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2.4.3. Innovation Value Chain
The first model to be examined is the innovation value chain by Hansen, &
Birkinshaw (2007). Although this model does not concentrate on the in particular
fuzzy front end, it is useful because it gives a holistic overview of the innovation
processes, and broadly can take into account any of the twelve mentioned
innovation types by Sawhney, Wolcott, & Arroniz (2006).

The model shown in figure 2.8 is not so much a process flow model, but it
is designed to show the major activities which should take place as an idea
moves towards market launch. The true value in the innovation value chain is its
holistic view showing the innovation process as an integrated link of activities.

With this view point, the authors emphasize that companies should not be
concentrating so much on their innovation strengths but rather should focus on
their innovation weaknesses. Additionally, their article gives a framework to help
practitioners diagnose their own innovation value chain.

The visual representation of their model, shown below, concentrates more
on the general activities taking place rather than more specific activities as
shown in other process-flow models. This is advantageous because it allows the
model to show the general activities across many industries, but it can also be a
downside because it does not provide a prescription of the exact activities to be
carried out. However, again it seems this model was meant to be used more as a

tool for analysis then as a guide.

Idea Generation Conversion

LIHELES Gl External sourcing Selection
generation -

Compares roughly to the
Fuzzy Front End processes

Spread the idea

Figure 2.8. Visual Depiction of the Innovation Value Chain Model
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5.10.1.5. Diffusion Activities

Satisfaction with diffusion was correlated to activities shown in table 5.7. Out of

these the V114 (degree to which a company actively manages the system for
storing ideas) had a weak 0.493 correlation, saying that 25% of the satisfaction is
due to this activity. Amazingly, all diffusion activities had poor or no correlations
with 55S; therefore, this result cannot be explained. Again Figure 5.18 shows the
diffusion activities related to satisfaction with capturing ideas from outsides
sources.

Otherwise, V127 (exposing employees to ideas from the idea bank)
showed the highest but weak correlation with 56S. Rationalizing this, one would
say that more new product projects can be made if employees are exposed more
to ideas from the idea bank.

The weak correlation developed for diffusion activities, except for that of
Figure 5.18, seem to understate the importance of these activities. Again, idea
management is a linear process and it makes very little sense to be efficient in
the rest of the process yet be poor in diffusion. As well, the literature review on
diffusion in this dissertation stresses the importance of these activities.

There seems to be some weak correlation between 54S (quality and
amount of ideas in idea bank) and V126 (staff referring to idea bank), V127
(exposing employees to ideas from idea bank), and V128 (routing ideas to
employees), as shown in Table 5.7. Again, the more employees are exposed to
ideas the higher the chance that ideas are created serendipitously. As well, many
idea generation activities (like IDEO process) recommends that employees to
review the idea bank prior to participating in idea generation activities. Hence,

these correlations follow predicted logic.
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Table 5.7. Correlation for Diffusion Activities

558. How satisfied are
54S. The amount, quality, |you with your company s|56S. The ability of your
type of ideas in your ability to distribute or company's idea bank to|
company s idea bank or  |route ideas across the [fill the front end
idea pool? organization? ortfolio's needs?

V114

To what degree does your company actively
manage the system for storing ideas?

V122

How often does your company refine the idea
generation process?

V123

How much does your company use the
outputted ideas to refine the idea generation
process?

V125

How frequently does your company’s employees
search the idea bank when they need new
ideas?

V126

How frequently does your product development
staff refer to or search the idea bank during idea
gene...

V127

To what degree does your company actively
expose its’ employees to ideas from the idea
bank?

V128

To what degree does your company acfively
route particular newly submitted ideas to the
employees wh...

5.10.1.6. Development Activities

As an additional measure the survey tested satisfaction with respect to four

development activities. Out of these only one 60S (satisfaction with their

company’s ability to convert an idea into a marketable product) was found to

have a moderate correlation of 0.6 to V126 (a diffusion activity) as shown in

figure 5.21. It does not make sense that later development activities are

improved by referring to the idea bank. Instead, one can hypothesize those

employees which refer to the idea bank more, purposefully create ideas that are

more in line with the needs of the company and create ideas which have higher

chance making it to market launch. The other two correlations shown in figure
5.21 support this thought.
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V75. To what degree does your
60S. Y bil Pearson 0.52 —+ company: Actively hold events to
- Your company s ability R?=0.27 | generate ideas? For example, idea

to convert an idea into a competit...
marketable product or
service?

Pearson 0.60
R2=0.3

VV126. How frequently does your
product development staff refer to
or search the idea bank during idea
generation activities.

58S. How satisfied are you | Pearson
with: The development 0.489 —

outcomes of ideas that enter R°=0.24
into your pipeline?

Figure 5.21. Correlation for Development Activities

5.10.1.7. Idea Management Software

Idea management software is an upcoming tool to aid idea management, and
again, this researcher’s case studies concluded that idea management software
is almost necessary for companies with large number of employees. Table 5.8,

shows the correlation that the use of idea generation has to levels of satisfaction.

Table 5.8. Correlations for Idea Management Software

V116. To what degree does your company:
Use Idea management software for storage?

How satisfied are you with:Your company
s ability to capture ideas from employees
518 |atall levels? 0.643 strong correlation

Your company s ability to capture ideas
from outside sources like competitors,

528 [suppliers, consultant... 0.389 No correlation
Your company’s ability to store and

538 |organize captured ideas? 0.293 No correlation
The amount, quality, type of ideas in your

545  [company s idea bank or idea pool? 0.268 No correlation
Your company s ability to distribute or

558 |route ideas across the organization? 0.203 No correlation

How satisfied are you with: The
development outcomes of ideas that enter

58S  [into your pipeline? 0.1 05 No correlation
Overall idea generation process of your

49S |company? 0.092 No correlation
Your company s ability to convert an idea

60S |into a marketable product or service? 0_084 No correlation
The ability of your company's idea bank to

565 |[fill the front end portfolio's needs? 0.047 No correlation

Your company s ability to use resources
during development in an effective
61S |manner? -0.013 No correlation

The ratio of ideas that make it through to
595 [marketlaunch? -0.025 No correlation
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Again, Idea management software’s main goal is to capture ideas from
employees and hence that correlation 0.643 supports that point.

Interestingly, the use of idea management software did not correlate with
any other activities. Now, this is by no means conclusive, because idea
management software is evolving greatly in effectiveness and functionality, even
over the last year (2008). It is totally reasonable not to see any correlations with
idea management software until they gain wider market acceptance, and have a
common level of functionality. Keep in mind not all idea management software
have the same functionality, some companies even used Microsoft SharePoint
which is a knowledge management program, and claim it to be their idea
management software, which in reality it is not! From this one can conclude that
the correlations in table 5.8 can be deemed totally inaccurate for future
reference.

This researcher sees much potential in the use of idea management
software to formalize and stream line the idea management process. But again,

one should understand the process before using a tool to manage it.
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5.11. Survey: Discussion of Support for Proposed Model

Table 5.9. Support Found for the Author’s Proposed Model

Support found for points of control in the author's proposed |Level of Support  Figures or Table Supporting
I-Gen model (Idea Management part of model only) location of supporting  Activity Question
correlation
Screening ideas
Method of screening (input) Strong 5.15 84
Attributes of the screen (input) Strong 5.15 85
Execution of screening (process) Strong 5.15 86
Capturing Ideas
Method of Capture (input) Strong 5.15 116
Sources of Capture (input) Strong 5.15 88,98,104
Execution of capture (process) Strong 5.15 105
Tagging
Method of Tagging (input) Not Tested for in survey
Attribute of the Tag (input) Weak 107
Execution of Tagging (process) Weak 107
Storage and Categorization
Method of Storage & Categorization (input) Strong 5.15 115, 116
Execution of Storage & Categorization (process) |Strong 5.15 114
Process Check
Methods of Process Check (input) Strong 5.16, Table 5.7 122,123
People performing the Process Check (input) Not Tested for in survey
Execution of Process Check (process) Strong 5.17 122,123
Diffusion
Methods of Diffusion & Routing (input) Strong 5.16, Table 5.7 127
People executing diffusion & routing (input) Not Tested for in survey
Execution of Diffusion & Routing Strong |5.16, Table 5.7 125,126,127,128

Table 5.9 compiles the support for the points of control in Glassman’s
model. One can see that all points of control but the tagging had strong support.
To reiterate, this researcher feels that the lack of proper tagging is a systemic
error in the practices of companies that will be remedied when these companies
start doing detailed process checks.

One can also see in table 5.9 that several points of control were not tested
in the survey. This was done because these questions were either too redundant
to ask, not important enough to be asked, or could not be formulated. Methods of
tagging seem not important enough to ask because it was based on the way
which idea were recorded. It was difficult to formulate a question regarding the
“people performing the process check” and “people performing diffusion or
routing” because this researcher was unclear if he wanted frequency, selection,

or the role of these individuals.
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In all the supporting correlations discussed in this section lend great
validity to the authors proposed idea management model. Combining this with
the support for the points of control listed in figure 5.15, the combined model of
idea generation and idea management is well supported.

5.12. Survey: Discussion of Normative Results

The results for all of the questions of the survey were summarized in graphic
form and are displayed in Appendix D, so please refer to it often while reading
this section.

For the satisfaction questions a higher “mean” resulted in higher
dissatisfaction and for the activity questions a higher “mean” resulted in higher
frequency, of amount of that activity occurring. Very few of the questions had
normal distribution of answers (44S, 47S, 54S, V115), the bulk of the questions
were double humped or skewed left or right with a few having flat distributions.

For the sake of brevity, the most interesting findings will be discussed below.

5.12.1. Normative Results for Satisfaction Questions
Out of all the questions dealing with satisfaction with idea generation outputs only
questions 46S had a high skew where 49% of the respondents were satisfied
with their company’s ability to generate a set of ideas with a specific set of
attributes. Most of the questions had slight double distributions with only 45S,
46S having right skews towards being more satisfied.

Three of the questions for dealing with satisfaction with idea
management’s outputs produced interesting results. Question 52S showed that
51% were satisfied or very satisfied with capturing ideas from outside sources.
Yet the activity questions V63-V72, & V87-V97, shows that most companies did a
poor job of tapping a variety of outside sources for ideas. One may hypothesize
that (1) respondents only need to tap a small number of sources to be satisfied,

or *2) respondents are not aware of the number of outside sources and outside
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ideas they are missing, and thus are content. The second hypotheses would also
explain why the activities associated with capturing ideas from outsides sources
are missing Figure 5.18.

Question 53S shows a hard skew to the left with 48% dissatisfied and
53% very dissatisfied or dissatisfied with their company’s ability to store and
organize captured ideas. Obviously, the respondents in this sample have a
systemic problem with storing and organizing ideas.

Question 55S shows a light skew to the left with 43% being very
dissatisfied or dissatisfied with their companies’ ability to distribute or route ideas
across the company. This may be part of the reason why no strong correlations
were found (outside of Figure 5.18) with diffusion activities.

Question 58S showed that 51% of respondents were satisfied or very
satisfied with the development outcomes of the ideas that enter their pipeline.
This shows that the sample is from companies which, on the majority, are

effective at developing products.

5.12.2. Normative Results for Activity Questions
Moving on to activities, question V75 showed that the bulk of the respondents
(79%) did not frequently hold events to generate ideas, where only 4
respondents (10%) always held events to generate ideas, and to that questions
V76 showed that 61% of the respondents undermanaged these events.

Not hosting and managing events is a systemic problem in this sample,
and should be improved upon because the correlations in Figures 5.12, showed
that holding and managing events is vital factor in generation a number of quality
ideas.

Another systemic problem was found in V77 and V78 in the lack of
incentives across all respondents. It seems companies go cheap, and expect
employees who often have other major responsibilities outside of generating
ideas, to take the time and generate and submit ideas. Incentive theory showed

that for employees to make something a priority they must be incentivized rightly.
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Questions V80, V81, V82 highlight that the bulk of the respondents do not
select the idea generation activities, manage them or provide adequate
resources and tools to these activities. Once more the correlation shown in
Figure 5.14 highlights that this is a major error!

Screening shown in question V84 is one of those simple activities which
every company seems to do, again this is only a minor part of the whole process.
Amazingly, there is a flat distribution in responses amongst V85 setting the
attributes for the first screen and V86 managing the first screens.

Questions V87 to V97, and V63 to V72 show that outside sources like:
customers, partners, and the media sources are often tapped for ideas; while,
universities, external research labs, suppliers, consultants, indirect competitors,
and independent inventors are much less frequently tapped for ideas. Open
innovation experts should take note of these graphs for these questions because
it lends them much support. Obviously, companies should be frequently tapping
all sources for ideas.

Question V100-V103 shows that an “individual” and “email” is the most
prevalent form of capturing ideas, followed by suggestion boxes and voice mail,
and lastly idea management software. Using an individual to capture ideas is
very acceptable as long as they are trained in how to apply the screens
appropriately.

Questions V107-V110 showed a systemic problem with tagging, that
although respondents are recording who submitted the ideas, they are failing to
record other via tag information. As mentioned, this researcher believes this will
change when more rigorous process checks are adopted, and responses in
question V122, V123 show that only 5 respondents frequently perform process
checks.

Diffusion of ideas seems to be practiced poorly amongst the respondent
companies as shown by questions V125, V126, V127. Out of these activities
routing V127 had the highest mean of 3.28 with 36% of the respondent “always”

or “most-of-the-time” routing ideas to employees. This hints at possible systemic
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problem with routing and diffusion which may be due to the lack of importance
placed on this activity in the literature. Nevertheless, the correlation in figure 5.18

and correlations in table 5.7 state the importance of diffusion activities.

5.13. Survey: Major Lessons Learned

There were several major lessons learned from conducting the survey research
study. The first and most important lesson was that most of the correlations and
normative data supported Glassman’s model for idea generation and idea
management. Once more, table 5.9 and figure 5.15 showed a summary of
support for the model. This helps to answer the second research question
further. Combined with the case studies there is substantial evidence that the
proposed model will be effective in managing and controlling the idea generation
and idea management processes.

The second major lesson was that screening activities are really
considered by respondents to be part of the idea management process. This
lesson is applied in the following chapter 5 Updated Control Models.

The third major lesson is the importance of people, events, and idea
generation activities in creating a number of quality ideas in a timely fashion. This
lesson was highlighted in detail in the discussion surrounding figure 5.14.
Unfortunately, the normative data in appendix D showed that a majority of the
respondents did not host or manage idea generation activities correctly.

The forth major lesson is how satisfaction with capturing ideas from
employees is greatly affected by the screening, capturing, and storing activities,
see the discussion surrounding figure 5.17. The fifth major lesson is how
satisfaction with capturing ideas from outside sources depended highly on
diffusion activities as shown by figures 5.18 and table 5.7.

The last major lesson was the systemic dissatisfaction with: capturing
ideas from outside sources, storing and categorizing of ideas, and diffusion and
routing of ideas, amongst the respondents. Yet again, this may hint at a larger

systemic issue with these items for the greater population.
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CHAPTER 6. UPDATED CONTROL MODELS

This very short chapter presents improvements made to the proposed Glassman
model based on lessons learned from the case studies and survey study.
Appending to this model is believed to strengthen it further, and lend it additional
creditability as being an effective means of controlling the idea generation and
idea management processes. The improvements to the model will be discussed
sequentially.

6.1. Screening Moved into Idea Management

The first improvement to this model was the movement of screening activities
into the idea management portion of the model. Section 3.28 discusses
screening in detail but fails to mention that most of the screening occurs during
the capturing of ideas, in addition, to screening occurring during idea generation.
The importance of screening as part of the idea management process was
established from the very strong correlation in Figure 5.17, in which all three acts
of screening V84 (degree to which a company does screening), V85 (setting the
attributes for the screen), and V86 (actively managing the screen) had 0.5 or
better correlations with 51S (satisfaction with capturing ideas from employees).
Screening is an activity which all respondents of the survey seemed to
understand and perform (V84), yet actively managing the screen (V86) and
setting the attributes for the first screen (V85) were not as well performed with

only 43% respondents “most-the-time” or “always” performing these activities.
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To keep an emphasize on screening activities they will be separated from
capturing activities, even though in practice they can be conducted at the same
instance. For example, an innovation director would capture an idea via a phone
call and be simultaneously screening it.

Screens can be applied before capturing, in which case it prevents certain
types of ideas from being submitted. Or screening can be practiced after
capturing in which case it prevents ideas from being stored. Out of the two
options, this researcher feels it is much worse to inhibit the capturing of ideas via
a pre-screen.

The rationality for this is simple; (1) there is very little harm in capturing a
poor idea then screening it out later, (2) it gives one the option to screen a
potentially valuable idea, and (3) it allows the employee or outside individual to
feel satisfied with their aid, and (4) it allows the screen to be malleable and post-
adjusted to allow potential great ideas (which may initially not meet the first
screen) to be captured.

The harm in having the screen before capture is (1) significant loss of
revenues and competitive advantage associated with screening out good or great
ideas, (2) it is difficult to tell if the screen is eliminating good or bad ideas, and (3)
the de-motivating effects a pre-screen would have on employee or outside
sources who would like to submit an idea.

For these reasons, screening was put after capturing in the updated
management model. Once more, individuals applying a screen should be trained
in how to apply it correctly and how to avoid de-motivate individuals while

screening ideas.

6.2. Strategic Alignment Activities

The case studies clearly demonstrated that the idea generation process requires
strategic alignment to focus its outputs; whereas, the idea management process
is purely logistical. Given this, the idea generation part of the model was

appended to include four activities designed to align the outputs of the idea
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generation process with the company’s strategic needs, and they are: (1)
reviewing the company strategy, (2) determining major areas which ideas should
be generated for based on the strategy, (3) confirming these areas, and (4)
aligning the process.

During strategic reviews companies often identify opportunity areas, areas
of strategic importance, or general areas to grow business. These strategic
initiatives are often dedicated much resources and are hopefully well thought out.
Focusing the outputs of the idea generation process toward meeting these
strategic needs is only smart. Having an idea generation process which
generates random ideas which may or may not meet strategic needs can be a
major waste of resources, and unfortunately produce great dissatisfaction with
the idea generation process.

The first activity (strategic review) should be performed by the innovation
director, VP of R&D, or chief innovation officer. Next these individuals should
determine the major areas which idea should be generated for, then these areas
should be confirmed.

The act of confirming an area can be the same as confirming an
opportunity area, but in many cases it is more high level. For example, say a
bedding company has selected bed liners to be an area to generate ideas for
because this is a major weakness of their competitors and this can be a way to
gain market share. The company would then look at that area and determine if
there is suitable room to generate ideas.

In the case of Fairbank’s Scales, one learned that their market of industrial
scales was highly mature, highly saturated, and contained limited number of new
product opportunities. Even the best idea generation activities would have had
much trouble generating ideas under these circumstances.

Interestingly, there seems to be this unspoken notion that smart
individuals or geniuses can create great ideas no matter how old or saturated the
market is, this is simply not true. This researcher has seen brilliant individuals

and even geniuses’ stall in their efforts to generate ideas for super saturated
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markets. Further, some markets just do not need new category of products, or
new functionality because the current offering, as segmented as they are, come
close to totally satisfying the needs of their customers, and short of creating a
blue ocean market nothing of real consequent can be introduce. Remember, the
purpose of a market is to satisfy the needs of that segment of customers, and
there is only so much one can do to create demand, outside of that additional
efforts would result in a waste of money.

So during the third step of confirming an area, one should take an honest
look and determine if the selected area has room to generate and introduce new
products or services. Remember, choosing incorrectly could completely stall the
idea generation process. Conversely; keep in mind that for some opportunity
areas, customers may be satisfied with the current product offerings until a new
disruptive product arrives and shows there is much room for improvement. An
example of this is the recent improvement in windshield wipers where they are
now one solid piece, and the advancement of tube televisions to LCD flat panel
televisions.

Once the areas are confirmed, the idea generation process can then be
aligned and adapted towards generating ideas for those areas. The
understanding of which areas to generate ideas for would then be used to select
amongst the many input controls to focus the process on which people, events,
idea generation activities, or screens to select. The process controls are used to
continually insure that the idea generation process is creating ideas for those
areas.

The appropriate employees must be selected for (1) reviewing the
company strategy, (2) selecting areas to generate ideas for, and (3) confirming
these areas. Most-likely a VP of R&D, innovation director, or Chief innovation
officer is appropriate for these tasks. A different set of people can be used to
perform the forth task of aligning the idea generation process. In addition, tasks 1

to 3 must be executed correctly (process control).
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Figure 6.1. Updated Glassman Model
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Appendix A. Concept Life Cycle

By C. Merle Crawford in New Product Management 5th Ed

Opportunity concept — a company sKkill, or resource, or a customer problem

Idea concept — The first appearance of an idea

Stated concept — a form or a technology, plus a clear statement of benefit

Test concept — it has passed an end user concept test, needs have been
confirmed

Full screened concept — tested and found to fit with the company’s situation

Protocol concept — a statement (product definition) of the intended user,
including the perceived problem, the benefit to users

Prototype concept — a tentative physical product or system, including features
and benefits

Batch concept — first full test of fit with manufacturing, specs are written, on
what product features will be along with their characteristics and standards

Process concept — the full manufacturing process is complete designed

Pilot concept — passes a pilot production run where the product is produced in a
small quantity and used with a small test group of users

Market concept — increased to full levels of productions

Successful concept — it meets the goal set for it at the start of the project.
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Appendix B. Details of Stage Gate Process

Appendix B: Table showing the tasks and activities in each stage of the stage-

gate processes

Tablel. Phases of the New Product Development Process®

Phases/Gates Stage-Gate™ (Cooper. 1998 ) Design in NPD (Ulnich and Eppinger, 2004)
PhaseGate | Ideation Exploration

Initial screening Consider product platform and architecture

Assess new technologies and new needs

Phase/Gate 2 Preliminary investigation Concept development

Market assessment Investigate feasibility of product concepts

Technical assessment Develop industrial design concepts

Business assessment Build and test experimental prototypes
Phase/Gate 3 Detailed investigation System level design

Market research Generate alternative architectures

Users needs and wants studies Define major sub systems and interfaces

Value in use studies Refine Industrial design

Competitive analysis

Concept testing

Detailed technical assessment

Manufacturing appraisal

Detailed financial analysis (ends with business case)

Phase/Gate 4 Development Detail design

Product development (money gate) Define part geometry
Choose materials
Assign tolerances
Complete ID documentation

Phase/Gate 5 Testing and validation Testing
In house product testing Reliability test
Customer test of products Life testing
Market test Performance testing

Regulatory approvals
Implement design changes
Phase/Gate 6 Market launch Production ramp-up
Trial production Evaluate early production output
Precommercialization business analysis
Production startup
Market launch

* Adapted from Borja de Mozota (2003a, p. 135).

Adapted from Borja de Mozota (2003)
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Appendix C. Survey Instrument

V1 Welcome to a Research Survey on Idea Generation and Idea
Management held by Brian Glassman a Ph.D student in Innovation Management

at Purdue University, and distributed by Ryma Technology Solutions

V2-V9 This survey was designed to obtain data on current management
practices in idea generation and idea management, and is expected to directly
benefit respondents.
Here are the benefits of the survey:
1. It is a valuable self-assessment of your company's idea generation and
idea management processes. A similar assessment would cost $5K +
from a consultant
2. It will roughly show the respondents where they strong or weak in
controlling their idea generation and idea management processes.
3. It will give the respondents new ideas about how to improve their own
idea generation practices.
4. All publications, white papers, and learning’s will be email to

respondents who provide their email addresses.

V 10 This survey will take 25 mins, so please set aside sometime, or remember
to come back to when you have time. We feel this survey will be beneficial

so please strongly consider taking it. Thanks

V11 | have read and understand the terms of the information sheet and the

purpose of this study. (Html link to information sheet ) (Yes to continue)

V12 | consent to participating in this study. (Yes to continue)
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Demographic Questions

V13 Name (optional) (not disclosed)
V14 Email (optional) (not disclosed)
V15 Company’s name (not disclosed)

V16 Please enter the position & title you hold at your company?
V17 Please enter the department or functional areas you work for?

V18 Please enter the department or major functional area you work for?

V19-V33 What role do you play in your company's innovation process?

check all that apply: (No role) (project manager) (support) (technician) (division manager)
(R&D manager) (engineer) (researcher) (developer) (VP of R&D) (chief innovation officer)

(advisor) (minimal role) (supervisor) (assistance) (consultant)

V34 What part of your company’s new product or new service development

process do you manage?

(None) (1 project) (2 or more project)  (One division) (The whole company’s)

Company’s Demographic Information

V37 What are the approximate revenues of your company this year?
(>100K) (100K to 500K) (500K to 1M) (50M to 500M) (500M to 1B) (1B to 5B) (5B +)

V38 What is the number of employees in your company?
(1-20) (21-50) (51-100) (101-300) (301- 500) (501-1000) (1001-5000) (5001+)

V39 What specific industry or service sector does your company operate in?
V40 What city & state is your branch of the company operating in?
V41 What is the approximate R&D budget of your company this year?
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All of the following satisfaction questions use the following scale
(Very Dissatisfied) (Dissatisfied) (Neutral) (Satisfied) (Very Satisfied) (Do not know) (NA)

Satisfaction with ldea Generation

How satisfied are you with the:

44S Quality of the ideas produced from your company’s idea generation
process?

45S Number of ideas produced from your company’s idea generation process?
46S Ability of your company to generate a set of ideas with a specific set of
attributes? An example of this is creating ideas for a specific market, or product
ideas that can create at least 1 million in revenue and be implemented in six
months.

47S Time it takes to generate ideas?

48S Ability of your company's idea generation process to fill the front end
portfolio's needs?

49S Overall the idea generation process of your company?

Satisfaction with Idea Management

How satisfied are you with:

51S  Your company’s ability to capture ideas from employees at all levels?
52S  Your company’s ability to capture ideas from outside sources like
competitors, suppliers, consultants, customers, and partners?

53S Your company’s ability to store and organize captured ideas?

54S The amount, quality, & type of ideas in your company’s idea bank or idea
pool?

55S Your company’s ability to distribute or route ideas across the
organization?

56S The ability of your company's idea bank to fill the front end portfolio's

needs?
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Satisfaction with Development

How satisfied are you with:

58S The development outcomes of ideas that enter into your pipeline?
59S The ratio of ideas that make it through to market launch?

60S Your company’s ability to convert an idea into a marketable product or
service?

61S Your company’s ability to use resources during development in an

effective manner?

Activity Questions

All of the following activity questions use the following multi-chose scale
(Never) (Rarely) (Sometimes) (Most-of-the-time) (Always) (Do not know) (NA)

Idea Generation Process Points of Control
Sources of Ideas
How frequently does your company:
V63-V72 Actively select the following groups to participate in generating ideas?
V63 Employees
V64 Customers
V65 Universities
V66 External Research Labs
V67  Suppliers
V68  Consultants
V69 Partners/Alliances
V70 Direct competitors
V71 In-direct competitors

V72 Independent Inventors

V73 Actively select participants for idea generation based on their level of

creativity or previous success in generating ideas?
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Event Questions

To what degree does your company:

V75 Actively hold events to generate ideas? For example, idea competitions,
ideas fairs, idea campaigns, & formal requests?

V76 Actively manage these events?

V77 Provide incentives specific to these events?

V78 Provide general incentives for generating ideas? (For example a patenting

bonuses)

Idea Generation Activities

To what degree does your company:

V80 Actively select the type and mix of activities use to generate ideas.
V81 Actively manage the idea generation activities?

V82 Provide tools and resources specifically for idea generation activities?

Screening and Filtering

To what degree does your company:

V84 Screen newly submitted ideas prior to storing them, in say an idea bank?
V85 Set the attributes of the first screening for newly submitted ideas?

V86 Actively manage the first screen and filter to insure the screen is applied

correctly?
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Capturing Ideas
To what degree does your company:
V88-V98 Accept ideas submitted from, or capture ideas by observing the
following groups?
V88 Employees
V89 Customers
VO0 Universities
V91 External Research Labs
V92  Suppliers
VO3  Consultants
V94  Partners/Alliances
V95 Direct competitors
V96 In-direct competitors
V97 Independent Inventors

V98 Media (magazines, publications, trade journals)

V99 Use the following methods to capturing ideas from internal or external
sources?

V99 |dea management software

V100 Idea suggestion box

V101 Particular person for capturing ideas

V102 Email

V103 Voice mail

V104 Actively manage the capturing of ideas from employees?

V105 Actively manage the capturing of ideas from outside source?



Tagging Ideas
V107-V112 To what degree does your company record the following
information when a new idea is submitted?

V107 Who submitted it,

V108 How it was created,

V109 What event triggered it,

V110 What activities lead to its creation

V111 Who was involved in its creation

V112 If it was created formally or Informally

Storage and Categorization of Ideas

To what degree does your company:

V115 Have a formal system for storing ideas?

V116 Actively manage the system for storing ideas?
V117 Use of the following idea storage systems
V117 ldea management software

V118 Idea data bank

V119 Idea data bank (print or physical form)

V120 Categorize ideas in the idea bank?

Process Check & Process Improvement
V122 How often do you refine the idea generation process?
V123 How much do you use the outputted ideas to refine idea generation

process?

309
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Diffusing and Routing of Ideas
V125 How frequently does your product development staff refer to /search the

idea bank during idea generation activities?

V126 How frequently do your company’s employees search to the idea bank?

V127 To what degree does your company expose its’ employees to ideas from
the idea bank?

V128 How frequently do your company’s actively route particular newly
submitted ideas to the individuals who could best use them? (For example
sending a new idea about a consumer product submitted by a customer to the

consumer product director)

V132 Would you like to learn more about how to conduct and manage the idea

generation and idea management? (Yes or No)
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Appendix D. Normative Survey Results

The following section summarizes the results obtained for the questions of the
survey. The sample was cleaned as mentioned in “Method of Analysis and
Cleaning” in chapter 5 and included 40 respondents, variations in the number of
responses are due to respondents not answering a particular question.

Additional Demographic Questions

Again the demographic of the survey sample are located the respective

section title in Chapter 5.

7. What role do you play in your company's
innovation process?

# | Answer « | Response %

ant Project Manager | 20 49%

2 | Developm
6 | R&D manager I 15 3%
12 | Advisor — ] 22%
11 | Chief Innovation Officer ._ 8 20%
8 | Researcher I 7 17%
10 | VP of R&D —_— ] 15%
16 | Consultant _-— 5 12%
5 —_— 5 12%
7 - 5 12%
14 ] 4 10%
9 | Developer - 3 7%
15 | Assistance - 2 5%
3 | Support - 2 58
13 | Minimal role 0 0%
1 | Mo Role 0 0%
0 0%

4 | Technician

8. What part of your company's new product or new service
development process do you manage?

3 | 2 or more project —_— 17 41% || Mean 383
5 | The whole company's [ N 12 29% || Variance 0.80
4 | One divisions — 1" 27% | | Standard Deviation 0.89
2 | 1 project | ] 1 2% | | Total Responses 41
1 | Mone 0 0%

Total 4 100%

Scale only used for Scale only used for
Satisfaction Questions All other questions (V#) Scale for V115. Only

1 = Very Dissatisfiedf§ 1 = Never 1 = There is no system

2 = Dissatisfied 2 = Rarely 2 = Highly Informal System
3 = Neutral 3 = Sometimes 3 = Mix of Formal & Informa
4 = Satisfied 4 = Most-of-the-time 4 = Mostly Formal

5 = Very Satisfied 5 = Always 5 = Highly Formal

0 = Do not know 0 = Do not know 0 = Do not know

0 = NA 0 =NA 0 = NA




312

44S

16. How satisfied are you with the:
Quality of the ideas produced from your company’s idea

generation process?
# | Answer Response % Statistic Value

1 i Very Dissatisﬁed‘F | 2 | 5% | Mean | 3.59 |
2 | Dissatisfed [N 6 15% | | Variance 1.60
3 ‘M _ ‘ 11 ‘ 27% | | Standard Deviation | 126 |
4 | Satisfied | 12 29% Total Responses 41
5 ‘Ve[}[ Satisfied _ ‘ ] ‘ 2%
7| NA § 1 2%

‘ Total ’ ‘ LR ‘ 100%

45S How Satisfied are you with the:

17. Number of ideas produced from your company’s idea
generation process?

| 1| Very Dissatisﬁed_ | 3 | 7% | | Mean | 354
2 | Dissatisfied _ 8 20% | | Varance 1.90
| 3 | Newtral l- ‘ 7 ‘ 17% | | Stendard Deviation | 138
4 | Satisfied ] 12 29% ITotaIResponses | 4
| 5 | Very Satisfied |G ‘ 10 ‘ 2% | '
7 |NA ] 1 2%
{ Total ‘ 41 ‘100%

46S How Satisfied are you with the:

18. Ability of your company to generate a set of ideas with a
specific set of attributes?

[ 4 ‘Ve[}g Dissatisfed | ‘ 0 ‘ 0% | Mean I
2 | Dissatisfied _ 8 21% H Variance 1.06
3 | Neutral li- ‘ 4 10% || Standard Dewviation | 1.03
4 | Satisfied _ 19 49% | Total Responses 39
5 | Very Satisfied _ ‘ 8 ‘ 2%

7 | NA 0 0%
 Tota } o3| 100% |
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47S

19. How satisfied are you with the:
Time it takes to generate ideas?

# | Answer Response % Statistic
ki | Very Dissatisfied ‘ ‘ 2 ‘ 5% | | Mean 3.186
|
2 | Dissatisfied | 12 | 32% | | Variance 1.43
3 | MNeutral | ] ‘ 8 ‘ 21% I Standard Deviation 1.20
4 | Satisfied _ 10 26% || Total Responses 38
. [ ' :
5 | Very Satisfied [N ‘ 6 ‘ 16%
7 | NA 0 0%
| Total [ | 38 | 100% |

48S How Satisfied are you with the:

20. Ability of your company's idea generation process to fill the
front end portfolio’s needs?

1 ‘ Very Dissatisfied 0 0% Mean 344
2 | Dissatisfied _ 12 35% || Variance 1.77
3 | Heutral i- 5 15% || Standard Deviation | 1.33
4 | Satisfied — 9 26% | | Total Responses 34
|5 ‘Vew Satisfied 7 2% | '
7| NA ] 1 3%
| Total [ 34 | 100% |

49S How Satisfied are you with the:

| 21. Overall idea generation process of your company?

# | Answer Response | % Statistic

i1 | Very Dissatisﬁed;. | 3 | 8% | | Mean 3.18

2 | Dissatisfied _ 13 33% | | Variance 1.69
‘ 3 | Neutral - ‘ 6 ‘ 15% ‘ Standard Dewviation 1.30
| 4 | Satisfied _ 10 | 25% | | Total Respaonses | 40
‘ 5 ‘Ver\g Satisfied - ‘ 8 ‘ 20% ‘

7 | nA ’ 0 0%

! | Total [ | 40 | 100% |
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S

22. How satisfied are you with:

Your company'’s ability to capture ideas from employees at all
levels?

# | Answer

| 1

2
3
4
5
i

\ery Dissatisfied .

Dizsatisfied

Neutral

Satisfied

Very Satisfied
NA

| Total

528 How Satisfied are you with the:

23.
Your company’s ability to capture ideas from outside sources
like competitors, suppliers, consultants, customers, and

partners?

# | Answer

—
|

| 1 | Very Dissatisfied |

2
3
| 4

Dissatisfied

Neutral

Satisfied

5 |Ver\{ Satisfied -

7

53S How Satisfied are you with the:

NA
Total

1
"
i
15
]
0
39

3 i 7% || Mean

14 34% | | Varance

& | 15% | | Standard Deviation
12 23% | | Total Responses
5 ‘ 12%

1 2%

4 | 100%

3% Mean

28% Variance

18% Standard Deviation
38% . Total Responses
13% “

0%
100%

24. Your company’s ability to store and organize captured
ideas?

Answer

[ R I ot

-l

Very Dissatisfied il

Dissatisfied
Neutral
Satisfied

Very Satisfied
NA

Total

2 5% | | Mean

19 48% Variance

4 10% | Standard Deviation
9 23% | Total Responses
6 15%

0 0%

40 | 100%

Value

3115

1.83

1.35
4

331 |
122
110 |
39

295

1.54

1.24
40

314
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548 How Satisfied are you with the:

25. The amount, quality, & type of ideas in your company’s
idea bank or idea pool?

# | Answer Response % Statistic Value

1 | Very Dissatisfied il 2 5% | | Mean | 328
2 | Dissatisfied — 9 23% | | Variance 1.28
3 | Meutral (— 1 28% | | Standard Deviation | 113
4 | Satisfied _ 12 30% | | Total Responses 40
& | Wery Satisfied - & 15% -
7 | nA 0 0%

Total ' 40 100%

558 How Satisfied are you with the:

the organization?

26. Your company’s ability to distribute or route ideas across ‘

1 :\a’er\{ Dissatisﬂed_ |5 | 13% | Mean | 280 |
2 | Dissatisfied [ 12 30% | | Variance 1.29
3 | Meutral — 12 30% | | Standard Deviation | 1.4 |
4 | Satisfied _ 8 20% | | Total Responses 40
5 | Very Satisfied | 3 ||
7 |NA 0 0%

| Total _ | 40 | 100%

56S How Satisfied are you with the:

27. The ability of your company's idea bank to fill the front end
portfolio's needs?

# | Answer Response % Statistic

1 | Very Dissatisfied i L1 3% | Mean | 320
2 | Dissatisfied _ 10 27% || Variance 145
3 | Neutral — | 13 | 35% || Standard Deviation 1.20
4 | Satisfied _ 8 22% || Total Responses 37
5 | Very Satisfied | 4 1%
7 [NA | 1 3%

Total 37 100% |
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28. How satisfied are you with:

The development outcomes of ideas that enter into your

pipeline?
| Answer Statistic
‘ 1 VeEyDissatisﬁed ‘ 1 ‘ 3% || Mean 336
2 | Dissatisfied I | 9 | 23% || Variance || 38
‘ 3 | Neutral _ ‘ 9 ‘ 23% | | Standard Deviation ‘ 1.06 ‘
4 | Satisfied _ 15 38% | | Total Responses 39
‘ 5 | Very Satisfied '_ ‘ 5 ‘ 13% |
7| NA 0 0%
| | Total ' | 39 | 100% |
59S How Satisfied are you with the:
29. The ratio of ideas that make it through to market launch?
# | Answer Response % Statistic Value
Very Dissatisfied | 1 | 3% Mean 32T
2 | D|Ssat|sﬁnd _ 12 2% Vanance 13
3 | Neutral : |5 | % !Standard Deviation | 1.15 ‘
4 | Satisfied 14 38% :Total Responses 7
§ | Very Satisfied |5 | 1%
7 | NA 0 0%
Tota | L3 100%

60S How Satisfied are you with the:

30. Your company’s ability to convert an idea into a
marketable product or service?

1 |Ve[§gDissatlsﬁed:I ‘ 1 ‘ 3% ‘ Mean 3.29

2 | Dissatisfied — 9 24% || Variance 1.18
‘ 3 |Neutra| — | 12 | 32% ‘ Standard Deviation | 1.09

4 | Satisfied - 10 26% || Total Responses 38
| 5 | Very Satisfed N 6| 1% |

7 | A | 0 0%

| | Total | | 38 | 100% I

316
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61S How Satisfied are you with the:

31. Your company’s ability to use resources during
development in an effective manner?

# | Answer Resp onse %

1 | Very Dissatisfied 3 8% Mean 2.85
2 | Dissatisfied 15 38% | | Variance 1.13
3 | Meutral T 18% | | Standard Deviation 1.06
4 | Satisfied 13 33% || Total Responses 39
5 | Very Satisfied 1 3%
T | NA 0 0%

Total 39 100%

V63, V64, V65, V66, V67, V68, V69, V70, V71, V72

32. How frequently does your company actively select the
following groups to participate in generating ideas?

W Never W Rarely H Sometimes W Most-of-the-fime W Aways
B Do not know I A,

Employees

Customers

Universities

Extemal Research Lab...
Suppliers

Consultants

PartnersAlllances

Direct competitors
In-direct competitors

Independent Inventors

# | Question Never | Rarely | Sometimes | Most-ofthe Always | Do notknow | NA | Responses | Mean
1 | Employees 2.50% | 10.00% | 17.50% 27.50% 42.50% 0.00% 0.00% 40 398
2 | Customers 0.00% | 25.00% 27.50% 25.00% 22.50% 0.00% 0.00% 40 345
3 | Universities 20.00% | 42.50% 20.00% 12.50% 2.50% 2.50% 0.00% 40 243
4 | External Research Labs | 37.50% | 30.00% 25.00% 2.50% 0.00% 5.00% 0.00% 40 213
5 | Suppliers 17.50% | 27.50% 40.00% 2.50% 2.50% 7.50% 2.50% 40 278
6 | Consultants 15.00% | 30.00% 40.00% 10.00% 5.00% 0.00% 0.00% 40 2.60
7 | Partners/Alliances 7.50% | 12.50% 50.00% 22 50% 7.50% 0.00% 0.00% 40 310
8 | Direct competitors 40.00% | 32.50% 15.00% 5.00% 5.00% 2.50% 0.00% 40 210
9 | In-direct competitors 37.50% | 32.50% 25.00% 2.50% 0.00% 2.50% 0.00% 40 2.03
10 | Independent Inventors 42.50% | 32.50% 15.00% 5.00% 2.50% 2.50% 0.00% 40 2.00
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V73

33. How frequently does your company actively select
participants for idea generation based on their level of
creativity or previous success in generating ideas?

# | Answer Response % Statistic

1 | Never — \ 3 8% || Mean | 340
2 | Rarely . | 6 15% | | Variance 1.63
3 ‘Somenmes I— 12 | 30% | Standard Deviation 1.28
4 | Most-ofthetime | 13 33% || Total Responses | 40
5‘,&1&;@ - 3 | 8% |

6 | Donot know 3 8%

7 (A ' | o | 0% |

Total |

40 100%

34. To what degree does your company:

Actively hold events to generate ideas?

For example, idea competitions, ideas fairs, idea campaigns, & formal
requests for ideas?

1 | Never — 7 18% | | Mean | 27 |
2 | Rarely —_— 11 28% | | Variance 1.87
3 | Sometimes _ 13 33% | | Standard Deviation 137 |
4 Il‘u’lust-nf-the-time | ] I 4 I 10% %Total Responses 40
§ | Always fr— 4 0%
6 | Do not know 0 0%
7 |HA ] [ 1 | 3%

Total 40 100%

V76 To what degree does your company:

35. Actively manage these events?

# | Answer Response % Statistic Value

1 | Never — | & | 15% | |Mean | 318
2 | Rarely —_— 11 28% | | Variance 2.66
3 | Sometimes _ T 18% Standard Dewiation 1.63
4 | Most-ofthe-time - 6 15% _Total Responses | 40
5 | Aways — [ &8 | 20%
& | Do not know 0 0%
7 | NA - [ 2 | 5%

Total 40 100%
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V77 To what degree does your company:
36.

Provide incentives specific to these events?

# | Answer Response % Statistic Value

1 ‘Never _ 13 | 33% | | Mean ‘ 248 |
2 | Rarely I 13 33% | | Variance 2.61
| 3 | Sometimes - a | 13% | iStandard Deviation | 1.62 |
4 | Most-ofthetime I 4 10% | | Total Respanses 40
| 5 | Aays - 3 8% |
& | Do not know 0 0%
7 ‘M _ 2 ‘ 5% ‘
Total 40 | 100% |

V78 To what degree does your company:

37. Provide general incentives for submitting an idea?
(For example a patenting bonuses or general idea submission

bonus)
1 | Mever — 17 43% | | Mean | 245 |
2 | Rarely —— i 8 20% | | Variance 282
3 |Sometimes — 5 ‘ 13% |  Standard Deviation ‘ 1.68
4 | Most-ofthe-time il | 2 5% ETotaIResponses |40
5 | Almays — AR
& | Do not know | 0 0%
7| na i |1 | %

Total | 40 100%

Va0

38. To what degree does your company:
Actively select the type and mix of activities use to generate

ideas.
| 1 | Never - 4 | 10% || Mean | 278 |
2 | Rarely e 16 40% | | Variance 1.51

| 3 | Sometimes  E—_—_ 1| 28% || Standard Deviation | 1.23

4 | Most-ofthe-time N 4 10% || Total Responses 40

5 ‘Alwaygs _ 4 | 10%

6 | Do not know | 1 3%

7 ‘ NA ‘ 0 | 0%

| Total 40 100% |
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39. Actively manage these idea generation activities?

1 To what degree does your company:

Answer

Rarely ——— 12
| Sometimes _ Y
Most-of-the-time N | 6
| Always —_— 5
Do not know ] 1
e o

Total 40

V82 To what degree does your company:

Statistic VET

Mean 298
Variance 1.61
Standard Deviation 127

| Total Responses 40

40. Provide tools and resources specifically for the idea generation

activities?

1

ra

PN

i)

Newver | ] 5
Rarely e 13
1
Sometimes — I 10
Most-ofthe-time - 6
: Always |- 5
| Do not know i 1
| A | 0

| Tatal 40

V84

41. To what degree does your company:
Screen newly submitted ideas prior to storing them in an idea
bank?
| 1 ;Never _ -I - [
2 | Rarely [
| 3 | Sometimies - I
4 | Most-ofthe-time _
6 | Do not know i
M

Total

3
1

13
12

40

13%
33%
2% |
15%
13% |
3%

0%

100%

8%
10%
15%
33%
30%

3%

3%

Mean 2.90
Variance 1.73
Standard Deviation | 1.32

| Total Responses 40

| Mean | 385
: Vanance 1.87
Standard Dewiation 1.37

| Total Responses 40

100% |
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42. Set the attributes of the first screening for newly

submitted ideas?

# | Answer
‘ 1 | Never -
2 | Rarely =

‘3 Sometimes _
4 | Most-ofthe-time |
|5 | Aways —_—
6 | Donot know
.

Total

15% | Mean | 348 ‘
10% | | Variance 23
25% ‘ Standard Deviation ‘ 1.52 ‘
20% Total Responses | 40
23%

8%
0% |
100%

V86

43. Actively manage the first screen to insure the screening

is applied correctly?

# | Answer Response Yo

1 ‘ Mever —_—
2 | Rarely -—

|
3 ‘ Sometimes I_
4 I‘u’lost—of—the-time:_

L] ‘ Always _
|

6 | Do not know
7 ‘M

| Total |

6

oo W @

=

| 20%

100%

15% | Mean | 350
13% Variance 246

| 20% |StandardDeviation ‘ 157

23% | | Total Responses 40

10%
0%

321
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44. To what degree does your company:
Accept ideas submitted from, or capture ideas by observing
the following groups?

322

ever arely omefimes st -of-the ~time Y3
WHN W Fared I Somedi W Most-of-the-t | A TET
B Do not know A NA
Employees
Customers R i
Universities
Extermnal Research Lab...
Suppliers
Consultants
Partners/Alllances
Direct com petitors
In-direct com petitors
Independent Inventors
Media (magazines, publ...
0 10 20 30 40 50
# | Question Never | Rarely | Sometimes Most.—of— Always o NA | Responses Mean
the-time know
1 | Employees 10.26% | 12.82% | 25.64% 33133% 17.95% 0.00% 0.00% 39 3.36
2 | Customers 513% | 1538% | 2821% 17.95% 3333% 0.00% 0.00% 39 359
3 | Universities 2051% | 3077% | 15.38% 10 26% 10 26% 1.69% 513% 39 3.03
4 | Extenal Research Labs 30 77% | 2308% | 2308% 513% 769% 769% 256% 39 269
5 | Suppliers 12.89% | 4359% | 2564% 0.00% 10 26% 513% 256% 39 277
6 | Consultants 2051% | 2564% | 35.90% 256% 10.26% 256% 256% 39 274
7 | Partners/Alliances 17.95% | 12.82% | 43.59% 12.82% 12.82% 0.00% 0.00% 39 290
8 | Direct competitors 2051% | 17.95% | 28.21% 17.95% 10.26% 5.13% 0.00% 39 295
9 | In-direct competitors 2564% | 2564% | 2051% 15.38% 1.69% 513% 0.00% 39 269
10 | Independent Inventors 3947% | 21.05% | 2368% 0.00% 10.53% 263% 263% 38 239
1 S“f)i‘:l'fal(sn)‘agaz‘”“’ L I, (e 10.26% | 2051% |  33.33% 10.26% 17.95% 513% | 2.56% 39 3.31
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45 To what degree does your company:
Use the following methods to capturing ideas from

internal or external sources?

# Question Never | Rarely = Sometimes | Most-ofthetime @ Always | Do notknow | NA | Responses | Mean

1

213 |
267
3.32 |
338
233 |

1 | Idea management software ‘ 20 8 Z 4 5 o 0 39

2 | |dea suggestion box m i 10 B o) o 1] 39

3 Particular person for capturing ideas ‘ & 4 8 14 5 i) 4 38

4 | Email 4 5 El 14 T o 1] 39

5 | Voice Mail 16 9 6 4 2 1 3 | 39

Statistic |dea management software | ldea suggestion box | Particular person for capturing ideas | Email | Voice Mail
| Mean | 213 267 [ 332 | 33 | 23
Wariance 217 1.91 2.01 1.51 244
Standard Deviation 1.47 1.38 1.42 | 123 1.56
Total Responses 39 | 39 38 39 39

V104

46. To what degree does your company:
Actively manage the capturing of ideas from employees?

# | Answer
E |M - | | 10% |
2 | Rarely —-— 5 13%
3 iSometimes — L9 | 23%
4 | Most-of the-time | 10 26%
5 | Always — 9 | 23%
6 | Do nat know ] 1 3%
7 |M i L ‘ 3%
| Total 39| 100% |

V105

47. Actively manage the capturing of ideas from outside
source?

# | Answer

1 | Never - 3 8%

2 | Raraly — ] 23%
3 | Sometimes — 12

4 | Most-of the-time JEN 5 13%
5 | Always — [ 7 ‘ 18%
6 | Do not know 0 0%

7 |NA I 3 ‘ 8%

| Total 39 100%

Mean
Variance
Standard Deviation

Total Responses

Variance

| Total Responses

| 31% | Standard Deviation

Response % Statistic Value

3.56

209

1.45
39

Mean

341

281

1.58
39

323



v107, v106, V107, V108, V109, V110

48. To what degree does your company record the following
information when a new idea is submitted?

W Never B Farely B Sometimes W Most-of-the-time W Always
W Do not know
Who submitted it,
How it was created
What event triggered it...-
What activities lend to I...-
Who was involved in it...
If it was created Formal...
0 10 30 40 50

[T

@ o e W

Question

‘Who submitted it.

How it was created,

What event triggered its creation
What activities lead to its creation
Who was involved in its creation

If it was created Formally or Informally

Never | Rarely | Sometimes | Mostofthetime | Always
7.69% | 20.51% 7.69% 15.38% 48.72%
12.82% | 33.33% 25.64% 10.26% 17.95%
15.38% | 35.90% 30.77% 5.13% 12.82%
17.95% | 41.03% 2564% 2.56% 12.82%
10.53% | 23.68% 26.32% 13.16% 26.32%
36.84% | 31.58% 13.16% 7.89% 10.53%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

39
39
39
39
38
38

377
287
264
261
i
224

V114

49. To what degree does your company actively manage the
system for storing ideas?

= o, M k= oW M

Never

Rarely
Sometimes
Most-of-the-time
Always

Do not know
NA

Total

3%
15%
15%
28%
0%
3%
100%

Mean

Variance

Standard Deviation

Total Responses

3.36

224

1.50
39

324
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| 50. How formal is your company's system for storing ideas?

# | Answer Response %

1 | There is no System - 4 | 10%
2 | Highly Informal system _ 1 28%
3 | Mix of Formal & Informal systems | 14 ‘ 36%
4 | Mostly a Formal system _ | i | 18%
& | Highly Formal system - 3 ‘ 8%
6 | Do-not-know 0 0%
7 | NA 0 ‘ 0%

Total 39 100%

v116, V117, V118, V119

51. To what degree does your company:
Use of the following idea storage systems?

Question Never Sometimes

Do not know

Statistic

Mean 285
Variance 119
Standard Deviation ‘ 109 ‘
Total Responses | 39

Mean

Rarely

Most-of the-time | Always

NA | Responses

221
4
2.56
344

Mean

2

4

256
344

1 | ldea management software | 23 | | 3 | 1 | T | a | 1 ‘ 39 |

2 | |dea data bank {document form in a computer) g 3 4 il 14 a 1] 39

3 | Idea data bank (print or physical form) 3 T iy | 4 | 2 | o 2 39 |

5 | Other 14 1 4 3 3 A 8 4
Question Never | Rarely Sometimes Mot ol

1| Idea management softwar | 56 97% | 10.26% ‘ 7.69% 256% 1795% | 0.00% | 256% | 39

7 | ed ddta banicidscumient ity s 2108% | 769% | 1026% 23.08% 3590% | 000% | 0.00% 39
computer) |

3 Idea data bank (print or physical formy) 33.33% | 17.95% ‘ 28.21% 10.26% 513% 0.00% | 513% | 3%

5 | Other 41.18% | 2.94% 11.76% 8.82% | 8.82% 2.94% 23.53% 34

Statistic Idea management software | Idea data bank {document form in a computer) | Idea data bank {print or physical form)

Mean 2.1 3.41 2.56

Variance 3.06 256 | 252

Standard Deviation 1.75 1.60 [ 1.59

Total Responses | 39 3 | 9 -1

Other

V120

52. To what degree does your company actively categorize
ideas in the idea bank?

|1 |M _ | & 15% | | Mean 338
2 | Rarely — 7 18% || Variance 277
3 ‘ Sometimes :— 8 21% EStandard Deviation 1.66
4 | Most-ofthe-time _ T 18% iTotaI Responses 39
5 | Aways — 8 21%

6 | Do not know I 1 3%

|7 ‘ NA ™~ 2 5%

| Total I 39 100% |
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53. How often does your company refine the idea generation

process?

# | Answer Response % Statistic Value

1| e — LT e | Mean | 259 |
| | |

2 | Rarely D — 1 28% | Variance 1.46
| |

‘3 Sometimes N 16 ‘41% | Standard Deviation ‘ 121 |
[ | |

| 4 | Most-ofthetime |l 3 8% | | Total Responses 39
{ | L i

‘5 Aways i 1 ‘ 3%
[

6 | Do not know 0 0%
| |

‘? NA i | 1 ‘ 3%

Total 39 100%

V123

54. How much does your company use the outputted ideas
to refine the idea generation process?

Answer Response Y% Statistic

1 | Never 8 21% Mean 263
2 | Rarely — 13 34% | | Variance 218
‘ 3 ‘Sumetimes _ 9 ‘ 24% ‘ |Standard Dewviation 1.48
4 | Most-ofthe-time - 5 13% :Total Responses | 38
H—— =

6 | Do not know 0 0%

|7 ‘M _ 2 ‘ 5% ‘

Total 38 100%

V125

55. How frequently does your company’s employees search
the idea bank when they need new ideas?

# | Answer Response %

‘ 1 |M — | 10 | 26% || Mean | 269
2 | Rarely _ 12 31% || Variance 2.69
‘3 Sometimes _ [ i ‘ 18% || Standard Deviation ‘ 1.64
4 Mast—of—the-timej I 5 13% | | Total Responses | 39
|5 ‘M . | 2 ‘ 5% |
6 |Donotknow i 1 | 3%
|7 ‘@ - | 2 ‘ 5% |

| Total 39 | 100% |
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B56. How frequently does your product development staff refer
to or search the idea bank during idea generation activities?

# | Answer
: 1 iNever _
2 | Rarely I
3 ‘ Sometimes _
4 | Most-ofthetime [
5 ‘Mﬁ —
6 | Donotknow M
T ‘m -

7
1

8
6
4

Ay

i 18%
23%
‘ 21%
| 15%
‘ 10%
39,

|| Mean - 300 |
| Variance 268

|

| Standard Deviation | 1.64 ‘

| Total Responses 39

‘5%'

100%

V127

57. To what degree does your company actively expose its’
employees to ideas from the idea bank?

# | Answer Response %
E iNe"er _— | s i 13% || Mean 318 |
2 | Rarely _— 13 33% || Variance 3.20
3 | Sometimes _ 9 ‘ 23% %Standard Deviation ‘ 179
4 | Most-ofthe-time [l 2 | 5% %Total Responses 39
5 |M — 6 ‘ 15% | '

6 | Do not know 0 0%
7 |@ —_— 4 ‘ 10% |
39

Total

100%

V128

58. To what degree does your company actively route
particular newly submitted ideas to the employees who could

best use them?

# | Answer Response b Statistic Value

1[N

2 | Rerely —

3 | Sometimes —
4 | Most-ofthetime _

5 | Always —

6 | Do not know

rwom

| Total

5 ‘ 13%
6 | 15%
12 ‘ 3%
] 23%
5 ‘ 13%
0 0%
2 ‘ 5%
39

100%

‘ Mean | 3.28 ‘
Variance | 2.2

‘ Standard Dewviation | 149 ‘

| Total Responses [ 39
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61. Would you like to learn more about how to conduct and manage
the idea generation and idea management processes?

Response % Statistic Value

| 4 | Absolutely — 22 85% | | Mean 419
& | Possibly - 3 12% Varnance 0.24

‘ 6 | No I. 1 4% Standard Deviation 0.49
Total 26 100% | | Total Responses 26

623 _Prior to taking this survey, what would you gauge your
knowledge & understanding of the idea generation process to

be?

# | Answer Response %
4 | Very high - | am all knowing |- 3 12%
5 | High - | understand many of the details and | am able ta refine the process effectively I 9 35%
6 | Moderate - | Lack understanding of the finer details of this process — 10 38%
7 | Minimal - | understand part and pieces of the process but have gaps in my understanding _ 4 15%
8 |M | 0 0%

Total 26 100%

65.
What would you like to learn more about? (Check all that apply.

# | Answer - F{espﬂnse_

84 |How to capture ideas from outside sources | 18 | T8%
16 T6%
‘ 16 ‘ T6%
15 T1%

58 | How to generate disruptive or radical ideas

103 | How to diffuse ideas across company effectively

66 | How to select idea oeneration activities

91 | What tvpe of tools & resources must be provide during idea aeneration

| 15 | T1%
104 | How to route ideas across the company effectively 15 T1%
‘ 14 ‘ B7%

13 82%

83 | The difference tvpes of idea generation activities

63 | How the overall process works in more detail

B5 |How to store and categorize Ideas

‘ 13 ‘52%

A

98 |How to refine the idea generation ocrocess based on current resutis 82%
85 | How to administer different idea generation activities ‘ 12 ‘ 57%
86 | What tvpe of environment is need to promote idea oeneration | 12 | 57%
82 | How to generste idea to fill the front end portfolio’s needs | 12 | 5%
67 | How to cenerate ideas with 8 specific set of attributes 1z 57%
68 | How to reduce the time need {o generate ideas ‘ 12 ‘ 5T%
83 | How idea management software helps the idea generation & idea management process | 1 | 52%
81 | How to increase the guality of idea generate ‘ 11 ‘52%
64 | How to incentives for idea generation events 11 52%
84 | How to select the appropriate idea geperation activities to create a specific set of ideas ‘ 10 ‘ 43%
65 | How to get more emplovees to pardicipate in idea generation activities 10 A8%
92 | How to conduct first screen of ideas ‘ 5 ‘43%
80 | How to cook fish itest auestion) 1 5%
80 | How to drive a car (test cuestion sav no) | 1 | 5%
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VITA
Brian Glassman Brian.Glassman@Gmail.com 321-543-7165

Entrepreneurial & Consulting Activities
e Small business development consulting for 10 businesses
e Personally started 8 business

Purdue University West Lafayette, Indiana

Ph.D., in Technology,

Department of Organizational Leadership and Supervision GPA 3.88
e Specializing in commercialization of technology & innovation management
e Generalizing in management and strategy

Duke University Durham, NC
Masters of Engineering Management GPA 3.750
Graduate with Honors May-2006 no class ranking was given

e Concentration on New Product Development & Innovation
Management

GlaxoSmithKline a consulting project

e Facilitated GSK’s in implementing RFID in to their supply chain
NASA a consulting project

e Consulted for NASA’s technology transfer
Prestigious national business plan competition

e 2nd winner for pitched business to licensing executive society

University of Central Florida Orlando, FL
Masters of Science in Mechanical Engineering GPA 3.635
Graduated with honors: 2nd in class (for Mechanical Eng. Masters)

US AirForce Research Labs (work experience)

¢ Researched and designed cooling systems for laser weapons
¢ Publications: 3 publications in total

Florida Institute of Technology Melbourne, FL

Bachelors of Science in Mechanical Engineering GPA 3.62
e Graduated Magna Cum Laude
e Graduate 2nd in M.E. class out of 45 students
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