capabilities. 

The start of innovation initiatives either by the organization or the individuals were mostly 

accompanied by a shift from identification through organizational roles towards identification 

by capabilities. This emerged in the data as ‘'capabilities centered'' illustrated in Table 3, 

which emphasizes teamwork and developing. Most important is the ability to step away from 

everyday processes to be able to let new ideas emerge something that was already put 

forward in the paragraph on proactivness. The idea that emphasis on one's capabilities rather 

than one's particular skills lead to a much broader vision on everyday activities and increased 

the openness to changes or new experiences was expressed several times. As one participant 
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replied ‘‘Since I focus on my capabilities I have said Yes much more often’’ (Responded 9). 

On an organizational level, one of the organizations has shifted from managing result towards 

management of capabilities. Which highly stimulated the entrepreneurial orientation by 

creating less focus on the bottom line expectation and increasing the focus on how the bottom 

line results came to be (Table 3). This resulted in more flexibility to act and increased the 

proactive.  

To conclude, we indeed expect that there is a direct relationship between the  

entrepreneurial orientation and the development of Dynamic Capabilities As illustrated by the 

example ‘‘from novelty to innovative behavior’’ the entrepreneurial orientation stimulated 

employees to develop new processes, creating new capabilities and in fact develop the 

organizations dynamic capability to deal with changes in the marketplace: 

 

 

Figure 9: The connection between Entrepreneurial orientation and Dynamic 

Capabilities 

 

5.6 Crucial role of leadership 

The interview data contained a lot of examples, which allowed us to gain more insights in our 

initial question how entrepreneurial orientation is related to innovative behavior. One last 

theme emerged from our data, which might play an important role in the development and 

stimulation of the creation of the entrepreneurial orientation.  

We elaborated on the removal of barriers and the potentially harmful role of 

management by taking to much control. Instead of the harmful role of management, the 

positive side of management became a major theme in the interview data. Specifically, a 

particular role of leadership was stretched multiple times. Referred to as the manager as a 
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coach (Responded 2) or the manager should change and become a leader instead (respondent 

11). Table 9 summarizes the evidence on the curial role of leadership in stimulating and 

developing an entrepreneurial orientation. This kind of leadership is closely connected to the 

emphasis on learning and development, as the managers role is not to control but to stimulate, 

reflect and inspire. We expect this to leadership style to create intrinsic motivation through 

engagement and responsibility as one of the respondents stretched; 

 

Respondent 2: ‘‘For me, the manager shouldn't only think of the product and 

results. The manager should focus on his people and the Team feeling. The 

manager should be continuously engaged in conversation and continuously stretch 

that we can only perform if everybody on the team works from his or her passion. 

So, as manager your role should be to find people their passion and use that as a 

source for engagement towards the common goal of the team. With passionate 

people, we get a whole lot further.” 

 

Figure 10: Conceptual model based on the Findings 
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6.] Discussion & Conclusion 

This paper aimed to answer the question: How does Entrepreneurial Orientation stimulate and 

induces innovative behavior? This particular question helped us to assess the literature and 

redefine our understanding of the ability to innovate. First of all, we emphasized innovation 

as an outcome of individual and organizational virtues rather than innovation skills. Based on 

several scholars we substantiated this thesis by elaborating on the culture-innovation 

relationship. De Hoogte and Coote (2013) showed innovative behavior is grounded in certain 

values and De Jong and Den Hartog (2007) identify certain leader behaviors which 

stimulated innovative behavior of employees. There did seem to be substantial evidence to 

understand the ability to innovate as an outcome of behavior which is driven by a certain 

culture. The concept of Entrepreneurial Orientation provided us with the means to express 

this kind of culture and a framework to understand and assess individual innovative behavior. 

Therefore by understanding the role of the Entrepreneurial Orientation we aimed to develop 

an understanding how this behavior is anchored in the organizational culture rather than the 

organizational capabilities and processes. 

 

6. 1 Theoretical contribution  

The theoretical framework allowed us to construct four propositions based on the theory. 

Based on the findings presented in this paper we found supporting evidence for Propositions 

1, 2, and 4. Proposition 3 was supported as well but we will discuss how this propositions 

could be redefined to better understand the concept of Entrepreneurial orientation. 

Furthermore, our research allowed us to expand our proposed conceptual framework as we 

wound substantial illustrative evidence, which showed that current innovative activities 

stimulate the development of Entrepreneurial Orientation. EO is also closely connected to 

dynamic capabilities as the data provides illustrative evidence that the Entrepreneurial 

Orientation does not only moderates the execution of Dynamic Capabilities but also directly 

influences the development of Dynamic capabilities. 

 First of all, we found a lot of illustrative evidence indicating a constant drive to learn 

and develop. This seems to be connected to a strong intrinsic motivation of the participants, 

as for almost all of them their connection to innovation is rather derived their own interest 

than from the organization's process. Based on these findings we substantiated the central 

role of learning in Dynamic capabilities, Innovation ability and thus the Entrepreneurial 
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Orientation as well. Proposition 1 & 2 express our understanding of Innovative behavior as a 

combination of skills and cognitive models. Our findings illustrate that the innovative 

behavior is primarily driven by the supporting processes but seems to be under the influence 

of a strong moderation effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation. This can be concluded from the 

fact that the respondents showed a natural interest in innovation and they individually 

developed an entrepreneurial orientation but only proceeded to engage in innovative behavior 

once the corresponding processes were established or new expectations were clearly 

communicated. This followed form the illustrated on the historical focus of the organizations 

on organizational rejuvenation through Lean management and corresponding continuous 

improvement projects. This focus developed the entrepreneurial orientation but didn’t result 

in other innovation practices like sustained regeneration until top management committed 

resources to internal start-ups.  

 In proposition 3 we stated that we should understand the Entrepreneurial orientation 

as a set of norms and values. This statement is only partially correct, as EO, as defined by 

Dess (2005), should be rather understood as a set of norms. Our findings showed that the 

individual variables of the Entrepreneurial Orientation are highly interconnected and all seem 

depended on deeper values and beliefs. Illustrated by the respondent's emphasis on intrinsic 

motivation and learning, they also stretched their naturally high engagement with their work 

and their drive to improve or excel. These correspond to the values identified by Hoogte & 

Coote (2014) for example Success, Openness & Flexibility, and Responsibility. This 

correspondence strengthens our argument that innovation is indeed moderated by cultural 

factors, That there is a connection between values, Entrepreneurial Orientation, and 

innovative behavior. Based on these findings we propose to understand the Entrepreneurial 

Orientation as behavioral norms which are built on innovation values as expressed by De 

Hoogte and Coote (2014). However, this paper is not able to show how specific values are 

related to the different EO norms 

Our findings indicate the crucial role of management in facilitating the development 

of the Entrepreneurial Orientation and the stimulation of innovative behavior. The manager 

can easily be a very destructive factor by for example taking the lead, trying to control the 

outcome. However by taking a supportive or coaching role instead merely communicate 

expectations and guide behavior the managers could be highly effective in stimulating 

Innovative behavior. These insights allow us to construct a context to understand the 

leadership behavior as defined by De Jong and Den Hartog (2007). The behavior which they 

outline are also supporting roles rather than controlling roles. For example they address 
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intellectual stimulation, providing vision, consulting, delegating. Therefore, we  propose that 

these leadership behaviors should be understood as supporting roles, which stimulate 

innovative by developing the entrepreneurial orientation. 

  

6.2 Practical contribution 

Our understanding of the entrepreneurial orientation as organizational norms allows us to 

provide a more useful and practical understanding of clan control mechanisms. In our 

theoretical framework elaborates on the role of clan controls. However, this did not provide 

any practical tools, as culture remains a vague intangible concept. Our elaboration on the role 

of EO provided more practical concepts to influence organizational behavior.  

Furthermore, besides the role of the entrepreneurial orientation our research provided 

us with illustrative evidence to gain understanding of how EO is possibly created developed 

or influenced. As the findings showed current innovation activities leads to the development 

and stimulation of the entrepreneurial orientation. This also strengths our plea to understand 

the EO as Clan control norms as the innovative actives provide current employees with 

possible artifacts and examples of expected behavior with corresponding norms and values. 

As respondent 5 noticed, innovation had become a much more informal conversation topic 

since the organization emphasized these activities. Based on these findings we would argue 

that communication efforts about innovative actives are usefull to develop the EO. 

 Additionally, our findings also present a relationship between dynamic capabilities 

and the entrepreneurial orientation which is surprising as the theoretical framework only 

provided evidence to expect that the EO had a moderating effect. Based on our findings we 

would argue that dynamic capabilities also influence the development the entrepreneurial 

orientation as they provide employees with information and expectation. The other way 

around, the entrepreneurial orientation of individuals seems to influence the development of 

the dynamic capabilities. In practice, this means that something as abstract as innovation 

processes could develop culture but the emphasis of management should always be to 

combine these processes with the communication of expectations, values, and norms. Based 

on this paper we would argue that when management values and stimulates behaviors 

corresponding to the Entrepreneurial Orientation this will eventually develop an innovative 

culture. 

 To conclude based on the findings of this paper, if an organization wants to 

become innovative this should be clearly communicated and guided by corresponding 
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Dynamic Capabilities. When initial processes are in place and expectations are 

communicated this could easily start the development of the organizational wide 

entrepreneurial orientation as current innovation activities develop the entrepreneurial 

orientation throughout the organization. However, this happens on a cultural level which 

means these changes do not happen overnight. The findings showed that both organizations 

mobilized their employees with a strong entrepreneurial orientation to get innovation 

practices started in their organization, we would suggest that if the organization applies the 

coaching leadership practices and actively tries to remove barriers regarding the 

entrepreneurial orientation, the organization will develop the processes and mental models 

that together drive the innovation practices. 

6.3 Limitations 

First, of al, the respondents of this research were all people who were selected based on their 

connection with innovation activities within the company or had some other connection with 

innovation through for example personal interest. This allowed us to understand the 

development of the innovation activities within the organization and which role the 

entrepreneurial orientation played in these process. All participants could be considered early 

adopters of the innovation mindset or initiators of this mindset. We have no doubt that the 

important role of the entrepreneurial orientation as presented in our findings are in some way 

biased, as these findings allowed us to gain insights how innovation ability could be initially 

developed. Although, Our findings combined with theory do show strong positive influence, 

it is still not clear how these findings relate to the cultivation of this mindset for the majority 

of organizational members their personal sensemaking frames. The majority of organizational 

members will probably lack this intrinsic motivation which results in tension because 

organizational sensegiving frames do not fit with their personal sensemaking frames. This 

could harm or slow down the development of the organizational entrepreneurial orientation 

and inhibits the ability to shape and adapt to the environment.  

 Furthermore, this research has been done under specific market condition which 

encouraged the organisations to develop innovation to stay competitive. It is not clear which 

role these marketconditions played in the development innovative activies. It could be 

possible that these market condition created a sense of urgency which also influenced the 

display of innovative behavior. Regardless, our finding presentes compelling evidence to 

suggest that entrepreneurial orientation plays an important role. It is however it is not clear if 

this relation is fully moderated by the entrepreneurial orientation or that other factors play a 
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role as well.  

 There are also several methodological limitations. First, due to time and acces 

limitations our research was not able to reach a saturation point in the interviewing process. 

Second, the interview data provided us with lot of examples, anecdotes and personal 

experience that are always bound to the interpretation of the interviewee and afterwards the 

interpretation of the researcher. Our illustrative evidence regarding entrepreneurial 

orientation and other examples based on the interviews therefor concern perceptions rather 

than facts. As the entrepreneurial orientation is build on a sensmaking we do not expect this 

to be a major limitations. However, it could have possible limitations for the replicability and 

practical conclusions of this study. In other organizations the role of the entrepreneurial 

orientation might have different accents or barriers due to cultural factors in developing. We 

tried to minimize this limitation by the use of respondents of multiple organizations. 

However, these are still both Dutch organization and our findings could be imitated due to 

National cultural differences (Hofstede, 1983). 

 

6.4 Further research  

This thesis aimed to develop our understanding of the ability to create and adapt to changing 

market conditions. To understand those changing conditions we build on the work of Frank 

Knight. We theorized that an entrepreneurial orientation would increase the flexibility and 

adaptive ability to deal with events of Knightian uncertainty. However, this paper was only 

able to develop the understanding the Entrepreneurial Orientation in contexts of 

Organizational Rejuvenation, Sustained regeneration and Strategic renewal. Thus, we highly 

encourage other scholars to relate the Entrepreneurial Orientation to innovation practices of 

domain redefinition and the relationship between the entrepreneurial orientation and event 

regarding knighting uncertainty. An Indication of these relationships could perhaps be found 

in the connection between  the entrepreneurial orientation and the degree of organizational 

inertia.  

 Furthermore, based on our findings we argued that the current innovation practices 

have a role in the development of the entrepreneurial orientation. However, this paper did not 

shed light on how the different innovation practices differentiate in the way they influence or 

develop the entrepreneurial orientation and corresponding behavioral norms. The role of 

leadership might also play an an important role in this relationship. 

 We also highly encourage other scholars to elaborate on the other unexpected 
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relationship which we found, The direct connection between the Entrepreneurial Orientation 

and the Dynamic capabilities. Other studies could focus on this relationship to confirm our 

findings or to further develop the details of our expectations. Does Entrepreneurial 

Orientations directly causes the creation of dynamic capabilities or does the Entrepreneurial 

Orientation stimulates innovative behavior which in turn develops innovation activities which 

build dynamic capabilities. This last suggestion seems intuitively more likely but could not be 

concluded based on the findings of this paper. 

 We found substantial illustrative evidence to substantiate our expectation that the 

Entrepreneurial Orientation acts as a moderator variable. Besides, we found substantial 

evidence to argue Entrepreneurial Orientation provides behavioral norms but builds on 

certain innovation values. Thus, we strongly encourage other scholars to look at the values 

connected to innovative behavior in relationship to the Entrepreneurial Orientation and how 

the different EO norms relate to specific values.  

Last, our findings indicated that the development of the EO was influenced by a 

specific kind of leadership which takes a more supporting and coaching role. Among 

leadership, there might me other variables influencing the development of the entrepreneurial 

orientation and innovative behavior. Based on our findings we could construct the context to 

understand why the leadership behaviors outlined by De Jong en De Hoogte (2007) affect 

innovative behavior. Therefore we highly encourage other scholars to broaden our 

understanding of the relationship between leadership and the entrepreneurial orientation, 

these scholars could build on De Jong en Den Hartog (2007) to develop more specific insight 

in how these leader behaviors, Entrepreneurial Orientation, and innovative behavior are 

related.  
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8.] Appendices 

 

Appendix A: Tables with illustrative evidence 

Table 1 

Learning  

Interviewee Quote 

2 I mainly did it because I thought it would be a nice change to et som extra education and a 

new experience. 

3 I wanted some new experiences, some new input in the from training. It’s a way to learn 

something new, a new experience you can’t get in your everyday work. I always choose a 

least a few training sessions a year.  

5 Innovation for me is not necessarily technological, like the newest gadgets. Innovating 

organization by finding new solutions for complex problems. I prefer big worldwide 

problems that ask for out of the box answers. Finding solutions for this kind of problems 

that is innovation and that’s what if find really interesting 

5 Definitely! You need to develop yourself. Innovation as an empty concept. Innovation is a 

learning organization in my opinion. I think when you talk about the development of the 

team and the individual than our organization has made big changes in its culture. We went 

from a Top-down to an attitude of self-reliance and responsibility for your own 

development.  

6 I always had the ambition to get my masters degree. Eventually, is just started as a 

developer to get the technical skills and knowledge that lacked in my education to be able 

to better apply my skills I had already developed.  

8 That is what we believe in, this is how we believe that our innovation vibe is getting up and 

running. That is a process of continuous learning and the willingness to always challenge 

ourself to develop our self. If I hear something today and think, hey that’s a good idea, than 

I have to adjust our course immediately. It is experimentation and just sees what Works and 

what doesn’t. 

9 ’I took a self-development training based on the 7 habits of highly effective people. That 

was a year-long process in which we had to complete al kind of assignment. These 
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assignments helped the participants to look in the mirror and think about who you are. So, 

why you do certain things, what your personal capabilities are and to create an awareness 

of your own strength. As a result of this self-development program I decided to do more 

and therefore I automatically engaged more in innovation and change. 

11 I am firmly convinced that if you give teams and people the space to say what they think, 

that is an important task for a manager, which I do not call a manager but a leader- Than 

improvement and learning will automatically cause innovation to occur.  

11 This manager didn’t only listen but he also did something with the things employees told 

him. Than you inspire people to share insight and troublesome signals. If you constantly 

focus your attention as a manager/leader to listening to an acting, than ideas for 

improvements keep getting up and you really create the learning process to develop. People 

feel it is safe to come up with ideas and feel they have space to develop themselves.  

 

Table 2 

Intrinsic motivation 

Interviewee Quote 

1 A very good example is cool blue. It is often taken as an example but Coolblue is an 

organization with vision and is driven by strong leaders. Those people go beyond normal 

effort to get things done. People go to the end of the world to find a solution, it’s in their 

genes. People work at coolblue because they like it! Your work there because it is fun.  

1 I am convinced that there is always a certain percentage of people in an organization who 

really like it to engage in innovative activities and develop changes.  

2 The minimum that we can expect when you are responsible for a product of service is that 

you keep thinking how you keep it relevant for customers, isn’t it? People should always 

look at improvement – When you take sale training they will also teach you to listen to 

what the customer wants if you go back to the basics of Steven Covey you see that the fist 

habits of effective people is; seek first to understand, then to be understood 

2 My manager at the time was given the opportunity to come the head of a small strategy and 

organization department. He was able to develop a team from scratch, that is how I got 

formally involved with the innovation activities. I was already interested in innovation and 

was always busy with business development or product development.  

3 Again, I refer to myself and my colleagues as nerds. Nerds have an intrinsic motivation to 
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build the thing. People with a technical background just want to build something nice. That 

is true for myself as well.  

3 A lot has to come from intrinsic motivation if you want people to be engaged in innovation 

activities. Money defensibly helps, that give time and space but the intrinsic motivation of 

the individual is not created by just time and space.  

4 I have always bee interested in innovation and the innovation trajectories that we have in 

the organization, Help entrepreneurs to advance their cause, see how companies grow and 

help them to get a step further. That what I really finds fascinating. 

4 Our ‘tackle team’ consists of people who say: We just like innovation, we enjoy it and like 

to put some extra time in those activities. They are just interested. But there are a lot of 

employees who are just busy with financing and noting with innovation. That just depends 

on people their interest, je need to like it.  

5 My connection with innovation, I just find I really interesting. So, separate from the 

organisations focus on innovation, it is was already a personal interest of me to follow 

developments in society around digitalization, developments like the internet of things,  

how does that work and what is the impact of something like that. For example, I have been  

Big Apple fan from day 1. (Respondent also wears a Apple smart watch)  

5 You can do it if you want to. If you are motivation to do something with innovation than 

the information and the space is available. At least, I in my experience you can get space if 

you take it. That is really important! 

5 Only base don what I see in our organization, I think I can conclude that there definitely 

needs to be an intrinsic motivation to embrace innovative changes or they need to be 

interested in new things. That makes it a lot easier to embrace new things, that the fist step, 

the rest will come afterward.   

5 Again, it all starts with individuals who like innovation, it person has to enjoy these new 

things without knowing where it will end. That takes time and you don’t always have time 

because we are already very busy with our normal work. 

10 Well, my philosophy is that people need an intrinsic motivation to renew en people 

shouldn't want to improve because the competitor does so aswell. You need to renew and 

improve because you really want to do it better than you already did. So, you really keep up 

to date with new forms of media, don’t let it down because of resistance, don’t work with 

presumed beliefs but always verify your own assumption. It’s a process of continuous 

critical think how things that seem impossible can be made possible.  
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11 I’m not in the lead. I just find it very interesting to improve operating processes.  

11 Well, if you really want to innovate, you need to find the group of people who are 

interested in innovation. They are engaged. They are passionate because they have a 

personal interest in innovation. Those people are willing to put in a few extra hours in the 

evening 

11 In my experience, if there is no sense of urgency, you do not get people involved. What I 

have seen here and I am convinced that is everywhere the same – You can’t fore people to 

innovate, that will never works, it will only have a reversed effect. – You need to create a 

small group enthusiasts. That is what we did with the Innovation Network, people will 

automatically tell about it and creates an snowball effect. More and more people get 

involved. But all voluntarily and because they are enthusiast.  

Table 4 

Capabilities centered 

Interviewee Quote 

2 You need to see yourself as an organization. You need to know your capabilities. When 

you are aware of that, you don’t have to be afraid that if you function cease to exist you 

will be out of work. I belief in an Abundancy Theory, there is always enough work. So if 

there is no work here, there will be plenty of other opportunities. But you have to define 

yourself by your capabilities not by your role. That is the basic attitude, then you don’t 

have to worry.  

2 People are ruled by fear. You need to give people more opportunity to thin more about 

there capabilities and opportunities. The glass is half full or is it half empty? At the same 

time, you can also make people open to change and remove resistance by removing their 

fear. 

5 We, of course, have to achieve a steady growth in bottom line results but the focus has 

shifted to how do you, as an individual, grow to be able to achieve improved results. So, 

the emphasis in the organization has shifted. 

…… this shift has been initiated by Rabo Netherlands. At first, ti was a top-down approach 

or at least that is the way it was perceived in the organization. That has taken a turn as well, 

towards a bottom-up approach. An ambassadors network had been set up to really stimulate 

a learning organisation from the bottom, just on the floor, and since then you can really 

notice that there are a lot of opportunities to get involved. You see managers engage in 
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feedback and feedforward, just get the conversation going how we can improve in the 

future. Instead of results, you are talking about people their capabilities. That brings a 

different, much more positive, kind of energy. ….It is just a different mindset. 

5 Perhaps a good example, we are busy to expend our team. It may sound very 

straightforward but we have said, well we are not gonna look for the best account manager 

but we will look for somebody who has certain skills set and capabilities which we miss in 

our team. 

5 We as an organization are not our processes, the organization is an accumulation of it 

people and their capabilities. Whatever these case and the choices of the organization or the 

changes in the environment. When we focus on our people and their capabilities it greatly 

enhances our ability to accept changes. People should focus on themselves, what do I do, 

what can I do, what do I want to do. Than processes get less relevant.  

9 I decided that I won’t build on my knowledge anymore but on my capabilities.I build on 

my knowledge but central is my capability to learn in picking and accepting new 

experiences.  

So about two years ago, my work began to feel like a routine. So to stay true to my decision 

to focus om my capability to learn I decided to look for new opportunities. 

 

Table 5 

Lean and continuous improvement 

Interviewee Quote 

1 I was a year of six ago, in the mean time we also have Lean an Agile champions who 

support the development of internal business by coaching department. Those champions 

are mainly directed at optimisation of existing processes, not really the development of new 

thing but the reduction of waste and creation of more space in the process.  That approach 

stimulates people to thin again, Am I actually working right? What I am doing does that 

actually makes sense?  

1 If you look at the historical order, Lean has been a very important base, with hackathons 

and the improvement of its organization. Meanwhile, we have been very busy to develop 

the innovative capacity of the organisation. We advance to Lean start-up methods, So we 

kept the critical thinking from Lean. Every time we introduce new thing was to ask, does it 

work and if it doesn’t why not? How should I work?   
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2 That is the whole philosophy of Lean an Kaizen thinking (continuous improvement). That 

originated from the Japanese Culture. A very important aspect of the Japanese's culture is 

that people do not depend on their function. The moment someone says,: today you can not 

perform your job anymore, they understand that change is necessary to achieve a higher 

cause or improve the system.  

3 It was actually a topic of innovation was a main theme in the organisation. Than you are 

talking about improving efficiency, doing you job better today than you did yesterday.  

7 At some point, we always do that in our agile way of working. We have a vision which 

directs our road planners. That activates a cycle of thinking about vision, thinking about the 

process and thinking about the means you need to improve. Constantly going back and 

forth between vision, process and improvements/  

10 Innovation also starts with lean trajectories and kanban signs. What innovation do we see 

and which improvements do we see? What has a high impact but requires a little effort. So 

we make a matrix of Impact and effectiveness. Those projects also motivated to get the 

innovation vibe going. We take the time to do that, but that has been going on for years 

now.  

11 Improving processes goes beyond than just the introduction of Lean. It is a mindset, with 

the introduction of lean, we began to do ‘day starts’ and we are still doing them because we 

see it has added value. Employees now feel and understand they are responsible and as a 

result, they come up with improvement initiatives. 

 

Table 6 

Autonomy 

Interviewee Quote 

1 What I see happening, there is a big urgency that everybody needs to participate in the 

change that we are making as an organisation. Because the environment changes faster than 

we autonomously are at the moment. The result will be that it has to enforce top down, or 

at least some skill set.The question is, is this gonna work? Because it is enforced. I am not 

favor of such an approach, my experience learns that people need to get space and take 

initiative themselves. 

1 Since the Financial crires the role of our account managers changed. Before the crises they 

had a lot of freedom, they acted as entrepreneurs and independent advisors. But that has all 
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changed because of legislation and the regulators. Their role has become much more like 

an accountant, checking boxes and fulfillment of certain standards. So they lost their 

freedom and therefore, I think, they lost a big part of their innovativeness and 

entrepreneurship as well.  

5 There is a certain degree of freedom, only the question that remains are our employees 

persistent enough and do they stay motivated when they hear no from time to time. If the 

are than the sky is the limit.  

5 The approach we take as the center of excellence it to put the responsibility on the business 

unit it self. They are the process owner and the expert though their daily experience. So we 

from IT will never say, you need to robotize this process. I lack those insights, i know that 

process scan be automated and I know how to do that but it will never work if we take the 

lead. The business needs to develop their own long and short list and we facilitate all the 

tools and execution of the process.  

7 Nowadays, we get things done piece by piece. If we wanted to do that in the past, that 

would have caused a lot of trouble. People would have as what exactly are you gonna do, 

and how and how long and why? These days we have lot more autonomy. I find that really 

stimulating. 

11 Since we have a new shareholder. I think there has been a lot fewer initiative mainly 

because KPI is pushed down. People keep their mouth shout and improvement projects 

aren’t initiated anymore. 

11 we began to do ‘day starts’ and we are still doing them because we see it has added value. 

Employees now feel and understand they are responsible and as a result, they come up with 

improvement initiatives. 

11 I will give you the example of one of our improvement sessions. It quite simple, We have 

the Manager, the team and me and one of my collogues to guide the session. The goal, in 

this case, was process improvement. We started off with collecting as many ideas as 

possible, which we prioritize afterward. Well, after the initial hesitations people started to 

enjoy it and fanatically started to put post-its on the board. Then, in this case, the manager 

took the post-its and to decide which ideas were important and which should be executed. 

This was an absolute turning point. Some employees literally took a step back in the room 

and ceased to actively participate. As a manager or rather leader you need to take a step 

back, guide the process but and leave the execution to the employees. The energy literally 

ceased to exist in this instance.  
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11 What this particular manager did: He let me explain the theory, showed his subordinates 

the goals they were responsible for together. He told them, I need to achieve this, that is 

just pushed down from the top. So, I am open to all suggestion, how do you think we can 

achieve this? When he outlined this and created understanding, he walked away. Bart, the 

manager showed his cards. Explain the targets, boundaries and gave his employees full 

autonomy to solve the problems. Within half hour everybody was discussion and actively 

engaged in their problem. Bart made his team responsible aswell and created engagement. 

That is what a leader does.  

 

Table 7  

Proactivness 

Interviewee Quote 

1 We primarily try to create awareness in many ways, we offer possibilities and we remove 

the barriers as much as possible. So, if people want to, they can. Only the choice to do it is 

still to the employee.  

2 If you want to change something, you can do that by setting an example. But, what you 

generally see is that people are talking a lot about innovation, nothing more.  

2 Practice what you preach actually. Show don’t tell. What is the way to stimulate innovation?  

3 Central to my conviction is. Stop talking, start doing.  

3 ’Just doing your Job well, we have every morning a small meeting to discuss what 

everybody is actually doing and why that you everybody knows what is going on. These 

meetings help us to assess if it is really value what we are doing, we have been doing that for 

years. That is just our way of working regardless of types like everybody should start a start-

up and Innovation skill courses. 

4 You can do it if you want to. If you are motivated to do something with innovation than the 

information and space is available. At least, I in my experience you can get space if you take 

it. That is really important 
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Table 8 

Competitive greasiness 

Interviewee Quote 

2 This innovative people, when they walk around, they see al the equipment and the ask: what 

can this equipment do? So, they here what is done. They continue to ask, what kind of 

things could it do as well. They go beyond conventional thought. That’s the moment you 

get innovative.  

2 Secondly, constantly engaging in conversation with colleagues. Continuously, not about 

their performance but if our common goal still provides them satisfaction and provide 

feedback when I don’t see them fully engaged. Only than we can be at the top of our game.  

6 It is not a natural ability, you need to have in you to be able to take a critical perspective 

towards your own service, to look from outside. These are mainly out-of-the-box steps 

mainly form a perspective of architecture. To have an Outside-in perspective, especially, to 

ask questions like what are we really delivering? Does that have added value? How can we 

do it in an other way to deliver the same or even more value for the customer? 

6 We have been doing this for over10 years and we shouldn’t be blinded by routines. It is 

precisely the skill to step away from current routines that are very important. So, start fresh, 

and have an objective look at what we are actually doing so we can think about how we can 

do this to the best of our ability. What are the steps and how can we optimize this to deliver 

maximum value?  

7 ’I think it is your responsibility to be open, look outward for developments in society and 

take those observations into consideration in your everyday work.’ 

7 For example; we got a team WhatsApp group dedicated to new ideas. When somebody 

sees, reads or experiences something interesting that could be interesting for us, even if it is 

really small, we encourage people to share and discuss it. We really try to stimulate that, 

look around you, look outside, get examples from outside the organisations which help us to 

reflect on our own work. At first, the link maybe not that obvious but it stimulates the 

mindset.  

10 That mindset rates as a competence every day. So, people are continuously thinking about 

how they can look with a different perspective to their own work. No long bound to their 

normal way of working because they have been doing this for years. They are stimulated to 

think about how we could do it differently. That start simple with reports and end in 

assessing our whole value chain.  
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Table 9  

Risk taking 

Interviewee Quote 

1 If you want to innovate you need room to make mistakes  

1 I am convinced that there is always a certain percentage of people in an 

organization who really like it to engage in innovative activities and develop 

changes. That percentage in a bank is only below average. It is a cultural aspect. 

People generally work for a bank because they value security, stability, continuity. 

They are quite risk averse.  

2 I belief in an Abundancy Theory, there is always enough work. So if there is no 

work here, there will be plenty of other opportunities. But you have to define 

yourself by your capabilities not by your role. That is the basic attitude, then you 

don’t have to worry 

2 Tom Peter (a famous management book author) said, to innovate and change 

you need angry people. ‘people who are willing to go to their graves to get 

things done.’ The reason you need that kind of people is that with innovation 

and change you always encounter resistance. You need people who have 

certain persistence and are willing to take a risk.’’ 

5 Those who like innovation and have intrinsic motivation don’t care if they here no 

for an answer. It doesn't bother them and aren’t afraid to be judged.  

6 There are a lot of people with a lot of good ideas but you also have a lot of people 

who either do not dare to present their idea. They are not used to stand up and 

present their ideas before a large group of people. That is an important aspect,  

you need to have some kind of courage to speak up and maybe get a no 9 out of 

10 times or be confronted with the short comings of your idea.  

11 Involvement is really important but people also need to be able to vulnerable. The 

need to be able to accept their mistakes. You can only learn from mistakes and a 

manager you often know less than the people who actually do the work. It takes 

vulnerability to accept that.  
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Table 10  

Leadership 

Interviewee Quote 

2 If you think about that later, it will be easy to discuss. But you have to be willing 

to address it and to make sure that people are at the right position. You have to 

think about i like a football team and as the manager, you take the part of the 

coach. 

5 We went for the performance management system to the GROW system. Grow 

stands for Goal, Reality, Opportunity, Way forward. Wich emphasized less the 

role of management and more the role of coaches from people in charge. We still 

have KPI’s but the question is now how you achieved it and that helps you to 

learn and change.  

5 The role of senior management and the team of directors also changes. The 

emphasis shift to coaching, facilitating, stimulating and inspiring aswell. To do 

that you need a different set of competence than they have historically been 

selected for. So, also in the top management of the organization, we have to 

accept there is a learning period. That can slow down the development of 

innovation activities or block the learning effect on the work floor because there 

lacks an optical facilitation or inspiring leadership.  

6 At the time, I was stimulated by mid managers who were really oriented on the 

development of new services and stimulated and inspired me in my role as 

product managers. I was responsible  

6 Innovation is partially externally driven but there is a big responsibility for the 

team itself. The responsibility is no longer just for the manager, the team decides 

what needs to be done and what can be done. Decisions are mainly taken within 

the team and organization becomes a lot flatter because of this management style.  

9 So after the development of my knowledge about blockchain, I went on tour 

through the company to create awareness. I felt really supported by people like 

Robert and Karel (innovation managers), they reassured me that this is something 

we really needed to focus on. That gave me a lot of confidence. They gave me a; 

the necessary auxiliaries, which stimulated me a lot.  

11 There is a crucial role to be played by the manager. If he shows that something 

happens with people their ideas and that the efficiency gains also result in positive 
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outcomes for the employees. They start to really believe in it.  

11 It is the difference between a manager and a leader. A manager makes sure that 

you don’t fall down and correct you to avoid a disaster. A leader allows mistakes 

so you can learn but afterward he helps you to learn and make sure you will never 

make these mistakes again. Then the growth curve is just a lot bigger.  

 

Table 11 

Engagement 

Interviewee Quote 

2 The advantage of my education and my work experience (hospitality) is that I 

always have one-on-one contact with customers, users, guest, whatever you want 

to name them. Because you are so close to the customer you will notice the 

satisfaction much sooner. I think, I therefore, develop a strong sense to look for 

improvements.  

2 My reason is actually: We do not build products, we build a super team, in which 

people can grow and excel. That is the energy you need together with a passion 

for service.  

  

2 Again, it’s the manager's job not only to think about the product but to 

continuously engage in conversation with you people, constantly emphasizing that 

we can only reach our goals when everybody works from his passion. So, your 

goal as a manager must be to find the passion of people and to use this energy to 

develop the product. With passionate people, you can conquer the world.  

2 Well, maybe it they 20/80 rule as well. 20% of the people need to creative and 

innovative but even more important the other 80% has to be open to changes. If 

you ask how do you become innovative organization? If you look at our effort, 

you mainly is a target at the first 20% to show how we innovate but what we 

really need to do is to help other 80% to realize change is coming, that it is not a 

threat but an opportunity.  

The analogy with the restaurant.: If you want to create a star restaurant than you 

need more than only really creative and passionate people in the kitchen. 

Everybody as a different role in the process to create a memorable extraordinary 
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evening. You need people that create and people who deliver and people who sell.    

 

Appendix B: Examples 

The innovation Board Innovation Board 

As outlined in the case summary of Vivat. Respondent 1 elaborated on the innovation board 

which consisted of three Supervisory Board members, al 5 directors of the business units and 

a couple of other directors like IT, Corporate Strategy, HR and Communication.  These 

members come together for an hour each week. The board decides in which innovative 

activities the organization invests and is thus a mechanism for formal decision making. 

However, the real value is much broader than that. Through the board it possible to shape the 

entrepreneurial orientation of the major decision makers. Innovation becomes a theme in their 

daily practice and they experience success stories first hand. We can draw on an extremely 

evident quote on the effect of the innovation committee on the entrepreneurial orientation.  

 

Respondent 1:  ‘‘In the meanwhile, we have had a lot of ‘‘Jan-moments’’ a the 

innovation board. Those people get an enormous amount of energy and that is 

incredible. That’s really fun, really fun. But what I like the most is that I am 

extremely motivated and really enjoy it when somebody takes his own ‘‘Jan-

moment’’. The people who present their ideas really emit a lot of energy, they are 

shining. That has had a lot of positive impact on the atmosphere in this 

house(organization)’’. 

 

Intrapreneurs develop the entrepreneurial orientation. 

The following example was given by an intrapreneur, the main problem he found was that the 

Start-up is so much faster as the organization. They constantly cause mini disruptions in the 

organizational processes because they are forced to change their way of thinking to be able to 

serve the internal start-up.  

 

Respondent 9: We constantly, find old thinking models and organizational 

processes which do not fit with our way of working. That something new for us but 
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also for those departments of the organization. In that sense, we are constantly 

innovating Vivat business processes. Because the moment that say we can not 

deliver, we will buy it externally and then suddenly they realise that if they don’t 

help us today, they are out of business tomorrow. So we are constantly pushing 

against the organization, which is kind of strange because in the end, we are also 

just Vivat Employees. That is something we should not forget. It is nice how these 

kinds of conversations develop. 9 out of 10 times it starts with a big no and a lot of 

complaints. It’s only for 50 customers, it’s way to risky, it is really sensitive to 

fraud, its not profitable,  we should not want that. Until they understand our 

product proposition and we show them it targets a whole new generations who 

possibly won’t even insure them self. As soon as the upside potential becomes 

clear we see a shift in those conversations and we experience a willingness to help. 

It is the same process over and over and over again. We explain, explain and 

explain until they get it and they are willing to change their process. It is just a 

mind shift in the whole organization. 

 

Innovation activities create awareness 

Following examples were expressed by respondents who stated that current innovation 

activities lead to increased awareness of changes in their environment.  

 

Respondent 10: I was part of the group of the management team which was send 

on a training session to thing about what innovation actually is, how do we really 

create value in an other way than we are used to today. That provided me and other 

on the management team with a lot of new insights and awareness………… So we 

made a Facebook page in literally half an hour, posted it online, 24 hours later we 

had a look how many and what kind of people showed interest in our idea. The 

Facebook page was a closed door which means that when people click on the page 

they are told it is a test to see if there is interest in the market for our proposition. 

So our idea was aimed at people older than 65+ of which my assumptions were that 

that target audience wasn’t on Facebook and wouldn’t have an interest in our 

proposition because it involved to much IT.  Well, in the end, we had the biggest 

response of al groups. I really learned a lot that day about. The bias with which 
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analyze the market big that if we base our decisions on what we think people want 

we will never win.  

 

This example shows us how current innovation practices develop the entrepreneurial 

orientation by creating awareness about customer needs. 

 

Respondent 7:  When the first Moonshot campaign started our department handed 

in a couple of proposals, at that time I was the head of that department, so I 

experienced that whole process up close. That inspired me to participate in the 

InnovAid course. Since the development of activities like the moonshots and the 

availability of courses like InnovAid I really experience a big positive difference 

of the innovative climate within the organization.  

 

From innovation activities to conversation topics 

Respondent 5: The central organization focuses more on the internal organization, however 

they now organize the innovation days, InnoDays. That really focuses on employees and 

more and more employees of local branches also participate in this kind of events. So in that 

sense, you see that innovation is more and more a topic within the organizations. If you ask 

me that is really important. Although those innovation trends are Mega developments which 

are often outside of the control of the individual, the question which remains how do we 

make this practical enough to be useful  

 

Appendix C: Raw data  

 

Available on request 


