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Abstract

This master thesis researches what it means and takes to be a future-ready organi-
zation. Since it is a relatively new concept, many interpretations and ideas around
this term exist but an uniform understanding of this concept is still missing. This
research aims to provide this uniform understanding by presenting multiple perspec-
tives into this topic and unite them into one, creating a new conceptual definition.
Following this definition, a list of organizational characteristics is made to use as a
foundation for a model where organizations can assess their level of organizational
future-readiness. Incorporating evidence from literature, expert interviews and a
multiple-case study, this research defines what a future-ready organization is. The
analysis of the design of other measurement models and their characteristics showed
that organizations need to be measured on certain dimensions consisting of different
maturity levels. A future-ready organization is one that has a high level of ma-
turity in 4 dimensions, Adaptability, Digitalization, Culture and Strategy. With
their underlying sub-characteristics, these dimensions are capable of positioning an
organization’s ability to be prepared for what is about to come. The case studies
evaluated the model and the characteristics and concluded that the model and char-
acteristics were accurate and usable. Therefore the conclusion is that a future-ready
organization is an organization that is capable of dynamically adapting to a con-
stantly changing business environment while maintaining its ability to innovate and
deliver value to its stakeholders. The organizational future-readiness is dependent
on their ability to adapt, digitize, develop culture and strategic alignment.

Keywords: future-ready organizations, conceptual definition, organizational char-
acteristics, assessment model.
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1 INTRODUCTION 1

1 Introduction

In a constantly changing world, organizations are struggling to keep up with the

changes which can happen to many different areas of a business. To combat the dy-

namic business environment organizations are looking for ways to keep up with or be

ahead of the changes. Since an organization that wants to be digitally transformed

needs to be ready for these unpredictable changes in the dynamic environment (Sia,

Weill, and Zhang 2021), forcing them to make changes in their products to even

organizational changes (Porf́ırio et al. 2021). Since the combination between busi-

ness and technology within organizational design is crucial and with an ever growing

digital world, many companies are looking to transform into a more digital version

to be prepared for the future (Sia, Weill, and Zhang 2021). Enabling digital trans-

formation to grow and evolve into a desired process for many organizations(Nanda

et al. 2021).

There is no shortage in information about digital transformation, with loads of

papers and companies diving into this subject. Digital transformation has been de-

fined as ”a process that aims to improve an entity by triggering significant changes to

its properties through combinations of information, computing, communication, and

connectivity technologies” (Vial 2019). It is an essential process for organizations

which rely on their technologies and strategies surrounding. However the impor-

tance of the organizations characteristics, like the management, the mission and the

strategic management, are often overlooked (Porf́ırio et al. 2021). The relationship

between these parts is therefore a key element to understand in the digital world.

However with the relation between entrepreneurship and digital transformation there

are some issues which prevent organizations to fully optimize the advantages of dig-

ital transformation and entrepreneurship to increase business values (Antonizzi and

Smuts 2020).

Many organizations recognize the need for a digital transformation to prepare them-

selves for the future, but are often unaware of in which direction to take this process

(Weill and Woerner 2018). Digital transformations focus on the integration of digi-

tal technology into all areas of an organization. But digital transformation requires

a clear vision on the aspects that need to be transformed, supported by strong

leadership that drives this change behaviour. In a world where many organizations

are experimenting with it, digital technologies pave the way in creating opportuni-

ties for those organizations (Bonnet and Westerman 2020). However it is not just
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technology, it is focused around an organization’s strategy. It can adjust the way of

working and how they create value for their environment. On top of strategy, digital

transformation also has a cultural change which leads the organization to be more

innovative and take risks (Nieuwmeijer and Sprokholt 2022). Next to the strategy,

an organization’s readiness is of importance for a successful digital transformation.

An organizations readiness is their ability to exploit and organize their core orga-

nizational capabilities, resources, processes and culture, in an integrated way (Ike

Orji 2019). However, the focus is important; no company can or is transforming in

all aspects at the same time. But, the top organizations keep seeking for ways to

transform their operations in this digital era. (Bonnet and Westerman 2020).

So the reason why to embark on this journey is clear, however the destination for

most organization is still uncertain. Through the process of digital transformation

many organizations are aiming to be future-ready. However what their definition of

future-ready is a different definition than that of another organization (Sia, Weill,

and Zhang 2021). There are many conflicting claims within this subject that makes

it unclear to understand what an actual future-ready organization is. To give an

example, there are claims that employees are the essential part of organizational

change (Rakowska and Juana-Espinosa 2021) while others say that they are the

biggest obstacle (Smith 2005). This research will help understand this concept

better by developing a definition and a list of key characteristics for future-ready

organizations.

This research is written in collaboration with Anderson MacGyver, which will be

abbreviated to AMG throughout this thesis. Anderson MacGyver, founded in 2013,

is a digital transformation & IT governance consultancy. Located in three countries,

The Netherlands, Germany and Sweden, their main office is in IJsselstein. Their

way of working is forged by and focused around scientific research, having created

two models that are at the centre of most of their operations. With 10 years of ex-

perience with many different cases within the field of digital transformation, AMG

puts academic research as a value closely to their core.

The layout of this thesis is as followed, firstly the research questions are introduced

with the corresponding research methods in chapter 2. The overall relations for this

research are shown in the conceptual model. The research methods themselves are
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explained in section 2.3. After which the related literature is presented in chapter

3. The results of the literature review will be combined with results from the other

methods in the results section 4. This section also present the OFRAM with the

underlying design choices. The discussion, chapter 5, will then explain the possible

interpretations for these results and introduce future research ideas. This thesis will

end with the conclusion, chapter 6, which will answer the main research question.

2 Research Design

This chapter introduces the design of this research, starting by the presentation

of the research questions and their relation to each other and the used methods.

Followed by the explanation of the research methodology for this research and a

description of all the used methods.

2.1 Research Questions

This research has as the main research question (MRQ): What are key organi-

zational characteristics that can classify an organization’s ability to be Future-ready?

This thesis has it’s main focus on identifying characteristics of future-readiness.

These characteristics will be the foundation of a future-readiness model that will

be used to position organizations on their future-readiness based on organizational

characteristics. In order to help answer this question and provide a structure for

this thesis, multiple sub-research questions(SQ’s) are established:

• SQ1: What is a Future-ready organization?

This question aims to create a better understanding of this relatively new

term and create a uniform definition that will be the redlining of this research.

Firstly, a concept definition will be formed by the available literature which

will be validated by a set of expert opinions from the first set of interviews. The

insights from these interviews can lead to adjustments after which a uniform

definition of future-ready is formed.

• SQ2: What are key concepts of other methods that measure an organization’s

capabilities?

The aspects and characteristics of existing methods, like maturity models,
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organizational resilience models and digital capability frameworks, that are

used to position an organization will be included for this SQ. The focus is on

identifying key criteria which are used in these methods. These criteria will

be used in the development of the model and as input for SQ3.

• SQ3: How can the characteristics be ranked based on importance?

To get an overview of the importance of- and between the characteristics SQ3

is established. By getting expert opinions about this and doing case studies,

a ranking could be formed to indicate which characteristics are more defining

for/ present at future-ready organizations. By asking the participant to assign

weights to the measured characteristic a ranking could be derived from listing

the characteristics with the highest ranking to the lowest. With this ranking

it might be possible to figure out a way to see create a better measurement

method to assess an organizations ability to be future-ready.

• SQ4: What is the relation between multi-modality and future-ready?

The idea behind this question is to find out how characteristics from multi-

modality relate to the characteristics of future-ready organizations. By ana-

lyzing the business activity model(BAM), the characteristics will be compared

and possible links will be explored. SQ4 will be answered based on the findings

of the literature review.

• SQ5: How to create a maturity model for future-readiness?

This SQ will help to get a clear image of how to construct a model that can be

used in practice, with the gathered data upon till that point. With the results

of the previous SQ’s as the input, this question aims to create the actual

model(s) with different layers. By reviewing literature, the generic model

creation process will be defined and in combination with expert’s opinions

about what they would incorporate in such a model, the end model will be

produced.

• SQ6: How to validate a maturity model for future-readiness?

The evaluation of the model is a crucial part of this research’s validity and end

result. There is this question created and focused on how to correctly validate

a model.
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To answer these questions the usage of multiple research methods will be needed,

which are extensively described in section 2. Table 1 shows which method(s) will

be used for which research question. Naturally, the main research question will be

answered at the end after all sub-research question heave been answered and thus

using all the methods. Which is the reason it is not included in the table. To pro-

vide a structural overview for this thesis Figure 1 is created to display the relations

between the research questions and artefacts. It starts with the background of the

topic, which is the process of digital transformation. This process is supported by

different methods to assess an organizations ability to transform, represented by

SQ2. And by finding the definition and characteristics of future-readiness of the

start(SQ1), a clearer picture of the wanted end result is created. The results of SQ1

& SQ2 are combined to create a way to measure the found future-ready character-

istics and will be evaluated by expert interviews and the multiple-case study, which

is represented by SQ3. SQ4 introduces another perspective into future-readiness by

involving the modalities of the BAM model. By researching the known characteris-

tics of the BAM possible links can be made to different maturities of future-ready.

The answers to these questions will finalize the list of ranked characteristics per

modality, which is the foundation of the to-be created model. The creation of the

model is handled in SQ5. The last step of this research will be the validation of

the model, which is executed by SQ6. After this last step the end artifacts for this

research is developed and helps to answer the MRQ.

Table 1: Method(s) used to answer RQs
Research Question Literature study Expert interviews Multiple-case study

SQ1 ✓ ✓
SQ2 ✓
SQ3 ✓ ✓
SQ4 ✓
SQ5 ✓ ✓
SQ6 ✓
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Figure 1: Conceptual model
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2.2 Research Contribution

The aim of this thesis is to get a better understanding of Future-ready organizations

and what characterizes them. This thesis will contribute to the scientific knowl-

edge base on Future-ready organizations, by defining and ranking organizational

characteristics and create a brand new model that can classify an organization’s

future-readiness. On top of this it aims to further scientifically substantiate the ex-

isting BAM. Next to these scientific contributions, it also has a societal contribution

by helping organizations position their ability to be future-ready, by introducing the

Organizational future-readiness assessment model (OFRAM).

2.3 Research Methods

This research is executed by following the design science research methodology from

Peffers et al. 2007. This design science process, called the design cycle, consists of

six activities, which are named and explained in the following subsections. This

method fits this research since the aim of is to design and develop a new maturity

model and the process of this method aligns with the steps that this research takes.

2.4 Problem identification and motivation

This activity is focused on finding and defining the problem that this research wants

to tackle and justify that providing a solution brings value. The goal of this activity

is to motivate both the researcher and readers to help come to a solution and helps

to understand the researchers motives and existing knowledge on the topic. This

activity is executed in the first part of the of the research and is based on the found

literature.

For this research the problem definition is divided into two sections, the scientific

problem and the societal problem. The scientific problem is that there are multiple

views on digital transformation and the end result. Thus not being able to create

an unambiguous definition of the term future-ready. There are also existing models

which are derived from practical experience and are not scientifically proven to be

defining for future-ready organizations. The societal problem is that because there

is not an unambiguous picture of what future-readiness means. So, organizations

cannot accurately position themselves in the process of getting future-ready.
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2.5 Objectives of a solution

The objectives of the solution presented are based on the problem statement. For

this research the objectives are to get a better understanding of Future-ready organi-

zations and what characterizes them. A new definition for a future-ready organiza-

tion will be established, following the method described by P. Podsakoff, MacKenzie,

and N. Podsakoff 2016. As described in their method to develop good conceptual

definitions, the definition should be made following these steps:

1. Identifying potential attributes by gathering a representative set of definitions

2. Organize the attributes by theme and select necessary, sufficient and shared

attributes

3. Develop the preliminary definition

4. Refine the definition

This research will help extend the scientific knowledge base of Future-ready orga-

nizations. On top of this, it will scientifically support the existing model of the 9

aspects, described in Chapter1, used by AMG. Next to these scientific contributions,

it also has a societal contribution by letting organizations position themselves more

clearly and give a fundamental basis for ranking their priorities.

2.6 Design and development

This activity is the actual creation of the solution. The solution that is presented

in this research is a model to help indicate the future-readiness of an organization,

called the Organizational Future-Readiness Assessment Model (OFRAM). The main

goal of this activity is to include the current theoretical basis surrounding this topic,

that will be used to form the OFRAM. So after this step is the first version of the

solution is ready.

2.6.1 Literature study

To complete this step the Multi-vocal literature review (MLR) method is used based

on the criteria presented in Garousi, Felderer, and Mäntylä 2019. A multi-vocal lit-

erature review is a type of literature review that acknowledges and incorporates
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multiple perspectives and voices in the analysis and interpretation of a research

topic. This type of review highlights the diverse and often conflicting views in a

field, and helps to shed light on the complexity of the topic being studied. This

method also makes use of grey literature which is useful to include multiple perspec-

tives.

Grey literature exists of multiple sorts of sources, as Adams, Smart, and Huff 2017

defines 3 tiers. The first tier of grey literature includes books, journals, government

reports, think tank publications and more, this tier is classified as significant retriev-

ability and credibility. The second tier is including annual reports, news articles,

videos, presentations and company publications, and is rated as moderate retriev-

ability and credibility. Tier three is classified as low retrievability and credibility

and includes blogs, emails, tweets and more. This research mainly incorporates the

first and second tier of grey literature to include white-papers and company presen-

tations and publications.

For the execution of this MLR a series of steps to improve the quality of the litera-

ture search is followed. Rainer and Williams 2019 propose heuristics that help the

sampling and filtering based on keywords. To get the literature search as efficient

as possible the researcher has to fulfill some elements:

1. The first thing is the researcher already has a set of keywords related to the

researched topic The main keywords that were used for the initial search are:

”Future-ready organizations, Future-ready characteristics and Digital maturity

framework”, expansions of these keywords were made by adding quality cri-

teria explained in point four. From the resulting papers of these queries, the

snowballing method is used to find more papers in that field. These terms

were inserted in search engines as Google (for grey literature), Google Scholar

and WorldCat.

2. It is possible for the researcher to distinguish different types of keywords,

relating to topic or empirical keywords, where appropriate. So that there

are not just results based on the theory but also on experience and empirical

studies.

3. The addition of quality criteria in the queries can help the researcher find spe-

cific papers. These criteria include positive and negative reasoning indicators

to help find both sides to certain topics.
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4. The researcher knows the exclusion and inclusion criteria for the searches. The

criteria for that were used to determine the results of the search were:

(a) Date range: Since this is an exploratory study to this new topic the date

range for the sources is unimportant. The goal is to find many sources

that offer any insights into this topic.

(b) Language: The results of the search had to be written in quality English.

(c) File types: For this research only PDF or HTML-files were used.

These elements are corresponding to the steps of the search process of a typical

MLR process (Garousi, Felderer, and Mäntylä 2019) and for repeatability should

therefore be executed in the presented order.

For this research the number of papers that came out of the first step of the MLR

resulted in a total of 1391 hits between Google scholar and WorldCat. This was

filtered by applying the inclusion and exclusion criteria, as listed above, and by

stopping the search after reading the abstract and keywords of the papers to assess

the relevance and quality of the paper. This resulted to 143 usable publications for

this research. These publications were then read and either used as a source for this

research or used to snowball towards other publications that were not included in

the initial publications.

The usage of grey literature was provided by searching the terms in Google, which

initially resulted in millions of hits. For correctly executing grey literature searches,

Garousi, Felderer, and Mäntylä 2019 stated that there are multiple methods to stop

the searching process. Firstly, the searching process can be ended by reaching the

theoretical saturation point. This means that adding new sources to the knowledge

base does not add new findings. The second option is to rely on the search engine

page rank algorithm, and choose to only research a suitable number of hits. The

last option is to stop the search after the quality and availability gets below a

threshold. For this research options 1 and 2 are used sequentially. Starting by

relying on the search engine algorithm, only the first 10 results of a page will be

researched. However the results must come from reliable and reputable source, which

has experience in the field of this research. For this research sources can include,

consultancies or institutions that have a branch within the digital transformation

and digital capability topic. After this criteria is met, the searching process continues

as long as new sources added new insights, and once the sources did not the search
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for that term stopped. As mentioned above, only grey literature from the first 2 tiers

will be used. In total the search process in Google resulted in 10 sources that were

used in this research. Which lead to a total of 153 usable sources for the multi-vocal

literature review.

2.6.2 Expert interviews

In addition to the MLR, expert interviews will be conducted with consultants of

AMG. An expert is a person who has specialized experience and knowledge about

the specific topic (Soest 2022). The interviews will provide a way to get an overview

of the future-ready concept and highlight the differences in terms of understanding

from different perspectives. The goal of these interviews is to gather insights of the

consultants that will improve the theoretical foundation of the solution. They will

be conducted with medior and/or senior consultants from within AMG. Since they

specialize in digital transformation and IT governance, the consultants are knowl-

edgeable in the topic and capable to participate in a discussion about a new term

in this field.

The interviews will focus on the concepts and characteristics of digital transforma-

tion and future-ready and their experiences with them in practice. In these inter-

views the collected definitions and concepts are evaluated and updated if necessary.

Also their opinions and definition of future-readiness will be discussed and used to

create a uniform definition. On top of that they will also have to rank the character-

istics in order of their importance to future-readiness. It will be a semi-structured

interview, which is divided in three parts:

1. Background - The interview will start with a introduction of this research. To

establish the experience and knowledge of the participants regarding the field

of the study, the participants will be asked to introduce themselves and their

related work experience. The goal is to establish a common ground so that

both parties clearly understand each other.

2. The definition of future-readiness - This is the start of the interview where

the created definition will be presented to the participant, with the idea to

validate it. The participant is also asked to enrich this definition with their

own version if they wish to do so.
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3. Discussion about the characteristics of a future-ready organization - This part

of the interview is focused on getting qualitative insights into possible future-

ready characteristics. By presenting the list of found characteristics from the

MLR the researcher and participant will discuss the relevance of the charac-

teristics and possible adjustments or additions to the list.

The interviews will be held confidentially and made anonymous to protect the par-

ticipants. The interviews will not be transcribed since the length of the interviews

is expected to be above one hour. However the interviews will be summarized, sum-

marizing interviews has multiple benefits over providing full interview transcripts.

Primarily, summarizing an interview represents the main takeaways more concise

and precise. Braun and Clarke 2013 states that summarizing interviews enhances

readability and accessibility for a broader audience. Full transcripts can be over-

whelming and lengthy, summarizing saves time and effort for both researchers and

readers. Lazar and Feng 2017 also mentions the importance of a clear and digestible

presentation of the interview to facilitate the dissemination of the main takeaways.

Further, summarizing an interview also improves the protection of the anonymity

and privacy of participants by removing potentially identifying details while still

capturing all the important information. This method is also ethically sound, since

it is highlighted by guidelines provided by institutions such as the American Psy-

chological Association (APA 2020). They underline the importance of protecting

participant confidentiality. In summary, summarizing interviews offers a more effi-

cient, reader-friendly, and ethically sound approach to sharing qualitative research

findings.

2.7 Demonstration

For the demonstration activity the goal is to demonstrate the effectiveness of the

solution. To demonstrate the solution this research conducts a multiple-case study

on existing cases from AMG. AMG has an extensive base of previous projects ex-

ecuted within the last years. Every project, and it’s intellectual property, is saved

and uploaded into a cloud application to which everyone in the company has access

to. From this base around 5 case studies will be done to demonstrate the OFRAM

and the value it can deliver.
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2.7.1 Multiple-case study

The idea is to do a multiple-case study scoring cases on a set of measurable or-

ganizational characteristics together with a consultant from AMG. The researcher

will present the list of characteristics and their maturity levels to the participant

on which they will rank the organization based on their knowledge and experience

with this organization. The cases will contain organizational characteristics ranging

from strategy, digitalization, adaptability to culture. The consultants have worked

within and together with these organizations in their projects and therefore have

the required knowledge and experience to position these organizations. The ranked

characteristics will be used as input for the OFRAM to be able to validate the

OFRAM and its purpose. The results of analyzing the cases can lead to insights

into which characteristics are conceptually sound and measurable and which might

need some adjustments to become easier to measure.

To identify cases that can be used for this research some criteria have been set in

place:

• A consultant that worked on the case still has to be employed at AMG.

• The case needs to be a project that started within the last year to ensure the

ability to score an organization accurately.

• The consultant must have been active on this project for the whole duration.

• The case must be an organization that has started or is starting their dig-

ital transformation journey. This ensures that the researched case has the

characteristics that will be scored during the case study.

• The cases need to be from different sectors, even though this cannot be men-

tioned to ensure the confidentiality.

2.8 Evaluation

The evaluation of the research will be done in multiple ways, first of all will the char-

acteristics and the model be evaluated by the case studies. Siau and Rossi 2011 state

that while executing case studies the risk of subjectivity in the research increases.

So to mitigate that, the case studies will be done together with the consultant that
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worked on this case. By executing the case studies in collaboration with the consul-

tants. In the scenario that the evaluation indicates that major changes need to be

made in the current design, the design cycle will be repeated. However for minor

changes, these will just be made and discussed without additional evaluations.

2.9 Communication

This activity is focused on the way the problem and its proposed solution is com-

municated to the readers. For scholarly research publications the normal way is

to follow the design cycle in your research and chapters (Peffers et al. 2007). This

thesis will therefore follow the design cycle layout. Another aim of this research

is to have it published in the thesis database of Utrecht University to reach other

researchers interested in this field.

2.10 Validation

To prove that this research is executed well and reliable, this section will discuss

the validity of the research. Research validity refers to the extent to which a study

measures what it is intended to measure, and the extent to which the results of the

study can be generalized to other populations and settings. There are several types

of validity that are important in research, which can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2: Threats to validity
Threats to validity Definition
Conclusion validity This concerns the degree to which the reached conclusions are

supported by the data collected during the research.
Reliability This aspect is concerned with repeatability of the research,

can others conduct the same research and come to the same
results.

Internal validity This aspect relates to whether a cause-and-effect relationship
that was found in the research cannot be caused by other
factors, thus creating causality.

Construct validity This aspect deals with how the research is designed and if the
correct methods are measuring what they are supposed to.

External validity The concern of this aspect is if the findings of the study can
be generalized.

1Table altered from: Ampatzoglou et al. 2019
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To mitigate these threats this research underwent the following actions, based on

Ampatzoglou et al. 2019:

• To mitigate conclusion validity, firstly the researchers’ bias will be mitigated

by addressing all the possible interpretations of the data and results as well

as assumptions and the rational behind decisions that were made during this

research.

• Concerning publication bias within the conclusion validity, the use of snow-

balling grey literature is implemented. As well as the expert opinions that can

be used to mitigate this threat. Since this research is an exploratory research

and aims to define future-ready organizations, all results will contribute to the

research by identifying what such organizations are. All the findings from the

methods are published in this research.

• In regard to the reliability, this is mitigated by clearly explaining all steps that

were taken in this research, like the search queries and methods used. As well

as using well-defined guidelines from scientific literature.

• For the internal validity, the participants will be informed generally what the

interviews will be about but the goal of the interview is held confidentially

to mitigate the threat of social desirability, which is when participants feel

pressured or directed to give certain answers or act in a certain way. To

mitigate the threat of unwanted cause-effect relations the participants for the

interviews and case studies are carefully selected based on experience and

knowledge in this field.

• In order to mitigate construct validity, there are three things that need to be

taken care of: Subject bias, wrong measurement tools and experimenter ex-

pectancy’s. The subject bias is related to the possible bias of the participants

of this research. It will be mitigated by partly masking the true purpose of

the study to the participants, so that they will be less likely to give biased

answers.

Experimenter expectancy is a possible bias of the researcher, which expects

certain outcomes of the experiments. In order to mitigate this threat, the re-

search will involve participants who will not know the hypothesis of the study.

This gives them a less strong opinion about the topic and are unlikely to bias
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the results.

Wrong measurement tools means that this research does not accurately mea-

sure what is intended. To mitigate, research is done into criteria of other

measurement methods to support the development of the model. The model

is also evaluated by experts to make sure it measures what it needs to measure.

• The external validity threats will be mitigated by doing the multiple-case

study to figure out if the end result is applicable to multiple scenarios. The

case study mitigates this because the solution of this research will be applied

in multiple different cases, with each case having a different background and

transformation objective. The different cases ensure the generalizability of this

research.

3 Related Literature

This chapter presents the available literature which relates to future-ready orga-

nizations and their characteristics. The chapter starts by presenting an overview

of definitions for future-ready organizations, to characteristics that categorize them

and ends with an overview of other measurement methods. This chapter will pro-

vide the conceptual answer to SQ1, SQ2, SQ4 & SQ5. The answers provided by this

section will be validated in section 4.

3.1 Future-ready organizations

3.1.1 Defining a future-ready organization

In order to assess future-ready organizations, the term itself needs to be concise and

uniform. Since this topic is new and there are many different takes on the meaning of

future-ready, the creation of a new uniform definition of future-ready organizations

is required. However firstly an overview of the existing definitions is needed. This

subsection will provide a partial answer to SQ1, by creating the definition for a

future-ready organization.

The first definition is from Weill and Woerner 2018, they say that future-ready

organizations are innovative, focused on satisfying the customer while also limit
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the organizations costs and are one of the highest performing organizations in the

digital economy. These organizations have satisfying a customers’ need as a goal in

combination with a great customer experience. The organizations’ capabilities when

it comes to the operational side are modular and agile, using data as an asset that

is commonly shared throughout the company. As an extension on this definition,

Woerner, Weill, and Sebastian 2022 say that these organizations use digital tools

extensively and early in their operations to solve all sorts of challenges. Digital tools

can be anything from platforms, agile methods to dashboards.

Another definition comes from Taylor 2022 is more focused on the continuity aspect.

They state that to be a future-ready organization it is mainly about being ready to

innovate and adapt at any given moment. The organization can thrive no matter

the dynamics’s of the environment. They believe that being future-ready, no matter

what the future holds is the key in an organizations’ survival.

Deloitte presents a different view which is focused on the disruption of uncertainty

about the future. They find that future-ready organizations are have to have de-

veloped resilience on all aspects to withstand every kind of disruption. By looking

not just to the immediate future but far behind it as well, they sense internal and

external upcoming trends on which they can build future scenarios. With these

scenarios they can change their strategy and operations by innovating accordingly.

They do not wait out the disruption but transform their environment grasping on

new possibilities and accepting presented challenges ((Deloitte 2023b, 2023a)).

De Smet, Gagnon, and Mygatt 2021 present their view on the future-ready orga-

nization as: an organization who knows what it is and what it stands for, focused

on dynamic and easy operations. The organizations’ ability to learn, innovate and

pursue ideas is at the basis of their ability to scale in a dynamic environment. They

present nine characteristics, presented in the next subsection, that will make these

organizations stand out and thrive in the future.

When it comes to scaling an organizations abilities to be future-ready Yu et al. 2022

found that these organizations should stay up-to-date with its own know-how to

stand out from the competition in the future. When the organizations’ know-how

stagnates, the competition grows which will make the organization fall behind and

fail.

This subsection was aimed to find the answer to SQ2, What is a future-ready orga-

nization?. After the definitions above were analyzed and the steps towards a good
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conceptual definition are followed (see section 2.6.1), the SQ can be answered. So,

A future-ready organization is an entity that is capable of adapting flexibly to a con-

stantly changing business environment while maintaining its ability to innovate and

deliver value to its stakeholders. It is well prepared for upcoming challenges and pro-

active in its approach to adapt, by continuously learning and innovating to remain

ahead of the competition. All while still remaining true to its nature, purpose and

organizational values.

3.1.2 Characteristics frequently found in future-ready organizations

Now that the definition of a future-ready organizations is constructed, the key char-

acteristics that such an organization should have according to the literature are

researched. Table 3 introduces characteristics which could be for future-ready orga-

nizations. The aim of this section is to better understand parts of these organizations

and help to understand the answer to SQ1. The results from this section will serve

as input for the multiple-case study which is answering SQ3.

Table 3: Future-ready characteristics

Characteristics Reasoning Source

Adaptability The organization is able to transform (a part

of) the organization as a reaction to changes

in their ecosystem.

(Sarta, Durand,

and Vergne

2021; Weick and

Sutcliffe 2011;

Verheyen 2019)

Operational

backbone

The organization has an efficient and ex-

ploitable operational backbone which enables

room and resources for innovation.

(Ross, Beath,

and Mocker

2019; Sia, Weill,

and Zhang 2021)
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Innovation The organization has a culture of innovation,

constantly exploring new ideas and technolo-

gies to create something new.

(Jiménez-

Jiménez and

Sanz-Valle 2011;

Weill and Wo-

erner 2018;

Christensen,

Raynor, and

McDonald 2015)

Continuous

learning

The organization encourages a culture of con-

tinuous learning and development to help

its employees stay up-to-date with emerging

trends and best practices within the field of

work.

(De Smet,

Gagnon, and

Mygatt 2021;

Blank 2013)

Digitalization The organization is proficient in leveraging

digital tools and technologies to improve

operations, customer experience and enable

growth.

(Westerman,

Bonnet, and

McAfee 2014)

Data The organization needs data to make in-

formed decisions regarding their opera-

tions.For this they need to have a strong data

infrastructure and analytical capabilities to

collect, process, analyze, and visualize data

in a meaningful way.

(McAfee and

Brynjolfsson

2012)

Technology The organization is using technology to sup-

port their business, integrating their tech-

nologies to create value.

Nanda et

al. 2021

Agility The organization is flexible and agile, able to

pivot and make strategic decisions quickly.

(De Smet,

Gagnon, and

Mygatt 2021;

Taylor 2022)

Ecosystem-

centrality

The organization is not just focused on meet-

ing and exceeding the expectations of their

customers but also other stakeholders in their

ecosystem.

(Sia, Weill, and

Zhang 2021; De

Smet, Gagnon,

and Mygatt

2021)
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Talent man-

agement

The organization has a skilled workforce,

that is able to collaborate effectively across

functions and possess skill sets in line with

the emerging trends in the industry.

(Deloitte 2023b;

Guthridge,

Komm, and

Lawson 2008; De

Smet, Gagnon,

and Mygatt

2021)

Risk-

management

The organization is willing to take calculated

risks in the pursuit of innovation and growth.

(Deloitte 2023b)

Brand Protecting and advancing your reputation

and brand by developing a sense of purpose,

and a value proposition, that motivates your

employees, guides your business forward, and

fulfills a social responsibility.

(Deloitte 2023b;

De Smet,

Gagnon, and

Mygatt 2021)

Collaboration The organization is effective at collaboration

and developing partnerships that foster inno-

vation and growth.

(Grenny et

al. 2022; Hux-

ham and Vangen

2013)

Digital strat-

egy

Business and IT strategies are closely tied,

with IT being the driver for business innova-

tion.

(Sia, Weill, and

Zhang 2021)

3.2 Taxonomy of digital measurement methods

To determine whether an organization has reached their desired level of capabilities,

many measurement methods have been developed. Most methods consist of a model

where an organization is ranked across various characteristics. This section’s goal

is to provide an overview of the existing methods that measure an organization’s

capabilities that helps answer SQ2.

3.2.1 Maturity Models

The most commonly used type of measurement model is the (Digital) Maturity

model. This model is able to position organizations based on their maturity of
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certain dimensions. So a maturity model consists of maturities, or stages, and

dimensions, or characteristics and it is mostly depicted as a from left to right going

upwards line. This section will discuss the design of maturity models to answer SQ5.

Perera et al. 2023 researched 22 different digital maturity models and found that in

9 out of the 22 cases the maturity model incorporates 4 stages, 5 cases use 3 and

respectively 5 stages, and in 3 of the cases 6 stages are used. These stages represent

the level of maturity for dimension in the organization at hand. They also mapped

the maturity stages and their descriptions and characteristics in table 1 of their

paper, see Appendix A. The table summarizes the digital maturities per model into

three stages; the early stage characteristics, transitioning stage characteristics and

mature stage characteristics. By analyzing this table in three different parts some

general maturity characteristics can be found and used later on in the development

of the OFRAM. Tables 4, 5 & 6 provide the main highlights per maturity level.

These tables provide an indication into what a characteristic should entail for which

stage of the digital maturity process. The table will serve as input for the OFRAM’s

maturity levels. The left side represents a characteristic from table 3 while the right

side provides a description for this characteristic that is categorizing for the maturity

level. Not all characteristics could be represented based of the information in the

article unfortunately.

Table 4: Early stage level

Characteristic Description

Technology Technology only supports a few processes(which are not

digitized) and a low understanding of how technology

can transform the business

Data No plan or idea on how to use data

Adaptive capabilities no usage of the organizational capabilities

Innovation No steps taken towards transformation, the need for in-

novation is missing

Continuous learning No motivation to develop (digital) skills

Talent management There are no incentives from the organization to develop

(digital) skills

Collaboration Information is not shared efficiently
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Digital strategy The need for a digital strategy is not present, other plans

for specific departments are not aligned

Table 5: Transitioning stage level

Characteristic Maturity level

Technology Technology supports most processes and starts to opti-

mize some processes

Data Data is used for analyzing the organization’s processes

Adaptive capabilities The capabilities are starting to get planned to accom-

modate the dynamic environment

Innovation Some innovation initiatives are implemented

Continuous learning Low motivation to develop their (digital) skills

Talent management A few incentives from the organization are in place to

develop the workforce’s (digital) skills

Collaboration Some formats start to form to enable collaboration

Digital strategy All Strategies are aligned with the business

Table 6: Mature stage level

Characteristic Maturity level

Technology Technology is intertwined and fully integrated in the

business processes and is the starting point of innovation

Data Data is not only used to analyze the business but also

to predict future trends or challenges

Adaptive capabilities The organization has capabilities reserved for adapting

Innovation Innovation is a core process of the organization

Continuous learning The employees are eager to learn new skills and tech-

niques

Talent management There are many incentives from the organization to de-

velop the (digital) skills of the workforce
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Collaboration Collaboration across departments in the form of multi-

disciplinary teams

Digital strategy Digital strategy is in place and digital is a core part of

the other organizational strategies

Across these maturity stages certain dimensions, or characteristics, are measured.

However the measured dimensions can differentiate per maturity model.

Therefore, Bumann and Peter 2019 researched into digital transformation mod-

els and frameworks and constructed a comparative analysis of 18 different models

and frameworks with the dimensions that are used in the respective method. The

four most used dimensions, are culture (13 out of 18), technology (12 out of 18),

strategy (11 out of 18) and organization (10 out of 18). On average there were

6 main dimensions covered per model. However many of these these models had

sub-dimensions which were not in the scope of Bumann’s research. The existence

of sub-dimensions means that the primary dimensions can be hard to measure on

their own. Adding onto this challenge is that there is a differentiation in the def-

inition of the dimensions, which lead to the researchers having to either combine

or create new dimensions. So every model has their own dimensions, as Anderson

and Ellerby 2018 developed their model with 5 dimensions: Strategy, Technology,

Operations, Organization & culture, Customer. While Forrester’s digital maturity

model 4.0 has 4 dimensions: Culture, Technology, Organization, Insights (Gill and

VanBoskirk 2016). And Berghaus 2016 present a digital maturity model consisting

of nine dimensions the customer experience, product innovation, strategy, the or-

ganisation, process digitisation, collaboration, information technology, culture and

expertise, and transformation management.

The main takeaways of the maturity models are that most maturity models exist

of 4 maturity levels and on average 6 dimensions, the 4 most used being: culture,

technology, strategy and organization. The results of this subsection will be incor-

porated in the design and development of the OFRAM. The maturities of presented

characteristics will serve as input for the maturities of the OFRAM’s levels. The

insights regarding the amount of dimensions and maturities will be used as an ex-

ample on how to design a working maturity model, providing the answer to SQ5 on

how to develop a maturity model.
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3.2.2 Digital Capability Framework

The next method is the Digital Capability Framework. There are multiple versions

within this category, but in general this framework helps organizations to assess their

current digital capabilities across different areas such as strategy, culture, technology,

and talent. This framework enables organizations to analyze their current situation

and identify new business opportunities and transformations ((O’Hea 2011; Melhem

and Jacobsen 2021). O’Hea 2011 presented the capability building blocks, which is a

framework for digital capability. It consists of 5 categories, containing 10 capability

building blocks, some examples of building blocks are; Business alignment, Digital

vision, Digital processes and Customer journey & experience. These building blocks

form 5 maturity levels, going from lowest to highest the maturities are:

First Level: The organization does not have a digital strategy, there are no resources

in place, they do not use set targets or metrics and they do not understand

the best practice.

Second Level: Limited resources are used to support a customer-facing digital pres-

ence and basic expertise is in place within the organization.

Third Level: The organization sees digital ICT as a business tool with specifically

set targets and reporting.

Fourth Level: Processes within the organization are being digitally transformed and

the organizations reaps the benefits and efficiency from the digitalization.

Fifth Level: Being digital is at the center of the organizations strategy, it adds value

within the organization and the culture within supports the organization’s

digital transformation ideology.

Melhem and Jacobsen 2021 executed a global research on digital capabilities and

studied multiple proposed frameworks. Key findings from this research are:

• There is no universal definition for digital capabilities.

• The frameworks measure the digital capabilities across the qualities of the

whole system rather than as individual assets. Digital capabilities are used as

a term for the level of efficiency by which organization can deliver results.
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• Most frameworks consist of three cross-cutting themes on which digital capa-

bilities are build: Leadership, Skills and Culture.

• The frameworks propose an action which the organization can take to trans-

form in the digital ecosystem.

To summarize, the digital capability framework overview presented digital capabil-

ities across different areas such as strategy, culture, technology, and talent. As well

as the five levels on which an organization can be positioned, these five levels can

be deduced to certain characteristics as, digital strategy, digitalization and adaptive

capabilities. The levels can also be linked with the listed maturity levels from the

previous section. Thus will this subsection be used as a reference and input for the

creation of the OFRAM.

3.2.3 Digital Readiness Assessment

Another method that is commonly used is the Digital Readiness Assessment. Voß

and Pawlowski 2019 defines readiness as: An organization’s state to be ready for

changes and willingness to take action. Nasution et al. 2018 defines digital readi-

ness as willingness and tendency to adopt digital technologies and readiness to in-

novate by using these technologies in order to achieve the organizational goals more

efficiently. This research also discovered the five key characteristics to measure

digital readiness: Personal innovativeness, attitudinal readiness, action readiness,

emotional response and lastly predisposition. Voß and Pawlowski 2019 researched

the current state of the art for digital readiness frameworks, a key finding presented

in this research is the representation of certain characteristics in the models. In

the nine researched methods, dimensions as strategy, organization and management

are included in almost all versions of this method, while culture and employees or

people are the least incorporated dimensions as just half of the version use these

dimensions.

This method will be used to help make the decision of which dimensions the OFRAM

will measure. By introducing the most and least used characteristics a distinction

can be made for the OFRAM to partially include both the underrepresented charac-

teristics, since current models are not using them. And the most used dimensions,

since they are apparently key for determining an organization’s readiness.
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3.2.4 Organizational Readiness

Continuing on the readiness of an organization, Lee, Vargo, and Seville 2013 created

a model for Organizational Resilience. In this model organizational resilience con-

sists of two factors; planning and adaptive capacity. These factors are measured by

indicators, 5 indicators for planning and 8 for adaptive capacity. Indicators such as

external resources, planning strategies and proactive posture are being measured for

planning. While indicators such as internal resources, staff engagement, innovation

and decision making are used to measure adaptive capacity. They also presented

an extended list of statements for measuring the resilience of an organization, for

this research a select number of statements could be used to influence the maturity

levels in the OFRAM. The statements that Lee et al. made, such as listed below,

can help define maturity levels for an organization’s future readiness:

• The organization knows the amount of resources it needs to operate normally

• The organization can change quickly from business-as-usual mode to respond-

ing to crises in the ecosystem.

• The organization aims to be able to respond to the unexpected.

• The organization proactively monitors what is happening in its ecosystem to

stay ahead of upcoming trends or crises.

• The organization is a learning organization, aiming to learn from past projects

using these lessons for future projects.

• The organization is prepared to invest to ensure that decisions are made on

accurate data.

• The organization invests sufficient resources in being ready to respond to an

emergency of any kind.

• The organization has enough internal resources to operate successfully during

business-as-usual.

• The organization manages resources such that they are always able to absorb

a small amount of unexpected change.
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• When a problem occurs in the organization, internal resources become more

easily available at short notice and less legacy and hierarchy to deal with.

• People in the organization actively manage areas of their work that rely on

other stakeholders in the organization’s ecosystem.

• People are encouraged to move between different departments or try different

roles within the organization to gain experience.

• There is an excellent sense of collaboration within the organization.

• People in the organization can work with whoever is needed to get the job

done well, regardless of departmental or organizational boundaries.

• The organization actively encourages people to challenge and develop them-

selves through their work.

• People in the organization can use their knowledge in new ways.

• People in the organization are rewarded for innovative ideas.

Deloitte 2023a also researched into organizational resilience. They state that re-

silience is build throughout 3 stages: change, design and adversity. With resilience

through change organizations are advised to create an ecosystem that enables flexi-

bility to change while upholding their level of resilience through the transformation

the organization undertakes. Resilience by design is the planning and execution of

the path to organizational resilience by the organization. The last stage, resilience in

adversity, is that an organization has the fitting governance, plans, roles and respon-

sibilities to meet adversity and disruption when it happens. They also mention that

a resilient organization is one that transforms with the ecosystem during a crisis and

does not wait for it to end. By creating new attitudes, agility and structures into

the core of the organization it is able to not just survive but drive the organization

forward.

With the presented statements and definitions, organizational resilience will be used

as input for defining the maturity levels for the OFRAM. The presented items in this

paragraph will be combined with the results from the maturity models and combine

them into the maturity levels for OFRAM.
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3.2.5 Competing values framework

A prominent model which is used to map an organizations culture is the competing

values framework from Quinn and Cameron 1999. They present a four quadrant

model with organizational culture characteristics, see Figure 2. The characteristics

in the model represent the competing priorities of an organization, and based on

these characteristic they are able to determine the organizational culture based

on these competing values. It is important to note that they mention that most

organizations do not fit into one or the other quadrant, but that they operate within

all four cultures while gravitating to one. On top of this they state that no culture

is the best, or even a distinction between cultures, because it is dependent on the

organizational and environmental characteristics.

Figure 2: Competing values framework

Source: Quinn and Cameron 1999

The competing values framework will be used to help define the maturity levels

for the culture dimension of the OFRAM. This framework can help because many

digital models do not incorporate this characteristic and when certain models do it

is not unambiguous.

3.2.6 Business Activity Model

Overall, these methods and frameworks can help organizations to position them-

selves in preparation for or during the digital transformation process. However
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mapping organizations as a whole into one maturity can be challenging since an or-

ganization consists of many different business activities that could vary on their indi-

vidual maturity. Therefore, Nieuwmeijer and Sprokholt 2022 developed the Business

Activity Model (BAM), this model can categorize business activities into 4 different

modalities (see Figure 3). The model uses business activities as a starting point

to link the business, organization and technology together. The common modal-

ity is for activities that are providing reliable results and services, aiming for the

optimal price to performance ratio. The adaptive modality entails activities that

are modified in response to changes in the organization’s ecosystem. The special-

ized modality is for activities that distinguish themselves in specific and complex

solutions, or by using specific knowledge and expertise. The distinct modality is

reserved for activities that are included in the development of innovative services

and products in response to dynamic demands from the organization’s ecosystem.

A modality can function as a maturity in the sense that a modality can be of a

higher level than another. However this is specific to the activity and not the orga-

nization as a whole. For some activities it can be better to stay on a low modality

instead of aiming for the highest possible. This model works when an activity is

placed into a certain modality based on a list of characteristics that categorizes the

modality and the dimension of the activity. The dimensions that this model uses is

different than the ones from the maturity models. An activity is positioned based

on the differentiation, which entails the similarity of the activity compared to other

organizations, and dynamics, which entails the ability for an activity to adapt to

changes in its ecosystem. So if an activity is generic but responsive it is placed in

the ”adaptive” dimension.
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Figure 3: Business Activity Model

Source: Nieuwmeijer and Sprokholt 2022

The list of characteristics is based on nine main themes, that are the same through-

out the model. For these themes there are many defining characteristics that vary

based on the modality. The 9 aspects, with relevant characteristics per modality for

comparison to previously discussed models and dimensions, used in this model are:

1. Strategic contribution

(a) Common modality: standardization

(b) Adaptive modality: customer-driven & business development

(c) Specialized modality: differentiating & specific capabilities

(d) Distinct modality: innovation

2. Output/result

3. Process (how)

4. Governance

5. Leadership style

6. Culture

(a) Common modality: task-oriented & productivity
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(b) Adaptive modality: result-oriented & business skills

(c) Specialized modality: solution-oriented & team effort

(d) Distinct modality: innovation-oriented, creativity & continuous skill de-

velopment

7. Sourcing

8. Technology

(a) Common modality: standard solutions & technology determines the busi-

ness process

(b) Adaptive modality: proven market solutions & technology determines the

business process

(c) Specialized modality: specific & robust solutions & business shapes tech-

nology

(d) Distinct modality: specific market solutions & business shapes technology

9. Data

(a) Common modality: internal usage & process optimization

(b) Adaptive modality: external and internal usage & customer and market

analytics

(c) Specialized modality: external and internal usage & data integration and

enrichment & advanced analytics

(d) Distinct modality: external and internal usage & predictive models

The business activity model provides many characteristics that could be used for

defining the dimensions and maturity levels. Although the characteristics from tech-

nology and data can be linked to previously found literature, the other characteristics

are not supported by the found literature and are therefore not possible to link to

the existing characteristic list. The characteristics from the strategic contribution

do not resonate with the found characteristics and maturities of the other methods.

Additionally, the cultural characteristics are only partially supported by the other

literature. The only reoccurring aspect is the focus on the skills of the organization

in 6b & 6d in the list above. As well as, collaboration only occurring in 6a & 6c.
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So, only half of the modality characteristics can be linked to the previously found

characteristics. Making it not possible to integrate the modalities as maturities for

this research.

This section aimed to provide an overview of current methods that position orga-

nizations on their capabilities or readiness. Within this section, methods as ma-

turity models, digital capability frameworks, organizational resilience frameworks,

the competing values model and the business activity model have been analyzed.

In conclusion is every method useful to this research, either as input for or as the

foundation of the development of the OFRAM. While models like maturity models,

organizational resilience and business activity model helped with both the dimen-

sions as the maturity levels of the OFRAM. The other models contribute solely to

define the dimensions more accurately.

In conclusion this chapter helps to answer SQ2, SQ4 and SQ5, by providing an

overview of different methods with their key concepts SQ2 is answered per method.

The answer to SQ4 is found in the analysis of the business activity model, the re-

lation between future-readiness and modalities only exists partially. While SQ5 is

answered by looking at all the methods and their design choices and being able to

derive some general concepts as the amount of dimensions or maturities used that

can be used in the design of the OFRAM.

4 Results

This chapter discusses the results that were gathered from the interviews and multiple-

case study. The goal is to validate the answers to SQ1 and SQ2 by presenting the

results of the literature study to experts within this field and gathering their re-

marks on it during a set of expert interviews. Next to validating SQ1 and SQ2,

this chapter is focused on answering SQ3 and SQ6. Both of these questions will be

answered by the multiple-case study, SQ3 will be answered by assigning weights to

the characteristics during the multiple-case study. While SQ6 will be answered by

the results of the whole multiple-case study. The chapter starts by addressing the

interview results, followed by the development of the OFRAM and ends with the

results from the case studies.
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4.1 Interviews

This subsection will provide the results from the interviews that were held to evaluate

and discuss the definition and characteristics of a future-ready organization. Table

7 shows the experts that participated, with their role and years of experience to

ensure that they are indeed experts in this field. Firstly a quick summary of all

the interviews will be given, followed by table 8 containing the main takeaways and

points of improvement and from which interview(s) these resulted.

Table 7: Interview participants
Interview Role Years of experience
Interview 1 Medior management consultant 5 years of experience
Interview 2 Senior management consultant 15 years of experience
Interview 3 Senior management consultant 20 years of experience
Interview 4 Senior management consultant 30 years of experience
Interview 5 Senior management consultant 20 years of experience

4.1.1 Interview 1

The first interview was with a medior management consultant closing in on three

years of experience within this field. To open the interview the definition for a

future-ready organization was presented. After which the discussion about the topic

started. The first remark was what the difference is between innovation and adap-

tation, since the participant viewed these as similar concepts. Which lead to a clear

distinction between the two elements, innovating is for an organization to create or

do something new while adaptation is a change to or of a part of the organization

based on the changes in the ecosystem.

After this distinction was made the participant introduced the importance of will-

ingness to change and being open for innovation. But at the same time balancing

exploration with exploitation of the current operational backbone. To respond to

changes in the ecosystem the participant finds that organizations must understand

their customers on a deeper level, not just using simple survey data but go beyond

this surface-level insights. The participant emphasizes on a multidisciplinary cul-

ture within the organization that needs to break down barriers and enable people to

contribute and ask critical questions. The participant suggests creating hybrid roles

that combine different expertise and perspectives, enhancing the value brought to
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the organization. The importance of continuous learning, adaptability, and curios-

ity in a rapidly changing world are underlined by the participant as a key part of

an organization’s culture. After these remarks the participant reiterated that the

definition was accurate and complete.

As a follow-up to the created definition within this research, the participant was

asked to give their view on a future-ready organization. The participant listed the

following characteristics within their definition:

• Being a digital leader in the industry

• Investments in technology

• Having a certain view on the future and being prepared for that

• Changing the perspective of digitizing humans to digitizing for humans

• Next to having multidisciplinary teams also becoming a multidisciplinary or-

ganization

• The willingness of the whole organization to learn and develop.

• Aligning the organization with digitalization trends through the business-IT

alignment in the organization.

• Having strategies in place that foster innovation and being digital.

After establishing the general basis of future-readiness, the list of characteristics

from Table 3 are presented and discussed. The first remark was again the need

to redefine the difference between adaptability and innovation. Stating that the

adaptability is everything regarding a response to a change in the ecosystem while

innovation is initiating this change from within the organization.

The next item was that within continuous learning the emphasis on learning related

skills needed to be more prominent, since if people like to learn new things that

have nothing to do with the organization it could still be considered as continuous

learning. The participant also proposed a way to measure an organization’s culture,

the proposed idea was that organizational culture is the average of the sum of all

the behaviours within the organization. As an advice the participant said to look

into models and literature that are not focused on the business side of organization
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but actually on the cultural aspect.

When the topic of the brand of an organization came along the participant men-

tioned that it is important however that it is almost impossible to measure the

impact of this on an organization and that it could form a topic for a different re-

search.

Another point made by the participant was the importance of communication within

the organization, and asked if this was taken into account within the collaboration

characteristic or whether it should be a different characteristic. When confirmed

it was included in the collaboration and given the idea behind it, the participant

approved this characteristic.

The last point of improvement from this interview was the naming of the risk-

taking characteristic, since the participant found it difficult at first to evaluate this

because it was closely related to innovating. However after explaining the idea be-

hind risk-taking, that it is focused more on the strategy side of innovating and not

the innovation itself, it became clear that it should be a different characteristic. But

as advice the participant said to look into the naming of this characteristic to avoid

future misinterpretations.

For the last remaining characteristics,talent management, customer-centrality, agility

and digitalization, the participant shared his enthusiasm and approval with no points

of improvement. And thus concluding the interview.

4.1.2 Interview 2

This interview was held with a senior management consultant with over 15 years

of consulting experience, with the last 5 specializing in organizational structures

and helping them adapt to technology and data-driven environments. After being

presented with the created definition the participant expressed enthusiasm and ap-

proval. According to their perception of a future-ready organization only one aspect

was not mentioned, the importance of a stable and exploitable backbone for an

organization that can enable acceleration. The participant also suggests changing

the term ”dynamic” to ”flexible” within the definition, since they see the business

environment as flexible. After discussing the definition of dynamic, which relates

to the abilities of an organization to adapt, versus flexible, which relates to the

ease of adapting. The definition is adjusted by changing ”dynamically adapting” to

”adapting flexibly”. They also emphasized the importance of sticking to the orga-
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nizational values and culture while pursuing innovation and transformation. After

a short discussion about how difficult it can be to measure an organization’s cul-

ture, the participant mentioned its increasing significance in today’s business world.

Therefore, taking this characteristic into account for the future-readiness of an orga-

nization is important according to the participant. When asked to give their version

of the definition the participant mentioned there was nothing more to add to the

presented one except the organizational backbone.

After the definition, it was time to gain qualitative insights into the characteristics

of such an organization. The main takeaways for the characteristics will be discussed

per characteristic. As mentioned before, it started with the importance of a stable

and exploitable operational backbone. As, according to the participant, balancing

stability and adaptability is essential for the long-term success of an organization.

After which innovation was seen by the participant as an evident characteristic where

not much could be misinterpreted. When presented with the similarity between in-

novation and adaptability in the current state they shared the view of making both

definitions more explicit to avoid possible misunderstandings.

The participant introduces the idea that the current system may continue to exist

for a long time, but there is a concern that if organizations do not innovate, they

may fall behind as the volume of work increases. The suggestion was than made

to the participant if sustainability could be important and if that raises questions

about how long the existing system will be viable. Their response was that it will

be of importance but it is very hard to measure within an organization what the

effect of the digital footprint has on the organization.

The next topic of discussion was the organizational culture, the participant agreed

with the current definition of continuous learning and emphasizes the importance

this has in the long run for enhancing adaptability and developing your employees.

The conversation then touched upon the significance of talent management and en-

suring a skilled workforce. According to the participant talent management should

include providing training and opportunities for employees to develop their skills,

as well as promoting collaboration and teamwork within the organization.

A part of the organizational culture is also the customer approach, according to the

participant. They underscore the importance of adopting the outside-in perspec-

tive by focusing on understanding the customer’s needs and deliver value to and for

them. The participant stated that this characteristic should focus on the customer

journey and customer experience.
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To the question if taking risks is important for the longevity of an organization

the participant said that: ”while not every organization needs to be a pioneer, a

willingness to innovate and adapt is crucial for staying competitive in the market”.

They also agreed that risk-taking could take on a better descriptive name like risk-

management.

When introduced to the topics of digitalization and brand, the participant was on

the same line as the presented characteristic and acknowledged the importance of

both characteristics. The last point of advice given in this interview was for digital-

ization to take into account how data was used within the organization since it can

add value in many different ways.

4.1.3 Interview 3

The participant in interview 3 is a senior management consultant who has over 20

years of experience in various roles related to consultancy, project management, and

data-related work. The participant found the presented definition complete and fit-

ting for this research. When prompted to give their definition they mention that the

presented definition entails all parts that they expect of a future-ready organization.

After the common ground was found the characteristics were presented to the par-

ticipant. Immediately the participant brought up that adaptability and innovation

go hand in hand, with innovation being a means to drive change and stay ahead

in the market and adaptability being a response to changes in the market driven

by others. After which the researcher asked if it is a good option to let innovation

fall under adaptability as a sub-dimension in the model, to which the participant

agreed. They also underlined the risk-management part of innovation and that it is

an important value for organizations that focus on longevity.

The researcher introduced the growing importance of putting the customer at the

center of business strategies in a customer-centric approach. The participant shared

his insights about considering the broader ecosystem rather than focusing solely on

customers, because building long-term relations is important not just for customers

but also the suppliers and other actors the organization deals with.

That introduced the collaboration aspect into the interview, on which the focus

lays on collaboration within the organization. The most important parts of in-

house collaboration is according to the participant the collaboration in and between

multidisciplinary teams. And that effective collaboration involves active communi-
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cation, shared decision-making, and working together towards common goals.

Data, technology, and digitalization are considered implicit aspects of future readi-

ness but may require a separate research focus due to their complexity. The par-

ticipant emphasizes the importance of data-driven decision-making and the ability

to measure data within an organization. After which they shared their experience

in how to position an organization’s skills with data by suggesting three ways to

measure it:

1. Does the organization possesses the right data?

2. Does the organization use their data the right way?

3. Is the organization’s data accurate?

By answering these question the participant is confident that it is possible to posi-

tion an organization’s future-readiness. However the participant also mentions the

potential ethical considerations that arise in the context of data-driven decision-

making, particularly in industries like healthcare. They highlight the need for a

balance between human expertise and data-driven approaches. This subject has not

come forward from the literature review but it is clear how it can relate to building

a company’s reputation and brand. The reputation and brand of an organization

on the other hand can influence the long-term sustainability of the organization

according to the participant. But again the way to measure this or position an

organization on this characteristic is challenging.

4.1.4 Interview 4

For this interview the participant was a senior management consultant with 30

years of experience in IT, banking, and retail. According to the participant the

definition entailed all the elements which a future-ready organization should have.

Immediately dialing in on the first two characteristics, adaptability and agility. The

participant emphasized the importance of these characteristics, highlighting that

they must be accompanied by a clear strategic direction. Without a solid plan guid-

ing adaptation efforts, businesses risk keep to exist with the dynamic markets and

customer demands.

Then they explained that the degree of innovation within an organization is intri-

cately linked to its agility. Embracing new ideas and approaches allows businesses
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to stay ahead of the curve and respond effectively to emerging trends. This could

be enhanced by another key theme from this interview, the significance of learning

organizations and their employees. The participant passionately stated that the

employees form the foundation for success in any industry. And emphasized the im-

portance of nurturing and developing talent, noting that talent management should

primarily focus on the employer’s perspective, encouraging employees to reach their

full potential. However not everybody possesses the agile thinking that is necessary

for adaptability. They expressed the need for businesses to identify and nurture

employees with a different spirit, individuals who thrive in dynamic and fast-paced

environments.

The interview then shifted towards leadership and collaboration. The participant

highlighted the importance of leaders adapting to new requirements and fostering

a culture that promotes agility and collaboration. They drew inspiration from a

movement in Germany, where companies actively assisted their suppliers to im-

prove, fostering a sense of partnership and mutual growth. Again introducing the

ecosystem-centrality aspect and not just customer-centrality. With the latter being

more important now than ever before, according to the participant. They stressed

that businesses must prioritize understanding and meeting customer requirements

while ensuring timely product delivery. Failing to focus on the customer can result

in missed opportunities and losing ground to competitors.

When discussing branding, the participant stressed its significance in today’s busi-

ness landscape. They observed that newer brands often exhibit more innovation,

because startups have an opportunity to build their reputation from scratch. With

a well-crafted product plan and a dedication to excellence, these businesses can es-

tablish a strong reputation and brand identity.

With innovation, risk management also emerges as a critical factor. The participant

emphasized that companies must be aware of the level of risk they are willing to

take. While greater risks can lead to better revenue and market gains, finding the

right balance is crucial for long-term success.

Lastly, we discussed the impact of digitalization across different areas of a company.

The participant highlighted the need to measure the degree of technological inte-

gration, examining how much of the business processes are supported or handled by

technology compared to manual labor. This measurement provides valuable insights

into the company’s digitalization progress and areas for improvement.
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4.1.5 Interview 5

In this interview, with a senior management consultant who specializes in business

strategies, the topic of essential characteristics and strategies required for thriv-

ing in today’s and the future’s dynamic organizational environment was discussed.

Their expertise in guiding organizations towards future readiness provided valuable

insights into the essential qualities and strategies required for thriving in an ever-

changing business landscape.

Being presented with the created definition, the participant’s feedback is to remove

the repetition in the definition and focus on the ability to adapt to a changing en-

vironment and deliver value to stakeholders. They followed it up by providing their

definition: ”A future-ready organization is one that demonstrates the ability to dy-

namically adapt to a constantly evolving business environment while delivering value

to stakeholders. In essence, it is an entity that embraces change, striking a balance

between stability and innovation, and proactively responds to emerging challenges.”

After which they elaborated on the evolving environment being not just the market

or customer but a whole ecosystem. The participant emphasized the importance of

understanding these dependencies in the organizational ecosystem in order to thrive

as an organization.

The key characteristic of a future-ready organization, as highlighted by the partici-

pant, is its adaptability to changes in the market and industry. Rather than solely

focusing on being the first to innovate, organizations should prioritize their capac-

ity to respond and change effectively, meeting the evolving needs of both their end

customers and the broader industry. While innovation remains vital, being future-

ready is about preparedness rather than necessarily being the primary innovator

according to the participant.

The participant emphasized that being future-ready requires a deep understanding

of the market and industry dynamics. Organizations should constantly monitor and

anticipate shifts in customer needs and broader industry changes. By considering

the evolving needs of end customers and aligning their strategies accordingly, com-

panies can navigate the dynamic market and industry landscape more effectively.

The topic of organizational culture then came to light, with the participant acknowl-

edging the significance of developing your people and motivating them to become

better. The participant mentions that they think the motivating and encouraging of

your people is of a higher importance than the incentive coming from the bottom-
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up. By motivating and encouraging them to keep developing themselves and keep

learning, the organization can improve incrementally and could make very big steps

with a rightly skilled workforce. A good company culture is on top of this also

important for employees to feel comfortable and motivated to come to work.

The culture and leadership style should align with the activities and goals of the

organization. However the participant highlights the inconsistency that comes with

this, since different cultures might be necessary in different cases. In some cases,

a hierarchical culture may be necessary, while in others, a more collaborative and

multidisciplinary approach is beneficial. But in general, collaboration within and

between departments is crucial for effective teamwork and problem-solving in the

organization. The last touched topic in the interview is digitalization, which is

essential for expanding operations, improving customer experience, and leveraging

opportunities within the company. However the last remark of this interview was,

that it’s important to note that not all organizations need to fully embrace digital-

ization to be future-proof. Sometimes stability and quality can still be valued as a

top quality even in non-digital businesses.

4.1.6 Overview of interview results

Table 8 presents the main takeaways from the interviews, in no particular order,

and which actions have been taken to improve this research based on these points.

Table 8: Overview of interview results

Source Main takeaways Taken actions

Interview

3, 4 & 5

Not just customer-centrality but

ecosystem-centrality

Scientifically supported this to ad-

just it in table 3

Interview

1, 2 & 3

Clearer distinction between adapt-

ability and innovation

Refined the definitions of ”Innova-

tion” and ”Adaptability” in table

3

Interview

1

The definition of adaptability

should not emphasize the speed of

adapting

Removed ”quickly” from the defi-

nition of adaptability
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Interview

1, 3 & 4

Brand is almost impossible to mea-

sure within this type of research

Even though it still is of impor-

tance for the longevity of an orga-

nization, it is too complex to take

into account for this research

Interview

1 & 2

The importance of a stable and ex-

ploitable backbone for an organiza-

tion

Added a new characteristic called

”Operational backbone” to table 3

supported by literature

Interview

4 & 5

The importance of good digital

strategy alignment to support dig-

ital transformations

Added ”Digital strategy” as a new

characteristic to table 3 and sup-

ported with literature

Interview

1, 2 & 4

Risk-management would fit better

than risk-taking

Changed the name of the charac-

teristic to ”Risk-management”

Interview

2 & 3

How to measure the impact of data Laid the foundation for thee matu-

rity levels of the data characteristic

Interview

1 & 2

The continuous learning aspect has

to deal with learning work-related

skills

Adjusted the definition, so it in-

cludes this specification

4.2 Model development

This section is focused on the development of the OFRAM, therefore answering SQ5.

By looking at the results of SQ1 and SQ2, the knowledge is available to construct

the OFRAM and it is time to start constructing it. This section will provide the

design choices made during this process.

Based on the interview results, the characteristics and definition of a future-ready

organization are perfected. Combined with the overview of the current measurement

models that was presented in section 3.2, it leads to the start of the creation of the

organizational future-readiness assessment model.

4.2.1 Dimensions of the OFRAM

Firstly, the model’s dimensions and measurable characteristics need to be defined.

Since most maturity model exist are built on 4 maturity levels, this model will

consist of 4 main dimensions as well.
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The variation in dimensions is high however as Bumann and Peter 2019 mentioned,

the most prominent dimensions are: culture, technology, strategy and organization.

These methods however assume that an organization always has the capabilities to

adapt to the upcoming changes, which does not have to be the case. There are also

differences in the capabilities that an organization has, therefore is it also important

to look at the adaptability of an organization.

Therefore this will be the first dimension of the OFRAM. The next dimensions

will be the top 3 of the most occurring and important dimensions according to the

literature and confirmed by the interviews. The following list presents the main

dimensions with their underlying measurable characteristics:

1. Adaptability

The interviews and literature were on the same page regarding adaptability

as a characteristic. However, within the literature it is not seen as a main

dimension. While the experts specifically liked the idea of making this a main

dimension and measuring it by using other characteristics. Therefore, based

on the interviews, adaptability has become the first dimension of the OFRAM.

(a) Adaptive capability: The interviews made clear that there needed to be

a distinction between adaptability and innovation. From the literature

came the new focus, namely on the aspect of the resources of an organi-

zation to adapt to changes in the market. Adaptive capability is related

to the resource part of changing.

(b) Operational backbone - This sub-dimension was firstly not introduced

by the literature, but after 2 interviews mentioned the importance of

this characteristic, additional research was needed. After reading about

the characteristic in the literature, the characteristic was indeed seemed

necessary for a future-ready organization.

(c) Innovation - As innovation is a key aspect towards future-readiness, ac-

cording to both the literature and interviews, this characteristic could

not be missing from the list.

(d) Agility- Both the interviews and literature made clear that the speed of

change is also important towards becoming more future-ready. However,

it is focused more on being more future-ready than other organizations,

since speed is relative to environmental variables.
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2. Digitalization: The dimension of digitalization was a clear choice based on the

literary results and expert opinions. Both agree that without digitalization an

organization cannot be future-ready. Therefore, is digitalization the second

dimension in the OFRAM.

(a) Data - To use data as a measurable characteristic was a clear decision

based on the literature. However, the literature did not provide a good

picture on how to measure an organization’s data usage across multiple

levels. Luckily, the interviews provided this picture which lead to the

inclusion of this sub-dimension.

(b) Technology - The term technology was inseparable with innovation and

future-readiness. Although the literature did have multiple perspectives

on how it could be included. The interviews made clear that technol-

ogy should be looked at as a supporting characteristic for the business

processes.

3. Culture: Where in the literature the opinions of using culture to position orga-

nizations was divided, however existing in most methods, the interviews gave

a clear one-sided result. Culture is growing importance as an organizational

characteristic, and should definitely be included for some part in this model.

Therefore, culture becomes the third dimension in the OFRAM.

(a) Continuous learning - Both the literature and experts were in agreement

when it came to the importance of the learning culture in the workforce

for a future-ready organization. The more motivated the workforce is to

learn, adapt and innovate, the higher the likelihood of a long existence

for the organization.

(b) Talent management - Next to the motivation of the workforce, the en-

couragement and incentives from the organization to the workforce is also

of importance for the longevity of an organization. Thus, making it im-

portant to include in a model that wants to assess if an organization can

still exist in the future. Both the interviews and the literature indicated

that this is indeed the case.

(c) Collaboration - Even though both the literature as the interviews included

collaboration in their respective description of a future-ready organiza-

tion and its characteristics, the interviews were more clarifying towards
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using this characteristic as the literature was. Emphasizing on the im-

portance of multidisciplinary teams and how to measure collaboration,

the interviews were the deciding factor to be able to include this charac-

teristic.

4. Strategy : Based on both the results from the literature as well as the interviews,

strategy is seen as one of the main dimensions for organizations for a good

reason. Organizations should have a clear vision on what to do or become and

how to get there. Strategies are the crucial part in this process and is therefore

named as the last dimension for the OFRAM.

(a) Risk-management - The literature introduced the significance of taking

risks for an organization’s long-term existence. The experts agreed with

this up to the point that the risks have to be calculated risks and not just

a shot in the dark. To help and make this distinction clearer, the name

was changed to risk-management as described above in table 8.

(b) Digital strategy - The literature paved the way into the importance of hav-

ing a digital strategy for organizations that want to be ready for upcoming

challenges and trends. However the interviews made clear that without

having such strategies aligned the organization will not be aligned. Since

these strategies influences many other aspects of an organization such as

the digitalization, and adaptability and innovation. And digital should

be a core value within the whole organization.

This model does not incorporate brand and ecosystem-centrality, since brand is

not related to anything inside the organization itself but more on the outside-in

perspective and for ecosystem-centrality no good measurements could be identified

to support this characteristic.

4.2.2 Maturity levels of the OFRAM

With the dimensions defined, it is time to define the maturity levels of the OFRAM.

This is done based on the results from the literature and interviews.

As Perera et al. 2023 mentioned that most models that use maturity in some form

use 4 levels. This model will consist of four maturity levels as well. The foundation

for these levels is from the overview of the models on their maturities, described in



4 RESULTS 46

section 3.2 and the results from the interview. The maturities of adaptive capabil-

ities, agility, innovation, continuous learning and talent management are based on

the literary findings, looking at the stages from other maturity models to analyzing

the requirements or statements that are used to position an organization, in models

such as the organizational resilience and competing values framework.

For the characteristics, risk-management and the operational backbone, the im-

portance of the characteristics were emphasized in the interviews. Pairing these

statements with an example that functions as the highest level of future-readiness

the experts helped form the maturities for these characteristics. Based on these

statements the maturity levels of these characteristics were defined. Additionally,

these maturity levels were substantiated by new findings from the literature review

based on the points of improvement from the interviews.

This leaves the maturities of the data, technology, collaboration and digital strategy

characteristics. The maturities of these characteristics are formed by using the lit-

erary results and complete them with the results from the interviews. By using the

literature as a starting point the overall goals of the maturities were clear but the

interpretation of the maturity levels left some room for inconsistencies. The partici-

pants of the interviews helped by defining the maturities by giving their insights on

what the ideal scenario would be for these characteristic, so maturity level 4. From

level four the previous levels would be defined by taking the complete opposite of

the ideal situation. For example, for the data characteristic the literature provided

the insights for the ideal beginning - and end state. However the levels in between

were inconsistent throughout the literature and the interviews provided the insights

needed to pad the second and third maturity level and create consistency for this

characteristic.

The maturity level assessment list for the OFRAM is constructed in such a format

that it easily can be applied for different cases. The finalized list is presented in

figure 5.

With both the dimensions and the maturities defined the development of the model

is finalized. Which starts the design phase of the OFRAM, the design is inspired by

the digital maturity stages model from Perera et al. 2023. As these models include

4 aspects on different levels. However these models use the points as the maturity

levels and the inner diamonds as percentage of their respondents fitting in these

levels. For the OFRAM, the outer points of the model are the dimensions and the

inner diamonds are the maturity levels, going from the lowest as the most inner
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diamond to the highest as the most outer diamond. The conceptual organizational

future-readiness assessment model is depicted in Figure 4 and will be validated by

the multiple-case study in the next section.

Figure 4: Organizational Future-Readiness Assessment Model
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Figure 5: Future-ready maturity assessment list
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4.3 Multiple case-study

This section presents the multiple-case study that is executed to validate the model

and the measurable characteristics, thus answering SQ6. Each case will be analyzed

individually based on the scores and comments from the participant of the case-

study. The case starts by presenting the OFRAM and the possible value it could

deliver to the participants. Followed by the next phase where the participant is

asked to plot the case at hand according to the defined list in figure 5.

At the end of each case, the participant was asked if their were some characteristics

that they could identify as more important for the future-readiness of an organi-

zation than others. If the participant believes there are such characteristics, they

are informed that the total weight of a dimension is 1 and the underlying weights

could be distributed differently per characteristic as long as the total per dimension

did not exceed 1. The weights are measured per dimension since there are some

disagreements when it comes to which dimensions are more important than others.

After which they are then asked to assign weights to the individual characteristics.

The weights influence the score for the characteristics per dimension. For example,

if the characteristics for digitalization are divided as 40% data, which is scored in

M2, and 60% technology, which is scored in M3, the result for the digitalization

dimension will be 2.6 and that is where the model will place the organization at.

The cases are closed by positioning the organization on the OFRAM, to validate

the correctness and usefulness of the model. The colors used in the model are used

solely for the distinction between the cases.

Table 9: Multiple-case study participants
Case Role Years of experience

Case A Medior management consultant 3 years of experience
Case B Medior management consultant 5 years of experience
Case C Senior management consultant 30 years of experience
Case D Medior management consultant 6 years of experience
Case E Medior management consultant 7 years of experience

4.3.1 Case A

This case is executed together with a medior consultant, who worked within the

researched case for about a year. After a general introduction to this research, the
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case was discussed and presented. The case is an organization for which the partici-

pant did a project in the last year, to ensure they are able to score the organization

properly. The scores of the characteristics are shown in Appendix C.1.

The first three characteristics were defined well and measurable, the participant

found it easy to score the organization across the maturities. The first remark that

the participant had is that for the agility of transformation the speed is dependent

on other factors, like the operational backbone and the adaptive capabilities. The

speed is also relative, what does fast or slow mean, making it hard to score. There-

fore, the participant mentioned it could be better to measure the agility based on

the difficulty an organization has to change, ranging from it is hard to change to

easy and efficient. This is easier to score and less relative, there are still dependen-

cies but according to the participant they will always be there within organization.

They mention it is important to discuss these dependencies as a limitation for this

research later on.

After this matter was discussed the case continued by assessing the digitalization

of the organization, the participant approved the maturities levels for both char-

acteristics and scored the organization easily. However one point of improvement

came from the participant who suggested that M2 and M3 of data could be switched

around, since in their opinion M3 comes first within organizations and M2 after M3

is in place.

When the culture dimension was reached, the participant had some remarks regard-

ing the talent management characteristic. According to the participant this name

was vague and not subsequent to the maturity levels. The maturity levels on the

other hand were well defined and clear, so if something was to change here they

suggested an adjustment in the name of the characteristic. As a suggestion they

mentioned changing it to something like ”Job crafting”. The other aspects of this

dimension however were designed as they would have expected it for this dimension.

The participant found the final dimension convenient to interpret and score, finish-

ing up the ranking of the organization.

To conclude this case, the participant was asked if they find certain characteristics

more important than others, the participant certainly agreed and decided to assign

weights to the characteristics showing which ones should have more influence to the

model than others. The numbers in front of the characteristics, shown in Appendix

C.1, show the assigned weights by the participant. Indicating that they thought

that:
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• The operational backbone is the most important aspect when it comes to

adaptability

• Having integrated technology support your business processes is slightly more

important than the data usage.

• Collaboration is the most important characteristic for the organizational cul-

ture, with both the other two sharing the same importance.

• For strategy, risk management and the digital strategy are equally important

Based on these results and remarks, the model (see Figure 6) is created for Case A.

The organization of Case A is quite in balance with all dimension being in the second

maturity level, however digitalization is trailing a bit in comparison to the others.

So the possible advice from this model to the organization could be to invest more

in their data and technology to help their digitalization and digital transformation

process, so that other processes and dimensions could enhance their growth as well.

The participant liked the idea of the model, as well as the resulting model for this

case, and believes it can be used in practice.

Figure 6: OFRAM Case A
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4.3.2 Case B

This case is executed in collaboration with another medior consultant. After being

introduced to the research and planning for the case study, the case was discussed.

The case is an organization for which the participant did a project in the last year.

The scores of the characteristics are shown in Appendix C.2 and the comments will

be discussed next.

The case started by going through the characteristics from top to bottom, starting

with the adaptability dimension. The adaptive capability of an organization can be

measured in the way it is defined now, however the participant suggested to link this

to a percentage of the total resources of the organization for the first three maturity

levels. Ranging from no resources in M1, to 10% in level to and 25% in level three.

The last level, M4, should be that there is a dedicated budget for adapting, so the

participant suggested to redefine the first three levels. The second characteristic,

operational backbone, does not fit this dimension. In the participant’s perspective,

this is more applicable for the digitalization dimension. However, the defined ma-

turity levels are defined well and measurable. So, for this case the participant was

able to rank this characteristic within the adaptability dimension. The participant

mentioned that innovation within the organization is an important characteristic,

however the terms used within the definition as of now are vague to them. The the-

ory and idea behind them are good, but the terminology leads to some vagueness.

They suggested to add more quantitative values to the definitions and stay consis-

tent with the terminology. They liked the term ”incentive” and think it should be

incorporated in all definitions to stay consistent and avoid misinterpretations. The

last remark for this dimension was in regard with the agility characteristic. The

participant emphasized on the difficulty it is to measure agility based on speed, and

suggested to research into another way of measuring this characteristic. Despite

these remarks the participant was able to score the organization across all charac-

teristics.

The next topic of discussion was the digitalization of the organization. For this

dimension the two characteristics to be measured were data and technology. Both

of them were defined well and easy to measure, creating no hassle to score organi-

zations on these characteristics.

Following the digitalization, the participant was introduced to the culture dimension,

being asked to score the organizational culture. The first characteristic, continuous
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learning, was a misleading name for the participant. They were not expecting to

score the personal motivations of the workforce. They suggested to change the name

of the characteristic to a more fitting term, like intrinsic motivation. Apart from this

adjustment, the participant considered themselves unable to score the organization

on this characteristic. The participant ensured that they did not possess all the

necessary knowledge to score this organization. When prompted to skip this whole

dimension if they were uncomfortable scoring the organization on the following char-

acteristics the participant ensured that they were capable of scoring the organization

on the other characteristics. So, the case continued by discussing these, on which

the participant had no points of improvement, and was able to score the organization.

The last characteristics to measure before constructing the model were risk-management

and digital strategy. For the first, the participant mentioned that it is hard to mea-

sure if you are ahead or in the middle of the majority and that including different

levels of risk strategies could help. For the latter they just had to mention that it

was defined nicely. Thus ending the scoring part of the case study.

When asked if they thought that different characteristics might be more important

than others, the participant mentioned that all are important for an organization

and that applying different weights on every characteristic did not seem applicable.

Therefore, no weights are assigned for this case.

The model in Figure 7 is reached from these results. For this case, it can be con-

cluded that the organization is developed well in their strategies but are trailing far

behind with the other three dimension. So the takeaways, based on the OFRAM

and Appendix C.2, for the organization are to invest in or adjust their operational

backbone and agility to improve their adaptability. As well as, to invest more in

data and technology to enhance their digital skills, improving their digitalization.

They can also enhance their cultural dimension by redesigning the way they are

collaborating within the organization. The participant emphasized that they could

see the value this model can add to organizations and found the model to have a

clear and concise design.
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Figure 7: OFRAM Case B

4.3.3 Case C

This case is executed in collaboration with a senior consultant. After the introduc-

tion to the research and planning for the case study, the case could start. The case is

a project which the participant managed this year. The scores of the characteristics

are shown in Appendix C.3 and the remarks of the participant will be discussed

below.

Case C started well with the participant finding no remarks to make on the first char-

acteristics, adaptive capability, operational backbone and innovation, and finding it

easy to score the organization on the maturity levels. However the next charac-

teristic, agility, presented the first point of improvement the participant suggested.

According to them, time is not relevant when looking at the agility of an organiza-

tion, the ease of adapting would be more fitting, as well as easy, for measuring this

characteristic.

Within the digitalization dimension, the participant found the second and third level

interchangeable and suggest to switch these around, so M2 becomes M3 and vice

versa. For technology, the maturities were clear and well defined.

For the culture dimension the participant mentioned that the difference between the

organization and workforce can be very dependent on the sector an organization is

in. Therefore, they suggested to take the differences between sectors in mind when

writing the limitations to this research. However, for this case this dimension was

easy to understand and score. The participant emphasized that the culture is the
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most important dimension when it comes to digital transformation and the agility

of it.

The last dimension to score was the strategy dimension. For risk-management the

participant had no remarks to make and said it was straight to the point. Neverthe-

less, for digital strategy they had mentioned that M2 and M3 felt the same to them.

After a small explanation of the levels the participant acknowledged the distinction

between the levels and retracted their statement.

To finish this case, the participant was asked if they find certain characteristics more

important than others. The participant definitely found this to be true and assigned

weights to the characteristics showing which ones should have more influence to the

model than others. The numbers in front of the characteristics, shown in Appendix

C.3, show the assigned weights by the participant. Indicating that they thought

that:

• The agility is the most important aspect when it comes to adaptability, with

the other 3 being similar.

• Having integrated technology support your business processes is slightly more

important than the data usage.

• Collaboration is the most important characteristic for the organizational cul-

ture, with both the other two sharing the same importance.

• Having good and aligned strategies is somewhat more significant then the risk

management of an organization.

The results from this case study lead to the model in Figure 8), that is created for

Case C. For case C it is clear that their strategy is their strongest dimension, being

in the third maturity. Followed by the digitalization which is in the second level.

However the cultural and adaptability dimension both are still in the first maturity

level. So the organization could improve their future-readiness by improving their

collaboration, agility and operational backbone to lift themselves up to the next

level. These recommendations are made on the low scores in the maturity assessment

list, shown in Appendix C.3. The participant was enthusiastic about the idea of the

model, as well as the resulting model for this case. It is very well designed and clear.

They believe it can be used in practice to help organizations gain insights in their

abilities.
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Figure 8: OFRAM Case C

4.3.4 Case D

This case is executed in collaboration with another medior consultant. After being

introduced to the research and planning for the case study, the case at hand was up

for discussion. The case is an organization for which the participant did a project in

the last year. The scores of the characteristics for this case are shown in Appendix

C.4 and the points of improvement resulted from this case study will be discussed

below.

Within the adaptability dimension the only point of improvement that the partici-

pant suggested was to change agility to the difficulty of adapting. They also mention

that maturities for the remaining three characteristics were defined well and appli-

cable for this case. Finishing scoring the adaptability dimension.

The participant found the digitalization dimension to be straightforward, with no

points of improvements or remarks to add to it. Scoring the organization went quick

and easy, which the participant expected of the well-defined characteristics and ma-

turity levels.

For the culture dimension, the participant liked the distinction between the bottom-

up and top-down perspective on developing skills and talent. However the distinc-

tion should be made more clear by changing the names of continuous learning to

intrinsic motivation, and talent management to extrinsic motivation. This way the

perspectives are more clear. On the other hand, the maturity levels were accurate

to the characteristic and defined well, according to the participant. Regarding the
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collaboration within the organization they did not have any remarks, which finalizes

the measuring of this dimension.

Regarding the strategy dimension, the participant found both characteristics to be

clear and easy to score.

To finish this case, the participant was asked if they find certain characteristics

more important than others. The participant found this to be partially true in

some dimensions and assigned weights to the characteristics. The numbers in front

of the characteristics, shown in Appendix C.4, show the assigned weights by the

participant. Indicating that they found that:

• The adaptive capability and operational backbone are equal and the most

important aspect when it comes to adaptability, with the remaining being of

the same importance as well.

• Having integrated technology support your business processes is as important

than the data usage and skills within an organization.

• Collaboration is the most important characteristic for the organizational cul-

ture. Closely followed by the talent management, leaving the personal mo-

tivation of the workforce as least important characteristic for a future-ready

organizational culture.

• Having good and aligned strategies is equally significant as the risk manage-

ment of an organization.

These results lead to the OFRAM in Figure 9), that is created for Case D. The model

shows that this organization has developed their culture and strategy quite well but

are trailing on the digitalization dimension. So, the advice to the organization,

based on Appendix C.4 could be to develop their technologies to better support

their business process. In addition to developing their data usage and skills to

increase the effect the digitalization has on the organization’s ability to be future-

ready. The participant liked the constructed model, as well as the value it can bring

for organizations. They mentioned that they could see this model being used in

practice.
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Figure 9: OFRAM Case D

4.3.5 Case E

This case is executed in collaboration with another medior consultant. After being

introduced to the research and planning for the case study, the case was discussed.

The case is an organization for which the participant did a project in the last year.

The scores of the cases are shown in Appendix C.5 and the comments will be dis-

cussed next.

The adaptability of an organization is the first dimension that was discussed. The

participant found that the maturity levels of adaptive capability needed to be quan-

tified. Especially level M1, since they expected that an organization will never be

scored on this level because every organization that underwent a digital transforma-

tion project has some resources available for change. Additionally, they suggested

to quantify all the maturity levels of this characteristic by linking to the run-change

budget of an organization. This budget shows the division between the resources

needed for day-to-day operations and the resources available for change management.

According to the participant a ratio of 60-40 run-change budget can be defined as

the ideal level. They also mention that most organization use the term ”change”

instead of ”adapting” and suggested that this research could facilitate the societal

problem better by changing the name of the characteristic to change capabilities.

The remaining characteristics, operational backbone, innovation and agility, were

defined correctly according to the participant. However, they mentioned that future

research could look further into the dependencies between the characteristic.
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Regarding the digitalization dimension, the participant had no troubles with scor-

ing the characteristics on the maturity levels. They liked the specific focus these

characteristics were given.

The results of the culture dimension came naturally from the participant. They

mentioned that this was a straightforward dimension and it was easy for them to

score the organization at hand on it.

For the strategy dimension the participant mentioned that risk management is called

”Risk appetite” within most organizations, however this does fall within the risk

management characteristic. So, they did suggest a name change. However, the

found literature did not support this adjustment so no adjustment was made. The

digital strategy was clear and easy to score, so they had no remarks on that char-

acteristic.

To finish this last case, the participant was asked if they can see certain character-

istics to be of a higher importance than others. The participant acknowledged this

idea and was asked to assign weights to the characteristics. The numbers in front

of the characteristics, shown in Appendix C.5, show the assigned weights by the

participant. Indicating that they found that:

• The operational backbone is the most important aspect when it comes to

adaptability, with the remaining being of a much lower importance.

• Having integrated technology support your business processes is as important

than the data usage and skills within an organization.

• Collaboration is the most important characteristic for the organizational cul-

ture. Followed by the talent management and continuous learning, as these

two are of the same importance.

• Having good and aligned strategies is equally important to the risk manage-

ment of an organization.

Based on the results of Appendix C.5, the OFRAM is created. (see Figure 10).

This organization excels at digitalization, scoring in the highest maturity for both

technology as data. Followed by all three characteristics in the second maturity

level, with adaptability closing in on the third maturity while culture and strategies

are in the lower end of this level. The participant liked the value this model can
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deliver to organization. They found the model to be designed well and believe it

can be used in practice.

Figure 10: OFRAM Case E

4.3.6 Overview of the case study results

Table 10 presents the main takeaways from the multiple-case study, in no particular

order, and which actions have been taken to improve this research based on these

points. The adjustments lead to the final version of the characteristics maturity

assessment list, depicted in Appendix D.

Table 10: Overview of the multiple-case study results

Source Main takeaways Taken actions

Case A, B, C, D

& E

Dependencies between charac-

teristics should be mentioned

and researched further

This will be included in the fu-

ture research part, section 5.3,

of the discussion

Case A, B, C &

D

Measuring agility in speed is

difficult

Changing it to measuring it in

difficulty

Case A, C, D &

E

The most important character-

istics based on rankings

This is included in the answer

of SQ3

Case A, B & C Switch M2 and M3 of data

around

M2 and M3 of data are

switched around



4 RESULTS 61

Case A, B & D Term continuous learning is

not aligned with the maturity

levels

Change the name to ”Intrinsic

motivation”

Case A, B & D Talent management is mislead-

ing

Changing the characteristic to

”Extrinsic motivation”

Case B & E Quantify the first three levels

of adaptive capability

Put in perspective by relating

it the run-change budget

Case E Level 1 of adaptive capabil-

ity will most likely never be

selected, since every organiza-

tion has some resources

Changed the quantity of re-

sources needed for M1 to align

it with the other levels as well

Case E Organizations use change in-

stead of adapt when it relates

to resources

Changed the name of the char-

acteristic adaptive capability

to change capabilities, this also

improves continuity with the

run-change budget

This section was aimed to answer SQ3 and SQ6. The cases concluded that the model

is designed well and the characteristics and maturities are accurate and measurable.

Thus, answering SQ6 by having validated the OFRAM. The assigned weights in

Cases A, C, D & E provided the needed input to answer SQ3, creating a ranking

for the characteristics per dimension. The total of amount of divided points is 4 per

dimension. By adding up the weights from the different cases per characteristic, an

analysis is possible by prioritizing the characteristic with the highest sum of weights

out of 4.

For the adaptability dimension, with a score of 1.5 out of the total 4 points, the

operational backbone is the most important characteristic. Change capabilities fol-

lows it up with a score of 1 out of 4. Next is the agility with a score of 0.9 out of 4.

Lastly is the innovation with a score of 0.6 out of 4.

Within the digitalization dimension the scores were close to one other, with tech-

nology scoring 2.2 out of 4 and data 1.8 out of 4. Meaning that technology is the

main driver of the digitalization dimension.

The ranking within the dimension of culture is more decisive, collaboration takes

the top spot with a score of 2.2 out of the 4. With more than a whole point lower,
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the extrinsic motivation sits in second place. The last spot of this dimension is the

intrinsic motivation, scoring 0.75 out of the 4 points.

Strategy was the last dimension, where the scores were similar to the digitalization

dimension. Here the digital strategy is the most important characteristic with a

score of 2.2 out of 4, while risk management ranks second with a score of 1.8 out of

4. The full and clear overview is listed below.

• Adaptability:

1. Operational backbone

2. Change capabilities

3. Agility

4. Innovation

• Digitalization:

1. Technology

2. Data

• Culture:

1. Collaboration

2. Extrinsic motivation

3. Intrinsic motivation

• Strategy:

1. Digital strategy

2. Risk management

The aim of this whole chapter was to validate the results of the literature study

and the created model. After the case studies, the conclusion can be drawn that the

model and its maturity levels are defined well and usable after the changes mentioned

in table 10 are implemented. The implemented changes can be found in Appendix

D. The findings from the literature that were needed to answer and validate the

research questions have been analyzed by the interviews and multiple-case study in

this section. Which indicates the end of this chapter. The next chapter will discuss

the possible interpretations to the key findings as well as future research suggestions.
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5 Discussion

This section discusses the possible implications of the findings from the previous

sections. Followed by the limitations of this research and suggestions for future

research topics.

5.1 Possible interpretations

This section will discuss the multiple possible interpretations of the gathered results,

starting with the literature and continuing with the interviews and ending it with

the case study results.

As this is an exploratory research many different perspectives on this subject were

gathered from the literature. Thus, allowing multiple interpretations of the re-

sults from the MLR. A couple of interesting patterns came up, the first being the

constant usage of the same dimensions, Culture, Technology, Strategy and Organi-

zation. These were included in most of the discussed models and were interpreted

as necessary for the accurate positioning of an organization. However, as mentioned

in section 4.2, the choice was made to look into the adaptability of organizations

and including that as the fourth dimension instead of organization. This choice was

made due to an interpretation that the other methods mostly look at (digital) capa-

bilities, which include organizational capabilities. While this research wants to plot

organizations on organizational characteristics, making the organization dimension

redundant.

The designation of the sub-characteristics is the next point of discussion. As the

names of certain characteristics were interpreted differently per article and partici-

pant, as the literature, interviews and case studies depicted. Even though there were

some participants that suggested the same name for a characteristic, there were oth-

ers that suggested a different name. Leaving the choice of naming the characteristics

as most fitting to the researcher. The researcher chose to name the characteristic

as the name that is partially substantiated by the literature but also used within

organizations, to also facilitate the practical use of the OFRAM. However, one can

choose to facilitate more into either side, organizational or scientific, to explore the

characteristics more.

Within the interviews, the participants were more or less on the same level of un-

derstanding. Mostly suggesting the same points of improvements, and approving
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the parts which were defined well. However, this could be interpreted differently

if the participants were not from the same organization. Which is a limitation for

this research that will be discussed in the next section. When trying to rank the

characteristics, the same pattern emerged. The participants were mostly giving the

same scores. However, the discussion about which dimension is more important is

completely different. The importance of the dimension could not be ranked since

too many different perspectives and opinions resulted from the literature, interviews

and case studies. The researcher interpreted this by not ranking the dimensions but

only the sub-characteristics.

In general, the possible alternative explanations will come from executing this re-

search with different interview and case study participants.

5.2 Limitations

This research did not come without any limitations. This section will dive deeper

into the limitations that presented themselves during the project.

Previously in this research, in section 2.10, the threats to validity were discussed as

well as the actions that were proposed to take to mitigate them. Now at the end

of the research, it is time to analyze if these threats were actually mitigated and if

other threats presented themselves and how they were handled.

Before the actual research started, the researcher mentioned to ensure the conclu-

sion, internal, external and construct validity and additionally the reliability of the

research. Firstly, for the external validity, the generalizability of this research will be

discussed. The researcher expected to mitigate this threat by using different cases

in the multiple-case study. Even though the researcher managed to go through with

this, the generalizability is still not guaranteed unfortunately. This is still a lim-

itation because the topic at hand has many variables, like organizational sectors,

countries, etc. that could not be included in this research because of the limited

time frame. This research managed to include five cases within different sectors, but

that still leaves many sectors open. Also, all the cases were organizations within the

Netherlands, weakening the generalizability for international organizations.

The next limitation of this research concerns the construct validity, and especially

the subject bias part. The researcher previously mentioned to mitigate this by par-

tially masking the true purpose of the study to the participants, so that they will be

less likely to give biased answers. However, during the interviews and case studies it
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became clear that the participants required a good introduction to get a feel of this

research’s scope. However, now the introduction included the scope of the research

as an exploratory study to find relevant concepts to future-ready organizations. The

participants know that the aim is to find relevant and important concepts, but not

what concepts the researcher finds relevant. The participants are asked to give their

expert opinions about the presented results, and are thus allowed to disagree and

suggest changes to certain concepts. Which occurred often, as the interview and

case study results show.

The occurred conclusion-, internal validity threats were predicted accurately in the

previous section. So, the steps to mitigate them were defined and worked well.

The only other threat that occurred and needed to be mitigated was the reliabil-

ity of this research. Within reliability lies the repeatability of the research and for

this research this is a threat. Since some of the data used was accessed through the

sources of AMG and academic search machines as WorldCat and Google Scholar. To

repeat this research the next researcher needs to have access to these same sources

and people. Especially the latter is difficult, the researcher was able to contact the

participant since the researcher had access to the systems and people of AMG be-

cause this research is partially executed with their help. If somebody from outside

the organization wishes to obtain the same results, it can only be done by contacting

AMG to possibly interview consultants. Gathering the literature from AMG is not

the issue, since they have published their whitepapers on their website. However

for WorldCat the optimised entry for Utrecht University students and employees

is used. The steps that were taken for the gathering of all the data are described

extensively in section 2.3, but the researcher cannot give access to these sources to

the next researcher. That is the only threat to the repeatability of this research.

The last limitations of this research are related to the time constraint. The first

one being that the studied concepts can evolve over time, since this research focuses

on the future-ready aspect. In a couple years the characteristics and definition of a

future-ready organizations could be different. This topic basically becomes a vicious

circle, requiring constant updates to the defined concepts. And the last limitation

of this research is, that this research is a master thesis and therefore is limited to a

certain time frame. Even when the constraint is somewhat flexible for Business In-

formatics at Utrecht University, the research project should be finished within about

8 months. This in combination with the researchers goal to finish their studies at

the end of July leads to a limited time frame. Within this time frame it is possible
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to only research a limited amount of concepts. Which leaves many perspectives and

concepts related to this topic undiscovered. These concepts will be discussed in the

next section about possibilities for future research.

5.3 Future research

Considering the limited existing research on future-ready organizations, this research

identified multiple suggestions for future research opportunities. The first oppor-

tunity lies in the characteristics of ecosystem-centrality and brand, as these were

defined as important characteristics by the literature. But the interviews showed

that measuring these characteristics and the impact on an organization can be a

different research projects on their own. The researcher therefore suggest to dive

deeper in these characteristics and discover their relation with future-readiness.

These are not the only topics that could extent and complement this research. This

model and research could be extended by researching other (non-)organizational con-

cepts. Since this research was limited on time, as mentioned above, the researcher

was unable to take every dimension and concept into account and chose to focus

on four dimensions. By looking at the other dimensions in the presented literature

this model can be expanded. The researcher chose for this design to the OFRAM

since it can easily be expanded if new dimensions or maturities are defined. The

used characteristics and maturities are also still on a generalized level and could

be researched more deeply to be able to quantify and measure some characteristics

more accurately.

From the interviews and case studies came the suggestion to research further into

the dependencies between the characteristics. Since all of the characteristic have

some influence on each other, it can make a very interesting research into how the

characteristics relate to each other. This also helps this research, since it provides

an even clearer image of a future-ready organization.

The last suggestion the researcher makes for a future research is that the next re-

searchers could help by executing comparative studies. With these types of studies

the contextual aspects of future-ready organizations will be researched. This can

influence the concepts of a future-ready organization by comparing factors as coun-

tries, cultures and sectors. These studies will give a more clear perspective on how

a future-ready organization looks in different contexts.
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6 Conclusion

In this section, the main research questions will be answered based on the answers

of the sub-research questions. With the results from the literature, interviews and

multiple-case study the sub-research questions can be answered.

First SQ: What is a Future-ready organization?

The answer to this SQ is the created and evaluated definition: ”A future-ready

organization is an entity that is capable of adapting flexibly to a constantly

changing business environment while maintaining its ability to innovate and

deliver value to its stakeholders. It is well prepared for upcoming challenges

and proactive in its approach to adapt, by continuously learning and innovating

to remain ahead of the competition. All while still remaining true to its nature,

purpose and organizational values.”

Second SQ: What are key concepts of other methods that measure an organization’s

capabilities?

To answer this question, methods as maturity models, digital capability frame-

works, organizational resilience frameworks, the competing values model and

the business activity model have been analyzed. The key concepts that other

methods use are the dimensions and maturities. Most methods use 6 dimen-

sions and 4 maturities. These concepts influenced the designs decisions for the

OFRAM.

Third SQ: How can the characteristics be ranked based on importance?

This SQ can be answered by analyzing the assigned weights in the case studies.

Four out of the five participants found that there should be some sort of a

ranking for the characteristics within the dimensions. The analysis of the cases

resulted in the following ranks from highest to lowest within the dimensions:

• Adaptability:

(a) Operational backbone

(b) Change capabilities

(c) Agility

(d) Innovation

• Digitalization:
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(a) Technology

(b) Data

• Culture:

(a) Collaboration

(b) Extrinsic motivation

(c) Intrinsic motivation

• Strategy:

(a) Digital strategy

(b) Risk management

Fourth SQ: What is the relation between multi-modality and future-ready?

The relation between multi-modality and future-ready unfortunately could not

be defined within this research. The business activity model provided many

characteristics that could be used for defining the dimensions and maturity

levels. However, there were too many differences between these characteristics

and the defined characteristics and maturities from the literature. Making the

creation of a link or relation between these two concepts not possible.

Fifth SQ: How to create a maturity model for future-readiness?

The creation of a maturity model is defined by the results from the litera-

ture review and interviews. The dimensions are derived from the literature,

while the characteristics and their maturity levels are created by the litera-

ture but evaluated and improved by the expert interviews. Which lead to the

conceptual future-ready maturity assessment list and OFRAM.

Sixth SQ: How to validate a maturity model for future-readiness?

The OFRAM was validated by the execution of a multiple-case study. Each

case was individually analyzed based on the scores and remarks from the par-

ticipant. Followed by an analysis of the entire multiple-case study, presenting

all the takeaways to find similar points of improvements from multiple cases.

So at the end of the case study there were general points of improvements that

could be substantiated by multiple cases and lead to actual adjustments to the

conceptual versions of the OFRAM and the future-ready maturity assessment

list. Thus, validating the OFRAM.
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These answers facilitate towards the answer to the main research question: What

are key organizational characteristics that can classify an organization’s ability to be

Future-ready?

The key organizational characteristics that can be used to position an organization’s

ability to be future-ready are divided into four main characteristics, Adaptability,

Digitalization, Culture and Strategy . In combination with the following sub-

characteristics, somebody can position an organization accurately on their ability

to be future-ready on the dimensions. The sub-characteristics are: Operational

backbone, Change capabilities, Agility, Innovation, Technology, Data, Collaboration,

Extrinsic motivation, Intrinsic motivation, Digital strategy and Risk management.
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A Digital Maturity table

Figure 11: Maturity table part 1

Source: Perera et al. 2023
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Figure 12: Maturity table part 2

Source: Perera et al. 2023
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Figure 13: Maturity table part 3

Source: Perera et al. 2023
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B Interviews

B.1 Interview 1

In an engaging discussion, the participant delves into their understanding of the

future-readiness concept, questioning the distinction between adapting and inno-

vating. The researcher provides clarification, explaining that innovation involves

the creation of something new, while adaptation centers around making changes

in response to market demands. The conversation emphasizes the importance of

willingness and pro-activeness in driving innovation, as well as the need for organi-

zations to strike a balance between exploiting existing operations and exploring new

opportunities.

The participant raises a compelling point regarding the necessity of understand-

ing customers on a deeper level, surpassing the limitations of simple survey data

when exploring and actively responding to a dynamic market. The researcher ac-

knowledges this perspective, stressing the significance of actively pursuing innova-

tion rather than merely possessing the capacity for it. They further discuss the

distinction between innovation itself and the willingness to innovate, underscoring

the strategic approach that organizations should adopt.

The participant expresses concerns about the potential fear of job loss associated

with automation and its potential impact on people’s willingness to embrace innova-

tion. The researcher concurs, highlighting the crucial role of willingness and noting

that some companies continue operating in familiar ways without actively pursuing

innovation. Together, they agree on the distinction between willingness and the

capacity for innovation.

Turning their attention to the concept of being future-ready, the participant sug-

gests that it entails an organization’s ability to adapt to a changing market. The re-

searcher seeks clarification on this idea and encourages the participant to share their

perspective. The participant emphasizes the significance of digitalization, becoming

a digital leader, and investing in technologies. They shed light on the uncertainty

brought about by emerging applications and the importance of aligning companies

with the ongoing trend of digitalization.

To summarize, the conversation revolves around the concept of a future organization,

highlighting the crucial role of willingness and pro-activeness in driving innovation.
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It explores the differences between adaptation and innovation while stressing the

need for organizations to actively pursue innovation to maintain competitiveness.

The participant also raises points regarding the challenges and opportunities asso-

ciated with digitalization and the notion of being future-ready.

Furthermore, the discussion between the researcher and participant delves into the

importance of multidisciplinary teams and perspectives within organizations. The

participant emphasizes the need to break down barriers and create an inclusive envi-

ronment that welcomes diverse individuals with different backgrounds to contribute

their unique viewpoints and ask critical questions. They propose that organizations

should transition towards a multidisciplinary approach not only at the team level

but also at the organizational level. To achieve this, they suggest creating hybrid

roles that combine diverse expertise and perspectives, ultimately adding value to

the company. The participant emphasizes the significance of continuous learning,

adaptability, and curiosity in a rapidly changing world, underscoring the need for

individuals to continuously acquire new knowledge and remain open to novel ideas.

The researcher mentions their ongoing research focused on characterizing organiza-

tions based on future readiness and the development of an assessment model that

measures skills and cultural aspects relevant to future readiness.

In conclusion, this scientific discussion encompasses a wide range of topics, including

culture, digitalization, agility, and customer-centrality. It emphasizes the impor-

tance of considering these aspects in organizational strategies and transformations,

promoting a culture of innovation and adaptability.
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B.2 Interview 2

This interview is conducted with a senior consultant who specializes in organizational

design and helping companies adapt to technology and data-driven environments.

The interview focused on the concept of a Future-Ready Organization and explored

various aspects related to adaptability, innovation, culture, and stability.

The participant expressed enthusiasm and approval regarding the definition of a

Future-ready Organization, which emphasizes dynamic adaptation, innovation, value

delivery, and proactive learning. They highlighted the importance of organizations

being able to adapt to dynamic and turbulent environments and stressed the need

for a stable backbone that enables acceleration. They suggested replacing the term

”dynamic” with ”flexible” in the definition and underscored the significance of orga-

nizational culture, core values, and maintaining stability while pursuing innovation.

The researcher acknowledged the importance of culture and expressed the intention

to further investigate its influence on a company’s ability to become future-ready.

The challenge of measuring and assessing culture was discussed, along with its grow-

ing significance in the contemporary business landscape.

Key takeaways from the conversation include the need for Future-Ready Organiza-

tions to adapt to changing business environments, the crucial role of a stable back-

bone in accelerating innovation and value delivery, the significance of organizational

culture and core values, and the importance of balancing stability and adaptability

for long-term success. The researcher plans to explore the measurement and impact

of culture on future readiness further.

The interview also touched upon additional topics related to future readiness, in-

cluding the importance of innovation and adaptation in government agencies like

the judiciary, sustainability concerns regarding organizations falling behind if they

fail to innovate, cultivating a learning culture within organizations, talent manage-

ment, customer-centrality and customer experience, data and technology, risk-taking

and experimentation, and the role of reputation and branding in shaping customer

perceptions and loyalty.

Overall, this interview provides valuable insights into the concept of a Future-ready

Organization and highlights key factors that contribute to their success in dynamic

and technology-driven environments.
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B.3 Interview 3

This interview between the participant and the researcher seeks to find alignment

between the literature and interview responses, while also identifying new charac-

teristics of future-ready organizations. The participant suggests that adaptability

and innovation go hand in hand, with innovation being a means to drive change and

stay ahead in the market. The researcher is considering categorizing innovation as

a sub-characteristic under adaptability to capture the relationship between the two,

which the participant finds a suitable solution.

Overall, the interview explores the definition of a future-ready organization and

discusses the researcher’s aim to develop an assessment model to measure future

readiness. The participant provides insights from their experience, emphasizing the

importance of adaptability and innovation in navigating a rapidly changing market.

Additionally, the conversation touches upon several topics related to organizational

collaboration, the impact of brand reputation on the company’s future, risk-taking

and innovation, and customer-centrality.

Collaboration within the organization is highlighted as crucial, involving multidis-

ciplinary teams, effective communication, shared decision-making, and working to-

gether towards common goals. The conversation also delves into the relationship

between brand reputation and company sustainability, emphasizing the significance

of maintaining a positive reputation and aligning with societal values.

The importance of taking calculated risks and embracing innovation is discussed as a

means to stay competitive and future-ready. The researcher emphasizes the need for

organizations to balance risk-taking with established processes and the importance

of being proactive in experimenting with new ideas.

A customer-centric approach is recognized as essential, with the researcher empha-

sizing the growing importance of putting the customer at the center of business

strategies. The participant provides insights on considering the broader ecosystem

and the significance of the customer journey and experience in building long-term

relationships.

Furthermore, the conversation acknowledges the importance of data-driven decision-

making and the ability to measure data within an organization. The participant

mentions potential ethical considerations in data-driven decision-making, highlight-

ing the need for a balance between human expertise and data-driven approaches.
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The intersection of data, technology, and ethics is of interest to the researcher,

particularly regarding reputation building and brand management.

Ethics and compliance are identified as integral components of being future-ready,

as they influence how a company is perceived and trusted by stakeholders. The

participant suggests that assessing an organization’s ability to navigate regulations

and adapt to legal changes could be a way to gauge its readiness for the future.

The potential impact of technological advancements on various industries is dis-

cussed, with examples such as the potential replacement of physical stores by digital

solutions. The participant expresses interest in further exploring the topic of ethics

in the context of decision-making, morality, and its implications for future readiness.

In summary, the conversation highlights the complex interplay between data, tech-

nology, ethics, and organizational readiness for the future. It emphasizes the im-

portance of adaptability, innovation, collaboration, brand reputation, customer-

centrality, and ethical considerations in building a future-ready organization. The

researcher’s goal of developing an assessment model aligns with these insights to

measure and enhance future readiness.
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B.4 Interview 4

This interview’s participant is a business professional with an impressive 30 years

of experience in IT, banking, and retail. As their background was the start of the

interview, valuable insights and reflections on various aspects of the business world

emerged.

Adaptability and agility were among the first topics we explored. The participant

emphasized the importance of these qualities, highlighting that they must be ac-

companied by a clear strategic direction. Without a solid plan guiding adaptation

efforts, businesses risk wandering aimlessly in the face of ever-changing markets and

customer demands.

After which a discussion about the relationship between agility and innovation

started. The participant eloquently explained that the degree of innovation within

an organization is intricately linked to its agility. Embracing new ideas and ap-

proaches allows businesses to stay ahead of the curve and respond effectively to

emerging trends.

A key theme that emerged from our conversation was the significance of learning

organizations and their employees. The participant passionately stated that they

form the foundation for success in any industry. They emphasized the importance

of nurturing and developing talent, noting that talent management should primar-

ily focus on the employer’s perspective, encouraging employees to reach their full

potential.

However, the participant also recognized that not everyone possesses the agile think-

ing required for adaptability. They expressed the need for businesses to identify and

nurture employees with a different spirit, individuals who thrive in dynamic and

fast-paced environments.

Our conversation then shifted towards leadership and collaboration. The participant

highlighted the importance of leaders adapting to new requirements and fostering

a culture that promotes agility and collaboration. They drew inspiration from the

movement in Germany, where companies actively assisted their suppliers to improve,

fostering a sense of partnership and mutual growth.

When discussing branding, the participant stressed its significance in today’s busi-

ness landscape. They observed that newer brands often exhibit more innovation,

while startups have an opportunity to build their reputation from scratch. With
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a well-crafted product plan and a dedication to excellence, these businesses can

establish a strong reputation and brand identity.

Risk management also emerged as a critical factor. The participant emphasized

that companies must be aware of the level of risk they are willing to take. While

greater risks can lead to better revenue and market gains, finding the right balance

is crucial for long-term success.

Customer-centrality, according to the participant, is more important now than ever

before. They stressed that businesses must prioritize understanding and meeting

customer requirements while ensuring timely product delivery. Failing to focus on

the customer can result in missed opportunities and losing ground to competitors.

Lastly, the impact of digitalization across different areas of a company was discussed.

The participant highlighted the need to measure the degree of technological inte-

gration, examining how much of the business processes are supported or handled by

technology compared to manual labor. This measurement provides valuable insights

into the company’s digitalization progress and areas for improvement. As the inter-

view drew to a close, the participant expressed their enthusiasm for the outcome of

this research.
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B.5 Interview 5

In this interview, with a senior management consultant who specializes in business

strategies, the topic of essential characteristics and strategies required for thriv-

ing in today’s and the future’s dynamic organizational environment was discussed.

Their expertise in guiding organizations towards future readiness provided valuable

insights into the essential qualities and strategies required for thriving in an ever-

changing business landscape.

According to the participant, a future-ready organization is one that exhibits the

ability to dynamically adapt to a constantly evolving business environment while

delivering value to stakeholders. In essence, it is an entity that embraces change,

finding a delicate equilibrium between stability and innovation, and proactively re-

sponds to emerging challenges. They emphasized the importance of recognizing the

inter-dependencies and connections within the ecosystem in which each organization

exists.

The participant underscored adaptability as the core characteristic of a future-ready

organization. Rather than solely focusing on being the first to introduce innova-

tions, organizations should prioritize their ability to respond and change effectively,

meeting the evolving needs of both their end customers and the broader industry.

While innovation remains a vital component, being future-ready entails prepared-

ness rather than necessarily being the primary innovator.

To be future-ready, a deep comprehension of market and industry dynamics is cru-

cial. The participant stressed the significance of constant monitoring and antici-

pation of shifts in customer needs and broader industry changes. By considering

the evolving expectations of end customers and aligning their strategies accordingly,

organizations can navigate the dynamic market and industry landscape more effec-

tively.

In conclusion, this enlightening interview shed light on the importance of adapt-

ability, value delivery, and innovation in building a future-ready organization. By

understanding the dynamics of the market and industry and responding to the ever-

changing needs of end customers, organizations can position themselves for success

amidst an uncertain future.
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C Multiple-case study

C.1 Case A

Figure 14: Maturity assessment list Case A
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C.2 Case B

Figure 15: Maturity assessment list Case B
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C.3 Case C

Figure 16: Maturity assessment list Case C
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C.4 Case D

Figure 17: Maturity assessment list Case D
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C.5 Case E

Figure 18: Maturity assessment list Case E



D
F
IN

A
L
F
U
T
U
R
E
-R

E
A
D
Y

M
A
T
U
R
IT

Y
L
IS
T

94

D Final future-ready maturity list

Figure 19: Final future-ready maturity assessment list
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