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ABSTRACT 

The capability to innovate and to carry innovation successfully down to markets will 

undoubtedly be a crucial determinant of the global competition among firms in the few 

upcoming years. There is growing awareness among business leaders that innovative activity is 

the main driver of economic growth as well as a potential factor in meeting global market 

challenges. But for innovation to flourish, companies need to understand the core of innovation 

and the role organizational factors play in the process of innovation. 

 

       In this thesis, we examined organizational structure, forms of innovation and competencies 

and capabilities and innovation. Two case studies, Kraft Foods and Qualcomm, were presented 

to carry out our research. Through a review of relevant literature, a theoretical framework, 

upon which the research model, the survey and interview questions were based, was 

constructed. Interviews were conducted with eight corporate executives, while the survey was 

executed with 20 respondents from various departments of each firm. Interviews data was 

analyzed with qualitative method while the collected responses from survey were analyzed 

with statistical hypothesis testing method. Both results were discussed in comparison with the 

literature. 

 

      The test results revealed the positive impact of competencies and capabilities on innovation 

for both firms. But the test results of company structure varied between the two firms. That 

can be explained by the rigidness of the structure through the different layers of the 

organization. Innovation forms were investigated in light of the importance of external 

knowledge sources for innovation. Qualcomm correlation results reflected their importance to 

innovate while Kraft foods gave a mixed message. 

 

Keywords: Open innovation, Closed innovation, Open strategy, Centralized structure, 

Decentralized structure, Competencies, Capabilities. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

“The world is changing our life style; and we have to deal with it. If we want to live to the 

rules of 30 year ago, that is not sustainable anymore,” said Chris Brighton, one of Kraft Foods 

directors during an interview for this thesis. Apparently, Mr. Brighton was referring to how 

innovation is crucial to maintain a sustainable growth in businesses. But, the industry of 

innovation is so complex and so multi-dimensional that nowadays it involves several business 

elements to be achieved. The innovation process does not start and finish only with presenting 

consumers new products. It is a mature concept, which involves every part of the business 

starting with business structure, innovation business model, and goes through marketing 

process and end product. But, with corporations growing giant and global, the process of 

innovation becomes even further complicated because it becomes the pillars on which 

globalized organizations rely to grow and survive. This thesis will take readers through 

innovation structures and innovation business models within those globalized companies. It will 

look into the contribution of the competencies and capabilities to innovation process as well. 

 

 

1.1. BACKGROUND 

Sustainable development is synonymous with progress and opportunities and requires a 

step-change improvement in performance. Merely doing better than what we are already doing 

is not sufficient to meet the needs and expectations of a growing world population. Companies 

are nowadays facing some outside challenges, such as social and environmental pressures, to 

work in sustainable ways. The World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) 

believes this can be achieved by addressing innovative opportunities that reflect changing social 

expectations and support a transition to greater sustainability. With this in mind, majority of 

firms are listing sustainability through innovation at the top of their agendas. But to achieve this 

sustainability, companies need to fully understand the concept of innovation and how it can be 

applied to their business strategies. 



Nurturing Innovation | 8 

When we started our journey with this thesis, we were conscious that we had chosen a 

concept with broad definition, which, in many ways, is hard to tackle. As we dug deeper in 

published literature about innovation, our knowledge was enriched by how the concept had 

progressed and how different theories emerged around it.  As a concept overview, innovation is 

a process of transforming new ideas and knowledge into new products and services.  However, 

the development of the term started to take shape late in 1930s with Schumpeter, who will be 

discussed extensively in the next chapter. Nowadays, the term is broadly used to refer to the 

creation of better or more effective products, services, design, process, or technology. 

Moreover, it can be linked to positive changes in efficiency, productivity, quality, 

competitiveness and market-share. 

The angle that interested us the most in innovation history was how the innovation 

concept shifted from the prevalent market-based theory of innovation in the 1980’s  towards 

the resource-based theory (Kotler, 1983; Porter, 1990). The market-based theory of innovation 

refers to the emergence of innovation opportunities in regard to new markets and applications. 

The resource-based theory is based on the organizations’ resources and dynamic capabilities, 

which determine the organizations' capacity to innovate. Today, the latter has become a very 

influential framework in the strategic management literature, and it has been complemented 

by related concepts such as core competences (Prahalad and Hamel, 1990) and dynamic 

capabilities (Teece et al, 1997). 

Innovation sources theory was another angle we chose to explore in this thesis. The 

paradigm of closed innovation, which says that innovation requires control to succeed, is not 

enough source in today's global markets. In 2003, Chesbrough introduced the term ‘Open 

Innovation,’ which combines internal and external sources to innovate. Even before the 

documentation of the term, it was applied widely by telecommunications and internet firms in 

the mid 1990s, where innovation was done through the collaboration of a number of firms 

(Kano, 2000, Kei 2002b). Chesbrough’s research was concentrated merely on hi-tech and global 

businesses, such as IBM and Xerox. But it was highly expected that 'Open Innovation' could be 

applied to all sizes and forms of the industry. The third angle we came across was how 
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companies’ structures affect innovation. This becomes more obvious in big companies, where 

the right company structure is crucial for intercommunications to work throughout the 

organization. The two main structures are centralized and decentralized. But, also, various 

degrees of centralization can be found in between. One can find global companies with 

different structures while having strong approach to innovation. As an example, Apple is a 

strictly centralized structure, while Google has an affinity toward a decentralized organization.  

With this thesis, we are aiming to provide the reader with deeper understanding of the 

innovation concept and how those three mentioned angles relate to innovation through both 

theoretical framework and empirical analysis.  

 

1.2. PROBLEM DISCUSSION 

Innovation as a concept came decades ago.  During those years, awareness of its 

importance to the prosperity and wellbeing of businesses has been raised to levels 

unprecedented.  Yet, the level of understanding the concept of innovation, its forms and 

applications among enterprises is surprisingly low.  A survey of 669 global company executives 

found that only 25% trust that their innovation was heading in the right direction (Tucker, 

2001).  For companies to succeed in applying innovative thinking, many factors need to be 

taken into account.  Corporate structure, strategy, vision, size and organization culture are 

some of these factors. As organisations grow large, wealthy and global, they face higher 

competition and higher challenges. They become more reliant on their innovation forces to stay 

in the lead or even in the competition per se.  So, the clash of innovation cultures among 

different enterprises heats up.  This clash of business cultures paves the way for theories to 

emerge about how a business can lead through innovation.  Most prevalent among these 

theories are the open and closed innovation business models. Peter Drucker and Henry 

Chesbrough (Galunic & Rodan, 1998) are scholars who preach open innovation in today's 

internationalized markets.  Besides these two theories, there's a heated discussion about the 

role of the corporate structure in driving innovation, and consequently, taking the lead in the 

market.  Prahalad and Hamel see centralization as essential for successful innovation in, 
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especially, globalised organisations (Nyhan, 1998).  In contrast, Malone in the Future of Work 

(2004) finds that decentralization, as a structure, is a more effective model to drive innovation 

in today's globalized markets (Malone, 2004).  Regardless of companies’ structures or 

innovation forms, all those theories stress the need for a solid platform on which innovation is 

built. This platform needs to be based upon companies’ competence and dynamic capabilities 

(Jaruzelski & Dehoff, 2010). 

 

 1.3. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND PURPOSE 

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate how innovation is fostered in global companies 

and the tools used for innovation to thrive in a globalised environment.  The investigation will 

be conducted by looking into the companies' structures, forms of innovation and the metrics, 

which measure innovation success or failure.  In addition, it will also shed light upon 

competencies, dynamic capabilities and the roles they play in establishing innovation platforms. 

This thesis aims to offer a better understanding of the complexity of the process of innovation 

in global companies and the synergy between various factors, which could have a huge impact 

on innovation.  It will also look into what companies base their innovation choices on and the 

patterns companies follow in real business settings.  

The main research question to be answered in this master thesis is: 

What nurtures innovation in globalized companies? This will be looked trough studying the 

following factors: 

a) Forms of innovation essential for global organizations 

b) The relation between the structure and innovation of the organization 

c) The importance of core competencies/dynamic capabilities for innovation  

 

Those research questions will be investigated with statistical hypothesis testing. This will be 

based upon data collected from survey questionnaires from two case studies, Kraft Foods and 

Qualcomm. 
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Figure 1: Proposed Research Model  

 

1.4. DE-LIMITATIONS 

This thesis looks into two case studies to explore innovation. The aim was to find two global 

companies of similar sizes. Kraft Foods in the UK was chosen to be the first case study as one of 

the researchers of this thesis is a current employee. The challenge was to find a comparable 

company in the US, where the second researcher resides. This proved to be challenging due to 

some corporate policies in the US. Luckily, Qualcomm agreed to collaborate. Although It 

employs less people than Kraft, it is still considered a global organization. Both companies 

agreed to give their support for the thesis by allowing interviews and survey to be conducted 

with their employees. They, however, strongly insisted on the confidentiality of certain 

information, especially parts relating to internal innovation strategies within each organization.  

 

1.5. THESIS STRUCTURE 

The thesis is structured in 7 chapters.   Chapter 1 which is the introduction chapter talks 

about the theoretical problem of the thesis, the background and the reason for choosing this 

problem and finally the research question to be investigated. Chapter 2, 4, and 5 are the core of 

Innovation Business 
Model 

Organization’s 
Structure 

Competencies /  
Capabilities 

Innovation 
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this paper.  Chapter 2 is the theory part and this is divided into different sections. Section 1 

provides the reader with an extensive overview about the history of innovation and the 

scholars who will be discussed in this thesis such as Schumpeter, Drucker and Chesbrough. It 

also explains different type and sources of innovation and how innovation can be measured.  

Section 2 reviews the different theories about innovation in the literature, while section 3 

discusses the different views about how innovation can be linked to company structure. Section 

4 talks about competencies and capabilities for innovation.  Chapter 3 talks mainly about the 

method approach in this thesis with some details about data collection for the analysis. Chapter 

4 looks into chosen companies as case studies and presents the analysis performed from both 

the theory and the empirical findings.  Chapter 5 includes results of analysis and discussions. 

Chapter 6 is discussion of the results. Lastly, Chapter 7 offers the reader conclusions of the 

study suggestions for future research work. 

 

 

2. THEORY 

This chapter studies the concept of Innovation through history, different innovation 

business models and how company structure influences innovation. It will also look into the 

different forms of competencies and capabilities in relation to innovation. 

 

2.1. INNOVATION  

Concept overview: Innovation is a process of transforming new ideas and knowledge into 

new products and services.  Nowadays, the term Innovation is broadly used to refer to the 

creation of better or more effective products or services, design, process, technology, among 

others.  Moreover, it can be linked to positive changes in efficiency, productivity, quality, 

competitiveness, market share, etc. 

The innovation concept has been shifted from the prevalent market-based theory of 

innovation in the 1980’s (Kotler, 1983; Porter, 1990) towards the resource-based theory of 

innovation.   The market-based theory of innovation refers to the emergence of innovation 
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opportunities in regard to new markets and applications.  The resource-based theory of 

innovation and dynamic capabilities is based on the organizations’ resources and dynamic 

capabilities, which determine the organizations capacity to innovate. 

 

2.1.1. History of Innovation 

The term Innovation has been in the literature of economics since its earliest days although 

it has been used in different senses.  On one hand, classical economists considered innovation 

to be belonging to "outside catastrophes”, which have an impact on the economy but is not 

part of it (Drucker, 1983).   Joseph Schumpeter, on the other hand, saw innovation as a tool for 

growth. He defined innovation in two ways: 1) Innovation is a “new combination” of skills, 

resources, and manufacturing equipment (Schumpeter, 1934); 2) it is “the setting up of a new 

production function” (Schumpeter 1939).  The Austrian-born economist, Schumpeter, 

associated innovation with “Creative Destruction”, a phrase derived originally from Marxist 

economic theory and prompted by Schumpeter as a new theory of economic innovation and 

progress. “Creative Destruction is a process where the opening up of new markets and the 

organizational development illustrate the same process of industrial mutation, that incessantly 

revolutionizes the economic structure from within, incessantly destroying the old one, 

incessantly creating a new one” (Schumpeter, 1942).   

Entrepreneurship is the essence of innovation in Schumpeter’s view. This view has 

influenced other scholars after him, especially Peter Drucker, whose father was a friend of 

Schumpeter.  Drucker, known for his management theory, saw also the link between innovation 

and entrepreneurship “Innovation is the specific instrument of entrepreneurship. The act that 

endows resources with a new capacity to create wealth” (Drucker, 1993). 

  Drucker believed that innovation starts with a systematic analysis of opportunities, which 

should be carried out on a regular basis.  He identified seven sources of opportunities for 

innovation (Drucker, 1985). He also said innovation has to be simple and focused. Drucker 

pointed out that while innovation may have a long-term impact, it is important for companies 

to innovate for the present, not for the future.   
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In the late 1980’s, a sense rose that there was a need for external knowledge and corporate 

relations; and this would change the course of the innovation concept. A few scholars touched this 

subject. Teece, for example, wrote about the complementary asset (1986); and Cohen & Levinthal talked 

about the importance of outside sources of knowledge for innovation (1990). But none used a special 

term to build on the innovation concept. It wasn’t until the early 1990’s when new tendencies in 

organization’s behavior became clear. First, the tendency toward vertical integration in industrial 

organization in form of specialization, outsourcing and networking (Christensen, 2005) ; secondly, the 

tendency toward intensive R&D-intensive firms with diverse technological profile(Christensen, 2005) ; 

thirdly, the tendency toward different R&D distribution in the firms by moving from central R&D to 

smaller local R&D’s (Christensen, 2005). Those changes, especially the third one, were contributing 

factors for a new innovation model to emerge by Henry Chesbrough. Chesbrough went a step further 

than Teece, Cohen and Levinthal and other scholars by defining this new concept and giving it the name 

of “Open Innovation (Chesbrough, 2003). 

 

2.1.2. Types of Innovation  

According to Joseph Schumpeter (1934) there are five main types of innovation as follows: 

� New product or service:  Also known as Product or Service Innovation. It refers to the 

introduction of a new good or service, which can be easily sold and that is not currently 

offered in the market. Modifications and improvements on existing products also fall in 

this category.  

� New method of production: Includes Design Innovation, Process Innovation & 

Technology Innovation. It means introducing or testing a new method with the purpose 

to gain some benefits on the quality of the goods and the productions costs.  

� New source of supply: Refers to the acquisition of new source of supply for raw 

materials of partially manufactured goods.  This has a direct influence on the quality and 

selling price of the new goods. 

� New market or application: Entering new markets will help to increase the firm’s market 

share. 

� New method of organizing your firm or industry: Also known as Business Model 
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Innovation. It refers to creating new ways of organizing business resources. 

Further types of innovation were originated around Schumpeter’s theories.   Peter Drucker 

is one of innovation scholars who added four additional types of innovation (Drucker, 1993): 

�  Incremental Innovation: Focuses on continuous improvement of cost and feature of 

existing processes, products or services that are performing well in the market. This 

helps firms to improve competitiveness versus other similar industries. 

� Breakthrough Innovation:  Also known as Radical Innovation. It normally changes the 

entire fundamentals of the business by either transforming the existing industry or 

creating a new one. The focus in radical innovation is on products, processes or services 

that can offer improvements in performance and cost. 

� Additive Innovation:  Means fully exploiting existing resources (e.g. product lines 

extensions).  Those innovation opportunities should not take resources away from 

complementary or breakthrough innovation opportunities. 

� Complementary Innovation:  Offers something new while changing the business 

structure.  

Disruptive innovation is another term introduced by Clayton M. Christensen in 1995 in his 

article Disruptive Technologies. The term is used in literature to describe innovations that improve a 

product or service in ways that the market does not expect. The product is designed firstly for a 

different set of consumers in the new market and, later, for all existing customers by lowering prices 

in the existing market. 

 

2.1.3. Sources of Innovation  

According to Peter Drucker (1985), there are seven sources of opportunities for innovation. 

Four of those exist within a company or industry and the rest outside the company in its social 

and intellectual environment. 

The four sources existing within a company or industry are: 

� The unexpected: Refers to unexpected success or failure influenced by either internal or 

external events.  Drucker considers unexpected occurrences to be the easiest and 
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simplest source of opportunity. Many companies dismiss, disregard and even resent 

them. 

� Incongruity: Refers to the difference between reality as it actually is and reality as it is 

assumed to be.  Drucker explains that such incongruities between a company’s 

expectations and the actual results may open up opportunities for innovation.   

� Process need: Is about exploiting newly created processes or adapted ones according to 

the company’s need. This helps companies in increasing efficiently and consequently 

achieving their objectives. 

� Industry and Market Structure: Refers to the industry structure that changes rapidly, 

catching everyone unaware, but most importantly, creating great opportunities for 

innovation (Drucker, 1985). 

The three sources that involves changes outside of the firm: 

� Demographics:  This involves changes in age, income, education and population. 

According to Drucker, demographics are the most reliable sources of innovation.  

� Changes in perception: Drucker explains that what determines how people perceive 

something is mood rather than facts.  As a result, changes in perception as well as mood 

and meaning open up big innovation opportunities. 

� New knowledge: Drucker sees that: “Knowledge-based innovations have the longest 

lead time of all innovations. There is a protracted span between the emergence of new 

knowledge and its distillation into usable technology.  Then there is another long period 

before this new technology appears in the marketplace in products, processes, or 

services” (1985)  

 

2.1.4. Measurements and Indicators 

Innovation happens long before the benefits are realized. To answer the question 'how 

innovation is measured,' companies need to be very specific about what they are measuring. 

According to a Wikipedia (Innovation, n.d.), there are two levels of measuring innovation: 

organizational and political. Since the focus of this thesis is corporate innovation, it will only 
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discuss some of the common ways innovation is measured by organizations (Davila et al 2006) 

as follows:  

� Balanced scorecard: This is a performance management tool for managers to keep track 

of executed activities. 

� Number of patents  

� Net revenue: In many companies a certain percentage of net revenue should be 

generated from innovation. 

� R&D spending, customer satisfaction, employees’ motivation and time to market are 

other indicators of innovation. 

Diffusion of innovation, also referred to as the life cycle of innovation, can also be 

considered as another method for companies to measure innovation. This is done by looking at 

how innovation product is conceived by consumers over its life cycle, the product’s penetration 

in the market and the market share it generates. This theory was originally generated by 

Everett Rogers in 1962.  

 

 

Figure 2: The diffusion of innovations according to Rogers. With successive groups of consumers 

adopting the new technology (shown in blue), its market share (yellow) will eventually reach the 

saturation level.  
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Source: Wikipedia, Diffusion of Innovations 

 

2.2. MAIN THEORIES OF INNOVATION BUSINESS MODELS 

This part of the thesis will shed light upon the different models of theoretical innovation 

framework: how innovation business models have developed and what rationales are behind 

them. 

 

2.2.1. Traditional Innovation Business Model 

The concept of traditional innovation, also known as “closed innovation” (Chesbrough, 

2003), has been around since the twenties of the last century, when companies were self-

reliant and innovation was managed and controlled through the whole cycle of the product 

(“Closed Innovation”, Wikipedia).  All companies' findings would, normally, be protected 

through intellectual property system (IP), trademarks and brand names. At the time, it was very 

rare for universities and governmental institutes to be involved in any form of commercial 

application of scientific findings. Hence, companies had to rely on their own resources, 

especially on their R&D departments, to develop ideas for commercial use (Chesbrough, 2003). 

This model proved to form the basis for innovation over the years and it is still adopted by 

many companies up to the present day. But, as with most business models, closed innovation 

can have both positive and negative effects on businesses, depending on the organization’s 

outlook and its strategic goals.  Closed innovation firms tend to make huge investments in their 

R&D facilities through recruiting expensive talent and by exclusive technological developments, 

which usually results in creating stacks of intellectual properties. These R&D investments help 

the firms to build "absorptive capacity," the capability to utilize other firms' inventions, and 

exclusive knowledge on certain technologies (Herzog, 2011). By doing so, companies are 

ensuring exclusivity regarding their findings and creations. This provides them with competitive 

advantage in the market.   

 “Traditional business strategy has guided firms to develop defensible positions against 

the forces of competition and power in the value chain, implying the importance of 
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constructing barriers to competition, rather than promoting openness” (Chesbrough & 

Appleyard, 2007).   

However, investing in internal R&D confines firms within limited research areas. That 

limitedness is not a favorable sign because firms might not be able to keep up with the pace of 

changes in the swiftly-evolving technological fields. Consequently, firms can lose some or all of 

their market shares or even entry to new markets (Herzog, 2011). 

 

2.2.2. Open Innovation Business Model 

      With increasing development costs and shortening product trend life cycles, companies are 

not able to meet market requirements by only depending on their own R&D capacity. This 

problem prompted firms to seek a new business model: Open Innovation.  It connects internal 

and external knowledge and considers both as equally important, 

“In general Open Innovation companies do not need to invent the most new knowledge 

or the best new knowledge to win. Instead they win by making the best use of internal 

and external knowledge in a timely way, creatively combining that knowledge in new 

and different ways to create new products or services”. (Chesbrough, 2003) 

Hence, Chesbrough will be the focus of discussion in this part of the theory as he is the one 

who invented the term of “Open Innovation”. 

Chesbrough sees the Open Innovation model as a replacement for the closed innovation 

paradigm in the agenda of the firms. In his article “The Era of Open Innovation”, he points to 

some potential reasons for this shift: 

� The availability and mobility of skilled workers.  

� Increase in venture market capital, where access to capital becomes easier. 

� The need for ideas to find channels for commercialization, rather than being stacked on 

the shelves. 

� Availability of external partners with different capabilities who might provide the firm 

with what it cannot achieve by itself. 
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Over the past two decades, Open Innovation has been the focus of attention, especially 

when it comes to globalization. 

Some of the highlighted advantages gained from practicing Open Innovation are: 1) internal 

ideas can be distributed to the market through new external channels such as ventures, spin-

offs and out-licensing of technologies (Chesbrough, 2005), 2) The spillovers of innovation 

projects can be explored as an opportunity to establish new business ventures (Chesbrough, 

2005), 3) IP, whose role is to protect companies from their rivals and competitors, can also 

deliver revenues to the enterprise by trading it in the market (Chesbrough, 2005). 

Having said that, Open Innovation has to be treated as a complementary source to in-house 

R&D rather than a substitute for it (Ove Granstrand & his colleagues, 1997, P 13). Companies 

must keep on investing in internal research in order to be able to absorb external technology 

(Cohen & Levinthal, 1990).  

 

Figure 3: Open and Closed Innovation Funnels Source: Chesbrough 2003 

Differences between closed and open innovation concepts are summarized and listed in the 

following table: 
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Table 1: Difference between closed and open innovation 

Closed Innovation Open Innovation 

The smart people in our field work for us Not all smart people work for us. We need to 
work with smart people inside and outside the 
company 

To profit from R&D, we must discover it, develop 
it and ship it ourselves 

External R&D can create significant value. 
Internal R&D is needed to claim some portion of 
that value 

The company that gets innovation to market first 
will win 

Building a better business model is more 
important than getting to market first 

If we create the most and the best ideas in the 
industry, we will win. 

If we make the best use of internal and external 
ideas, we will win. 

We should control our IP, so that our 
competitors cannot profit from it. 

We should profit from other’s use of our IP 
(license out) and we should license in other’s IP 
whenever it advances our business model. 

We will own all results from contract research 
with universities 

We will partner with universities to create 
knowledge and encourage use outside our field 

Source: Innovation can be Closed or Open @ Innovation Toolbox 

2.3. CORPORATE STRUCTURE AND INNOVATION 

Corporate structure is the skeleton of the organization.  It reflects how the business is 

driven. Many scholars tie the model of innovation to the firms' structures. There is a heated 

debate about two forms of corporate structure in the literature: centralized and decentralized 

structures. 

  

2.3.1. Centralized Structure 

Prahalad and Hamel (1990) are the supporters of this concept. They believe in centralized 

structure and in core competencies to be the root of any end product and a must-have for 

innovation to prosper. In their article, The Core competence of the Corporation, they highlight 

the risk of shifting from centralization to decentralization as the latter, they say, can cause 

fragmentation in the company’s core competencies. This will result in underinvestment in core 
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competencies, imprisoned resources and "bounded" innovation. Innovation will be limited to 

only those opportunities at hand.  

Argyres and Silver (2004) are two other scholars who also link innovation to corporate 

structure. They view R&D centralization as an effective way to promote innovation, having 

greater impact on the firm. They also point out the relationship between R&D structure and 

R&D funding authority.  According to the scholars, a centralized R&D decision-making process 

seems to have a positive impact on R&D funding. 

“We find that firms with centralized R&D organization structures (i.e. corporate R&D 

labs only) and centralized R&D budget authority (i.e. funds coming from corporate 

headquarters) generate innovation that are significantly different on several dimensions 

from those generated by firms with decentralized R&D organizations. In particular, firms 

with centralized R&D organizations generate innovation that has a higher level of 

impact, and impact upon a broader range of technological area, than do firms with 

decentralized R&D organizations.” (Argyres & Silver, 2004) 

Kay adds another dimension to centralized R&D structure. He says a centralized structure 

can be a way to pursue the so-called, “non-specific research”, which can be described as 

research projects to invent radical technologies. The argument for the above goes: division 

managers and engineers in centralized R&D structure focus mostly on radical research 

opportunities, which lead to innovation rather than customer-centered needs (Kay, 1988; 

Christensen and Brawer, 1996). 

 

2.3.2. Decentralization Structure 

This type of structure is becoming more common for large corporations with divisions 

sprawled worldwide.  Malone (2004) sees decentralization as a way to encourage motivation 

and creativity. It allows many minds to work simultaneously on the same problem, and it 

accommodates flexibility and individualization.  

 Improved efficiency of information processing for operating activities with the organization 

and minimizing scope of managerial opportunism are the fruits of decentralization.  In a 
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decentralized firm, both managers and employees are knowledgeable about their products and 

markets. They are in charge of their departments (Williamson, 1985). The same goes for 

decentralized R&D divisions (Argyres & Silverman, 2004).  Decentralization of R&D, especially 

geographic decentralization of global companies, narrows the distance between companies and 

their customers, the “end-users” (Leiponen & Helfat, 2006). This, in particular, will lead to 

broadening the innovation scope, especially if the success of innovation depends on 

understanding the need of the customers (Von Hippel, 1988). 

 Looking at the other side of the story, decentralization carries some unfavorable effects. 

Both Argyres and Silverman (2004) argue that decentralization results in incremental, low-

impact innovation.  Christensen and Bower (1996) agree with this. They point out the risk of 

focusing too much on current customer needs and overlook some opportunities for radical 

innovation outside of the current customers’ scope. 

Profit-driven innovation in decentralized organization might affect decision-making process. 

The risk of not achieving economies of scale can hinder companies from pursuing some 

innovation projects when the required resources to pursue innovation might not be justified by 

the costs of the project (Malone, 2004).  Knowledge sharing or knowledge transfer is yet 

another element that can slow innovation in decentralized structure. This phenomenon is even 

more critical in global companies as knowledge transfer can be costly and demanding. And, it 

depends mostly on the tacitness of the knowledge (Kogut and Zander, 1993). 

This concern depends usually on the scope of the project and the expected outcomes and 

will have to be evaluated depending of the situation.  

 

2.4. COMPETENCIES, CAPABILITIES AND INNOVATION 

Prahalad and Hamel are among the first scholars who pointed out to the necessity of core 

competencies for technological companies (1990).  Core competence is defined by the scholars 

as “the collective learning in the organization, especially how to coordinate diverse production 

skills and integrate multiple stream in technologies”.  The process of building core 

competencies is time consuming, and companies will only be able to harvest the benefits in the 
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long run. This makes firms realize that relying on a few core competencies might not be the 

best option, especially if they need to respond to quick market reactions (Christensen, J, F., 

2005).  Since Open Innovation is becoming more common, the need for internal and external 

knowledge and competencies become an essential factor for companies to pursue innovation. 

Therefore, “dynamic capabilities,” a new concept, was needed to serve innovation in a better 

way at a time when firms need to deal with market changes and challenges. This concept allows 

managers to “integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competencies to address 

rapidly changing environments.” (Teece et al., 1997, P 516). 

However, dynamic capabilities can come in different forms and depend, to a certain extent, 

on the strategy and business model of the firm.  Technology-driven firms need capabilities 

different than those of market-driven firms. 

 

2.4.1. Technology-Driven Organizations 

Technological capabilities are believed to be the technical skills that firms possess. They can 

be in the form of knowledgeable people or special techniques and technologies, which give a 

company a lead in the market.  Those capabilities are usually firm-specific and vary from one 

firm to another depending on the size of the firm, R&D investments or on the industrial 

strategies the firm pursues (Lall, 1992). 

 

2.4.2. Market-Driven Organizations 

Uncles (2000) defines market-driven organizations as firms having “a thorough 

understanding of customers and potential customers, including their changing needs and 

wants.”  

 In a market-driven organization, the customer is the focus of the business. Satisfying 

customers will reward the business in form of higher profit and a happier shareholder 

(Webster, 1994.) For a company to understand its customer and achieve success, it needs to 

build some market-oriented capabilities, identified by Craven and Shipp (1991) as follows: 
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� Market awareness: the business needs to know its customers and its market in order to be 

able to lay out its substantial strategic planning and achieve its target. 

� Organizational flexibility: flatter organizational structure to speed the information transfer 

throughout the whole company levels and flexibility in adopting new information and 

changes in customer needs and market reactions.   

� Strategy vision: a clear vision and future directions enhances company’s ability to deliver 

consistent and superior value for its customers. 

� External relationships: have the benefits of providing the business access to some new 

information or technologies that can create synergy for the business. 

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

This chapter will cover the research method used to answer the research questions: how 

data will be gathered and the methodological approach chosen to process the data. 

 

3.1. MULTI-METHOD CASE STUDIES 

The objective of the study often determines the appropriate method to be used. The aim of 

this study is to understand the connection between innovation, the business models and 

companies structures. It is beyond the objective of this thesis to identify best practices for 

innovation. Rather, it is to understand the innovation phenomenon through the eyes of 

company leaders and employees.  

The common scientific approaches discussed by many scholars are qualitative, quantitative 

or a mix of both {this is referred to as multi-method approach} (Brannen, 1992). Qualitative 

research methods are mostly used when the emphasis is on open research questions with the 

aim to gain new insight on the subject, while quantitative ones depend on statistical tools to 

produce data and numbers without bringing new insights (Bryman, 2006).  

Multi-method approach is becoming more acceptable in today’s studies. Bryman (2006) 

argues that this method has not got a solid ground yet in the literature relating to why it should 
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be chosen above other methods. Hence it might be lacking some confidence in its validity. 

However, it might bring more new insights to the research than the researchers expect. But, 

when using this method, it is of utmost importance to clarify objective of and the rationale 

behind choosing it. 

Here is our argument for the approach. Innovation is a broad concept and has not been 

explored well enough. Therefore, it must benefit from the multi-method approach by allowing 

the exploration of both the particulars and generics of the topic. “Mixing makes room for both 

the exploratory inductive process that begins with empirical evidence of the particular and 

proceeds to a level of abstracting/theorizing/generalizing and the confirmatory deductive 

process of hypothesis testing of theories” (Rocco, Bliss, Gallagher, & Perez-Prad, 2003).    Multi-

method approach will also help to sharpen the findings through the following justifications: 

� Complementarity: one method will enhance and clarify the results of the other, 

especially when the qualitative method is done with a certain group of participants and 

quantitative method with a peer group of the participants. (Greene, Caracelli, & 

Graham, 1989) 

� Development: One method can be conducted before the second, the thing that helps to 

shape the questions of the second method. (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham 1989). 

� Triangulation: provides validation for a certain finding as the same phenomenon will be 

investigated in three different ways. 

The research strategy followed is the comparative multi-case as we are choosing two 

companies for analyses. A case study is defined as an empirical inquiry that investigates a 

phenomenon within its real-life context, where mutt-source evidence is used. It can be both 

single and multiple and can be based on any combination of qualitative and quantitative data 

(Yin, 1994).  

As concluded from the nature of our research questions, a comparative multi-case study 

seems to be the most suitable choice for our thesis. It will produce a better overview of how 

innovation is nurtured in global firms.  Multiple cases normally strengthen the results by 

replicating the pattern-matching, and, according to Yin, it increases the confidence in the 
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robustness of the theory (1994). It also allows for the comparison of findings of a specific 

phenomenon in different settings (Darke et al., 1998). 

 

3.2. TYPE OF STUDY 

The type of the study indicates three ways of approaching research questions:  

exploratory, explanatory, and descriptive (Ghauri and Gronhaug, 2005). 

Exploratory type is used when the problem is unclear, not well-known or unstructured. This 

method allows the investigator to diagnose the problem, look at the different alternatives and 

extract ideas that help to formulate research questions and develop hypothesis. 

Descriptive type, contrary to exploratory, is used when the problem is already known and well- 

structured, i.e., it can provide answers to where, what, who, how and when questions.  

Casual type is also used when the problem is structured. It deals with the relation between 

cause and effect, separating causes then reporting whether and to what extent causes result in 

effect.  

This thesis' aim is to understand how different innovation business models and companies’ 

structures contribute to innovation in global firms. As mentioned earlier, innovation has a 

broad definition and is unclear subject, which requires an extensive literature review in order to 

extract ideas and then formulate research questions. This makes the study type of this thesis 

exploratory.  

 

3.3. DATA COLLECTION 

According to Yin (1994), a certain protocol should be followed in case study research. This 

protocol helps to maintain the reliability of the study and must have the following sections: 

� Overview of the case study project   

� Field procedures (credentials and access to sites, sources of information)  

� Case study research questions  

� A guide for case study report  
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The overview part covers and communicates the purpose of the thesis to the readers in 

form of research questions. The field procedures part includes the data collection and must be 

carefully designed. The role of the interviewers becomes minimal as the procedures become 

the most important tool for data collection (Yin, 1994).  

The qualitative method in our case is semi-structured interviews, while the quantitative one 

is structured questionnaires in form of a survey. 

Participants of the interviews were chosen based on a non-probability sampling method. 

The number of interviewees should be large enough to cover most aspects of the project and 

give enough data to draw conclusions. The number must not be too small lest the information 

sources be limited. In total eight interviews were conducted with VPs, Directors and managers 

of each company. The approach to determine the number of the interviews was as follows: 

Searching in existing academic literature about guidelines for the number of interviewees. Most 

of the articles talk about saturation as a guideline for deciding on the number of interviewees 

(Lincoln and Guba, 1985). This was experienced in this case when a pattern of responses started 

to emerge by the time half of the interviews were conducted. Therefore, it was decided to limit 

the interview numbers between 8 and 10. 

 By looking into the structures of both companies and the number of representative 

departments (R&D, Finance, Operation, Marketing, and Consumer Insights). A representative 

was selected from each department. 

To get additional insight into open innovation, we included an interview with Mr. Thomas 

Garbe, head of Corporate Technology Innovation and Technology Management at Bosch 

Siemens at the Munich Office in Germany. Bosch Siemens is one of Kraft Foods main partners. 

As for the survey, a probability sampling method was followed. According to Bryman 

(1988), the data should be collected on a cross-section of employees and at a single time-point. 

Following this recommendation, 20 to 30 employees were selected randomly across different 

departments and were asked to complete an online structured questionnaire. 

The interviews were semi-structured. They contained a list of key areas and questions. The 

reason behind favouring semi-structured interviews over structured ones is that they allow for 
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a more open form of discussion between the interviewers and the participant and are easier to 

navigate the order of the questions in a way which fits the interview. This form of structured 

interviews also allows for getting deeper into the discussion and maybe getting more into 

personal opinions of the participant (Gray, 2004). In addition, the researcher can explain or 

rephrase the questions if respondents are unclear about the questions.  Corbetta (2003, P 270) 

explains semi-structured interviews as follows: "The order in which the various topics are dealt 

with and the wording of the questions are left to the interviewer’s discretion. Within each topic, 

the interviewer is free to conduct the conversation as he thinks fit, to ask the questions he 

deems appropriate in the words he considers best, to give explanation and ask for clarification if 

the answer is not clear, to prompt the respondent to elucidate further if necessary, and to 

establish his own style of conversation." 

The interviewees were asked questions about the concept of innovation in general and 

about innovation strategies in more specific terms (interview questions attached in Appendix). 

They were also asked to illustrate their answers with some examples of events that had an 

impact on innovation in their views. 

 A drawback of this method is the need for the researcher to be trained, experienced and 

confident enough to be able to navigate the situation and to ask prompt questions. Ethical 

issues were taken into consideration when the interviews were conducted as confidentiality of 

information and the right for the interviewees to draw back any data related to company’s 

privacy. The interviews were done face-to-face, lasted 60 min and were audio recorded. At 

Kraft foods: the interviews were conducted at three of Kraft offices: UK, Zurich and USA. 

Qualcomm interviews were conducted at: Qualcomm’s southeast regional office located in 

Orlando, Florida.  

The survey (structured questionnaire) has been structured in nine sections: the first three 

sections aim to capture data about self-efficacy of the respondent and his/her attitude towards 

the employer. Self-efficacy in psychological terms corresponds to a person’s belief in his/her 

competence. According to the self-efficacy theory, the individual’s expectations determine the 

outcomes of his behavior as it affects the decision to be taken and the estimated efforts to be 
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required before any action (Bandura, 1977). This will be tested in this thesis by measuring the 

correlation between the outcomes of the innovation in the company and the employee’s self-

perceptions of his ability to innovate. 

 The last six sections cover: Innovation Strategy, Knowledge Sources, Company Structure, 

Competencies and Capabilities, Tools for Measuring Innovations, and finally Innovation 

Execution.  The survey aims to take no more than 15 min of the employees’ time and will be 

distributed online via survey monkey. 

Interviews and survey will provide the primary data for this thesis, while secondary data 

will be collected from various documents as:  1) company’s annual reports, 2) internet 

published reviews and press releases by reliable journals such as the Economist and Wall Street 

Journal, among others, 3) Published interviews with Companies key personnel. 

 

3.4. DATA - ANALYSIS METHOD 

As the study of this thesis depends on qualitative and quantitative research methods, two 

different methods of analysis will be applied to the collected data. As to the interview part, 

Mills and Huberman (1996) will be followed. The process will start with data reductions as this 

will help to sharpen and sort out the data in different categories, which will then allow for 

conclusions to be drawn. This will help in comparing the results and to see the similarities and 

differences between the two cases and how this can be explained based on the theoretical 

framework.   

As for the survey part, a descriptive statistics will be used to analyze the data.  Correlation 

methods as Pearson’s correlation will also be used to measure the strength between variable 

associated and to test hypothesis. 

 

 

 

3.5. RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY 
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In quantitative research, reliability is synonymous with consistency, stability and 

predictability and tells whether the results are replicable (Salkind, 1997).  But, validity is 

associated with truthfulness, accuracy, authenticity, genuineness and soundness. It checks 

whether the means of measurement are accurate and are measuring what they are meant to 

(Salkind, 1997).  However, qualitative researchers say that validity and reliability may not apply 

to qualitative study in the same way (Golafashani, 2003). 

Both qualitative and quantitative approaches need credibility. The credibility of a 

qualitative research (also viewed as validity and reliability) depends on the efforts of the 

researcher since every step of the research study, the problem and hypothesis formulation, 

data protocol collection and analysis, should be validated (Egonsdotter, 2002). Dependability 

and conformability are two other terms used with qualitative data. Dependability refers to 

looking for accurate and suitable documentation of unexpected occurrences in the 

phenomenon under study since it might have an effect on the variables of the study (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985).  Conformability is a term used to demonstrate neutrality in the research findings 

and analyses, keeping the research as objective as possible (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  

Regarding quantitative research, Kirk and Miller (1986) points out three types of reliability 

associated with this term: 

 The degree of consistency of results 

 The stability of the results over time 

 The similarity of the results within a given time period. 

 To comply with the above mentioned, the research tools that were used to write this 

master thesis were carefully selected, searching mainly for multi-sourced “peer reviewed” 

articles as well as material from well-known and trusted sources and researchers in the subject. 

Interviews are also audio recorded, transcribed and checked by the interviewees to confirm the 

accuracy of the information given.  Besides, the interview questions were reviewed and tested 

by external colleagues to make sure it is understandable and relevant to our thesis.  The survey 

was formulated using Cummins and Gullone (2000) recommendation on using likert scale. It 
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survey was also tested on external colleagues to make sure it is well-structured and clear. The 

same number of respondents will be tested in both companies. 

 

 

4. EMPIRICAL FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

This chapter covers the case studies chosen for this thesis and the results and analysis that 

can be drawn from the collected data. Firstly, in 4.1, Kraft Foods and Qualcomm are presented. 

Secondly, in 4.2, finding of the interviews will be summarized. Thirdly, in 4.3, survey data are 

analyzed using descriptive statistics and Pearson’s correlation. Finally, in 4.4, results and 

analysis centered around the research questions of this thesis are outlined. 

 

4.1. CASE STUDIES 

     Two global corporations were selected as case studies: Kraft Foods and Qualcomm. Both 

companies demonstrate ideal candidates for our study with offices scattered at different parts 

of the world. 

Kraft Foods, the world second largest food company, is operating in more than 75 countries 

and with sales in approximately 170 countries. The company is active in a wide range of 

packaged food categories, but its main focus is biscuits, chocolate, confectionary, beverages 

and cream cheese.   The company experienced changes it its strategies after the spinoff from 

Altria in March 2007. The changes involved moving from a centralized structure toward a more 

decentralized with the aim of “Organizing for Growth” led by the new CEO Irene Rosenfeld. In 

2010 the company moved to power brands and global categories based-strategy 

 Kraft depends to a large extend on acquisitions strategy as a tool to enter new markets. 

Danone’s biscuits and Cadbury were the latest big acquisitions by Kraft in 2007 and 2010. 
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Figure 4: Kraft Foods Operating Model             Source: Kraft Foods Inc. 

Qualcomm, an American global telecommunication corporation founded in 1985, is the 

world’s leader in next generation mobile technologies.  Qualcomm currently has 167 locations 

worldwide (including headquarters office in San Diego, California), employing 17,500 people.   

Qualcomm is the inventor of the CDMA technology, which is used in communication as 

wireless cellular standards.  Qualcomm designs, manufactures and markets its own 

technologies (ideas and inventions as products and services) which not only drives wireless 

growth but also allows people to stay connected as well as to access information and 

entertainment.   

Qualcomm’s corporate structure includes four reporting segments:  

� Qualcomm CDMA Technologies (QCT), develops and supplies CDMA-based integrated 

circuits and system software for wireless voice and data communications, multimedia 

functions and global positioning system products. 
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� Qualcomm Technology Licensing (QTL), grants licenses or otherwise provides rights to 

use portions of its intellectual property portfolio, which includes certain patent rights 

essential to and/or useful in the manufacture and sale of certain wireless products. 

� Qualcomm Wireless & Internet (QWI), oversees enterprises services, government 

technology, and internet services in general.    

� Qualcomm Strategic Initiatives (QSI), manages Qualcomm’s ventures.   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Figure 5: Qualcomm Business Model                        Source: Qualcomm Inc. 

Qualcomm depends on developing its own technologies as well as acquisitions and strategic 

alliances/partnerships as tools for positioning and expansion.   Its latest big acquisitions were: 

Atheros Communications, Inc. in May 2011; all of the technology and other assets of HaloIPT in 

November 2011; and Qualcomm Life Inc. in December 2011. 

Qualcomm is a key player in 3G technologies, owning a significant number of patents which 

royalties represent a significant part of the company’s revenue.  Innovation is an essential 

element in the corporation’s culture and business model.  Qualcomm believes that by 

continuously innovate; the firm will improve and change the face of wireless communication 

while building tomorrows technologies today.   

 

4.2. INTERVIEW FINDINGS  

Interviews were conducted with members of both Kraft Foods and Qualcomm. The 
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information obtained from the interviews was analyzed in accordance with Miles and 

Huberman (1984).  Data was Sortied through identifying similar responses and relationships 

between themes. Relationships were put in categories that match the research questions of the 

thesis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: M&H Components of Data Analysis       Source: http://www.rasch.org/rmt/rmt91a.htm 

 

At Kraft Foods, the interviews started with asking the respondent to define innovation 

concept in the terms their companies. Majority viewed Kraft as a conservative company, where 

innovation is defined very narrowly. They limited its definition to new products and packaging.  

Kraft uses the decentralized structure (arguably some see it as a semi-decentralized structure) 

in their business. The move towards decentralization took place in 2007, when the new CEO 

Irene Rosenfelt took over after the spin-off from Phillip Morris in March of the same year. Some 

of the interviewees, who have been with the company long enough to experience the 

centralized structure pre-2007 and the new structure, expressed their satisfaction with the new 

structure as they saw its advantages in: 

� Brining the company closer to its end users. 

� Speeding up the pace of innovation by having business units accountable for driving 

innovation in their departments. 

A few interviewees highlighted some of the big problems with the old centralized structure. 

Both hierarchy and bureaucracy seemed two big hurdles that slowed innovation down. 

Data 
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Projects, small or big, would be designed and executed by top managerial leadership elite, 

without consulting the actual consumers. “Centralized structure talked to itself a lot,” said one 

of the interviewees. Some of the interviewees discussed Glocalization (a combination of 

globalization and localization) as being a favourite structure for giant companies of the likes of 

Kraft Foods. This model enables centrally executed ideas to be adopted by local regions with 

some form of customization applicable for the region.    

But, when innovation business models were discussed, all the eight interviewees pointed 

out that Kraft is doing more of a closed innovation than an open one. In fact, it is vital for 

companies to use the “know-how” knowledge and the competencies they possess to keep their 

own closed innovation going on while exploring and expanding their Open Innovation. The 

current open innovation at Kraft is mostly limited to the same suppliers and vendors. “If you 

keep going to the same vendor, you will always get the same answer,” said one of the 

respondents.    

Kraft depends on internal knowledge, suppliers, partners and vendors as sources of 

innovation. Acquisition is another big stake of innovation sources as pointed out by the eight 

interviewees. Acquisition does not bring only new technologies to Kraft, but also talented 

brains, networking and new markets.    

Nurturing innovation might not have been the top priority at Kraft’s agenda. This seems to 

be changing. One of the interviewees stressed that the acquired companies have lately brought 

new people onboard to oversee innovation. There are also attempts to integrate innovation in 

the whole organization at all levels without adding complexity to the structure of the business.  

Some interviewees even made suggestions regarding the acceleration of innovation within 

Kraft. One of those suggestions was to follow intuitions rather than research data in order to 

offer better incentives packages as a reward for patents, to get inspiration from outside the 

organization, not only from inside, and finally to rally round the companies goals and vision. 

Kraft sees innovation utterly essential not only for growth but also to satisfy its customers, the 

source of the company’s success and continuity.  
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At Qualcomm, all the eight interviewees saw Qualcomm as an innovation-driven company. 

“At Qualcomm, innovation is the key factor that drives our company toward success and keep us 

going in the industry,” said one of the interviewees when asked to define innovation. 

Qualcomm uses decentralization as its business model, which most of the interviewees see as 

an advantage with plenty of positive outcomes. Nevertheless, one interviewee remarked about 

decentralized strategy: “The advantage is that it’s easier to get things done, while a 

disadvantage could be that ideas outside your region may get lost, so the company may lose its 

own good ideas.” 

Qualcomm follows the open innovation strategy. Most of the interviewees agreed that 

Qualcomm has been implementing all types of innovation: product & services, technology & 

design, processes, business model, market & applications innovation. Similarly, the company 

exploits all kinds of innovation sources available at both levels, internal and external. The 

company internally develops new technology. But it also benefits from the new technologies it 

obtains through acquisitions, essential to Qualcomm. Likewise, Qualcomm has heavily invested 

in resources and built strong alliances and partnerships with other companies in the industry as 

well as at universities.  

While most corporations in the industry look at innovation as their core competency, 

Qualcomm identifies IP ownership (Intellectual Property) in the form of the new 

technology/inventions as its core competency. The interviewees tightly linked those resources 

of company’s capabilities and competencies to innovation.  

To Qualcomm, nurturing innovation among its employees is critical; therefore, innovation 

is engraved in the company’s culture. For instance, Qualcomm offers incentives, such as 

rewards or recognitions, to its employees when a new patent is registered. Patents are 

extremely important to Qualcomm as they are used as an illustrated way to measure success 

resulting from innovation. “Worldwide, Qualcomm's extensive patent portfolio boasts more 

than 9,400 United States patents and patent applications for CDMA and other technologies. 

Sales by Qualcomm's licensees of subscriber equipment generate approximately 90% of our 

royalty revenues. With the rapid expansion of CDMA worldwide, license and royalty revenues 
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have consistently grown since the first commercial deployment of CDMA technology in 1995.” 

(QTL-Qualcomm, n.d.). One of the interviewees added: “Qualcomm holds a significantly large 

number of patents out of any corporation in the industry. Patents account significant revenue 

for the company since anyone using our patents must pay royalties. In fact, the company is so 

proud that has dedicated a whole wall to patents in our headquarters offices in San Diego, 

California”.  

Innovation is the essential element that has allowed Qualcomm to keep growing strongly 

for years, even during tough global financial times. It has also been driven to keep expanding its 

market share and, consequently, to keep achieving today’s success. Qualcomm is committed to 

taking into consideration the customer’s perspective in order to keep satisfying their needs or 

wants. 

 

4.3. SURVEY ANALYSIS  

The survey data has been analyzed using descriptive statistics and Pearson’s correlation. 

Descriptive statistics are used to describe and summarize the properties of the mass of data 

collected. Pearson’s correlation analysis is then used to find the relationship between some 

variables through hypothesis testing.  

Hypothesis testing is sometimes also called confirmatory data analysis in contrast to 

exploratory data analysis. In frequent probability, a null hypothesis test is used to, almost 

always, make decisions. It can be defined as a type of hypothesis used in statistics  proposing 

that no statistical significance exists in a set of given observations until statistical evidence 

nullifies it for an alternative hypothesis.  

The hypotheses generated from our research questions are as follows: 
 

H1: In order to lead through innovation, companies need to relay on external sources and not 

only on internal sources. 

H2: The level of initiation of projects of innovation has a significant influence on the final results 

of the innovation projects. 
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H3: In order to lead through innovation, global companies depend on core competencies and 

capabilities. 
 

Those hypotheses will be tested with null hypothesis in section 4.3.3. 

 

4.3.1 Descriptive Statistics of the Surveyed Population 

The chosen 20 respondents from each company participated in the survey, where they fully 

answered each question.   

Table 2: Demographic distribution of survey questionnaire 

 

 

 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

Number of responses 20 20 

Job Role 
Senior managers 
Program leaders 
Engineers 
Scientist/researchers 
Others (Interns) 

 
 

5% 
20% 
35% 
40% 

 
 

10% 
20% 
60% 

 
10% 

 
Department 
R&D 
QC & QA 
 

 
95% 
5% 

 
100% 

Males 60% 100% 

Females 40% 0% 

 
Age 
18 – 25 
26 – 35 
36 – 45 
46 – 55 
+55 
 

 
5% 

40% 
35% 
10% 
10% 

 
 

10% 
20% 
60% 
10% 
0% 
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The results from basic statistics as mean, median, mode and standard deviation were 

calculated for each of the survey questionnaires.  The questionnaires were marked on the scale 

from 0 to 10. Both companies showed a scoring average above 5 with Qualcomm scoring higher 

that Kraft Foods for majority of the survey sections (basic statistics results presented in 

appendix A). 

In the survey questionnaire, the responds were asked about the types of innovation at their 

companies. Five different type of innovation were given as below: 

1) New product or service, 2) New method of production, 3) New source of supply, 4) New 

market or application, 5) New market of organizing the company or industry. 

Kraft foods: 40% of the respondents chose all the above as type of innovation. 

Qualcomm: 30% of the respondents chose options 1, 3 and 4 as the dominant innovation types. 

Another question in the survey was about knowledge sources. The purpose of this question 

was to get an insight about innovation models and the way projects are driven at both 

companies. The following choices were given to choose from: 

1) Internal only, 2) Suppliers, 3) External companies, 4) Collaboration with universities, 5) Both 

internal and external. 

Kraft Foods: 60% highlighted option 5, which is both internal and external knowledge. 

Qualcomm: 65% highlighted option 5. 

 

4.3.2. Statistic Analysis of the Survey  

       Pearson correlation is used to test hypothesis. This is done through the product moment 

correlation coefficient, which is a number that can vary between +1 and -1. This number tells 

about the magnitude and direction of the association between two studied variables. The 

closer the correlation is to either +1 (positive correlation) or -1 (negative correlation), the 

stronger the correlation. If the correlation is 0 or very close to zero, there is no association 

between the two variables. In statistical models r is seen as less good measure of strength as 

it lacks direct interpretation. r2 (coefficient of determinant) is used instead.  r2 ranges from 0 

to 1 and  gives a more meaningful measure and represents the proportion of variability in a 
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data set that is accounted for by the statistical. The correlation calculates as well a P-value, 

also known, the calculated probability. P-value is defined as the estimated probability of 

rejecting the null hypothesis (H0) of a study question when that hypothesis is true. If this 

probability is lower than the conventional 5% (P<0.05) the correlation coefficient is called 

statistically significant and the null hypothesis is rejected. 

We choose two questions as dependent variables for the correlation: 

Q 4.3: How well do you think the innovation strategy helps the company compete in the 

market? 

Q 9.1: How would you rate the innovation project execution at your company? 

The reason for choosing those two questions as dependent questions is that they are 

measuring the outcomes of innovation and give indication about the effectiveness of the 

current innovation strategy at both firms. 

 

4.3.3. Hypotheses testing (Correlation results and graphs are displayed in Appendix B). 

First hypothesis:   

H0: In order to lead through innovation, companies need only to rely on external sources. 

 

The respondents were asked in question 5.3 about the importance of collaboration with 

external sources for innovation.  

 

Descriptive analysis of question 5.3 

 
 

Kraft Food Qualcomm 

Question (scale 0 – 10) Mean SD Mean SD 

5.3 How important do you see collaboration with 
other external sources important for your 
company? 

8 1.7 8.4 1.67 

Frequency = 20 

The results show that both firms strongly agree on the importance of external sources.   To 
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understand the relation between those external sources and how this benefits the current 

innovation strategies and innovation outcomes at both firms, we performed a correlation 

between questions 5.3 vs. question 4.3 and question 9.1. 

 

Q 5.3: How important do you see collaboration with other external sources important for your 

ccompany? 

Q 4.3: How well do you think the innovation strategy helps the company compete in the 

market? 

Q 9.1: How would you rate the innovation project execution at your company? 

 

Kraft Foods: 

Q 5.3 vs. Q 4.3 � coefficient of determination r2 (1) = 0.02434, P-value = 0.511 

Q 5.3 vs. Q 9.1 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.1756, P-value = 0.066 

 

Qualcomm: 

Q 5.3 vs. Q 4.3 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.3283, P-value = 0.005 

Q 5.3 vs. Q 9.1 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.6273, P-value = 0.000 

   
Second hypothesis: 

H0: The level of initiation of projects of innovation has no influence on the final results of 

the innovation projects. 

 

The respondents were asked first in Q 6.1 about how are the majority of the projects 

initiated, locally or centrally. The aim of the question was to get an insight about the way 

projects are initiated and how well the company structure is followed. This question will not be 

included in the correlation. While Q 6.2 is our variable to be used in the correlation calculations.  
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Descriptive analysis of question 6.1 and 6.2 

 

 

Kraft Food Qualcomm 

Question (scale 0 – 10) 

 

Mean SD Mean SD 

6.1 How are the majority of the projects initiated? 

Locally ----- to --- centrally 
6.1 2.0 5.9 2.53 

6.2 Local initiated project will have better results 

than central projects 

5.6 1.8 5.0 1.89 

Frequency = 20 

Even if both companies have decentralized/semi-decentralized structure, the results show a 

mixture of locally and centrally initiated projects with a very slight preference of centrally 

initiated project over locally initiated ones. 

The relation between the way projects are initiated and how well the innovation strategy 

and project execution is has been investigated with Pearson correlation, in other words Q 6.2 

vs. Q 4.3 and Q 9.1 

 

Q 6.2: Local initiated project will have better results than central projects 

Q 4.3: How well do you think the innovation strategy helps the company compete in the 

market? 

Q 9.1: How would you rate the innovation project execution at your company? 

 

Kraft Foods: 

Q 6.2 vs. Q 4.3 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.00003, P-value = 0.985 

Q 6.2 vs. Q 9.1 � coefficient of determination r = -0.00020, P-value = 0.953  

 

Qualcomm: 

Q 6.2 vs. Q 4.3 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.3341, P-value = 0.005 

Q 6.2 vs. Q 9.1 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.2830, P-value = 0.011  
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Third hypothesis: 

H0: To lead through innovation global companies does not depend on core competencies 

and capabilities. 

 

This hypothesis was tested with the questions 7.1 and 7.2: 

 

Descriptive analysis of question 7.1 and 7.2 

 

 

Kraft Food Qualcomm 

Question (scale 0 – 10) 

 

Mean SD Mean SD 

7.1 Is your company good at building on 

competencies and capabilities? 
6.6 1.5 8.7 0.92 

7.2 Do you think competencies and capabilities are 

important for you company to innovate? 

8.3 1.0 9.10 1.07 

Frequency = 20 

Qualcomm seems to be investing more heavily in building competencies and capabilities 

than Kraft Foods. But employees of both firms undersyand the significance of those factors to 

innovate. r2 will be calculated for questions 7.1 and 7.2 each vs. 4.3 and 9.1 

   

Q 7.1: Is your company good at building on competencies and capabilities? 

Q 7.2: Do you think competencies and capabilities are important for you company to innovate? 

Q 4.3: How well do you think the innovation strategy helps the company compete in the 

market? 

Q 9.1: How would you rate the innovation project execution at your company? 

 

Kraft Foods: 

Q 7.1 vs. Q 4.3 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.3770, P-value = 0.004 
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Q 7.1 vs. Q 9.1 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.3969, P-value = 0.003 

Q 7.2 vs. Q 4.3 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.2007, P-value = 0.048 

Q 7.2 vs. Q 9.1 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.05430, P-value = 0.324  

 

Qualcomm: 

Q 7.1 vs. Q 4.3 � coefficient of determination r2r = 0.7242, P-value = 0.004 

Q 7.1 vs. Q 9.1 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.7413, P-value = 0.000 

Q 7.2 vs. Q 4.3 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.6400, P-value = 000 

Q 7.2 vs. Q 9.1 � coefficient of determination r2 = 0.8482, P-value = 000 

 

 

5.  RESULTS  

Depending on the literature review and our interviews at both companies, we were 

expecting to measure a positive correlation between company structure, innovation forms, 

competencies/capabilities and innovation execution, and current innovation strategy. Pearson 

correlation analyses were used to determine the correlation by examining the correlation 

coefficient and the P-value. Cohen correlation scales were used as an indicator to decide the 

strengths of the correlation. Some researchers see the P-value of the correlation as a strong 

indicator of a correlation study. They, however, encourage combining it with other evidence. 

Fisher proposes p as an informal measure of evidence against the null hypothesis. He calls on 

researchers to combine p value with other types of evidence for and against that hypothesis, 

such as the relative strengths of results from previous studies (Fisher, 1922). 

 

5.1. STATISTICAL ASSUMPTIONS  

Statistical assumption is generally made to generate conclusions about statistical tests. 

Assuming normal distribution as a typical statistical assumption would normally require a large 

sample of population to determine. In our case, we assume our data from the 20 survey 
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respondents to follow normal distribution. This assumption is based on comparing the 

calculated mean and median as displayed in appendix A.  

 

5.2. DECISION ERRORS 

Two types of errors can result from a hypothesis test: 

� Type I error: A Type I error occurs when a null hypothesis is rejected when it is true. The 

probability of committing a Type I error is called the significance level. This probability is 

also called alpha, and is often denoted by α. 

� Type II error: A Type II error occurs when a false null hypothesis fails to be rejected. The 

probability of committing a Type II error is called Beta, and is often denoted by β. The 

probability of not committing a Type II error is called the Power of the test.  

 

5.3. HYPOTHESIS RESULTS 

Confidence level is chosen at 95%. Null hypothesis will be rejected at P-value < 0.05. 

 

Hypothesis 1: 

Kraft Foods: Looking at the correlation coefficient and the P-value. There is no association 

between the external sources (ES) and the competitiveness of the innovations strategy (IS) 

r(ES/IS)= 0.156, which gives r2
(ES/IS)=0.02433.  A stronger association were found between the 

external sources and innovation project execution but with a P= 0.066 > 0.05. The null 

hypothesis cannot be rejected. 

Qualcomm: Showed stronger association between external sources (ES) and both the 

competitiveness of the innovation strategy (IS) and innovation project execution (IE).  

r(ES/IS) = 0.573, r2
(ES/IS) = 0.3283, P =0.005 <0.05 The test is statistically significant at the 99.5% 

level. r2 means that only 32.8% of the variance in innovation strategy is predictable from 

variation in external sources  

r(ES/IE) = 0.792, r2
(ES/IE) = 0.6273 P =0.000 < 0.05. The test is statistically significant at the 100% 

level.  
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 r2 means that 62.7% of the variance in innovation execution is explained by the variation in 

external sources.  

Null hypothesis is rejected for Qualcomm at 5% significant level. 

 

Chesbrough and Crowther (2006) did a research called Beyond High Tech: Early Adopters of 

Open Innovation in Other Industries. They studied the scale of the adoption of open innovation 

by various industries. The studies revealed that the adoption of the concept is at an early stage 

in many industries. This might explain our correlation results for Qualcomm as a well-

established high-tech business, while Kraft Foods are on the way to adopt the concept more 

broadly.  
 

Hypothesis 2 

 

Kraft Foods: No association was found between the level of project initiation (PI) and 

competitiveness of the innovation strategy (IS).  r(PI/IS) = 0.005, r2
(PI/IS) =000025  with P = 0.983 > 

0.05. The same thing goes for the relation between project initiation and innovation execution 

r(PI/IE) = -0.014, r2
(PI/IE) = 0.0002, P = 0.953 > 0.05. The null hypothesis cannot be rejected at 5% 

level. 

Qualcomm, however, showed moderate correlation in contrast to Kraft Foods 

r(PI/IS) = 0.578, r2
(PI/IS) = 0.3341, P =0.005 < 0.05. The test is statistically significant at the 99.5% 

level. r2 means that there is only 33.4% shared variance between innovation strategy and way 

projects are initiated. 

r(PI /IE) = 0.532, r2
(PI /IE) = 0.2830,  P =0.011 < 0.05. The test is statistically significant at the 98.9% 

level. r2 shows that only 28.3%  is shared variance between innovation execution and the way 

projects is initiated. 

Null hypothesis is rejected for Qualcomm at 5% level.  
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A study done by Allen Wilhite and Eric A. Fong in 2009 included a survey, which examined 

two different organizational structure variables. One structure was characterized by rigid 

hierarchical reporting relationships and the second by delegation and decentralization of 

authority. Depending on the survey, the researchers can hypothesize that the latter structure 

could be more innovative (Wilhite & Fong, 2009). Other articles point out that there is no one 

right structure for a given innovation organization. Different structures work successfully under 

different circumstances (Bordia, Kronenberg & Neely, 2005). 

 

Hypothesis 3: 

Kraft Foods: A strong correlation was measured between the performance of the company 

in building competencies (BC) and both innovation strategy (IS) and innovation execution (IE)  

r(BC/IS) = 0. 641, r2
(BC/IS) = 0.4109, P =0.004 < 0.05. The test is statistically significant at the 99.6% 

level.  r2 indicated that 41.1% of the variance in innovation strategy is predicted by how good 

the company is in building competencies. 

r(BC/IE) = 0.630, r2
(BC/IE) = 0.3969,  P =0.003 < 0.05. The test is statistically significant at the 99.7% 

level. r2 shows that 39.7% of the variance in the innovation execution is explained by how good 

the company is in building competencies.  

The importance of competencies (IC) measured moderate correlation with competitiveness 

of innovation strategy (IS) r(IC/IS) = 0.448, r2
(IC/IS) = 0.2007 which means that 20.1% of the total 

variation in innovation strategy  can be explained by the linear relationship 

between competencies  and innovation strategy.  P = 0.048 < 0.05. While the same could not be 

said about the importance of competencies and innovation execution r(IC/IE) = 0.233. r2
(IC/IE) = 

0.0543,  

P = 0.324 > 0.05.  This was an unexpected result, and it does contradict the first part of the 

correlation between importance of competence and innovation strategy. One explanation is 

that respondents realize the importance of competence/capabilities for innovation but at the 

same time, it seems that competence and capabilities do not have an effect on how projects 

are managed and processed.  
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A second explanation is the unclearness of the survey questions and the inability of the 

respondents to understand the questions. This can be rejected as the survey was tested with 

two employees prior to official survey test with the 20 respondents.   

To test this correlation further we looked on one of the survey questions, which measures 

employee’s attitude toward how well management uses talents and skills in the company.  

Q 3.2: Management recognized and makes use of my ability and skills are related to innovation 

project execution (IE). The results are: 

r(Q3.2/IE) = - 0.135, r2
(Q3.2/IE) = 0.0182,  P = 0.571 > 0.05. This supports our explanation that 

competence and capabilities are not exploited at the right level at Kraft. Based on the core 

point in our hypothesis we can reject the null hypothesis under the assumption that 

competencies are important to lead through innovation but companies would need to make 

use of those competencies 

Qualcomm: strong correlations were measured between the performance of the company 

in building competencies (BC) and innovation strategy (IS) and innovation project execution (IE) 

as figures show below: 

r(BC/IS) = 0.851, r2
(BC/IS) = 0.7242,  P =0.004 < 0.05. The test is statistically significant at the 99.6% 

level and 72.4% variance of the innovation strategy can be predicted by how well Qualcomm is 

in building competencies. 

r(BC/IE) = 0.861, r2
(BC/IE) = 0.7413, P =0.000 < 0.05. The test is statistically significant at the 100% 

level and 74.1% of the variance in the way innovation is executed at Qualcomm is explained by 

how well the company is in building competencies.  

Importance of competencies (IC) in relation to innovation strategy (IS) and innovation 

project execution (IE) showed also strong association for Qualcomm. 

r(IC/IS) = 0.800, r2
(IC/IS) = 0.6400,  P =0.000 < 0.05. The test is statistically significant at the 100% 

level 

r(IC /IE) = 0.921, r2
(IC /IE) = 0.8482, P =0.000 < 0.05. The test is statistically significant at the 100% 

level.  

Strong correlation for Qualcomm, 64% shared variation between innovation strategy and 
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competencies and 84.8% between innovation execution and competencies. 

Null hypothesis is rejected for Qualcomm at 5% level.  Those results align with our expectation 

and the existing theory about the relationship between competencies/capabilities and 

innovation. A study, Competence Exploration and Exploitation and Innovation, conducted by Liu 

H. (2010), examined the significance of competence for sustainable innovation especially 

between radical innovation and competence exploration. 

Summaries of hypothesis results’ finding: 

Table 5: Results of hypotheses 

Hypotheses Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

H1: In order to lead through 
innovation, companies need 
to relay on external sources 
and     
 not only internal 
 

Rejected Retained 

H2: The level of initiation of 
projects of innovation has a 
significant influence on the 
final results of the innovation 
projects 

Rejected Retained 

H3: In order to lead through 

innovation global companies 

depend on core competencies 

and capabilities. 

 

Retained ** Retained 

 

 

5.4. ATTITUDES, SELF-ASSESSMENT AND INNOVATION 
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So far our analyses have been focused on organizational factors and how they influence 

innovation. We believe that employees' attitudes and self-assessment are crucial factors for 

innovation to flourish within organizations, especially global ones, where managerial layers are 

multiple and interaction between different layers of work forces become weaker. Examining 

the relation between attitude, self-assessment and innovation can be beneficial for 

organizations to assess innovation and train the employees to make the workplace more 

innovative. Self-assessment is socio-psychological term meaning the process of critically 

reviewing the quality of one's own performance and provision, according to an article on 

Wikipedia, (self-assessment, n.d). However, attitude is defined by North (1932) as “the dynamic 

element in human behaviour, the motive for activity." 

The relation between self-assessment and attitude and innovation will be tested with the 

following hypothesis: 

 

H4: There is a positive relation between self-assessment and innovation outcomes. 

H5: There is a positive relation between employee’s attitudes toward the company and 

innovation outcomes. Both hypotheses will be tested at 95% significance level. 

 

Self-assessment: 

H0: there is no relation between self-assessment and innovation outcomes 

 

Self-assessment questions 2.2 (persevering statement), 2.3 (confident at work statement) 

and 4.2 (ability to innovate) were measured in relation to question 9.1 (innovation project 

executions) - correlation results displayed in appendix B. 

For Kraft Foods, no correlation was found between any of the self-assessment questions 

and innovation project execution at the company. Looking at the average of the scores for the 

20 respondents (average > 6.6) a moderate to high correlation was expected to be obtained.  

Qualcomm showed a moderate positive correlation between employee’s confidence at 

work and project executions r = 0.519, r2 = 0.2694, P = 0.019 < 0.05. Null hypothesis is rejected 
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at 5% level and 26.9% of variation in innovation outcomes can be explained by variation in 

employees’ level of confidence at work for Qualcomm.  

 

Attitude: 

H0: There is no relation between employee’s attitudes toward the company and innovation 

outcomes. 

Attitude questions 3.2 (management recognition of employees skills) and 3.5 (recommendation 

of the work place) were measured vs. question 9.1 (innovation project executions). 

A strong correlation was measured between question 3.5 and question 9.1 for Kraft Foods. r 

= 0.635, r2 = 0.4032, P = 0.003 < 0.05.  Null hypothesis is rejected at 5% level. r2 indicates that 

40 % variation in innovation outcomes is due to changes in employee’s attitude. 

The same was found for Qualcomm with r = 0.771, r2 = 0.5944, P = 000 < 0.05. Null 

hypothesis is rejected at 5% level. 77.1% is, again, variation in innovation outcomes is due to 

changes in employee’s attitude. 

 

 
5.5. MEASURING INNOVATION AT KRAFT FOODS AND QUALCOMM 

   There is no systematic method to measure innovation at companies. Consequently, 

measurement of innovation performance tends to be ad hoc in most companies, with 

considerable variation in measures used from year to year. According to the interviews with 

Kraft Foods and Qualcomm staffers, it appears that the number of patents, the size of growth 

and net revenue are used as indicators for innovation. The problem with growth is that it comes 

from different sources. To get clear idea about sources of growth, companies should break it 

down according to sources, as innovations, acquisitions, and geographical expansion, that are 

causing it. Our aim in this thesis was to measure innovation from both case studies through 

looking into: 

Number of innovation projects being undertaken; 

� Average time to market; 

� Number of patent applications per year; 
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� Percent of sales from new products or services. 

Due to companies’ restriction in accessing certain data, the measurements were limited to 

net revenue, number of patents and R&D expenses as communicated to the public. 

 

 

 

Table 3: Measuring innovation for Kraft Foods (127,000 employees) 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Net revenue 35,858.0 40,492.0 38,754.0 49,207.0 54.4 

Number of patents - - - 1,595* 6176* 

R&D spending 0.447 0.499 0.466 0.583 0.4701 

Financial data in U.S. Dollars / Values in billions 

 

Table 4: Measuring innovation for Qualcomm Inc. (17,500 employees) 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Net revenue 8,871.0 11,142.0 10,387.0 10,982.0 14,957.0 

Number of patents - - - - 9,400* 

R&D spending 1,829.0 2,281.0 2,345.0 2,451.0 2,995.0 

Financial data in U.S. Dollars / Values in billions 

 

* Number of patents as per February 2012 

 

In relation to the size of the company and number of employees, Qualcomm exceeds 

Kraft Foods in the number of patents. A similar increasing trend in net revenue and R&D 

spending is clear for both companies. This gives indication that both companies are investing in 
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there R&D and innovation must be part of those R&D investments. 

 

 

 

6. CONCLUSIONS  

The results of the hypothesis (table 5.1) can be partially explained by the fact that Kraft 

Foods and Qualcomm are two different types of industries. Qualcomm is technology-driven 

company and depends on open innovation in its operations, as the interviews showed, while 

Kraft Foods is market-driven organization. Kraft has recently begun new strategies to get 

inspiration from consumers for new products. Kraftfirsttaste.com is a website Kraft launched to 

accommodate consumer insights. In an interview in 2008, Mr. S. Goers, Kraft Foods' Vice 

President for Open Innovation & Investment Strategy, confirmed the importance of Innovation 

for Kraft and the need to broadly explore areas of open innovation. He said: 

“Kraft has a long history of developing innovative new products to meet consumer 

needs. We  certainly have a strong internal innovation capability. However, we also 

realize there is a very large amount of innovation occurring outside Kraft. Open 

innovation is about connecting with these external innovators to extend both our 

innovation capacity and capability. Over the last two years, Kraft has made a more 

focused and organized effort to step up our open innovation activities. Innovation is not 

new to Kraft, but now we're more focused and have it better integrated into our 

business. We're now complementing our traditional R&D while now actively looking for 

external partners. I would characterize this as an evolution as opposed to a revolution." 

 

      When Chesbrough studied Open Innovation, he focused on especially global software and 

hi-tech companies (2003). In his study Beyond High Tech: Early Adopters of Open Innovation in 

Other Industries, Chesbrough tried to investigate whether open innovation was adopted in 

other industries and, if so, how it was adopted. The results gave an indication that it might have 

been introduced to other industries, but, for the time being, to a limited scale. This can be due 
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to the nature of the industry itself. IT companies need to explore external sources as well as 

internal in order to establish themselves quickly in the market and stay in the competition. As 

for other industries, this might not be the case. Food industries rely on some fundamental 

technologies, created for each company's specific needs, and built on certain competencies and 

capabilities over a long period of time. For changes to take place, companies need to take into 

account how external knowledge affects the new technology, the high costs involving managing 

the new knowledge and communications with external partners.  

      Company structure's relation to innovation was another element we examined. Qulacomm 

showed positive correlation between locally-initiated innovation projects and project 

outcomes. Malone explains in his articles Making the Decision to Decentralize (2004) the 

benefits of denaturalization, saying it encourages creativity and motivation and accommodates 

individualization. He opines that those are success factors to professional services organizations 

like software development services because those organizations depend on the professions of 

the individuals. 

      Kraft Foods didn’t show any correlation between how projects are initiated and innovation. 

Whether the projects were initiated locally or centrally, there was no difference in the 

outcome. This can be explained by the fact that large organizations such as Kraft Foods have 

the flexibility to locally or centrally make decision on executing innovation projects, depending 

on the scope and the size of the project. Big projects, however, might need huge funding and 

cross-functional skills and could require central authority to be involved. Smaller projects might 

need less resources and are tied to certain regions, where local engagement is more 

appropriate. 

      Core competencies and capabilities were the third element this study had looked into. 

Results from both Kraft Foods and Qualcomm confirmed the significance of competencies and 

capabilities for innovation. Qulacomm seems to exploit its employee’s competencies and the 

company’s capabilities in their projects. This was obtained clearly from the correlation results. 

This could be attributed to the skills and talents IT companies employees have. 

**Competencies and capabilities were not reflected in the innovation project outcomes for 
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Kraft Foods. As mentioned earlier, Kraft Foods is market-driven company, which depends on 

acquisition for expansion and market growth and might not see competence and capabilities as 

the drives for innovation. 

       In brief, both the correlation and the descriptive statistics of the survey indicate that 

Qualcomm depends on innovation more than Kraft Foods for its growth and sustainability. 

Qulacomm is relying on open innovation at a large scale while Kraft Foods seems to be on the 

way to head in that direction. It is always a risk to open boundaries of the firm. But, in our fast 

changing world, it is also risky not to do so. The essential question is how to find balance 

between openness and closed innovation.  

 

7. DISCUSSION  

This thesis did not promise to give the best answer to how firms should innovate. It did, 

however, deliver empirical findings, which test current theoretical arguments about the impact 

of organizational structure, forms of innovation, competencies and capabilities on innovation. 

Both Kraft Foods and Qualcomm exploit the decentralized structure. But the hypothesis results 

for both companies turned out to be different. A complementary study is needed on the impact 

of organizational structure of innovation on innovation outcome is needed. The author of an 

article carrying the title The Organizational Structure of Innovation: How Toyota, Procter & 

Gamble , GE, 3M, IBM, Google, Microsoft, Sony, Hewlett-Packard, DuPont, Honeywell, 

Whirlpool talks about how the organization in his study adopted an organizational structure of 

innovation to facilitate faster innovation. Some of the key measures taken toward this structure 

of innovation was to decentralize R&D department and, at the same time, to have a central 

innovation team completely dedicated to make decisions regarding any innovation projects 

with the support of a central funding (Wentz, n.d.). Mr Thomas Garbe, head of Corporate 

Technology Innovation and Technology Management at Bosch Siemens head, emphasized that 

point in our interview with him. He also saw the necessity of having a dedicated team from 

cross-functional department to concentrate only on innovation. A good way to examine this 

issue is to conduct further researches on the condition that firms are placed in their matching 
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categories, depending on the nature of their industries and sizes and to look more closely on 

the way they are structured. Firms follow centralized and decentralized structures and can be 

at any point in between on the scale of centralization. On one hand, this might add some 

complication to the studies. On the other, it might give a comprehensive result about the 

impact of the structure on innovation.  

We expected open innovation at both Kraft Foods and Qualcomm to have a similar, clear 

and positive pattern. Our hypothesis did not confirm this statement. But the survey conducted 

at both companies showed that average score of 20 respondents was 8/10 for Kraft Foods and 

8.4/10 for Qualcomm, when asked about the importance of external sources for innovation. 

This clearly indicates that open innovation can be the future innovation form for firms. Despite 

the fact that open innovation is a vague and untested form for many organizations, we believe 

that the terms ”innovation“ and “open innovation” will be synonyms in a few years. Regarding 

competencies and capabilities, this thesis empirically demonstrates the importance of those 

elements to innovation at both companies. 

     The positive correlation between attitudes and innovation is an interesting phenomenon, as 

the results of our findings of the survey had shown. An earlier research by Angle and Perry 

(1981) showed that organizational design by itself does not ensure organizational effectiveness. 

The employees of the organization must behave in a manner that supports the organization’s 

goals. 

A concern with using statistical methods is the weaknesses of those methods.  One 

weakness is the misinterpretation of the P-value. Even if a small P-value indicates statistical 

significance where null hypothesis can be rejected, this does not mean that the alternative 

hypothesis is true. Another weakness is that the P-value doesn’t, in any manner, tell how likely 

the results can be replicated (Dixon, 1998, P 391), despite those weaknesses; hypothesis testing 

seems to be the most suitable method for statistical studies. (Alternative methods might exit 

but will not solve all the researchers’ doubts and enquires “Don’t look for  a magic 

alternative…it doesn’t exist.” (Cohen, 1990, P 1001)  

Like any other studies, the results of the survey cannot be fully generalized to all global 
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companies since it was conducted with only 20 respondents at each firm. We recommend that 

a survey be conducted on a large pool of employees, who working across different sites of the 

organization and at different sorts of industry. 

 

8. FUTURE RESEARCH 

This thesis examined mainly organizational structure, innovation forms and competencies 

and capabilities and their relation to innovation. To understand the innovation concepts 

comprehensively, further concentration on innovation strategies should be considered. 

Companies looking to adopt Open Innovation should reconsider their already applied 

strategies. Chesbrough and Appleyard, for example, talked about the new ‘Open Strategy’ as a 

more suitable strategy for companies with Open Innovation (Chesbrough and Appleyard, 2007). 

When we contacted Prof. Chesbrough to get more details about his new concept, he said that 

not much research had been done in the field of ‘Open Strategy.' Our second contact was Prof. 

Richard Whittington, of the Saïd Business School, Oxford. Whittington directed us to one of his 

recently published articles, in which he explains how 'Open Strategy' challenges the old strategy 

stereotypes, where strategic planning are normally held within the ‘elite staff’ and kept secret 

from the rest of the employees. He said: 

 “Open Strategy challenges both these orthodoxies by widening inclusion and increasing    

transparency. Moreover, it extends the notion of inclusion beyond the boundaries of the 

firm, to incorporate outsider actors such as consultants, suppliers and complementors; 

likewise, it refers to the internal transparency as well as external.” (Whittington, Cauilluet 

& Yakis-Douglas, 2011) 

It is highly recommended to investigate innovation practices in light of ‘Open Strategy.' The 

rising trend of openness within organizations demands new evolutionary thinking about their 

strategies. 
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APPENDIX A: DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSES OF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Table 6: Descriptive analyses of Survey questionnaire – Kraft Foods  

 Number of respondents 20 for each company Kraft Foods 

                                    Questions Mean SD Mode  Median 

Self Assessment 

2.1. I am an important asset of the company and hard to replace 9.40 1.05 7.00 6.00 

2.2. I am very persevering and I usually accomplish what I set out to do 7.30 1.59 9.00 8.50 

2.3. I am confident in my work 7.70 1.59 8.00 8.00 

2.4. 
I am in the right position in my current role (my work knowledge and 
education suits my current role) 9.10 1.25 8.00 8.00 

Attitude 

3.1. 
Management has created an open and comfortable work 
environment 9.10 0.72 8.00 7.00 

3.2. Management recognized and makes use of my ability and skills 9.40 0.68 8.00 6.50 

3.3. Getting ahead is about what I can do, not who I know 8.80 1.28 8.00 6.00 

3.4. Promotions are earned through hard work and persistence 8.60 1.31 8.00 6.50 

3.5. I would recommend others to work for this company 7.80 1.82 7.00 7.50 

Innovation Strategy 

4.1. Is there an innovation strategy at your company? 8.80 1.20 7.00 8.00 

4.2. How do you rate your ability in developing innovations? 8.00 1.21 7.00 7.00 

4.3. 
How well do you think the innovation strategy helps the company 
compete in the market? 9.00 1.21 7.00 6.00 

Innovation Sources 

5.3 
How important do you see collaboration with other external sources 
important for your company? 8.40 1.67 8.00 8.00 

Company Structure 

6.1. How are the majority of the projects initiated? 5.90 2.53 6.00 6.00 

6.2. Local initiated project will have better results than central projects 5.00 1.89 7.00 6.00 

Competence and Capabilities 

7.1. Is your company good at building on competencies and capabilities? 8.70 0.92 6.00 6.50 

     7.2 
Do you think competencies and capabilities are important for you 
company to innovate? 9.10 1.07 8.00 8.00 

Tools for Measuring Innovation 

8.1. I am aware of how project results are measured at my company 7.60 2.01 4.00 5.50 

8.2. 
My company is aware of innovation metrics and employs them 
efficiently 7.70 1.45 5.00 5.00 

Innovation Execution 

9.1. 
How would you rate the innovation project execution at your 
company? 8.40 1.05 7.00 6.00 
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Table 7: Descriptive analyses of Survey questionnaire - Qualcomm  

 Number of respondents 20 for each company Qualcomm 

                                    Questions Mean SD Mode  Median 

Self Assessment 

2.1. I am an important asset of the company and hard to replace 9.40 1.05 8.00 8.00 

2.2. I am very persevering and I usually accomplish what I set out to do 7.30 1.59 9.00 9.00 

2.3. I am confident in my work 7.70 1.59 10.00 9.50 

2.4. 
I am in the right position in my current role (my work knowledge and 
education suits my current role) 9.10 1.25 10.00 10.00 

Attitude 

3.1. 
Management has created an open and comfortable work 
environment 9.10 0.72 10.00 9.00 

3.2. Management recognized and makes use of my ability and skills 9.40 0.68 10.00 8.50 

3.3. Getting ahead is about what I can do, not who I know 8.80 1.28 10.00 7.50 

3.4. Promotions are earned through hard work and persistence 8.60 1.31 9.00 8.00 

3.5. I would recommend others to work for this company 7.80 1.82 10.00 10.00 

Innovation Strategy 

4.1. Is there an innovation strategy at your company? 8.80 1.20 9.00 9.00 

4.2. How do you rate your ability in developing innovations? 8.00 1.21 8.00 8.00 

4.3. 
How well do you think the innovation strategy helps the company 
compete in the market? 9.00 1.21 10.00 9.50 

Innovation Sources 

5.3 
How important do you see collaboration with other external sources 
important for your company? 8.40 1.67 10.00 8.50 

Company Structure 

6.1. How are the majority of the projects initiated? 5.90 2.53 5.00 5.00 

6.2. Local initiated project will have better results than central projects 5.00 1.89 5.00 5.00 

Competence and Capabilities 

7.1. Is your company good at building on competencies and capabilities? 8.70 0.92 8.00 8.00 

     7.2 
Do you think competencies and capabilities are important for you 
company to innovate? 9.10 1.07 10.00 9.50 

Tools for Measuring Innovation 

8.1. I am aware of how project results are measured at my company 7.60 2.01 8.00 8.00 

8.2. 
My company is aware of innovation metrics and employs them 
efficiently 7.70 1.45 8.00 8.00 

Innovation Execution 

9.1. 
How would you rate the innovation project execution at your 
company? 8.40 1.05 8.00 8.00 
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Table 8: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of employee’s self assessment question 2.1 

Q 2.1: I am important an asset to the firm  

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 9 45% 20 100% 

Neither (4~6) 9 45% 0 0% 

Disagree (0~3) 2 10% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 

 

 

Table 9: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of employee’s self assessment question 2.2 

Q 2.2: Persevering agreement  

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 19 95% 20 100% 

Neither (4~6) 1 5% 0 0% 

Disagree (0~3) 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 
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Table 10: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of employee’s self assessment question 2.3 

Q 2.3: Confidence at work agreement 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 19 95% 20 100% 

Neither (4~6) 1 5% 0 0% 

Disagree (0~3) 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 

 

 

Table 11: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of employee’s self assessment question   
2.4 

Q 2.4 Role suitability in current position 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 1 5% 20 100% 

Neither (4~6) 5 25% 0 0% 

Disagree (0~3) 14 70% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 
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Table 12: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of employee’s self assessment question 2.5 

Q 2.5 leadership statement 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 8 40% 14 70% 

Neither (4~6) 9 45% 6 30% 

Disagree (0~3) 3 15% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 

 

 

Table 13: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of employee’s attitude question 3.1 

Q 3.1 leadership statement 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 13 65% 20 100% 

Neither (4~6) 7 35% 0 0% 

Disagree (0~3) 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 
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Table 14: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of employee’s attitude question 3.2 

Q 3.2 Employee’s skills and ability recognition 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 9 45% 20 100% 

Neither (4~6) 7 35% 0 0% 

Disagree (0~3) 4 20% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 

 

 

Table 15: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of employee’s attitude question 3.3 

Q 3.3 Employee’s skills and ability recognition 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 10 50% 14 70% 

Neither (4~6) 9 45% 6 30% 

Disagree (0~3) 1 5% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 
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Table 16: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of employee’s attitude question 3.4 

Q 3.4 promotion statement 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 10 50% 14 70% 

Neither (4~6) 9 45% 6 30% 

Disagree (0~3) 1 5% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 

 

 

Table 17: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of employee’s attitude question 3.5 

Q 3.5 Recommending the firm to others 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 18 90% 20 100% 

Neither (4~6) 2 10% 0 0% 

Disagree (0~3) 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 
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Table 18: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of innovation strategy question 4.1 

Q 4.1 Existence of innovation strategy 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 18 90% 18 90% 

Neither (4~6) 2 10% 2 10% 

Disagree (0~3) 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 

 

 

Table 19: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of innovation strategy question 4.2 

Q 4.2 Employee’s ability to innovate 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 12 60% 18 90% 

Neither (4~6) 6 30% 2 10% 

Disagree (0~3) 2 10% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 
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Table 20: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of innovation strategy question 4.3 

Q 4.3 Competitiveness of current innovation strategy in the market 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 9 45% 20 100% 

Neither (4~6) 11 55% 0 0% 

Disagree (0~3) 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 

 

 

Table 21: Summary of Types of Innovation implemented at Kraft Foods and Qualcomm  

Q 4.4 Types of innovation: 

1)New product or service, 2)New method of production, 3) New source of supply, 4) 
New market or application, 5) New market of organizing the company or industry 

 Kraft Foods  Qualcomm 

1 5% 1 5% 

1+2 10% 1+2 10% 

1+4 20% 1+2+3+4 15% 

1+5 5% 1+2+4 5% 

1+2+3 10% 1+4 20% 

1+3+4 5% 1+4+5 30% 

1+2+3+4+5 40% 1+2+3+4+5 15% 
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Figure 7: Survey results for question 4.4 Kraft Foods – Which types of innovation does the  
company’s  innovation strategy include    

 

 
Figure 8: Survey results for question 4.4 Qualcomm – Which types of innovation does the  
company’s  innovation strategy include    
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Table 22: Summary of Knowledge Sources at Kraft Foods and Qualcomm 

Q 5.2 Knowledge sources: 

1) Internal only, 2) Suppliers, 3) External companies, 4) Collaboration with 
universities, 5) Both internal and external 

 Kraft Foods  Qualcomm 

1 5% 1 5% 

1+2 5% 1+2 0% 

1+3 5% 1+3 10% 

1+2+3 20% 1+2+3 15% 

1+3+4 5% 1+3+4 5% 

5 60% 5 65% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9:  Survey results for question 5.2 Kraft Foods – What knowledge sources do you 
depend on for you project 
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      Figure 10: Survey results for question 5.2 Qualcomm – What knowledge sources do you    
      depend on for your project 
 
 

Table 23: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of innovation sources question 5.3 

Q 5.3 Importance of external sources to innovate 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 16 80% 18 90% 

Neither (4~6) 4 20% 2 10% 

Disagree (0~3) 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 
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Table 24: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of company structure question 6.1 

Q 6.1 level of project initiation ( locally to centrally) 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 8 40% 6 30% 

Neither (4~6) 10 50% 10 50% 

Disagree (0~3) 2 10% 4 20% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 

 

 

Table 25: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of company structure question 6.2 

Q 6.2 Local projects delivers better results than central project 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 8 40% 4 20% 

Neither (4~6) 10 50% 12 60% 

Disagree (0~3) 2 10% 4 20% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 
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Table 26: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of competence and capabilities question   
7.1 

Q 7.1 Companies effort in building competence and capabilities 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 10 50% 20 100% 

Neither (4~6) 9 45% 0 0% 

Disagree (0~3) 1 5% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 

 

 

Table 27: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of competence and capabilities question 
7.2 

Q 7.2 Importance of competence and capabilities for innovation 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 20 100% 20 100% 

Neither (4~6) 0 0% 0 0% 

Disagree (0~3) 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 
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Table 28: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of measuring innovation question 8.1 

Q 8.1 Awareness of the way project results are measured 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 9 45% 16 80% 

Neither (4~6) 7 35% 2 10% 

Disagree (0~3) 4 20% 2 10% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 

 

 

Table 29: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of measuring innovation question 8.2 

Q 8.2 Innovation metrics statement 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 5 25% 16 80% 

Neither (4~6) 13 65% 4 20% 

Disagree (0~3) 2 10% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 
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Table 30: Frequency and Percentage Distribution of innovation execution question 9.1 

Q 9.1 Level of Innovation execution 

 Kraft Foods Qualcomm 

 Freq. % Freq. % 

Agree (7~10) 9 45% 20 100% 

Neither (4~6) 11 55% 0 0% 

Disagree (0~3) 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 20 100.0 20 100.0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B: STATISTICAL ANALYSES OF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE  
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Table 31: Pearson correlation matrix for Kraft Foods: 

Cell Contents: Pearson correlation coefficient r 
               P-Value (in brackets) 
  r2  (in bold) 
  
                               Q: 4.3                   Q: 9.1 

           (Innovation strategy competitiveness)           (Innovation outcomes) 
 

Innovation execution 
Q: 9.1                           0.413* 
                                          (0.070) 
                                 0.1706 
 

Innovation sources and external collaboration 
Q: 5.3                           0.156                  0.419* 
                                          (0.511)                        (0.066) 
                               0.02434                  0.1756 
 

Company structure 
 

Q: 6.2                           0.005                           -0.014             
                                           (0.983)                        (0.953)              
                                0.00003               0.00020 
 

Competence and capabilities 
Q: 7.1                           0.614*               0.630*             
                                            (0.004)                           (0.003)   
                                0.3770               0.3969 
            

Q: 7.2                           0.448*                 0.233              
                                           (0.048)                         (0.324)              
                                0.2007              0.05430 
 

Tools for measuring innovation 
Q: 8.1                           0.324                 0.518*              
                                           (0.163)                          (0.019)              
                                0.1050               0.2683 
 

Q: 8.2                           0.465*               0.706*              
                                           (0.039)                         (0.001)   
                                0.2162              0.4984 
  

Figure 11: Scatter plots for Kraft Foods 



Nurturing Innovation | 82 

10864 86420

8

7

6

5

4

10987

8

7

6

5

4

108642

Q: 5.3

Q
: 

4.
3

Q: 6.2

Q: 7.2 Q: 8.2

Scatterplot of Q: 4.3 vs Q: 5.3, Q: 6.2, Q: 7.2, Q: 8.2

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10864 86420

8

7

6

5

4

10987

8

7

6

5

4

108642

Q: 5.3

Q
: 

9.
1

Q: 6.2

Q: 7.2 Q: 8.2

Scatterplot of Q: 9.1 vs Q: 5.3, Q: 6.2, Q: 7.2, Q: 8.2

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 32: Pearson correlation matrix for Qualcomm: 
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Cell Contents: Pearson correlation coefficient r 
               P-Value (in brackets) 
  r2  (in bold) 
  
                               Q: 4.3                   Q: 9.1 

           (Innovation strategy competitiveness)           (Innovation outcomes) 
 

Innovation execution 
Q: 9.1                           0.896* 
                                          (0.000) 
                                 0.8028 
 

Innovation sources and external collaboration 
Q: 5.3                           0.573*                  0.792* 
                                          (0.005)                        (0.000) 
                               0.3283                  0.6273 
 

Company structure 
 

Q: 6.2                           0.578*                            0.532*             
                                           (0.005)                        (0.011)              
                                0.3341               0.2830 
 

Competence and capabilities 
Q: 7.1                           0.851*               0.861*             
                                            (0.004)                           (0.000)   
                                0.7242               0.7413 
            

Q: 7.2                           0.800*                 0.921*              
                                           (0.000)                         (0.000)              
                                0.6400              0.8482 
 

Tools for measuring innovation 
Q: 8.1                           0.664*                 0.597*              
                                           (0.001)                          (0.003)              
                                0.4409               0.3564 
 

Q: 8.2                           0.839*               0.804*              
                                           (0.000)                         (0.000)   
                                0.7039             0.6464 
 
 
 

Figure 12: Scatter plots for Qualcomm 
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Cont’ of appendix B 

The tested question include the following statements: 
Q: 2.2   Persevering statement 
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Q: 2.3   Confident at work statement  
Q: 4.2   Ability to innovate 
Q: 9.1   Innovation project execution 
Q: 3.2   Management recognition of employees’ skills  
Q: 3.5   Recommendation of the work place 
 
Table 33: Self-assessment Pearson correlation matrix for Kraft Foods 
Cell Contents:  Pearson correlation coefficient r 
               P-Value (in brackets) 
  r2  (in bold) 
  
           2.2      2.3         2.4         4.2    
9.1   -0.267     0.119      0.172                -0.101 
      (0.256)   (0.618)    (0.467)   (0.671) 
       0.0762  0.0142     0.0296    0.0102 
 

Table 34: Self-assessment Pearson correlation matrix for Qualcomm 

         2.2         2.3         2.4         4.2   
9.1     0.364        0.355      0.519*    0.083 
          (0.114)     (0.125)    (0.019)   (0.728) 
     0.1325   0.1260 0.2693  0.0067 
 
Table 35: Attitude Pearson correlation matrix for Kraft Foods 
 
         3.2        3.5    
9.1    -0.135     0.635* 
       (0.571)   (0.003) 
 0.0182  0.4032 
 
 
Table 36: Attitude Pearson correlation matrix for Qualcomm 
 
         3.2        3.5    
9.1     0.276     0.771* 
       (0.239)   (0.000) 
 0.0762  0.5944 
 
 
 

APPENDIX C: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX D: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 
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