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Abstract
In the continuously and rapidly evolving operational landscape of modern organizations, capabilities are a
valuable conceptual asset. Capability thinking and management facilitates the analysis of the value produced
by an organization. As a result, capability management plays an essential role in assessing and enhancing
an organization’s capabilities to align with dynamic contextual factors and internal needs. Within capability
management, a variety of analysis types exists, focusing on different ways to explore and examine capability
improvement potentials, like mapping, modeling, and maturity assessment, with several specific approaches
associated to each type. However, existing approaches for capability analysis often focus on single perspectives
while omitting to provide support for the capability aspects that need to be taken into consideration before the
initiation of the analysis. This study aims to explore the potentials for the development of a framework for
pre-analyzing capabilities, which can holistically add value to all types of capability analysis. A set of essential
capability aspects, such as discovery, demarcation, size, and ownership, that need to be identified and clarified
before the initiation of an analysis are suggested towards the development of a generic capability pre-analysis
framework.
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1. Introduction

Organizational strategy has strong connections with capabilities and change [1], resulting in a constant
need to be adjusted as a response to organizational dynamism. Organizational capabilities, both as a
conceptual framework and as a practical approach, are steadily becoming more prominent as a means to
document, plan, design, and analyze organizational aspects [2], both from a strategic and an operational
perspective. Capability thinking is an organizational mindset [2] that has drawn rising interest, both
from the academia and industry [3].

Capability thinking exists in a lot of forms of analysis, which are expressed in different formats,
templates, and approaches. A few examples include capability mapping [4, 5], capability modeling [2, 6],
capability maturity assessment [7], or capability canvas [8]. This is a potential result of the nature of
the concept, for which there is no universal consensus, in terms of definition and understanding [9].
Apart from the multitude of various definitions for the concept of capability that exist in the literature
and often result in confusing inconsistencies [9], and the multitude of typologies used for classifying
capabilities [10], the interpretations of these definitions and typologies are equally varying, especially
if the plethora of capability management approaches is taken into consideration. These conditions
often result in the challenging problem of properly framing and demarcating organizational capabilities
during an analysis.

This problem is also associated to the lack of methodological support for efficient capability framing
and demarcation during or before the analysis. Despite the vital role that capability management plays
in organizational change, regardless of ensuring evolution or survival [11], pre-analyzing and clarifying
capabilities is often omitted. This issue is potentially derived from the fact that existing approaches
for capability management most often focus on approach-specific phases and activities. Therefore, the
motivation behind this study is dual. The aim is to treat this problem as as opportunity, not only to
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support the pre-analysis phase of the existing approaches, but also to do it in a non approach-specific
way, as a means to establish common ground among the existing approaches. For this reason this study
explores the potentials of developing a unified framework that integrates all aspects of capability, with
a particular emphasis on the pre-analysis phase, a step which is often overlooked.

For this reason, a comprehensive literature review, combined with the author’s experience in the
domain, have been used to identify a set of essential aspects for capability pre-analysis, which reflect on
specific activities that can precede an actual analysis, regardless of the approach. This set can establish
the foundations for the development of a capability pre-analysis framework, and for this reason, they
can be used as input for a future requirements specification for the envisioned framework. With the
use of the term pre-analysis, this paper refers to activities associate with the preparation for capability
analysis, if we consider it a step before the actual analysis, or initiation, in case the preparatory phase is
considered as an innate part of the analysis of organizational capabilities.

Therefore, to summarize, the aim of this paper is to explore and suggest a set of essential aspects and
activities for the pre-analysis of organizational capabilities, which can also be treated as preliminary
requirements for a methodological framework.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides an overview of organizational
capabilities and the main types of capability analysis approaches, Section 3 briefly explains the method-
ological decision involved in this study, Section 4 presents the essential aspects of capabilities that need
to be taken into consideration for developing a framework, along with the activities that address them.
Section 5 discusses the outcome of the study and potential future directions, and Section 6 provides
concluding remarks.

2. Background

This section provides a brief description of the main concepts involved in this study, that is the
organizational capabilities and the most popular ways to analyze them.

Defined as a combination of resources and behaviors configured to provide the capacity and ability
to achieve a specific goal within a given context, capability is closely tied to key business concepts such
as actors, goals, processes, resources, and context [2]. Beyond integrating these essential elements, the
true value of capability lies in its role as the critical link in business and IT transformation. It serves as
a foundational element for change management, strategic planning, and impact analysis [12], making it
indispensable for organizations navigating complex, dynamic environments.

Capability thinking has been applied across several domains in conjunction with Enterprise Modeling
[2, 13], Requirements Engineering [14], Risk Management [15], Enterprise Architecture [16, 17, 18],
and Change management [19].

Most of these approaches involve visualization attributes, with the primary focus being on an
enterprise’s ability and capacity to deliver value, achieve its goals, and maintain long-term functionality.
The significance of capabilities lies in their ability to provide a holistic view of the organization by
encompassing several key aspects, including goals, business services, processes, actors, and the external
environment. Especially when it concerns Enterprise Modeling, various approaches have been utilized
to represent organizational capabilities in various ways, including stand-alone modeling approaches
such like Value Delivery Modeling Language (VDML) [13] and Capability-Driven Development (CDD)
[2].

Several Enterprise Architecture (EA) frameworks also incorporate the concept of capabilities and
offer dedicated capability viewpoints. Notable examples include frameworks like the Department of
Defense Architecture Framework (DoDAF) [18], the NATO Architecture Framework (NAF) [16], the
Ministry of Defence Architecture Framework (MODAF) [20], and Archimate [21]. Additionally, research
has contributed to advancing capability modeling by either adapting existing modeling methods, such
as i* [22] or earlier [4] and contemporary [5] Capability Mapping approaches , or by introducing
new notations, such as CODEK [19], which are designed to capture how capabilities evolve or can be
modified in dynamic environments, and KYKLOS [23], which is a domain-specific method for modeling



chaning capabilities.

3. Methodology

The aim of this study is to explore and suggest a set of essential aspects and activities for the pre-
analysis of organizational capabilities, that can be treated as a set of preliminary requirements for a
methodological framework. More specifically, the paper does not aim to elicit a detailed specification of
requirements, but aspires to identify the most important requirement areas, on a high level. A thorough
literature review has been performed to conduct research on capability pre-analysis. This method
was chosen to provide a comprehensive understanding of the current state of research on capability
management and pre-analysis, while identifying gaps in the literature.

The literature review focused on sources related to the management of organizational capabilities.
Key search terms included:

”capability management,” ”pre-analysis,” ”capability demarcation,” ”capability model” ”capability
map”.

The initial sources enabled using a snowballing technique via their references. In addition,
the author’s experience in the field facilitated the identification of valuable sources from the industry,
like for example [12]. The selection process required relevance to capability management and
emphasized sources that offered both theoretical insights and practical applications, enabling a
thorough and balanced review of capability pre-analysis.

An essential delimitation of this study is that it aspires to motivate the areas around capability
management that can be addressed by a future framework, optimized for a pre-analysis phase, or in
other words for initiating and preparing for capability analysis, but it does not aim to suggest any
specific solutions.

4. Pre-analysis aspects and activities

Before capabilities can be effectively managed, they must first be discovered, thoroughly understood,
and clearly demarcated. This process, which can be referred to as capability pre-analysis, is crucial
because it serves as the foundation for more in-depth capability management and strategic alignment.
This section will present these essential aspects and the activities that can address them.

The pre-analysis phase involves identifying, categorizing, and setting boundaries around organi-
zational capabilities. This is necessary for ensuring that capabilities are recognized as distinct from
resources, competencies, and routines and are aligned with the organization’s strategic goals. Of course,
the value produced by realizing an organizational capability is a core factor in these activities. Pre-
analysis also addresses operational challenges, such as determining the appropriate size of a capability
and establishing ownership, especially in complex ecosystems where capabilities may be shared across
multiple organizations or organizational units. In essence, this stage of capability management allows
organizations to clarify the structure and scope of their capabilities.

4.1. Capability discovery and identification

In today’s fast-paced and highly competitive business environment, the ability to identify and man-
age organizational capabilities effectively has become a key determinant of success. With the term
capability discovery, we refer to the activity of identifying the full range of capabilities that exist
within an organization. This process is critical in the pre-analysis phase, as it lays the foundation for
subsequent capability management efforts. However, capability discovery is not a straightforward
task, as capabilities are often intangible and may overlap with other organizational processes. Pre-
analysis must involve a comprehensive audit of the organization’s resources and competencies to ensure



that all relevant capabilities are identified, appropriately categorized, and potential associations and
dependencies among them are also identified.

One of the key challenges in capability discovery is determining the boundaries of each capability,
particularly when capabilities share resources across different departments or organizations. For
example, an organization may have a capability in supply chain management, but this capability may
draw on resources from multiple departments, including procurement, logistics, and IT. In such cases,
pre-analysis must carefully delineate the boundaries of the capability to ensure that it is clearly defined
and distinct from other organizational functions.

4.1.1. Example 1: Manufacturing Sector

In a global manufacturing organization, capability discovery might involve mapping out capabilities
across various functions such as production, supply chain, and customer support. For example, the
organization may discover that its core capabilities in lean manufacturing and supply chain optimization
are more advanced than initially recognized. By using process audits and employee interviews during
pre-analysis, the company identifies hidden capabilities such as an informal but effective problem-solving
culture on the factory floor, which had previously gone unnoticed.

4.1.2. Example 2: Technology Sector

In a tech company, capability discovery may involve the identification of capabilities related to software
development, innovation, and data management. During pre-analysis, the organization may discover
that its product development capability is highly efficient due to an integrated approach to agile
methodologies and cross-functional collaboration. This discovery enables the company to further refine
this capability for launching new products.

4.2. Capability demarcation

One of the most critical components of capability pre-analysis is the demarcation of organizational
capabilities. Demarcation involves establishing clear boundaries around what constitutes a capability,
ensuring that it is distinct from other constructs such as resources, processes and routines, or abilities
and competencies [24, 25]. This is essential for a well-structured analysis of capabilities, allowing
organizations to avoid confusion and inefficiencies in their capability management processes.

From a theoretical perspective, the Resource-Based View (RBV) [26] of the organization has con-
tributed significantly to the understanding of capability demarcation. According to the RBV, capabilities
are bundles of resources and competencies that are unique to the organization and provide a source
of sustained competitive advantage [27]. However, demarcating capabilities from the resources that
support them is a necessary step in capability pre-analysis, ensuring that organizations can assess the
effectiveness of their capabilities beyond their resource base. Earlier research exists where capabilities
where considered types of resources [28]. This highlights the importance of demarcation during the
pre-analysis phase, as organizations must have a clear distinction between capabilities and resources
that comprise them.

4.2.1. Common points of misunderstanding

A critical component of capability pre-analysis is ensuring that capabilities are clearly differentiated
from other organizational constructs. This is important because capabilities are often misunderstood or
conflated with resources, processes, and abilities, which can complicate capability management efforts
and lead to sub-optimal outcomes.

• Capabilities vs. Resources: Resources are the organization’s tangible and intangible assets, such
as financial capital, patents, technology, and human talent [27]. Capabilities, on the other hand,
refer to the organization’s ability to use these resources effectively in pursuit of strategic goals.



For example, while a company may possess advanced technological resources, its capability lies
in how effectively it can leverage this technology to drive innovation, improve efficiency, or enter
new markets. Pre-analysis requires organizations to differentiate between the resources they
own and the capabilities they develop to deploy those resources strategically. The difference ha
also been emphasized in [25].

• Capabilities vs. Abilities/competencies: Competencies are the specialized skills or knowledge
areas that contribute to an organization’s overall capabilities. For instance, an organization
might have a core competency in product development, which supports its broader capability
of innovation. Pre-analysis must clarify the distinction between competencies (specific areas of
expertise) and capabilities (they integrate these competencies into broader strategic functions).
This distinction ensures that capabilities are managed at the appropriate level of analysis, allowing
organizations to focus on broader strategic processes rather than isolated skill sets. In addition,
capabilities are considered contextual, while the abilities/competencies are not, and this can be
clarified by considering that capabilities are expressing potentials.

• Capabilities vs. Processes/Routines: Processes ans routines refer to the standardized and repetitive
patterns of behavior that guide an organization’s day-to-day operations. Capabilities go beyond
routines by incorporating the organization’s ability to reconfigure these routines in response to
changes in the environment. For example, an organization may have a routine for managing
customer orders, but its capability lies in its ability to adapt this routine to handle fluctuations in
demand or changes in customer preferences. Pre-analysis requires organizations to differentiate
between operational routines and strategic capabilities, ensuring that capabilities are adaptable
and responsive to external pressures.

4.3. Capability size and scaling

Determining the appropriate size of a capability is a critical aspect of pre-analysis. The level of
granularity applied during capability identification can significantly influence capability management
outcomes. Overly broad capabilities may dilute focus, while too narrow a focus may miss the broader
strategic relevance.

4.3.1. Example 1: Financial Services

In the financial services industry, a bank may examine its digital payment capability. Initially, this
capability may be viewed as a single entity. However, upon closer inspection during pre-analysis,
the bank recognizes that the capability can be broken down into smaller components such as mobile
banking, online transfers, and contactless payments. By scaling down the capability into ”smaller”
capabilities, the bank can better manage and improve specific areas, like mobile app security and user
experience.

4.3.2. Example 2: Retail Sector

A retail organization undergoing pre-analysis might recognize that its logistics capability spans several
areas, including inventory management, distribution networks, and supplier relationships. By decom-
posing the logistics capability into smaller, manageable components, the retailer can assess each area’s
performance and identify which sub-capabilities need further investment, such as improving last-mile
delivery to better meet customer expectations.

4.4. Capability ownership

Establishing clear ownership of capabilities is essential for effective capability management. Capability
ownership refers to assigning responsibility formaintaining and improving specific capabilities, ensuring
alignment with organizational goals.



The issue of capability ownership is a critical aspect of capability management, particularly in modern
organizations that operate within complex ecosystems [29]. In cases where capabilities are shared across
unclear organizational boundaries, such as in inter-organizational collaborations, there is often no clear
or standardized method for delineating ownership or defining the boundaries of shared capabilities. This
challenge becomes even more pronounced in complex ecosystems involving numerous stakeholders
and overlapping resources. Future research in capability management must address key questions,
such as whether the capabilities of individual organizations should be considered part of the broader
ecosystem’s capabilities and whether these ecosystem capabilities can be treated as single entities or
require further decomposition for more accurate analysis.

4.4.1. Example 1: Automotive Industry

In a large automotive company, capability ownership might be divided between departments. For in-
stance, the supply chain capability could be jointly owned by procurement, logistics, and manufacturing
departments. However, during pre-analysis, it may become clear that overlapping ownership leads to
inefficiencies. To resolve this, the organization assigns a single senior manager as the capability owner
who coordinates across departments to streamline the supply chain and ensure it is optimized for the
company’s evolving needs.

4.4.2. Example 2: Healthcare Sector

In a hospital system, pre-analysis might reveal that the capability for patient care is fragmented,
with different departments, such as emergency services, outpatient clinics, and specialty care, each
responsible for a segment. To improve patient outcomes, the hospital decides to assign a central owner to
the overall patient care capability, with clear boundaries for collaboration across departments, ensuring
a holistic and efficient approach to healthcare delivery.

5. Discussion

Capability pre-analysis can play a foundational role in an organization’s ability to manage its resources
and competencies effectively. By addressing the set of essential capability aspects and activities that have
been suggested in this study, organizations can better align their capabilities with strategic objectives,
thereby improving operational efficiency and competitiveness. The insights that can be gathered from
pre-analysis provide organizations with actionable intelligence that can be used to optimize processes,
allocate resources more effectively, and identify areas for innovation and improvement.

By including the suggested pre-analysis aspects and activities, the envisioned framework aims
to ensure a comprehensive understanding of capabilities, leading to more accurate and actionable
insights in subsequent analysis phases. This study contributes to the field by promoting and motivating
a comprehensive unified approach that supports all forms of capability management and analysis,
enabling organizations to effectively assess, adapt, and evolve their capabilities in response to changing
conditions.

While this paper has provided an initial overview of the essential aspects of capability pre-analysis,
several areas warrant further exploration and analysis. Future research should explore the development
of new tools and frameworks for capability pre-analysis. For example, frameworks that help organiza-
tions identify and manage shared capabilities in supply chain ecosystems, where capabilities are often
distributed across multiple organizations, provides a challenging application context.

Additionally, there is a need for more empirical studies that assess the impact of pre-analysis on the
success of capability modeling and mapping efforts across different industries. These studies could
provide valuable insights into how pre-analysis practices vary across industries and how they contribute
to the overall effectiveness of different capability management types. For instance, future research could
explore the role of pre-analysis in industries such as healthcare, where capabilities related to patient
care and service delivery are critical to the organization’s success and the performance requirements are



hard. And in case, where, capability mapping is significantly benefited by pre-analyzing the capabilities,
while capability modeling is not, new research paths will emerge in order to investigate the reasons
behind such deviations and differences in the results.

The additional benefit that has been mentioned earlier in the paper but is worth discussing more
here, is the potential for establishing common ground among the different and varying approaches
for capability management, along with their respective communities. A common methodological
framework for the identification, framing, demarcation, and management of a capability’s boundaries,
has the potential to reduce, if not mitigate, the theoretical and philosophical gaps among the various
capability management approaches, which are also one of the most important factors for the diversity
that exists in the definitions of the concept. It can also serve as the starting point for a high-level
approach that encompasses common attributes of every capability management type, in other words,
bringing along the best of each world. Of course, this is not an omissions that strictly needs to be
addressed, however, it may be an opportunity worth following. Even the establishment of a commonly
accepted terminology has the potentials to boost capability management, as a research area, by enabling
and promoting the collaboration and co-evolution of diverse perspectives.

Therefore, with this study, we aim to promote and motivate the development of a unified comprehen-
sive methodological framework for effective capability management. The vision is not to replace the
existing approaches with a new one, on the contrary, the aim is to bridge the theoretical gaps among
all the approaches via operational integration, following a bottom-up approach, since the diversity in
definitions and interpretations, which follows a top-down approach, is one of the factors that led to the
plethora of definitions, interpretations, and approaches.

6. Conclusions

In this paper, we have outlined the essential aspects and activities of capability pre-analysis, emphasizing
the importance of clear demarcation, discovery, and operational boundaries, in terms of size, scaling, and
ownership. Effective pre-analysis has the potential to improve the activities that ensure that capabilities
are properly identified, correctly sized, and aligned with organizational strategy. This foundational work
bears value for optimizing capabilitymanagement and enhancing strategic performance in general, when
capability thinking is involved. Future research and practice should continue to focus on refining pre-
analysis methods to adapt to increasingly complex organizational environments. As the organizational
environments continue to evolve and operate in a dynamic manner, capability pre-analysis will remain
a critical component of successful capability management and organizational change and strategy.
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