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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. 

 

 

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 

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

55S. How satisfied are 
you with 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?

V114
To what degree does your company actively 
manage the system for storing ideas? 0.400 0.493 0.351

V122
How often does your company refine the idea 
generation process? 0.402 0.426 0.418

V123

How much does your company use the 
outputted ideas to refine the idea generation 
process? 0.382 0.188 0.349

V125

How frequently does your company’s employees 
search the idea bank when they need new 
ideas? 0.280 0.357 0.381

V126

How frequently does your product development 
staff refer to or search the idea bank during idea 
gene... 0.422 0.208 0.432

V127

To what degree does your company actively 
expose its’ employees to ideas from the idea 
bank? 0.519 0.354 0.523

V128

To what degree does your company actively 
route particular newly submitted ideas to the 
employees wh... 0.547 0.287 0.412  

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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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 

51S

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

52S

Your company s ability to capture ideas 
from outside sources like competitors, 
suppliers, consultant... 0.389 No correlation

53S
Your company’s ability to store and 
organize captured ideas? 0.293 No correlation

54S
The amount, quality, type of ideas in your 
company s idea bank or idea pool? 0.268 No correlation

55S
Your company s ability to distribute or 
route ideas across the organization? 0.203 No correlation

58S

How satisfied are you with: The 
development outcomes of ideas that enter 
into your pipeline? 0.105 No correlation

49S
Overall idea generation process of your 
company? 0.092 No correlation

60S
Your company s ability to convert an idea 
into a marketable product or service? 0.084 No correlation

56S
The ability of your company's idea bank to 
fill the front end portfolio's needs? 0.047 No correlation

61S

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

59S

The ratio of ideas that make it through to 
market launch? -0.025 No correlation

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

Level of Support Figures or Table 
location of supporting 
correlation

Supporting 
Activity Question 

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

Support found for points of control in the author's proposed              
I-Gen model (Idea Management part of model only)

 

 

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). 

 



 

 

283

6.3. Final Version of the Glassman Control Model  
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Figure 6.1. Updated Glassman Model 
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Lüthje, C., & Herstatt, C. (2004). The lead user method: An outline of empirical 

findings and issues for future research. R and D Management, 34(5), 553-

568. 

Majaro, S. (1988), Managing Ideas for Profit, McGraw-Hill, Maidenhead  

Mark Fritz (2002, August). Akiva: Idea management enabler. Content, 25(8), 50-

51. 

Marsh, Peter (2000, September 29). Students overflow with ideas: 

MANAGEMENT WORK PLACEMENTS: School-leavers are gaining industrial 

experience under a scheme that also benefits employers, says Peter 

Marsh :[London edition]. Financial Times,p. 19. 

Maston, J. V. (1996). Innovate or Die: A Personal Perspective on the Art of 

Innovation. Washington, DC: Paradigm Press Ltd. 

McAdam, R., & McClelland, J. (2002). Individual and team-based idea generation 

within innovation management: Organisational and research agendas. 

European Journal of Innovation Management, 5(2), 86-97. 

McDermott, C.,& O’Connor, G. (2001). Managing radical innovation: an overview 

of emergent strategy issues. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 19 

(2002) 424–438. 



 

 

295

Mike Heck (2005, August). Open Channels for Innovation. Review. 

InfoWorld, 27(31), 28-29. 

Miller, C.W. (2005). Chapter 17: Getting Lighting to Strike: Ideation and Concept 

Generation, In A. Kahn, K. B., Castellion, G., Griffin, A. (2005). The PDMA 

Handbook of New Product Development: 2nd  (228-248). Hoboken, New 

Jersey: John Wiley & Sons. Inc. 

Moenaert, R.K., Meyer, A.D., Souder, W.E., & Deschoolmeester, D. (1995) 

R&D/Marketing Communication During the Fuzzy Front-End, Transactions on 

Engineering Management, 42(3), August, 243-258. 

Montoya-Weiss, M. M., & O'Driscoll, T. M. (2000). From experience: Applying 

performance support technology in the fuzzy front end. Journal of Product 

Innovation Management, 17(2), 143-161. 

 Moore, Geoffrey, (2004). Crossing the Chasm, HarperCollins Publishers, New 

York, New York,  

Moore, Geoffrey, (2006). Inside the Tornado, HarperCollins Publishers, New 

York, New York, 

Morse, G. (2005, November). Crap Circles. Harvard Business Review, 83(11), 

20-22.  

Moskowitz, H. (1997). Concept development and optimization for foodservice (2): 

accelerating concept development at the fuzzy front end by combining 

ideation and consumer evaluation, Journal of Foodservices systems,175-192. 

Nobelius, D., & Trygg, L. (2002). Stop chasing the front end process - 

management of the early phases in product development projects. 

International Journal of Project Management, 20(5), 331-340. 



 

 

296

Patterson. (2005). Chapter 2: Culture of the FFE front end in chapter 3 of PDMA. 

In A. Kahn, K. B., Castellion, G., Griffin, A. (2005). The PDMA Handbook of 

New Product Development: 2nd  (228-248). Hoboken, New Jersey: John Wiley 

& Sons. Inc 

Paulus, P. (2000, April). Groups, Teams, and Creativity: The Creative Potential of 

Idea-generating Groups. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 49(2), 

237. 

Parnell, J.A., & Menefee, M.L., (2007) The View Changes at the Top: Resolving 

Differences in Managerial Perspectives on Strategy, Advanced Management 

Journal, 72(2), 4-14,2.   

Parnell, J.A., Lester, D., & Menefee, M.L., (1997) Constructing the high 

performing organization: A longitudinal study of department stores, American 

Business Review, 15(1), 35-42. 

Perk, H., Cooper, R., & Jones, C. (2005). Characterizing the Role of Design in 

New Product Development: An Empirically Derived Taxonomy Journal 

Product Innovation Management, 22:111-127 

Pissarra, J., & Jesuino, J. C. (2005). Idea generation through computer-mediated 

communication: The effects of anonymity. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 

20(3-4), 275-291 

Proctor, T (1999). Creative Problem Solving for Managers. London: Routledge. 

Raynor, M. E. (2007). The Strategy Paradox, why committing to success leads to 

failure an what to do about it. London, England: Currency and Double Day  

Reid, S. E., & De Brentani, U. (2004). The fuzzy front end of new product 

development for discontinuous innovations: A theoretical model. Journal of 

Product Innovation Management, 21(3), 170-184. 



 

 

297

Rickards, T. (1999). Brainstorming revisited: A question of context. International 

Journal of Management Reviews, 1(1), 91-110. 

Robert B Tucker (2002, November). Sparking growth. Executive 

Excellence, 19(11), 18.  

Robert B Tucker (2003). 7 strategies for generating ideas. The 

Futurist, 37(2), 20-25. 

Rochford, L. (1991). Generating and screening new product ideas. Industrial 

Marketing Management, 20(4), 287-296. 

Tadepalli, R. (1992, January). Marketing Control: Reconceptualization and the 

Implementation Using the Feedforward Method. European Journal of 

Marketing, 26(1), 24. 

Satzinger, J. W., Garfield, M. J., & Nagasundaram, M. (1999). The creative 

process: The effects of group memory on individual idea generation. Journal 

of Management Information Systems, 15(4), 143-160. 

Sawhney, M., Wolcott, R. C., & Arroniz, I. (2006). The 12 different ways for 

companies to innovate. MIT Sloan Management Review, 47(3), 75-81. 

Schepers, G., Schnell, R., & Vroom, P. (1999). From idea to business – how 

Siemens Bridges the Innovation Gap, Research Technology Management, 

Vol. 42. pp. 26-31.  

Schwepker Jr., C., & Good, D. (2004, Summer2004). MARKETING CONTROL 

AND SALES FORCE CUSTOMER ORIENTATION. Journal of Personal 

Selling & Sales Management, 24(3), 167-179. 

Schlicksupp, H. (1977). Idea-generation for industrial firms - report on an 

international investigation. R&D Management, , 61-69. 



 

 

298

Stasch, S., Lonsdale, R., & LaVenka, N., (1992). Developing a Framework for 

Success of New Product Ideas, Journal of Consumer Marketing, Vol. 9, No. 2, 

Spring 1992, 5-15. 

Stevens, G. A., & Burley, J. (1997). 3,000 raw ideas = 1 commercial success! 

Research Technology Management, 40(3), 16-27. 

Stevens, G., Burley, J., & Divine, R. (1999). Creativity + business discipline = 

higher profits faster from new product development. Journal of Product 

Innovation Management, 16(5), 455-468. 

Janejira, Sutanonpaiboon, (2006). The effects of creativity software's 

characteristics on electronic brainstorming in different proximity 

settings. Ph.D. dissertation, Southern Illinois University at Carbondale, United 

States 

Sutton, N. (2007). Outcome-driven innovation®: A critical review. Masters thesis, 

Cranfield CERES 

Technology Review (2003, February). The Corporate R&D Scorecard 2003 The 

R&D spending of 300 top technology companies. Technology Review Inc. 

Retrieved 5 14, 2008, from http://www.technologyreview.com/biztech/13415/ 

Thongpapanl, N, O'Connor, G. C., & Sarin, S. (2008). Understanding the Role of 

Early Application Exploration Processes in the Realization of Major 

Innovations, PDMA conference proceedings. September, 2008. Orlando 

Florida.  

Toubia, O. (2006). Idea generation, creativity, and incentives. Marketing Science, 

25(5), 411-425. 

Ulwick, A. W. (2007, Fall). Turn customer input into innovation. Harvard Business 

Review, 80(1), 91-97. 

http://www.technologyreview.com/Biztech/13415/


 

 

299

Un-authored (2004). Office of planning services and professional development, 

Research Parks and the University 

http://www.uri.edu/pspd/planserv/researchparks.pdf 

Van Dijk, C., & Van Den Ende, J. (2002). Suggestion systems: Transferring 

employee creativity into practicable ideas. R and D Management, 32(5), 387-

395. 

Vandenbosch, B., Saatcioglu, A., & Fay, S. (2006). Idea management: A 

systemic view. Journal of Management Studies, 43(2), 259-288. 

Verworn B., Herstatt. C. (2003). A Causal Model of the Impact of the “FUZZY 

FRONT END” on the Success of the New Product Development, in: 

Proceedings of the 10th Product Development Conference (EIASM), Brussels 

June 10-12, 2003 

Verworn, B., Herstatt, C., & Nagahira, A. (2008). The fuzzy front end of japanese 

new product development projects: Impact on success and differences 

between incremental and radical projects. R and D Management, 38(1) 

Verworn, B., Herstatt, C., & Nagahira, A. (2008). The fuzzy front end of Japanese 

new product development projects: Impact on success and differences 

between incremental and radical projects. R and D Management, 38(1) 

Veryzer, R.W., & de Mozota, B.B. (2005). The Impact of User-Oriented Design 

on New Product Development: An Examination of Fundamental Relationships 

Journal of Product Innovation Management 22:128-143 

Von Hippel, E. (2001). PERSPECTIVE: User toolkits for innovation. Journal of 

Product Innovation Management, 18(4), 247-257. 

Von Hippel, E., Thomke, S., & Sonnack, M. (1999). Creating breakthroughs at 

3M. Harvard Business Review, 77(5), 47-57, 183. 

http://www.uri.edu/pspd/planserv/researchparks.pdf


 

 

300

Wagner, C., & Hayashi, A. (1994). New way to create winning product ideas. 

Journal of Product Innovation Management, 11(2), 146-155. 

Williams, S. (2005, February). Unnatural Selection: Machines using genetic 

algorithms are better than humans at designing other machines. Technology 

Review Inc. Retrieved 5 14, 2008, from 

http://www.technologyreview.com/biotech/14148/?a=f  

Zhang, F. Y., Xu, Y. S., & Hu, D. J. (2004). The objectives decision making study 

in product innovation development process based on TRIZ technology 

evolution theory. Paper presented at the , 471-472 613-619. 

Zhang, Q., & Doll, W. J. (2001). The fuzzy front end and success of new product 

development: A causal model. European Journal of Innovation Management, 

4(2), 95-112. 

Zien, K. A., & Buckler, S. A. (1997). From experience: Dreams to market: 

Crafting a culture of innovation. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 

14(4), 274-287. 

 

 

http://www.technologyreview.com/Biotech/14148/?a=f


APPENDICES 



 

 

301

Appendix A. Concept Life Cycle 

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

 

Opportunity concept – a company skill, 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  

 
 

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 I 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 I consent to participating in this study.   (Yes to continue)  

 

 



 

 

304

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 Idea 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    

V90  Universities    

V91  External Research Labs    

V92  Suppliers     

V93  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 Idea 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?   
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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 Idea 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?      
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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.  

 

 

 

1 = Never
2 = Rarely
3 = Sometimes 
4 = Most-of-the-time 
5 = Always
0 = Do not know
0 = NA

1 = Very Dissatisfied
2 = Dissatisfied
3 = Neutral 
4 = Satisfied 
5 = Very Satisfied
0 = Do not know
0 = NA

1 = There is no system
2 = Highly Informal System
3 = Mix of Formal & Informal 
4 = Mostly Formal 
5 = Highly Formal
0 = Do not know
0 = NA

Scale for V115. Only
Scale only used for 
Satisfaction Questions 

Scale only used for       
All other questions (V#)
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44S  

 

 

45S How Satisfied are you with the:  

 

46S How Satisfied are you with the:  
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47S 

 

 

48S How Satisfied are you with the:  

 

 

49S How Satisfied are you with the:  
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51S 

 

 

52S How Satisfied are you with the:  

 

 

53S How Satisfied are you with the:  

 



 

 

315

54S How Satisfied are you with the:  

 

 

55S How Satisfied are you with the:  

 

 

56S How Satisfied are you with the:  

 

 

 

 



 

 

316

58S 

 

 

59S How Satisfied are you with the:  

 

 

60S How Satisfied are you with the:  
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61S How Satisfied are you with the:  

 

V63, V64, V65, V66, V67, V68, V69, V70, V71, V72 
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V73 

 

V75 

 

 

V76 To what degree does your company:  
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V77 To what degree does your company:  

 

V78 To what degree does your company:  

 

V80 
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V81 To what degree does your company:  

 

V82 To what degree does your company:  

 

V84 
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V85 

 

V86 
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V87, V88, V79, V90, V91, V92, V93, V94, V95, V96, V97 
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V100, V101, V102, V103 

 

V104 

 

V105 

 



 

 

324

 

V107, V106, V107, V108, V109, V110 

 

 

 

V114 
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V115 

 

V116, V117, V118, V119 

 

V120 
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V122 

 

V123 

 

V125 
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V126 

 

V127 

 

V128 
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V132 

 

 



VITA
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VITA  

Brian Glassman   Brian.Glassman@Gmail.com      321-543-7165 

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

Purdue University    West Lafayette, Indiana  
Ph.D., in Technology,  
Department of Organizational Leadership and Supervision GPA 3.88 

• Specializing in commercialization of technology & innovation management 
• 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 

• Concentration on New Product Development & Innovation 
Management  

GlaxoSmithKline a consulting project     
• Facilitated GSK’s in implementing RFID in to their supply chain 

     NASA a consulting project 
• Consulted for NASA’s technology transfer  

Prestigious national business plan competition  
• 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  

• Graduated Magna Cum Laude      
• Graduate 2nd in M.E. class out of 45 students 

mailto:Brian.Glassman@Gmail.com



