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Chapter 1: Thesis Background and Research Structure 

 

CHAPTER 1: THESIS BACKGROUND AND RESEARCH 

STRUCTURE 
 

1.1 State of research, motivation, and main research questions: Higher outcome 
of successful innovation projects, through adequate evaluation, selection 
and project execution procedures for supplier innovations 

Nowadays, innovations are central sources of competitive advantage, and effective 
innovation management – from product idea to launch – is crucial to ensure that 
organizations survive and prosper (Ozer, 2005b; H. Rogers, Ghauri, & Pawar, 2005; 
Tushman & O'Reilly, 1996; Zimmermann, Ferreira, & Moreira, 2016). According to 
several studies, innovation capability is even the most crucial determinant of a 
company’s performance (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010; Mone, McKinley, & Barker, 
1998). Innovations can be defined as successfully implemented novelties, which 
pertain to a product, system, process, policy, program, or service through which 
organizations gain competitive advantage - they can be internally conceived or 
externally adopted (e.g., from suppliers) (Baregheh, Rowley, & Sambrook, 2009; 
Crossan & Apaydin, 2010; Damanpour, 1987; O'Reilly & Tushman, 1997; Thompson, 
1965). 

Nowadays, most innovations are no longer developed internally at the buying 
company but are provided and invented by suppliers (Pihlajamaa, Kaipia, Säilä, & 
Tanskanen, 2017; Roberts, 2001; Schiele, Calvi, & Gibbert, 2012). The demand 
triggers this evolution for ever-shorter time to market and the massive 
technological knowledge that is needed to develop new products – which both 
push buying companies to rely increasingly on supplier cooperation during new 
product development (NPD) (Azadegan, 2011; Hong, Doll, Revilla, & Nahm, 2011; 
Koufteros, Rawski, & Rupak, 2010; Thomas, Fugate, & Koukova, 2011; Wagner, 
2012; Wagner, Rau, & Lindemann, 2010). Indeed, numerous empirical studies have 
demonstrated the positive impact of external knowledge sourcing (Y. Chen, 
Vanhaverbeke, & Du, 2016; Leiponen & Helfat, 2010; Monteiro, Mol, & Birkinshaw, 
2017). More concrete, supplier involvement, and early supplier integration (ESI) 
increase the number of innovations and the innovation project success at buying 
companies (Koufteros, Edwin, & Lai, 2007; Un, Cuervo‐Cazurra, & Asakawa, 2010) 
by improving the product development performance of firms in terms of 
productivity, quality, lead time reduction and cost reduction (Clark, 1989; Clark & 
Fujimoto, 1991; Gupta & Souder, 1998; Petroni & Panciroli, 2002; Primo & 
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Amundson, 2002; Ragatz, Handfield, & Petersen, 2002; Van Echtelt, Wynstra, Van 
Weele, & Duysters, 2008). 

However, the high level of supplier dependence, caused by supplier involvement 
and ESI in the NPD process, carries advantages and significant risks for buying 
companies (Goldberg & Schiele, 2020). Some papers show that ESI does not lead 
to any performance improvement (Eisenhardt & Tabrizi, 1995; Hartley, Zirger, & 
Kamath, 1997; Swink, 1999), and some show that it can even result in a negative 
impact on the business of the buying company (Littler, Leverick, & Wilson, 1993). 
This negative impact can be caused by the incompetence of suppliers in project 
execution. It can even increase to ‘supplier obstructionism,’ which is defined as 
the measurement of the damage to NPD projects due to dependence on 
uncooperative suppliers (Flynn, Flynn, Amundson, & Schroeder, 2000; Hartley et 
al., 1997; Hibbard, Kumar, & Stern, 2001; Petroni & Panciroli, 2002; Primo & 
Amundson, 2002; Zsidisin & Smith, 2005). 

Furthermore – and regardless if an innovation is developed internally or if it is 
provided from or co-developed with a supplier – a very high percentage of up to 
50–90% of all NPD projects fail (Cooper, 2017a; Dillon & Lafley, 2011; Freeman & 
Soete, 1999; Griffin, 1997; Kinney, 2007). According to Cooper (2017a), “about 
40% of new products fail at launch, even after all the development and testing 
work; further, out of every 7 to 10 new-product concepts, only one makes it to 
market as a commercial success; and only 13% of firms report that their total new 
product efforts hit their annual profit objectives!” (Cooper, 2017a). As these 
numbers show, innovation success is uncertain or even unpredictable, which 
leads to the fact that managing innovations effectively is a tremendous challenge 
for most companies (Zimmermann et al., 2016). 

According to literature, there are two main reasons for this high failure rate: (1) 
Bad innovation ideas are selected, and probably good innovation ideas are not 
selected due to insufficient or even no innovation project evaluation and selection 
and (2) poor and slow innovation project execution caused by bad project 
execution performance of the supplier or/and the buying company. 

1. Bad innovation ideas are selected, and probably good innovation ideas 
are not selected due to poor or even no innovation project evaluation and 
selection:  

Most companies suffer from executing too many innovation projects 
simultaneously (Cooper, 2013, 2019; Granig, 2008). The high amount of 
projects as such would not be the problem – but in practice, it often turns 
into one if the majority of projects turn out to be not promising or not 
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successful (Cooper, 2013, 2019; Granig, 2008). In this situation, all these 
“bad” projects cause a waste of scarce and valuable resources and deny 
the promising and “good” projects the resources they need, make them 
move forward much slower or not at all (Cooper, 2013, 2019; Granig, 
2008). To avoid this waste of resources and optimize their allocation, one 
of the most critical success drivers is the thorough execution of 
innovation evaluation and, through that, the selection of the most vital 
innovation ideas (Cooper, 2013, 2019; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1987a, 
1987b; De Waal & Knott, 2019). However - contrary to this finding - 
literature claims that innovation assessment or screening methods and 
the existing evaluation tools in practice are either badly executed, poorly 
utilized, or even not at all applied (Calantone, Di Benedetto, & Schmidt, 
1999; Chai & Xin, 2006; Chui, 2010; Cooper, 2013, 2019; Cooper & Edgett, 
2006; De Waal & Knott, 2019; Nijssen & Frambach, 2000). Some 
suggested explanations in literature are that the existing tools are not 
easy to use, not ready to use (e.g., many preparations have to be done 
upfront), or that the use is too time-consuming (Cooper, 2019; De Waal 
& Knott, 2019; Winter & Lasch, 2016). It is also suspected that the existing 
tools are not sufficient because they may lack evaluation criteria or 
contain the wrong criteria, and that the wrong people are performing the 
evaluation execution (Cooper, 2019; Winter & Lasch, 2016).  

Furthermore, even though most innovations are provided by suppliers 
(Roberts, 2001), existing innovation evaluation and selection methods 
are mainly focused on internally developed innovations and the 
assessment of the potential of the innovation idea (Cooper & Edgett, 
2006; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1987b; García-Álvarez, 2015; Heesen, 
2009). In contrast to that, external knowledge exploitation (Lichtenthaler 
& Ernst, 2009) and the importance of supplier involvement as part of NPD 
reality have mainly been neglected (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018; Winter & 
Lasch, 2016). In existing innovation evaluation approaches or methods, 
there is no focus on the supplier as the origin of the innovation, no 
supplier quality evaluation, and no supplier innovation specific 
evaluation tool available (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018; Winter & Lasch, 
2016). However, the success of a joint buyer-supplier innovation project 
is not always guaranteed. Problems in the project execution, poor project 
implementation performance, or even project obstruction can occur 
through bad supplier performance or supplier incompetence (Flynn et al., 
2000; Hartley et al., 1997; Primo & Amundson, 2002). This implies that 
not only do ‘bad’ innovations fail but also a certain number of ‘good’ 
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innovations fail due to poor supplier selection and afterward poor 
supplier innovation execution performance.  

2. Poor and slow innovation project execution caused by bad project 
execution performance of the supplier or/and the buying company:  

To execute an NPD project and successfully implement an innovation to 
the market, literature presents several success or failure factors. After an 
extensive literature research, all these factors were combined and 
clustered in three categories: Innovation type related factors (e.g., the 
representation of the voice-of-the-customer, the delivered unique 
benefits and compelling value proposition or the complexity of the 
innovation) (Cooper, 2019; Ely, 1999; Lambooij & Koster, 2016; E. Rogers, 
2003), company related factors (e.g., the organizational culture, the use 
of a comprehensive innovation management process, management 
involvement and especially management commitment or the available 
resources of a company) (Barnett, Vasileiou, Djemil, Brooks, & Young, 
2011; Cooper, 2019; Dervitsiotis, 2010; Ely, 1999; Ensminger & Surry, 
2008; Kotter, 1996; Yu, Yu-Fang, & Yu-Cheh, 2013; Zimmermann et al., 
2016) and external factors (e.g., the consumer’s commitment to a brand 
name or to a particular company, the economic climate and politics or 
the participation of external stakeholders (for example suppliers)) 
(Barnett et al., 2011; Eng & Quaia, 2009; Ensminger & Surry, 2008; 
Iliopoulos, Theodorakopoulou, & Lazaridis, 2012). To exploit these 
factors within organizations, innovation management requires the 
involvement of persons who commit themselves to the new product or 
process idea with enthusiasm and self-motivation (Gemünden, Salomo, 
& Hölzle, 2007; Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2001). According to Hauschildt, 
the ability to promote innovation and the innovation process is the most 
crucial success factor for innovation execution (Hauschildt, 2003). He 
distinguishes three kinds of promotors: the expert promotor (also called 
the technology promotor) who has specific project-related expertise; the 
process promotor who has organizational know-how; and the power 
promotor who brings hierarchical power into action (Hauschildt, 2003). 
Gemünden expanded this trio by adding the relationship promotor, who 
uses social competencies to push innovation forward (Gemünden & 
Walter, 1999). 
Similar to the innovation evaluation discussed above, innovation 
execution and implementation methods focus mainly on internal 
innovations rather than supplier innovation's specialties and the 
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challenges in a multiple-stakeholder project together with a supplier 
(Goduscheit, 2014; Goldberg & Schiele, 2020). Moreover, some 
organizations seem to have only a limited understanding of how to include 
suppliers in the NPD process or even on how to manage to work with 
dominant suppliers, which may not at all be interested in working with the 
buying company (Goldberg & Schiele, 2020; Lakemond, Berggren, & Van 
Weele, 2006). In relation to the combined buyer-supplier set-up, problems 
are supposed to occur due to a higher complexity level and due to a “not 
invented here” syndrome – which may appear within the buying company 
in reaction to external innovations and expresses itself through an attitude 
of blocking and rejecting anything from the outside world (Katz & Allen, 
1982). Furthermore, bad performance from the supplier side may result 
from missing capabilities or the fact that the supplier provides only minor 
or inferior resources to the buying company.  

These two circumstances in the context of supplier innovations exactly form the 
two research gaps, which this dissertation aims to close (Figure 1). The first gap, at 
the beginning of the innovation management process, is that no ready-to-use tool 
for evaluation and selection of supplier innovations is available, and the second gap 
consists of the fact that the implementation of a supplier innovation (in a multi-
stakeholder set-up) is poorly executed and takes too long.  

 

 

Figure 1: Research gaps 

 



 

6 
 

Chapter 1: Thesis Background and Research Structure 

 

Two research goals should be achieved to overcome these shortcomings and close 
the research gaps (compare Figure 2). The research goals are, on the one hand, 
having a higher outcome of substantial innovations and avoiding the rejection of 
promising innovations through the development of a ready-to-use tool for the 
evaluation and selection of supplier innovations and, on the other hand, to enable 
superior project execution of supplier innovations and a faster time-to-market 
through tailored promotion and championing within the buying company. 

 

 

Figure 2: Research goals 

 

Within this dissertation, these research goals are to be achieved by answering the 
following three main research questions: 

RQ1: Which evaluation criteria forecast supplier innovation success? 

RQ2: How to execute proper evaluation and selection of supplier innovation ideas? 

RQ3: How to promote project execution and implementation of a supplier 
innovation within the buying company? 

The goal is to identify crucial success factors by analyzing implemented supplier 
innovation projects to answer the first research question. The success criteria 
should cover both sides – the innovation idea quality and primarily the supplier 
(performance) quality, as this is neglected so far in current innovation 
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management approaches (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018; Winter & Lasch, 2016). Once 
these criteria are identified, they can be used in the innovation evaluation and 
selection phase to forecast future supplier innovation's success probability.  

To answer research question two and operationalize the success criteria' usage, 
an easy-to-use evaluation tool needs to be developed by melting the success 
criteria into a scoring model. Furthermore, a supplier quality/innovation idea 
quality matrix will be developed to visualize the supplier quality and the 
innovation idea quality scores of a to-be-selected innovation project. Both tools – 
the scoring model and the matrix - should prepare the innovation selection 
decision and compare several different supplier innovation projects. Besides 
providing the evaluation and selection tools, the answer to research question two 
shall be completed by providing recommendations on the constellation and the 
kind of experts with which the evaluation and selection should be executed. 

The third research question relates to innovation project execution and company 
internal, tailored project promotion and championing. To answer the last research 
question, the goal is to highlight supplier innovation specific (compared to 
internally generated innovations) challenges along the innovation project 
execution and implementation process and to suggest procedure and method 
improvements to achieve superior performance. For example, through case study 
research, several recommendations regarding handling dominant and other kinds 
of suppliers are given. This dissertation provides a reworked promotor model 
regarding the company's internal innovation project promotion, including the 
supplier aspect.  
 

1.2 Theoretical background: No direct reference to one single theory, but 
intersections with social exchange theory, the (extended) resource-based 
view, the preferred customer theory, and the promotor theory 

In this dissertation, which focuses on supplier innovation management and the 
specialties of handling supplier innovations compared to internally generated 
innovations, there is no single and obvious connection to one theory.  

Nevertheless, the individual chapters show relations to different theories and 
theoretical frameworks. It is crucial to select an innovation project wisely because 
organizational resources in the form of human resources, material, capital, and 
time are usually limited, and the overall goal is to obtain the maximum innovation 
success (Cooper, 2013; Granig, 2008). Chapters 3, 4, and 5, which focus on the 
development of an evaluation and selection tool to enable companies to choose 
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the most promising and the least likely to fail innovations, are in line with the 
theory of resource-based view (RBV) and its derivative the extended resource-
based view (ERBV). The RBV and the ERBV (which includes the resources of the 
supplier) are based on precisely this principle: owning the best and rare resources 
or acquire them from suppliers and convert them into a competitive advantage 
and entrepreneurial success – for what in turn, innovation can be considered as a 
precursor (Barney, 1991; J. Chen, Damanpour, & Reilly, 2010; Luzzini, Amann, 
Caniato, Essig, & Ronchi, 2015; L. Z. Song, Song, & Di Benedetto, 2011; Steinle, 
Eickhoff, & Schiele, 1998). As a result of the suggestion of several authors that the 
RBV is limited to resources and capabilities existing internally within the firm 
(Afuah, 2000; Das & Teng, 2000; Lewis, Brandon‐Jones, Slack, & Howard, 2010), 
and due to the proposal that competitiveness also depends on resources and 
capabilities shared with suppliers or clusters of firms, the ERBV theory has 
developed (De Oliveira Wilk & Fensterseifer, 2003; Roscoe, Cousins, & Lamming, 
2016). It explains that firms enter into supplier relationships to create access to 
strategically essential resources and reach competitive advantage (Arya & Lin, 
2007; Lavie, 2006; Lewis et al., 2010; Roscoe et al., 2016). 

Furthermore, chapter 2 is related to social exchange theory, which posits that 
actors first evaluate the attractiveness of a potential partner, if possible, compare 
expectations with outcomes of the relationship and – importantly – then compare 
one partner with potential alternative partners (Lambe, Wittmann, & Spekman, 
2001).  In chapter 2, a two-case case study is presented. A buying company deals 
with two innovation projects - each project in an n-tier supplier constellation – 
with in both cases the same dominant sub-supplier that supplies the innovative 
key component. In such situations, if a supplier has superior or even exclusive 
access to innovations or radically new technologies, the supplier can choose the 
customer with whom he wants to collaborate. In contrast to that, the buying 
companies may have to compete for the supplier’s prime attention, attract the 
supplier, and receive preferential treatment and access to the targeted 
innovations. These buying companies' efforts to receive preferential treatment 
and the suppliers serve selected customers better than others – form the 
theoretical approach of preferred customer status (with its origins grounded in 
social exchange theory) (Schiele, Veldman, Hüttinger, & Pulles, 2012).  

Chapters 2, 4, and 6 show connections to preferred customer status, which is 
defined as follows: influencing the supplier's behavioral intentions to the extent 
that the supplier awards selected customers with more favorable treatment and 
with preferential resource allocation over others (Hüttinger, Schiele, & Veldman, 
2012; Pulles, Veldman, & Schiele, 2016; Schiele, Calvi, et al., 2012; Steinle & 
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Schiele, 2008). Through that, preferred customer status and preferred access to 
suppliers' innovations allows buying companies to preempt competitors that 
share the same supplier, resulting in substantive competitive advantages on the 
market (Ellis, Henke Jr, & Kull, 2012; Morgan & Daniels, 2001; Schiele, 2012). The 
research results of chapter 2 are totally in line with that, by showing that one of 
the most relevant aspects of managing dominant suppliers is to establish 
preferred customer status. Because, in this context, the particular treatment 
would comprise obtaining access to the most promising ideas and innovations, 
and maybe even receiving an exclusivity agreement for an innovation project 
(Koufteros, Vickery, & Dröge, 2012; Schiele, 2012).  

Chapter 4 focuses on evaluation criteria for a supplier’s quality. However, the 
performance quality not only depends on the sheer quality of the supplier’s 
employees and other resources of the supplier but also on the buyer-supplier 
relationship. Because if a company is a preferred customer, the supplier, for 
example, might put his best employees at the buying company’s disposal and 
adapt the capacity to the partner’s wishes – which the supplier both would not do 
for a standard or not preferred customer (Schiele, Veldman, & Hüttinger, 2011). 
Assuming that, it is also expected that suppliers perform in joint innovation 
projects with their preferred customers a better project execution (due to more 
management attention on the project, more resources, and use of the best 
employees) than in projects with regular customers. Consequently, the preferred 
customer status also impacts the supplier quality evaluation score (which is 
calculated at the buying company in the innovation evaluation phase) because it 
displays the general project execution performance of a supplier from the buying 
company's perspective.  

Chapter 6 focuses on the project execution of supplier innovations through 
targeted promotion and contributes to innovation management research by 
showing that the expansion of the established promotor theory in the direction 
of the external environment of the firm is needed and through providing three 
newly designed promotor roles that are tailored for supplier innovations. One of 
these three new promotor roles – the supplier vision promotor – also contributes 
to preferred customer status. The supplier vision promotor acts as a kind of 
supplier innovation advocate, promotes external innovations to the board and 
relevant project stakeholders in the company (e.g., R&D and finance managers), 
and drives and supports the innovation's progress until implementation or 
cancelation. It is conceivable that the supplier vision promotor could become the 
explicit promotor for the buyer-supplier relationship. Because through the role in 
which the interest of the supplier (by promoting its innovation) is strongly 



 

10 
 

Chapter 1: Thesis Background and Research Structure 

 

represented, the supplier vision promotor contributes to becoming a preferred 
customer of the respective supplier.  

Finally, chapter 6 also builds on the promotor theory, which was already 
mentioned in the previous section connected with the preferred customer status. 
The promotor theory was developed by Witte (1977), Chakrabarti and Hauschildt 
(1989), Walter and Gemünden (2000), and Hauschildt and Kirchmann (2001) and 
contains four specialized promotor roles that can act independently from each 
other or in promotor teams (Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 1989; Gemünden & 
Walter, 1999; Hauschildt, 2003; Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2001; Rese, Gemünden, 
& Baier, 2013; Walter & Gemünden, 2000; Witte, 1977). The four promotors are 
the expert promotor (sometimes called the technology promotor), the power 
promotor, the process promotor, and the relationship promotor (Gemünden & 
Walter, 1999; Hauschildt, 2003). The expert promotor brings specific technical 
knowledge to the innovation process, searches for new information, generates 
new alternatives, and assesses existing solutions. In contrast, the power promotor 
uses hierarchical power to shield the innovation from the opposition, formats 
goals, defines the problem, and confirms the strategic fit (Hauschildt, 2003; 
Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2001). The process promotor helps overcome 
bureaucratic and internal administrative barriers by employing an internal 
organizational network, performing project and interface management, and 
providing information about resources (Gemünden, Salomo, & Hölzle, 2007; 
Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2001; Rese et al., 2013). Finally, Gemünden and Walter 
noted that an increasing number of innovations require cooperation with external 
partners (i.e., with customers or suppliers), so they introduced the fourth 
promotor, the relationship promotor (Gemünden & Walter, 1999; Hauschildt, 
2003). The relationship promotor plans and controls cooperation with these 
external partners by executing the innovation project and promoting information 
flow (Kirchmann, 1994; Schültz, 2014). The relationship promotor helps to 
overcome barriers related to not knowing external partners and not being able or 
willing to communicate with them (Gemünden et al., 2007). As Chapter 6 focuses 
on how to execute supplier innovation projects more successfully, it bases on the 
promotor theory because it, in turn, assumes that innovations are faced with 
different kinds of barriers and that different promotor roles are needed to 
overcome them (Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 1989; Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2001; 
Rese et al., 2013; Walter & Gemünden, 2000; Witte, 1977).  However, since 
existing studies focus only on how to promote internal innovations (through 
internal and perhaps external support) and neglect the promotion of external 
supplier innovations within the buying company (Lichtenthaler & Ernst, 2009), the 
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research in chapter 6 tries to overcome that issue and extends the promotor 
model by including the supplier aspect. 

 
1.3 Research streams and methodology 

This dissertation's research methodology is divided into three research steps, 
containing a mixed-methods research design with four research methods, which 
provide different advantages to answer the research questions and reach the two 
research goals. Out of the research goals and the research questions, two research 
streams for this doctoral thesis are derived: first, the ‘supplier innovation 
evaluation and selection’ and second, the ‘supplier innovation execution and 
promotion` (compare Figure 3). Within the utilized mixed-method approach, 
qualitative and quantitative research is combined. To explore rarely investigated, 
multifaceted, and more complex research topics – as the here considered two 
research streams in supplier innovation management - qualitative research 
methods are very suitable for the in-depth analysis, whereas quantitative research 
is necessary in addition to measure and test the previously developed qualitative 
results in a larger context (Ritschl, Weigl, & Stamm, 2016; Strübing, 2018; Yin, 
2014). 

Moreover, this dissertation can be assigned to the research category of ‘design 
science,’ which - in contrast to ‘explanatory science’ - goes beyond describing and 
explaining a particular phenomenon, problem, or issue (Van de Ven, 2007). ‘Design 
science’ develops and evaluates concepts, policies, or programs to address and 
solve social and practical problems – such as organizational designs or managerial 
practices (Dunbar & Starbuck, 2006; Romme & Endenburg, 2006; Simon, 1996; Van 
de Ven, 2007). These kinds of design studies focus on pragmatic research questions, 
and the core mission is to develop knowledge that professionals can use to design 
solutions to their field problems (Romme, 2003; Van Aken, 2005; Van de Ven, 
2007). Both aspects are recognizable in this dissertation: The three research 
questions are pragmatic (RQ1: Which evaluation criteria forecast supplier 
innovation success?; RQ2: How to execute proper evaluation and selection of 
supplier innovation ideas?; RQ3: How to promote project execution and 
implementation of a supplier innovation within the buying company?), and the two 
main goals are to develop a ready-to-use tool for the evaluation and selection of 
supplier innovations and to enable superior project execution and faster time-to-
market through introducing three new promotor roles for supplier innovations.  
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Figure 3: Research streams and research methodology 

 

In the first research step (Figure 3), a case study research is applied to explore 
challenges in joint buyer-supplier NPD projects in a set-up with dominant and/or 
highly innovative suppliers. Furthermore, the case study approach is used because 
it is seen as a useful tool to receive empirically valid insights in the early stages of 
theory building (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). In this dissertation, a “two-case” 
multiple case study approach (Yin, 2014) is employed to show two different types 
of external supplier innovation projects and to evaluate success and failure factors 
within the projects. The two-case approach is used because, on the one hand, it is 
possible to receive a direct replication of some factors or criteria, and on the other 
hand, the project set-up contrasts in some aspects, and in this way, it will be 
possible to achieve more detailed insights and results (Yin, 2014). The case study is 
based on 29 interviews with employees of the regarded Automotive OEM and two 
interviews of the innovative 2nd tier supplier, which plays a key role in both cases. 
The interviews were held personally, had a duration of one to two hours, and were 
transcribed along with a detailed questionnaire.  



 

13 
 

Chapter 1: Thesis Background and Research Structure 

 

The case study presents four results: first, the suggestion to relocating the process 
step “supplier selection” more to the beginning of the NPD process; second, the 
need for an evaluation and selection process for supplier innovations; third, the 
need and importance of designing the supplier relationships to be attractive to 
suppliers to get the best supplier innovations first; and fourth, the need for 
introducing a fast track acceleration process for supplier innovations.  

The quintessence of these case study results is that in practice, several specific 
challenges concerning the handling of supplier innovations exist, which are not 
dealt with in existing innovation management approaches. The process deficiencies 
are seen both at the beginning of the innovation process – in the innovation 
evaluation and selection phase – as well as in the later stage of innovation project 
execution and implementation. Due to that, research steps 2 and 3 aim to develop 
and provide tailor-made solutions for the handling of supplier innovations within 
both research streams - research stream 1 ‘supplier innovation evaluation and 
selection’ and research stream 2 ‘supplier innovation execution and promotion.’ 

In research step 2, a Benchmarking and a World Café workshop are executed. 
Through both methods, a concept to evaluate and select supplier innovations and 
a model to promote their execution are developed - whereby the World Café is 
building upon the Benchmarking results. Benchmarking is defined as searching for 
best practices in a particular field or concerning a specific topic, which will help 
achieve superior performance (Camp, 1989). Three types of benchmarking can be 
distinguished: process benchmarking (which is applied in this dissertation), product 
or service benchmarking, and strategic benchmarking (Drew, 1997). Sixteen leading 
companies located in Germany participated in the benchmarking. Eight large 
companies were selected because they are well-known global players, and eight 
smaller ones were chosen because of their innovation power. The company 
representatives were purchasing managers, innovation managers, or NPD process 
managers.  

A second technique—a World Café workshop—is used to discuss the results further 
and elaborate the two concepts for supplier innovation evaluation and promotion. 
The World Café method was created by Brown and Isaacs (Brown & Isaacs, 2005) 
and can be regarded as a specialized form of the conventional focus group 
approach (Brennan & Ritch, 2010). According to Schieffer et al., a World Café 
workshop's fundamental purpose is to work and think within a group and innovate 
collaboratively (Schieffer, Isaacs, & Gyllenpalm, 2004).  

In this dissertation, the standard World Café method was expanded by combining 
two small World Cafés. Altogether, 15 participants from 12 companies took part; 
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seven of the participants have already participated on behalf of their companies in 
the benchmark. Eight are newly recruited to complete and balance the sample. This 
combination is chosen to include both - participants involved in creating the base 
data and participants who can provide new information. The participants are again 
selected according to their expertise in innovation management, NPD, and 
purchasing. In World Café 1, the moderator at each table showed the relevant 
consolidated results of the benchmarking referring to the topic at his or her table. 
In the four short World Café rounds that followed, the participants discussed the 
benchmarking findings and had the chance to add new aspects and arguments. At 
the end of World Café 1, the evaluation round occurred. Afterward, in the four 
discussion rounds of World Café 2, the task was to use the results of World Café 1 
(the aspects or concepts with the highest “sticker-ratings”) and to structure and 
shape the needed models for evaluation and promotion out of it.  

Regarding research stream 1, through this second research step, the need for 
adding supplier evaluation to innovation evaluation models is displayed. 
Furthermore, two operationally usable checklists - to assess an innovative idea and 
the innovative supplier – are developed and combined to a scoring model. 
Moreover, the scores out of the two sides of the scoring model (the innovation 
quality score and the supplier quality score) are visualized in a matrix, which then 
can be used to prepare the innovation selection decision. Concerning research 
stream 2, the need for a new set of innovation promotors tailored to supplier 
innovations and as key to boosting such externally generated innovations - is 
concluded. Also, three new promotor roles are developed and assembled to a 
promotor model for external innovations. 

The third research step consists of a quantitative survey, in which the, in the 
previous step developed, evaluation criteria for supplier innovations are empirically 
tested. The newly developed promotor roles could not be tested in this quantitative 
research step because they are not yet implemented in companies' innovation 
management processes, which means that the interviewees cannot comment on 
them. To analyze and display the impact of the new promotors on successful 
project execution, future researchers are advised to establish them in an operative 
company setting and conduct a case study on a joint buyer-supplier innovation 
project and the use and performance of the new promotors. 

An online survey is conducted to collect the data sets, in which a questionnaire is 
sent to ‘purchasing,’ ‘new product development’ and ‘innovation management’ 
experts from different industries and countries. Through that, 330 employable 
answers (data sets where all questions regarding the dependent and independent 
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items were answered) are received. The results are analyzed with the help of 
structural equation modeling (SEM) and supported by ADANCO 2.1.1 (Henseler & 
Dijkstra, 2015) and SmartPLS 3.3.2 (Ringle, Wende, & Becker, 2015) software. 
Consistent partial least squares (PLSc) and SmartPLS and ADANCO software are 
chosen because of the model complexity and because of the composite constructs 
which are included in the model (Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer, 2001; Müller, 
Schuberth, & Henseler, 2018; Xu, Peng, & Prybutok, 2019) since PLS can model both 
reflective and composite constructs within one research model (Henseler, 2017; 
Peng & Lai, 2012; Xu et al., 2019). The results show that the qualitatively developed 
evaluation criteria for evaluating the innovation idea and the innovative supplier 
are valid indicators for innovation success. Furthermore, based on the survey 
results, the evaluation checklists are adapted and optimized.  

 

1.4 Research outline and contributions 

This dissertation's subject is supplier innovation management and, more specific - 
choosing the most promising supplier innovations and performing superior project 
execution through company internal project promotion. In this context, the 
doctoral thesis consists of five separate articles, which aim is to explore the three 
main research questions, which are: 

RQ1: Which evaluation criteria forecast supplier innovation success? 

RQ2: How to execute proper evaluation and selection of supplier innovation ideas? 

RQ3: How to promote project execution and implementation of a supplier 
innovation within the buying company? 

Figure 4 outlines the dissertation structure, and in the following, the contributions 
per chapter are introduced.  

Chapter 2 carries out a dual-case case study based on 31 structured interviews and 
gives insights into the joint buyer-supplier NPD project's challenges, especially in 
environments with dominant and/or highly innovative suppliers. This chapter 
provides three main propositions: At first, firms may benefit from carefully 
analyzing the buyer-supplier constellation in innovation processes and not only 
from analyzing the quality of the innovation idea. Secondly, and in particular, in the 
case of supplier dominance, it is essential first to analyze the supplier constellation 
and then make the decision for the innovation path to follow – and not the other 
way around. Finally, in the fight for getting access to a supplier’s innovation, a 
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speed-up process with the buying company may be a tool for outperforming other 
buyers competing for the same supplier. Chapter 2 contributes to the research of 
this dissertation and, in addition to that, to all research questions by displaying the 
research gaps and explaining the challenges in joint buyer-supplier innovation 
projects and through that setting the basis for the further research steps.  

 

 

Figure 4: Structure of dissertation 

 

In chapter 3, which is based on results from a Benchmarking analysis with 16 
companies and a World Café workshop with 15 participants, a model to evaluate 
and select supplier innovations is developed. This chapter contributes to research 
questions 1 and 2 by showing the need of adding a supplier-evaluation dimension 
to innovation evaluation models for externally generated innovations, and through 
developing two operationally usable checklists - one contains evaluation criteria for 
the innovation idea, and the other one contains evaluation criteria for the supplier 
providing the innovation. Furthermore, these checklists can be combined into one 
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scoring model, and the results can be transferred to a decision matrix to execute 
the selection decision.  

Chapter 4 and 5 are related to the first two research questions concerning the 
empirical validation of the supplier evaluation criteria (chapter 4) and the 
innovation idea evaluation criteria (chapter 5). Both chapters are based on the 
same data set, gathered during a quantitative survey with 330 purchasing, new 
product development, and innovation management experts. Chapter 4 shows that 
all four evaluated supplier criteria, ‘innovation management,’ ‘endurance,’ 
‘preferential treatment’ and ‘personnel of the supplier’, are valid indicators for 
innovation project success, and also chapter 5 confirms the five cross-disciplinary 
innovation idea evaluation criteria, ‘market potential’, ‘influence on the business 
model’, ‘customer acceptance’, ‘cost/benefit analysis’ and ‘proof of concept’ as 
such. As a further result, both evaluation checklists are adapted and optimized due 
to findings and the statistical figures. 

Finally, chapter 6 develops and provides a model to promote the execution of 
supplier innovations. This chapter and chapter 3 are based on the qualitative results 
from the same Benchmarking (with 16 companies) and the World Café workshop 
(with 15 participants). This chapter fully contributes to research question 3 by 
showing that the established promotor theory's expansion and empowerment 
concerning supplier innovations are necessary and by introducing three newly 
designed promotor roles appropriate for the challenges faced when incorporating 
innovations provided by suppliers. The three newly developed promotors are the 
supplier vision promotor, the customer promotor, and the diplomatic promotor. 
Furthermore, chapter 6 contributes to research question 3, by proposing the use of 
different promotor teams adapted to different kind of innovations: the classic 
promotor team (power, expert, process, and relationship promotors) for internally 
generated innovations and the new promotor team (supplier vision, diplomatic and 
customer promotors) for innovations provided by suppliers.  

To sum up the major contributions: Chapter 3-5 contribute mainly to research 
questions 1 and 2, through the development of an easy-to-use tool, with 
empirically validated evaluation criteria for the innovation idea and the innovative 
supplier, which can be used for the evaluation and selection of supplier 
innovations. Chapter 2 sets the basis for the entire dissertation by explaining the 
research gaps and showing the challenges in joint buyer-supplier innovation 
projects. It also gives first suggestions to adapt the innovation process for supplier 
innovations and contributes through that to research question 3. Chapter 6 also 
contributes to research question 3 by providing a new promotor model, which is 
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tailored to supplier innovations and contains three newly developed promotor 
roles. 
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CHAPTER 2: INNOVATING WITH DOMINANT SUPPLIERS: 
LESSONS FROM THE RACE FOR LASER LIGHT 

 

Abstract 

Traditionally, manufacturers could usually choose from several suppliers who 
would be more than willing to engage in innovation processes with them. However, 
more often, the situation arises that a supplier has a dominant position because of 
a clear leadership or even exclusivity in a certain technology. How should the 
buying companies handle such situations when a supplier can choose the customer 
to collaborate with, rather than to cue in front of the customer’s door? This paper 
focuses on how a buying company may best handle this situation of innovating with 
dominant suppliers. The methodology used is a case study, which compares, from 
an original equipment manufacturer’s perspective, two implemented supplier 
innovations with different expirations – a success case and a failure.  

Findings lead to three main propositions: First, firms may benefit from carefully 
analyzing and designing the buyer-supplier constellation in innovation processes 
and not only the quality of the innovation. Drawing back on attractiveness theory 
grounded in social exchange theory may provide clues on how to do so. Second, in 
the case of a dominant supplier situation, traditional innovation management 
processes may fail and need to be amended by a dedicated innovation process with 
a different order of steps. In the case of supplier dominance, it is essential first to 
analyze the supplier constellation and then decide on the innovation path to follow 
– and not the other way around. Third, in the fight for getting access to a supplier’s 
innovation, a speed-up process with the buying company may be a tool for 
outperforming other buyers competing for the same supplier. 
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Supplier innovation; innovation process optimization; innovation project success 
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2.1 Introduction: increasing managerial challenge through supplier dominance 
in innovation  

Various empirical studies show the positive impact of external knowledge on the 
innovation performance of the sourcing firm (Ahuja & Katila, 2001; Laursen & 
Salter, 2006, 2014). Even stronger, in many industries, the majority of new patents 
are already registered by suppliers (Schiele, Calvi, et al., 2012). It has been argued 
that sourcing innovations from suppliers may be a substitute for own r&d activities 
(Pihlajamaa et al., 2017). However, supplier innovation often implies a high level of 
dependence of a buying company on its innovative supplier. The worst-case 
scenario for a buying company would be to depend on the innovation resource of 
a supplier for its own innovation capacity and a denial of access to these resources 
(Schiele & Vos, 2015). Anyhow, if the supplier has superior or even exclusive access 
to an innovation or radically new technology, the buying companies may have to 
compete for the supplier’s prime attention. Social exchange theory exactly 
describes this situation: it posits that actors first evaluate the attractiveness of a 
potential partner, if possible, compare expectations with outcomes of the 
relationship and – importantly – then compare one partner with potential 
alternative partners (Lambe et al., 2001). This is exactly the situation of a 
“dominant” supplier with a valuable innovation or a high potential for innovating, 
as this firm may be able to select its customer with whom to collaborate.  

Previous research provides various insights about the classical innovation success 
factors (buying company-related factors (Ensminger & Surry, 2008; Kotter, 1996; 
Lambooij & Koster, 2016), external, market-related factors (Ensminger & Surry, 
2008), and innovation-type-related factors (Ely, 1990, 1999; Ensminger & Surry, 
2008) (figure 5)), which describe the conditions and behaviors that influence on 
whether an innovation project is successful or not. Previous research also provides 
many insights about the impact and necessity of Early Supplier Integration (ESI) in 
New Product Development (NPD) (Dekkers, Chang, & Kreutzfeldt, 2013). In parallel, 
buying companies' dependence on suppliers and the importance of becoming a 
preferred customer have been found to grow (Ellis et al., 2012; Morgan & Daniels, 
2001; Schiele, 2012). Interestingly, however, previous research does not provide 
comprehensive explanations on how firms should manage the work in the novel 
situation of facing such dominant suppliers, which may or which may not at all be 
interested in working with a particular buying company.  

Therefore, this article focuses on providing guidelines on how to handle the 
innovation management process for dominant supplier’s innovations, and hence 
on closing the research gap left open by the question: How a buying company may 
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best handle the situation of innovating with dominant suppliers so to ensure 
gaining access to the supplier’s exclusive innovation? 

This paper contributes to innovation and supply management literature by 
introducing a new phenomenon largely neglected in innovation research, the case 
of manufacturers not having the privilege to choose among many competing 
suppliers, but, the other way round, innovative suppliers can choose their customer 
to offer the innovation. We take the customer's perspective and analyze how the 
customer can best manage this increasingly common situation. This paper further 
contributes by showing that what used to be seen as one phenomenon – new 
product development with early supplier integration – in fact, needs to be 
perceived as two issues; the case of buyer dominance and the case of supplier 
dominance. Trying to handle the two with the same tools is risky and can lead to 
failure, as shown in our contrasting case study.  

This paper is organized as follows: the theory chapter first presents insights from a 
detailed literature review and explains the classical innovation project success 
factors (including buying-company-related factors, market constellation, and 
innovation-type-related factors). Secondly, it describes the “new” supplier-related 
factors together with the importance of preferred customer status. The theory 
chapter is followed by the method and case section. To analyze the supplier-related 
factors in detail, a case study shows differences between two supplier innovation 
projects at an automotive OEM (Original Equipment Manufacturer). Both examples 
are headlamp innovations, each developed and supplied in different supplier 
constellations together with the automotive OEM. In one case, the OEM was 
successful and first on the market, while in the second case, another OEM managed 
to get better access to the innovation provided by a dominant supplier.  

Analyzing these cases of dominant suppliers, the conclusions of this paper can be 
summarized in three main propositions:  

1. With supplier innovations, the buying firm needs to consider the supplier 
constellation and its own attractiveness for the dominant supplier. In case 
of limited preference of the supplier towards a buyer, the latter may need 
to avoid this innovation. 

2. Firms benefit from adapting their innovation management process by 
relocating the process step “supplier selection” to an earlier stage than 
usual, anteceding the decision for the innovation path to follow. 

3. In order to handle the two types of supplier-based innovation – the 
dominant supplier and the non-dominant supplier case – firms benefit 
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from defining a fast track innovation process to handle the situation of 
supplier dominance. 

The paper ends with further considerations and complementary thoughts in a 
discussion and conclusion section. 

 

2.2 Theory and literature review: innovation success factors and preferred 
customer theory 

Classical innovation project success factors: factors related to the buying company, 
market constellation, and the nature of the innovation itself  

Following Tushman and O’Reilly, innovation implies “new solutions” in products, 
technology, processes, and marketing and is one way through which organizations 
and nations gain competitive advantage (O'Reilly & Tushman, 1997). To create and 
handle the different kinds of innovations within a company, several new product 
development (NPD) processes and innovation management approaches are 
known. For instance, Lynn and Monroe et al. describe a conventional NPD process 
as occurring through idea generation, idea screening, innovation development, 
testing, and new product launch (Lynn, Morone, & Paulson, 1996; Williams & 
McGuire, 2010). This paragraph discusses previous research on classical success 
and blockade factors for innovation project realization as well as innovation 
implementation. The identified factors are collected and thematically clustered in 
three categories (Yoo, Sawyerr, & Tan, 2015): buying-company-related factors (1) 
and external, market-related factors (2), to which innovation-related factors (3) 
have to be added:  

(1) Buying-company-related factors:  
Management involvement and especially management commitment is a 
main success factor of innovation projects (Ensminger & Surry, 2008; 
Kotter, 1996; Lambooij & Koster, 2016). The enthusiasm of leaders directly 
affects the motivation of the innovation users (Ensminger & Surry, 2008). 
The second internal factor is the escalation prevention potential, which is 
the organization's capability to stop or steer implementation processes 
that do not meet their expectations. It may prevent an organization from 
losing time and money on unsuccessful projects (Lambooij & Koster, 
2016).  
The third important buying company-related factor is the organizational 
culture. Specifically, the openness of the organization towards new ideas 
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and the acceptance of the associated risks are to be seen as significant, 
particularly when the change is not triggered by external factors or an 
obvious and urgent organizational need (Barnett et al., 2011; Yu et al., 
2013). Also, the extent to which members of the organization can 
influence decisions within the organization as well as the organizational 
capability to promote the innovation, which facilitates the diffusion, 
depends on the organizational culture (Barnett et al., 2011; Lambooij & 
Koster, 2016).  
The fourth relevant factor is “resources.” Resources, which include the 
existing infrastructure as well as an organization’s finances, hardware, 
software, materials, personnel, and support structures, are needed to 
implement the innovation (Ely, 1990, 1999; Ensminger & Surry, 2008). 

(2) External, market-related factors:  
The first market-related factor is the consumer’s commitment to a brand 
name or to a certain company. This is very important because, in uncertain 
environments, the acceptance of innovative products is related to trust 
between consumers and innovators. Therefore, a trusted brand name may 
more easily introduce innovations that will be accepted more easily by 
consumers (Eng & Quaia, 2009; Iliopoulos et al., 2012).  
The second external factor is the “participation of external stakeholders,” 
which refers to the involvement of stakeholders in the decision-making 
process to adopt and implement an innovation (Ensminger & Surry, 2008). 
Another external factor is the economic climate and political situation. The 
economic climate is often cited as inhibiting initiatives that were 
expensive and did not save costs directly (Barnett et al., 2011). Politics was 
constructed both as positive and as opposing forces in diffusion efforts 
(Barnett et al., 2011). The basic and most crucial part of regulations is 
reflected in the set of laws, judicial and administrative acts (Plotnikova, 
Korneva, & Ustuizhanina, 2015). The fit of the innovation with the broader 
ideological context, both within and outside the specific business sector. 
If an innovation is viewed as reflecting dominant ideological beliefs and 
being consistent with the “spirit of the times,” initiatives are more likely 
to become established (Barnett et al., 2011). 

(3) Innovation-type-related factors:  
The first innovation type related factor is the added value of the innovation 
as perceived by the users (Lambooij & Koster, 2016). This added value can 
also be seen as either intrinsic or extrinsic rewards. These rewards can 
vary significantly from user to user. Additionally, the innovation itself may 
be distinguished as a reward (Ely, 1990, 1999; Ensminger & Surry, 2008). 
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The second relevant factors are the needed knowledge and skills, which 
are conditions that are needed to use the innovation and that also reflect 
the users’ feelings of self-efficacy about using the innovation (Ely, 1990, 
1999). The complexity of the innovation itself will also affect 
implementation, e.g., it will often require more training or skill 
development on the part of the users (E. Rogers, 1995, 2003). 

The classical innovation success factors (1) – (3) describe which conditions and 
behaviors can influence whether an innovation project is successful or not.  To take 
care of these factors may have been enough at a time of closed innovation when 
most ideas originated in the firm’s own research and development laboratories. 
However, in times of open innovation and joined innovation, in which supplier 
involvement in NPD is closely tied to NPD project performance (Dekkers et al., 
2013), firms benefit from taking a close look at the supplier-related factors (4) 
(figure 5). 

 

 

Figure 5: Classical innovation project success factors (1) - (3) and the new 
challenge - supplier factors, especially supplier strength (4) 
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Importance of preferred customer status for external knowledge sourcing 

The above-mentioned innovation and NPD approaches and success factors focus 
on the initial company and refer mainly to internally generated innovations and 
internal company processes. Numerous empirical studies have demonstrated the 
positive impact of external knowledge sourcing (Y. Chen et al., 2016; Leiponen & 
Helfat, 2010; Monteiro et al., 2017). Indeed, nowadays, a firm's success increasingly 
depends on the resources of its suppliers and therewith the inclusion of external 
knowledge (Dyer & Hatch, 2006; Hult, Ketchen, & Arrfelt, 2007; Hunt & Davis, 2012; 
Monteiro et al., 2017). This has to do with the demand for ever-shorter time to 
market, and the massive technological knowledge that is needed to develop new 
products force them to rely increasingly on supplier cooperation during NPD 
(Azadegan, 2011; Hong et al., 2011; Koufteros et al., 2010; Thomas et al., 2011; 
Wagner, 2012; Wagner et al., 2010). ESI increases buying company innovation and 
innovation project success (Koufteros et al., 2007; Un et al., 2010) through 
improving the product development performance of firms in terms of productivity, 
quality, lead time reduction, and cost reduction (Clark, 1989; Clark & Fujimoto, 
1991; Gupta & Souder, 1998; Petroni & Panciroli, 2002; Primo & Amundson, 2002; 
Ragatz et al., 2002; Van Echtelt et al., 2008). For example, Edward Roberts’ panel 
study from 2001 shows that in the early 1990s, only 22% of the surveyed top R&D-
intensive firms relied heavily on external partners for innovation, but he also shows 
that this share had grown to 85% by the end of that decade (Roberts, 2001).  

 

 

Figure 6: Dominant buyer versus dominant supplier scenario 
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However, ESI in NPD also implies a high level of dependence on the supplier and a 
higher complexity within the supply chain (Wynstra, Van Weele, & Weggemann, 
2001), which may increase risks for the buying company. Indeed, some suppliers 
do not always collaborate in the manner expected. Buying companies are then 
disappointed by what some authors call supplier obstructionism (Flynn et al., 2000; 
Hartley et al., 1997; Hibbard et al., 2001; Petroni & Panciroli, 2002; Primo & 
Amundson, 2002; Zsidisin & Smith, 2005). In addition, an increasing number of 
firms seek external collaboration and similar resources in the same supply base, 
which leads to growing competition for capable suppliers (Dyer & Hatch, 2006; 
Pulles, Veldman, et al., 2016; Takeishi, 2001, 2002). Simultaneously empirical 
research shows that suppliers differentiate among customer relationships and treat 
selected customers as preferred customers depending on their level of 
attractiveness for the supplier (Bew, 2007; Ellis et al., 2012; S. Rogers, 2009). 
Preferred customer status is defined as follows: influencing the supplier's 
behavioral intentions to the extent that the supplier awards selected customers 
with more favorable treatment and with preferential resource allocation than 
others (Hüttinger et al., 2012; Pulles, Veldman, et al., 2016; Schiele, Calvi, et al., 
2012; Steinle & Schiele, 2008). The supplier might, for example, put his best 
employees at the preferred customer’s disposal, adapt his capacity to his partner’s 
wishes and give priority to his most attractive buyer when offering up their expert 
knowledge and promising and innovative ideas (Schiele et al., 2011). Additionally, 
preferred customer status and preferred access to suppliers' innovations allow 
buying companies to preempt competitors that share the same supplier, resulting 
in substantive competitive advantages on the market (Ellis et al., 2012; Morgan & 
Daniels, 2001; Schiele, 2012). Therefore becoming a preferred customer of 
important suppliers is essential to obtain access to these most promising ideas and 
innovations that might not be achieved otherwise (Koufteros et al., 2012; Schiele, 
2012).  

As visualized in figure 6, we have two possible scenarios: the “classical” one, where 
suppliers compete for a project with a dominant buying company, and the “new” 
one, where buying companies compete for a dominant supplier. This research work 
focuses on the second one, and the question is: What is the right behavior if there 
is a supplier in a dominant or even monopoly position – how can buying companies 
convince the supplier to choose them? In particular, a supplier with an exclusive 
technology can select the customer he first offers the technology. From an OEM’s 
perspective, the question is how to become this preferred customer. To identify 
such monopoly constellations and to address them competitively, it may be 
necessary to innovate the innovation process. 
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2.3 Method & Case Selection: analyzing two contrasting cases in the automotive 
industry 

In this article, a case study is applied because it is a useful tool to receive empirically 
valid insights in the early stages of theory building (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). 
Thus, the goal is to understand the critical success factors in the relationship 
between buying company and supplier if the buying company wants to implement 
a supplier’s innovation ahead of their competition and if this supplier is in a 
dominant position. In this study, a “two-case” multiple case study approach (Yin, 
2014) is employed to show two different types of external supplier innovation 
projects and evaluate success and failure factors. The two-case approach is used 
because, on the one hand, it is possible to receive a direct replication of some 
factors or criteria. On the other hand, the project set-up contrasts in some aspects, 
and in this way, it will be possible to achieve more detailed insights and results (Yin, 
2014).  

In order to explore the phenomenon of supplier dominance in innovation, it would 
be good choosing an industry where supplier innovations play a prominent role. 
(Rese, Sänn, & Homfeldt, 2015) provide some evidence in the automotive sector 
and show that automotive manufacturers rated the number of innovative ideas 
from their suppliers significantly highest compared to other sources. Hence, the 
here chosen automotive industry may be the right setting for studying supplier 
innovation. The considered company (“Auto A”) is a European premium car 
manufacturer for which brand image first-to-market technology innovations are 
crucial. One of the key innovation fields of “Auto A” is lighting technology. 
Currently, 86% of the interviewees think that “Auto A” is still leading in the 
automotive lighting area. However, 62% believe that its standing has changed. 
According to this majority, the main reason for the change is not a failing of “Auto 
A” but the increasing speed of competitors (which now, too, seem to see lighting 
technologies as a key innovation field). That is the reason why two implemented 
innovation projects from the car lighting sector, with different expirations and 
dimensions, were chosen. Case one, hereafter “LED,” describes the market 
introduction of a full-LED matrix beam headlamp, and case two, hereafter “Laser,” 
describes the market launch of the laser headlamp.  

The case study is based on qualitative empirical data gathered through interviews 
in different units and levels of the corporation and with the supplier. In total, 29 
managers and employees from the different project-related business commodities 
(e.g., R&D and purchasing) of “Auto A” took part in the interviews. Additionally, 
two persons from sub-supplier “Z” were interviewed to obtain more in-depth 
insight, particularly from the supplier side. Sub-supplier “Z” was chosen because 
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“Z” is the inventor of the laser module. Thus, “Z” was the more important supplier 
in the laser case. Moreover, “Z” was also involved in the “LED” case - also as Tier 2. 
The term “Tier” in relation to supplier constellations was first used to describe the 
various levels in pyramid-shaped supply chains in the Japanese (automotive and 
electronics) industry (Hines, 1994; Wynstra, Von Corswant, & Wetzels, 2010). First-
tier suppliers provide an OEM with sub-assembled units (e.g., headlamps) based on 
components from lower-tier suppliers (Wynstra et al., 2010). The supplier 
constellations of both cases are shown in Figure 7.  

Twenty interviews were conducted with persons related to the “LED” project, 17 
interviews were held with persons related to the “Laser” project, and nine persons 
answered for both cases. Sixteen interviewees belong to the purchasing 
department, eight work in technical development, and five are from other 
departments (e.g., financial controlling). Personal interviews were held with a 
duration of one to two hours, and they were transcribed along a detailed 
questionnaire.  

 

 

Figure 7: Supplier constellations in the “LED” case and the “Laser” case 

 

The questionnaire was divided into two sections. Section 1 included general open 
questions about the competitive situation in the automotive lighting business. 
Since section 2 is case-related and contains open questions about the project set-
up and the framework and specific questions about the success and blockade 
factors, these factors were derived from the literature findings (see figures 1 and 
2: buying-company-related factors (1), external, market-related factors (2), 
innovation-related factors (3) and supplier factors, especially supplier strength (4)). 
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The interviewees were asked to answer two different ratings per factor and 
question within a five-point Likert scale (from the extreme “always / very positive” 
through “sometimes / neutral” to “never / very negative”).  

 

2.4 Case Description: first to the market vs. losing the race 

Case 1 – LED matrix beam headlamp (“LED”): first to the market 

The car manufacturer “Auto A” introduced the LED matrix beam headlamp 2013 
within the new model of their high-class flagship vehicle. The matrix beam 
headlamp is based on a technology that divides the LED main beam into multiple 
small, single diodes. Managed by a powerful control unit, they are individually 
switched on and off or dimmed depending on the situation. The main function is 
the fade-out of oncoming traffic. The system works so precisely that incoming and 
outgoing vehicles are dimmed (and not dazzled), and all other areas in between are 
still given high-precision illumination by the main beam.  

The interviewees note that, from the process perspective, “Auto A” set up the 
“LED” project as a standard project. “Standard” means that sales and marketing, 
financial controlling, research and development (R&D), and purchasing prepare a 
business case evaluation by calculating potential efforts with expected pricing and 
volumes. After the confirmation of the project within a specific board and top 
management committee, the purchasing department searches for and contracts 
the supplier. After the most competitive offer is chosen, the project development 
starts. Normally, the supplier is nominated two to three years before the planned 
SOP (start of production) of the car. In this phase, the quality department also joins 
the process. Their validation and releases accompany the process. Shortly before 
SOP, marketing becomes relevant again in promoting the new functionality within 
the new car.  

However, due to the complexity and the degree of innovation, as well as the high 
internal and external coordination and reconciliation effort, the project did not fit 
in this standard procedure. The R&D department previously initiated detailed pre-
development studies with both 1st tier supplier “X” and 2nd tier supplier “Z,” which 
were unique in the “LED” project (supplier constellations are shown in Figure 7). 
Very soon, in the concept phase, the decision was made to conduct the basis 
development with supplier “X” and use the specific subcomponent of supplier “Z.” 
Exclusivity coincidentally arose. Supplier “X” and, only implicitly, supplier “Z” only 
offered the product and worked with “Auto A” (probably because other OEMs were 
not interested). Further, the R&D department pushed the idea forward through all 
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processes and committees and supported it with the highest management 
attention until the official board decision was made to realize the “LED” project.  

 

Case 2 – Laser headlamp (Laser): losing the race 

The Laser headlamp was supposed to be the next great lighting innovation after 
launching the matrix beam innovation. “Auto A” launched the Laser headlamp in 
June 2014 within a special sports car and, several weeks later, in the limited edition 
model of their corresponding series sports car. After a close “fight” about who 
would be first to market, “Auto B” launched the laser headlamp one week earlier 
than “Auto A” by handing over the first laser-equipped series cars to those new 
owners – framed within a large marketing event. Thus, the target to be first to 
market was not achieved (supplier constellations are shown in Figure 7). Within the 
headlamp, the high-beam laser module uses four high-performance laser diodes, 
which produce a blue laser beam that is converted via a phosphorus converter into 
“road-traffic-friendly” white light. In addition to the very high level of luminance, it 
creates ideal conditions for the human eye, which in turn means that the driver 
becomes tired less quickly. In this case, the project was not initiated through the 
R&D department but was initiated through competitive pressure. The “Auto B” 
released several communications at the IAA (“Internationale Automobil 
Ausstellung” / “international motor show”) in September 2013, when they 
announced that they wanted to launch the laser headlamp first. Therefore, “Auto 
A” was challenged to defend its leading position in the automotive lighting 
business. Only after this advertised launch, “Auto A” perceived the high marketing 
value of “laser light.” One interviewee said, “of course, the topic ‘laser’ was also 
loosely discussed and treated at ’Auto A’ for approximately one year, but the final 
decision to deeply dive into it and realize the project was only made after the 
announcement of the ‘Auto B’” (Engineer 1). After the announcement of “Auto B,” 
the R&D staff of “Auto A” tried to obtain an appointment as soon as possible with 
the board and top management to obtain (according to the regular process) the 
official project decision to start the project and to secure promotors on the highest 
management level to push for project progress. The entire project flow was, 
according to the interviewees, far from standard processes and, therefore, 
somehow unstructured. Because of the sudden competitive pressure from “Auto 
B,” the project phase was extremely shortened, which increased the risk level and 
the costs.  

A small interdisciplinary team was created. In this situation, it was unique that most 
activities operated independently of the normal project organization of “Auto A” 
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because sports cars are managed by a small, separate company within the 
organization of “Auto A.” In the end, “Auto A” could not defend its leading position 
because supplier “Z” had already started to work with competitor “Auto B” much 
earlier, effectively giving this project priority. 

 

2.5 Analysis: comparing the OEM’s approach to two innovations 

Cross case analysis  

The cross-case analysis compares both cases and shows the differences between 
them. The comparison is sub-divided into the same four categories as the literature 
findings: The Classical innovation project success factors: factors related to the 
buying company (1), external, market-related factors (2), the nature of the 
innovation itself (3), and supplier factors (4). The comparison contains the 
evaluation of all the case-related factors mentioned. This includes the 25 specific, 
predefined questions (which were phrased based on the factors from the literature 
review) and, additionally, the evaluations of the individual factors that, in the 
interviewees’ subjective opinion, either facilitated or blocked the project progress 
or success of the “LED” or “Laser” case.  

The evaluation of individual factors shows the first difference. In the “LED” case, 68 
positive and 42 negative factors were freely stated by the 20 interviewees (62% 
more positive factors than negative ones). The factors were thematically clustered 
and condensed into 21 positive and 18 negative main factors. In the “Laser” case, 
39 positive and 45 negative factors were stated freely by the 17 interviewees. The 
factors were thematically clustered and condensed into 16 positive and 25 negative 
main factors. Compared with the “LED” case, the overall attitude toward the 
project seems to be slightly more negative (13% more negative factors than 
positive ones). All of the explained main differences are summarized in the 
following paragraphs (1)-(4). The rating shows, on a 5-point-scale, the positive, 
neutral or negative appearance of the respective factor in relation to either the 
“LED” or “Laser” case (++ = “always / very positive”, + = "very often / positive", 0 = 
“sometimes / neutral”, - = "rarely / negative", -- = “never / very negative”). Only 
the striking differences (opposite rating tendencies), as well as factors for which 
the interviewees said that they generally reported 5 = "very high influence" or 4 = 
"high influence" on the project progress and success of any innovation, are listed. 
Details regarding the interview results are shown in Appendix 1 (Tables 9 to 11).  
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(1) Buying-company-related factors:  
Organizational Culture: While interviewees from both cases said that almost 
all of the relevant departments and persons were involved, the quality of 
internal collaboration is perceived differently. In terms of decision willingness 
and complexity of the decision-making process, a variation between the two 
cases can be noticed. For “LED,” the judgment was negative, and for “Laser,” 
it was very positive (with the restriction that the initial decision to realize the 
“Laser” came late). According to the interviewees in the “Laser” case, it was 
extremely positive; decisions were made quickly, and the decision paths were 
short. Even the extremely compressed timeline and working in a “hectic mode” 
through competitive pressure were rated between 4.5 and 5 in the “Laser” 
case. In this case, the high willingness to take risks and the special team spirit 
(the absolute will to beat “Auto B” in being first to market) were also assessed 
as very strong facilitators (rating 4.5 of 5).  
Resources: The main factor in this sector is the lack of specific innovation-
related processes (evaluation and selection of incoming innovations, distinct 
purchasing process, specific targeting process, individual quality management 
process, etc.), which was rated very negative in both the “Laser” and “LED” 
cases (between 1 and 1.5 = very high blockade factor). The internal process 
and internal collaboration show considerable differences between the two 
cases despite some commonalities. In both cases, an interdisciplinary team at 
“Auto A” handled the projects. (Compare Appendix 1 and Table 9) 
 

(2) External, market-related factors:      
No external, market-related factors are discovered within the result 
comparison, where significant differences between the “LED” and “Laser” 
cases were noticeable. The supplier constellations and cooperation are 
analyzed in the separate paragraph (4) supplier-related factors.  
 

(3) Innovation-related factors:        
An initial difference between “LED” and “Laser” is the type of innovation. While 
“LED” is a radical new technology, "Laser" is a more evolutionary innovation 
whose value is very strongly related to marketing possibilities and customer 
attention. 
The interviewees estimated the innovation value of “LED” to be an average 
value of 4.55 of 5, while the estimated value for “Laser” is only 3.5. The largest 
detected innovation-related difference is the maturity level of the innovation. 
In the “LED” case, the innovation was in a proper pre-development stage, and 
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in the “Laser” case, the innovation was in a very early stage with limited pre-
development insights. (Compare Appendix 1 and Table 10) 

 
(4) Supplier-related factors:       

From the perspective of “Auto A”: According to the interviewees of “Auto A,” 
the main distinctions between both cases are supplier constellation and 
supplier selection. In the “LED” case, the collaboration occurred mainly with 
tier 1 supplier “X,” and only indirectly with sub-supplier “Z.” The cooperation 
with supplier “X” is rated as neutral, and the cooperation between “Auto A” 
and indirectly with “Z” is rated as positive (an indirect relationship because 
there was no contract between “Auto A” and “Z”). Nevertheless, in this 
constellation and in the respective situation, the collaboration was described 
as very constructive and overall positive from the development perspective. 
Focusing on the purchasing side, both cases were somehow treated as 
standard. In the “Laser” case, the headlamp palette for the planned successor 
(remake) of “Auto A’s” sports car was already sourced when the decision was 
made to equip the car additionally with the laser headlamp. Therefore, the 
already nominated headlamp supplier was “Y” (a competitor of “X”). Because 
of this existing contractual relationship, the determined supplier for the laser 
headlamp project was also “Y.” Supplementary negotiations with sub-
component supplier “Z” were begun since “Z” was then the only supplier that 
had the know-how in automotive laser technology. Finally, the laser module 
was separately and directly nominated with supplier “Z,” although this supplier 
was also supplying “Auto A’s” competitor. 
When “Auto A” started the “Laser” project, headlamp supplier “Y” had only a 
little knowledge about lasers, and thus, they mainly kept themselves out of the 
discussions. The fact that there was no detailed pre-development phase, which 
caused a large number of problems, especially with quality issues, was rated 
very negative (between 1 and 1.5 = high blockade factor for the realization of 
the “Laser” project). Moreover, sub-supplier “Z” had never before had a direct 
(contractual) relationship with an automotive OEM, so they were not used to 
the processes and demands of “Auto A” (e.g., the sophistication level of the 
official offer was unknown). According to the interviewees, this fact was a very 
crucial point because there were several complications in the triangular 
coordination and cooperation and in the risk and responsibility split, which was 
also critical because of the specific laser safety issues. The technology-related 
cooperation between “Auto A’s” development department and “Z” was 
productive, but the interviewees realized, on the one hand, the difficulties 
caused by the immaturity of the product and, on the other hand, the limitation 
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of resources that arose from the fact, that sub-supplier “Z” was serving both 
“Auto A” and “Auto B.” In total, regarding the collaboration between “Auto A” 
and sub-supplier “Z” three main differences in the behavior and conditions, 
comparing “LED” and “Laser” case, can be detected: the available supplier 
resources, the overall project management performance, and the cooperation 
and communication (from R&D, purchasing, quality, finance, sales, and 
marketing side). While they were perceived positively in the case of “LED,” they 
were only perceived as neutral in the “Laser” case.  
From the perspective of sub-supplier “Z”: In general, sub-supplier “Z” answered 
that they sequentially meet with interested OEMs to talk about innovation – 
but “Z” saw itself as not the main initiator of either the “LED” or “Laser” case. 
In the opinion of “Z,” the clear project initiator of “LED” was the headlamp 
supplier (Tier 1) “X.” In the “Laser” case, the situation, according to supplier 
“Z,” was quite similar, with the only difference that the main initiator was the 
“Auto B,” not the 1st tier supplier. The “Auto B” also chose the laser module 
supplier “Z,” arranged a project structure with 1st tier supplier “W,” and then 
started the project. With regard to the triangular relationships (“Auto A” 
company with “Y” and “Z” and “Auto B” with “W” and “Z”) and the two-party 
relationships (“Z”-“Y,” “Z”-“W,” “Z”-“Auto A,” “Z”-“Auto B”), differences are 
obvious. In the perception of sub-supplier “Z,” the overall performance of 1st 
tier supplier “Y” was negative, independent of considering either the direct or 
triangular relationship. On the opposite side, the performance of “W” in either 
the triangular or direct relationships was rated positive or even very positive. 
Comparing the two OEMs, in the laser case, in the eyes of sub-supplier “Z,” the 
“Auto B” was assessed more positively than “Auto A.” The Z-interviewees 
reported that the “Auto B” clearly assumed the driving role in the triangular 
constellation of their laser project, was totally committed to the project and 
ensured constant project communication and interchange of information 
within the triangle as well as in the direct relationship. The interviewee from 
supplier “Z” clearly noted, “from the early beginning of the project, the ‘Auto 
B’ phrased the precise goal and wished to realize the laser headlamp. The ‘Auto 
B’ forced the project progress all the way and finally realized it with the support 
of the entire triangle team.” (Compare Appendix 1 and Table 9 and 11) 

Three main results: customer attractiveness and innovation process changes to 
speed-up 

In the interviewees’ view, the three main success factors in implementing a supplier 
innovation are as follows:  
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1) The importance of designing the supplier relationship reflecting the 
attractiveness or not of the buying company vis à vis the dominant supplier (to 
obtain exclusivity by achieving preferred customer status and to focus on the entire 
n-tier stakeholder constellation). 

2) The relocation of the process step “supplier selection” within the NPD process – 
it has to be earlier in the process. First, analyze the supplier constellation and then 
decide for the innovation path to follow, not the other way round as currently 
usual.  

3) The installation of a specific evaluation and selection process for incoming 
supplier innovation projects, which is essential to assess as quickly as possible the 
potential risks and the feasible market potential and to decide between standard 
and a fast track innovation process, the latter often being necessary to secure the 
innovation of the dominant supplier. 

 

2.6 Discussion & Conclusion: importance of customer attractiveness and need 
for process re-design 

In this section, the key findings of this study are discussed, and the limitations are 
shown. Moreover, an outlook on the managerial and research implications as well 
as on further research is provided.  

This study gives insights into two automotive cases of a large car manufacturer that 
has tried to be the first to market with the two supplier innovations. Both 
innovation projects were finally successfully launched in the market, but the 
implementation of the product launch distinguishes the two cases. With a large 
distance of at least two years, “Auto A” was the first to market with the “LED” 
headlamp. However, in the “Laser” case, “Auto A” lost the “competition race,” and 
“Auto B” launched first. The main question is which factors differentiate the two 
cases by blocking progress and success in the laser case. While “Auto A” may have 
been to some extend blinded by its success with the LED lamps, the results of the 
evaluation strongly indicate that the “Laser” case can best be understood from the 
perspective of there being a dominant supplier situation (figure 6). In the case of 
supplier dominance, two (or more) buying companies compare against each other 
to receive the preferential treatment and the innovation of the dominant supplier, 
in our case, “sub-supplier Z.”  

Three main factors seemed to negatively influence the project success from the 
perspective of “Auto A” and hence can be used as a lever to better handle supplier 
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dominance. First, (1.) the design of the supplier relations (selection, attraction, 
exclusivity, and collaboration), second (2.) the need to relocate the process step 
“supplier selection” - because it was too late in the NPD process and third (3.) the 
missing holistic innovation process approach, which should be divided into the 
evaluation and selection process at the beginning and the operationalization 
acceleration process within the project phase. 

1. Designing supplier relationships in order to be attractive to suppliers: The 
major difference between the two cases was the supplier constellation 
and the collaboration with involved suppliers. In the “LED” case, there was 
coincidental exclusivity between “Auto A” and supplier “X” and sub-
supplier “Z.” Even if the coincidental exclusivity was not contract-based, 
there was a noticeable commitment to this constellation and to the 
project. This aspect was missing with “Auto A” and its supply chain in the 
“Laser” case. Thus, the conclusion drawn is that exclusivity and mutual 
commitment can be important main factors. Through the evaluation of 
the “Laser” case (from “Auto A” side and with the additional insights from 
sub-supplier “Z”), it became clear that the supplier-OEM constellation was 
essential. This means not only that “Auto A” has to select a supplier 
carefully but also that “Auto A” has to attract suppliers. In a typical 
innovation case, there is (at least at the beginning) only one supplier that 
offers the new product, technology, service, etc. It is quite logical that the 
supplier prefers the buying company (in this case, one automotive OEM) 
that offers the best conditions – both monetary and immaterial such as 
growth potential and relational quality. In such situations, the supplier is 
clearly the driver and not the buying company. According to the 
interviewees, it is important to start a re-thinking process to remove 
hurdles and create incentives to attract innovative suppliers and become 
a preferred customer. The two concepts of customer attractiveness 
(Aminoff & Tanskanen, 2013; Christiansen & Maltz, 2010; Ellegaard, 
Johansen, & Drejer, 2003; Hald, Cordón, & Vollmann, 2009; Mortensen & 
Arlbjørn, 2012; Ramsay & Wagner, 2009; Tóth, Thiesbrummel, Henneberg, 
& Naudé, 2015) and supplier satisfaction (Essig & Amann, 2009; Ghijsen, 
Semeijn, & Ernstson, 2010; Nyaga, Whipple, & Lynch, 2010; Ramsay, 
Wagner, & Kelly, 2013) may offer clues on understanding and acting, if a 
buying company aims to become a preferred customer of a supplier 
(Hüttinger et al., 2012; Pulles, Schiele, Veldman, & Hüttinger, 2016; 
Schiele, Calvi, et al., 2012; Schiele, Veldman, et al., 2012). Supplier 
satisfaction is the buyer's ability to meet or even exceed the supplier's 
expectations (Schiele, Calvi, et al., 2012; Vos, Schiele, & Hüttinger, 2016). 
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This satisfaction is significantly affected through the quality of the 
relationship between the buying company and the supplier, and in turn, 
has a direct link to the value creation (Forker & Stannack, 2000; Vos et al., 
2016). Christiansen and Maltz point out that being an “interesting” or 
attractive customer to suppliers assures their attention and loyalty 
(Christiansen & Maltz, 2010; Vos et al., 2016). Furthermore, the handling 
of triangular or n-tier relationships needs to be improved, and proper pre-
development has to be conducted. Frequent joint (top) management 
meetings have been suggested by one interviewee from supplier “Z” as a 
tool to handle n-tier cooperation. 

2. Evaluation and selection process for supplier innovation: One main missing 
aspect, which the interviewees mentioned, is that there was no structured 
innovation evaluation and selection process for “incoming” supplier 
innovation. Literature suggests decentralization as a solution for supplier 
dominance (Li & Zhou, 2016), but is also largely silent on how to proceed 
otherwise and in particular not in a channel conflict situation, but in 
innovation. The interviewees claim that it is not practical to work with such 
an innovation topic or project within the standard innovation processes. 
Introducing a dedicated process for selecting and managing incoming 
supplier innovation would be important in order to create successful 
projects (figure 8). For instance, if an individual is thrilled about an 
innovation, making this particular actor the formal driver of the project. It 
is also important to include hard (e.g., monetary) and soft facts (e.g., 
positive impact on the brand) in the evaluation. The step of supplier 
selection in such a dedicated process would be earlier than in the 
traditional process because, in the worst case, the option of not to 
proceed with the innovation at hand due to supplier dominance might be 
possible. 

3. In the new innovation process, firms would further benefit from a fast 
track acceleration process. In their eyes, a holistic approach – adapted to 
the needs of an innovation – is needed. The decision-making process, the 
business case calculation, financial targeting and milestones, and 
timescale have to be more flexible and scaled and be adapted to the 
respective situation. Moreover, the role of purchasing is different in 
innovation projects and therefore has to be designed accordingly. In fact, 
the generation of innovative ideas is generally gaining importance as a 
task not only for r&d but also for purchasing (Homfeldt, Rese, Brenner, 
Baier, & Schäfer, 2017). Price negotiation along with volume scales and 
competitive pressure is actually not possible. Therefore, the purchasing 
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department should focus on other topics, such as joint cost calculation 
along the supplier’s bill of material or the negotiation of exclusivity 
contracts.  
According to the interviewees, being first to market with innovations is 
essential – especially within the core technology fields. Thus, the lack of a 
special innovation implementation process was mentioned. The standard 
process takes too long and does not fit the monopoly supply situation. 
Figure 8 shows the proposed new innovation process for dominant or 
even monopoly suppliers – it schedules two main changes: the early 
search and nomination of the supplier and the decision point between fast 
track and standard project management process.  

 

 

Figure 8: New process draft “Innovations with a dominant supplier situation” 

 

The managerial implications: The results show that it is necessary to adapt the 
innovation process for situations of high supplier dominance and monopoly supply 
situations (Figure 8). It may be self-defeating to try to handle situations of supplier 
dominance with a standard process designed for a different situation or – even 
worse, not recognizing the special situation early enough. Taking supplier 
willingness to collaborate as guaranteed may be one of the reasons for so many 
new product development projects failing. Current literature is largely silent in 
providing any solutions for how to handle the situation of supplier dominance.  

According to this research, three aspects are relevant to manage supplier 
dominance: 1) establishing preferred customer status; 2) define a dedicated 
process and relocate the supplier decision and nomination step more to the 
beginning within the innovation management process; 3) deciding between 
standard and accelerated, fast track processes. The fast track decision process may 
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be one instrument firms can use to outperform their slower competitors' race for 
a supplier innovation. 

As a preferred customer, in this context, the particular treatment would comprise, 
for example, an exclusivity agreement for the innovation project. Especially when 
the supplier is in a monopoly situation, it is important to focus much earlier on 
searching for a supplier and on the design of the buyer-supplier relationship. With 
regards to the managerial implications, it is important to establish at the beginning 
of the innovation process the preferred customer status check-up (Schiele, 2012). 
Only in the case in which it is a preferred customer, it can be asked if a particular 
speed is needed and, if so, apply a special accelerated process. In Figure 8, the 
proposal for the process innovation is shown. Please note that this process is 
unlikely to be successfully applied in the situation of not being a preferred 
customer. In the absence of supplier benevolence, the risk would be too high for 
the OEM. In the short term, this could mean that an innovation project should not 
even be started because of the detrimental supplier constellation. As a long-term 
approach, it is crucial to establish preferred customer status with potentially 
innovative suppliers.  

Research Implications: Innovation research may contribute by focusing more on the 
innovation processes – more specialization is needed rather than “one process fits 
all.” More attention to the buyer-supplier constellation is important, in addition to 
strategies for realizing preferred customer status. There seems to be a 
fundamentally different situation, depending on which of the partners in the buyer-
supplier relations has dominance. The case study contrasts an extreme situation 
with strong supplier dominance and a competition between the buyers. If there is 
low dominance or no monopoly situation, the standard process may be suitable.  

First of all, the phenomenon of supplier dominance and its implications needs to 
be explored more in detail, as our exploratory research contributes by pointing to 
the problem of supplier dominance and exposing it as a special issue requiring 
dedicated attention, but can only point to the phenomenon and make some first 
suggestions on how to handle it, but can only be seen as a first step in theory 
building and empirical verification.  

Further research would benefit from systematically going through the entire cycle 
of academic research, which might advance science and avoid “fads” (Tidd & 
Bessant, 2018): (1.) exposing the phenomenon, (2.) understanding the problem, its 
impact, and relevance, (3.) trying to understand its mechanisms and antecedents, 
providing possible theoretical explanations, (4.) empirically identifying antecedents 
to the phenomenon and (5.) coming to an empirically tested model with 
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increasingly high power of explanation, which can be used as a blueprint for 
successful managerial actions. Eventually, (6.) contingencies factors may have to be 
studied, differentiating the application. 

The present paper touches upon the first two phases, as it exposes the 
phenomenon of supplier dominance in innovation and reveals its potential impact 
with the case of the race for laser light, in which poor access to the dominant 
supplier lead to the manufacturer at hand being too late on the market. In the case 
of supplier dominance, our exploration of the phenomenon has shown that there 
are cases in which the traditional innovation process does not work properly and 
that a differentiation is needed, in particular, a better understanding of the 
situation of supplier dominance is needed. We propose some first suggestions on 
how firms might handle dominant supplier situations in innovation management. 
Further research may be helpful to fully explore the general relevance and scope 
of the phenomenon of supplier dominance in innovation processes. Research now 
may also benefit from fully understanding and explaining the phenomenon and its 
underlying mechanisms and antecedents, according to step 3 above. Would there 
be theories that explain supplier behavior in cases of dominance? What are 
common characteristics of supplier action in such situations, such as resource 
allocation and contractual issues? How to stimulate a supplier’s innovation and its 
willingness to collaborate with a particular buyer (Makkonen, Aminoff, & Valkokari, 
2018)? Constantly more complete models then would need to be tested on a large 
sample size. 

Notwithstanding, there are also some limitations associated with this study. The 
case study was conducted in a large automotive OEM company, so the results are 
not automatically transferable to other company types, e.g., SMEs (small and 
medium-sized enterprises), 1st or 2nd tier suppliers, or companies from other 
industries. Since all involved actors came from the same country, the results cannot 
be directly transferred to international cases or those in other countries or on other 
continents. Another limitation is the nature of innovation and the supply situation. 
The assessed innovations are both product innovations, so the results are not 
automatically transferable to other kinds of innovation, e.g., service innovations. In 
future research, other kinds of organizations (e.g., SMEs or non-profit 
organizations), companies from different countries and continents, or other kinds 
of industries should be studied. In addition, other types of innovations can be 
assessed and evaluated. Moreover, it will be useful to apply other research 
techniques and employ, for example, a benchmark analysis to evaluate the best 
practices in innovation evaluation and innovation project selection or to execute a 
quantitative design, such as an empirical analysis, to explore which factors or 
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innovation evaluation and selection criteria are the most common in the 
automotive supplier world. Future research could also develop deeper connections 
to preferred customer theory, which was considered in this study.  
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CHAPTER 3: EARLY SUPPLIER INTEGRATION: ASSESSING 

SUPPLIER INNOVATION IDEAS 

 

 

Abstract 

For this paper, a benchmarking analysis was conducted to determine best practices 
for the evaluation and selection of supplier innovations as part of the purchasing 
process. All of the case companies analyze the quality of an innovation, but they do 
not evaluate the supplier proposing the innovation. To further develop these 
results, a World Café workshop was conducted. Two operationally usable checklists 
were developed to evaluate the characteristics and qualities of both the innovation 
and the supplier proposing the innovation. Both checklists can be combined into 
one evaluation-scoring model for supplier innovations. This process helps avoid 
wasting time attempting to implement “good” ideas from “bad” suppliers or 
discarding “bad” ideas from “good” suppliers that may still have the potential for 
further development. 
 

 

Keywords 
Innovation assessment, new product development, procurement, purchasing, 
supplier innovation 
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3.1 Introduction: The need for a comprehensive evaluation of ideas and the 
companies proposing them 

Supplier involvement in new product development (NPD) is closely tied to NPD 
project performance (Dekkers et al., 2013). Early supplier integration increases 
buying company innovation and innovation project success (Koufteros et al., 2007; 
Un et al., 2010). In many industries, the majority of new patents are registered by 
suppliers (Schiele, Calvi, et al., 2012). 

Supplier innovation may also imply a high level of dependence of a buying company 
on its innovative supplier. This situation represents a potential risk for a buying 
company. There is also the risk of supplier incompetence in project execution, 
sometimes rising to the level of project obstruction (Hartley et al., 1997; Primo & 
Amundson, 2002; Zsidisin & Smith, 2005). The worst-case scenario for a buying 
company would be supplier resource dependence for its innovation capacity and a 
denial of access to these resources (Schiele & Vos, 2015). For organizations, it is 
important to choose both the “right” innovations, those that ultimately become 
commercially successful, and the “right” suppliers, those that offer proper project 
execution.  

When there are inter-organizational innovations, there is a need to go beyond 
merely assessing the proposed idea or innovation quality. There is also a need to 
determine how buyers can assess the quality of the supplier proposing innovation 
ideas. Specifically, one core issue is ensuring that a supplier will perform well on an 
NPD project for successful innovation project completion. 

Innovation assessment models, both in theory and in practice, tend to focus on 
analyzing the potential of an innovative idea (Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1987b; 
Hartschen, Scherer, & Brügger, 2009; Heesen, 2009; etc.). This may have been 
sufficient in times of closed innovation when most ideas originated in the firm’s 
own research and development (R&D) laboratories. Then, it would not have made 
sense to verify whether the firm itself would have sufficient financial capacity to 
survive the implementation of an idea, and it was also not necessary to check 
whether the innovation would garner enough attention within the company or 
whether the R&D laboratory would start to work for other customers. For open 
innovation and joint innovation, innovation assessment tools and practices that are 
twenty years old or more and focus only on the market and technical potential of 
the innovation may be outdated. This lack of currency is especially true when it 
comes to innovative ideas originating outside the company. These tools and 
practices do not reflect the importance of supplier involvement as a new NPD 
reality. Hence, a simple and manageable tool to assess a supplier’s likelihood of 
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success in realizing a proposed idea can prove invaluable to innovation, technology, 
and project managers.  

This paper presents an attempt to develop such a model. After a brief introduction 
to some background theory, two practical efforts are introduced: the first is a 
benchmarking study to identify potential management tools existing within the 
industry. Then, using the World Café development process (see box “Design World 
Café as a method” below), a developed supplier assessment tool is presented and 
discussed. The major managerial issues and lessons associated with the model and 
its application are also presented.  

As a first implication, two operationally usable checklists are developed to evaluate 
an external innovation on the one hand and the innovative supplier on the other 
hand. The second insight is integrating the two checklists into one scoring model; 
evaluating a supplier innovation from two dimensions – from an innovation criteria 
side and a supplier side. 

Additionally, the results reveal two innovation-supplier constellations, which, to 
date, have been blind spots. How should “bad” innovations from “good” suppliers 
or “good” innovations from “bad” suppliers be treated? 

 

3.2 Dependence on supplier innovation 

Innovations are defined as “new solutions” in products, technology, processes, and 
marketing, representing one way by which organizations gain competitive 
advantages. There are several NPD and innovation management approaches to 
develop and handle company innovations. Typically, sequential multistep 
processes are used to select and implement innovations. For instance, a 
conventional NPD process may occur through idea generation, idea screening, 
innovation development, testing, and new product launch (Williams & McGuire, 
2010). 

Companies rely heavily on innovations from and developed with their suppliers 
(Dekkers et al., 2013). Supplier cooperation is crucial (Schiele, 2010); it provides 
within the NPD process a variety of benefits, e.g., a shorter time to market, higher 
product quality, lower project costs, and higher speed of production (Primo & 
Amundson, 2002). Buying companies also compete for suppliers with superior 
innovation power or with exclusive access to radical innovations. A large majority 
of radical innovations come from a minority of firms (O'Connor, Ravichandran, & 
Robeson, 2008; Sorescu, Chandy, & Prabhu, 2003), which leads to competition for 



 

45 
 

Chapter 3: Early supplier integration: assessing supplier innovation ideas 

 

the best suppliers and growing supplier dependence. If companies want to gain 
access to the most promising innovations, they must compete against other buying 
companies to receive preferred customer status from innovative suppliers (Schiele, 
2012). Preferred customer status influences supplier behavioral intentions to the 
extent that suppliers reward selected customers with more favorable treatment 
(Hüttinger et al., 2012). 

Greater supplier dependence, caused by early supplier integration into the NPD 
process, carries great risks for buying companies. Some suppliers, for instance, may 
not collaborate in the expected manner. Furthermore, some organizations seem to 
have only a limited understanding of how to include suppliers in NPD (Lakemond 
et al., 2006). Van Echtelt et al. (2007) point out that successful execution of joint 
supplier-buyer innovation projects is dependent on the coordinated design, 
execution, and evaluation of strategic long-term processes and operational short-
term management processes as well as the presence of enabling factors such as a 
cross-functional oriented organization (Van Echtelt, Wynstra, & Van Weele, 2007). 
Studies show the possibility that early supplier integration will not necessarily lead 
to performance improvement (Eisenhardt & Tabrizi, 1995; Hartley et al., 1997; 
Swink, 1999) or will even result in a negative business impact for the buying 
company (Littler et al., 1993). The exploration of this phenomenon reveals that not 
only do “bad” innovations fail but also a certain number of “good” innovations fail 
due to poor supplier innovation execution performance on a particular 
development project. 

 

3.3 A Benchmarking study: Predominance of gut feeling and neglect of supplier 
evaluation 

In our research, to evaluate the existing best practices in the evaluation of supplier 
innovations, two research methodologies were combined: a benchmarking analysis 
and a World Café workshop. Benchmarking is defined as the search for best 
practices in a particular field or concerning a specific topic, the implementation of 
which will help achieve superior performance (Camp, 1989). The aim of our 
benchmarking study was to identify the best practices for clustering, evaluating, 
and selecting supplier innovations. However, we did not find any existing best 
practices; therefore, we needed to conduct a workshop to develop the requested 
tool. 

Sixteen companies participated in the benchmarking (out of 73 companies invited). 
The participants were experts from various leading companies located in Germany. 
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The goal was to devise a participant set-up that was as diverse as possible. 
Therefore, companies of different sizes and from different business sectors were 
selected. Eight huge companies were selected because they are well-known global 
players, and eight smaller ones were selected because of their extraordinary 
innovation power. The company representatives were either purchasing managers, 
innovation managers, or NPD process managers. (More detailed information 
regarding the participants and the participating companies of the Benchmarking 
and the World Café are shown in Appendix 2.) 

All benchmarking participants were interviewed using a detailed questionnaire on 
how they conduct innovation evaluation and selection within their companies. The 
benchmarking results are summarized in figure 9. 

 

 

Figure 9: Results of the benchmarking analysis 
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The benchmarking firms expressed that no easy-to-apply tool was available. 
Remarkably, the results also showed that none of the case companies assessed the 
supplier from which the innovation originated. These results also confirmed the 
findings from a literature review.  

Failing to specifically assess the supplier that proposes an innovation may, to some 
extent, explain reports of supplier obstructionism and the high failure rate of 
supplier-induced innovations. It may often be the case that it would not have made 
sense to try to develop an innovation with a particular supplier because that 
supplier did not have sufficient resources to contribute or did not apply them; in 
such circumstances, failure is almost certain.  

Hence, it is important to determine which suppliers could cause problems and 
which are likely to be more reliable. 

 

3.4 Design World Café: Developing a tool to assess both the innovation and the 
supplier  

Neither the literature nor the benchmark companies offered easy-to-use tools to 
assess the quality of a proposed idea and the likelihood that the supplier originating 
the idea would have the capacity to realize it. Thus, another round of research was 
completed to design such a tool. A variant of the World Café method, a two-round 
Design World Café, was used for tool development.  

Altogether, 15 participants from 12 companies took part; seven of them had 
already participated on behalf of their companies in the benchmarking, and eight 
were newly recruited to complete and balance the sample. This combination was 
chosen to include participants who were involved in the creation of the base data 
and participants who could provide new information. (More detailed information 
regarding the participants and the participating companies of the Benchmarking 
and the World Café are shown in Appendix 2.) 

The participants were selected according to their expertise in the areas of 
innovation management, NPD, and purchasing. The World Café had four tables, but 
for exemplary purposes, we report the results of only two of them. These two 
tables focused on (a) how to assess the quality of an innovation and (b) how to 
assess the likelihood that the supplier proposing this innovation would be likely to 
perform well in its further development and implementation. 
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Design World Café as a method 
 

The World Café was created by Brown and Isaacs (Brown & Isaacs, 2005) and can 

be regarded as a specialized form of the conventional focus-group approach 

(Brennan & Ritch, 2010). It is a user-friendly method with the following 

characteristics. The participants divide themselves into small groups that come 

together at different tables. At each desk, one particular aspect of the research 

problem is discussed with the help of a moderator, who hosts the debate 

(Hüttinger, Schiele, & Schröer, 2014). After a predefined period of time (usually 20–

45 minutes during all rounds), the participants are requested to change tables. They 

can freely choose the table for the next round but may not return to any table at 

which they have already participated. Consequently, each discussion round brings 

together a new group in a new constellation. At the beginning of each round, the 

moderator summarizes the previous discussion points. This process is repeated 

until each participant has contributed to every discussion topic (Hüttinger et al., 

2014). In the end, each moderator summarizes the results of their table and 

presents them to the plenum. In our design, the final step is an evaluation round in 

which the participants walk around and review the lists of results on each table. 

They rate the aspects on each table with the help of “stickers.” In doing so, a 

ranking of the aspects emerges on each table. The more stickers that one aspect 

receives, the more important it is in the eyes of the participants. 

 

 

Figure 10: Set-up of the World Café workshop 

 

In this study, the standard World Café method was expanded by combining two 

small World Cafés. In World Café 1, each moderator at each table showed part of 
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the consolidated results of the benchmarking referring to the topic of his table. The 

participants at tables 1 and 2 received the results of the clustering and evaluation 

methods used from the benchmarking (figure 9). In the following four short World 

Café rounds, the participants discussed the benchmarking findings and had the 

chance to add new aspects and arguments. At the end of World Café 1, the 

evaluation round occurred. Each of the 15 participants received 20 stickers (5 for 

each table) to rate the aspects that were the most important from their 

perspective. After analyzing the sticker rating, the moderators took the most highly 

rated aspects to work on in World Café 2. The task in World Café 2 was to focus on 

the top five rated aspects from World Café 1, to further expand them by forming 

subcriteria, and to create operational models that could be used to evaluate 

supplier innovations. The structure of the entire World Café workshop is shown in 

figure 10. 

 

3.5 Results: Checklists to assess innovation and supplier quality  

The participants at table 1 worked on the five main aspects of innovation 
evaluation, which were identified in World Café 1: “market potential,” “influence 
on the existing business model,” “market/customer acceptance,” “cost-benefit 
analysis,” and “proof of concept.” To make a potential evaluation following these 
criteria more user-friendly, over the four working rounds of World Café 2, the 
participants created a checklist and formulated and clarified examples for weak or 
strong scores for each subcriterion (all results are summarized in figure 11). The 
criterion “market potential,” for example, evaluates the “market situation” (which 
forecasts whether the innovation only secures the current market share or whether 
it creates a new monopoly) and the level of “differentiation” from the competition. 

At table 2, the participants also worked in World Café 2 on the five aspects that 
achieved the highest scores in World Café 1. The five highest-rated criteria for 
supplier evaluation for World Café 1 were the following: “employees of the 
supplier,” “creative potential,” “endurance,” “exclusivity,” and “other customers of 
the supplier.” In the four working rounds of World Café 2, the participants merged 
two criteria, “exclusivity” and “other customers of the supplier,” into one new 
aspect, “preferential treatment.” In addition, they formed subcriteria and examples 
for weak and strong scorings, which was precisely the same procedure performed 
at table 1. All results for table 2 are shown in figure 12. 
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Figure 11: Criteria for innovation evaluation (results from table 1 of the World Café) 

 

 

Figure 12: Criteria for the evaluation of the innovating supplier (results from table 
2 of the World Café) 

 

Figure 12 reveals the following: one way to identify “bad” suppliers is to analyze 
their personnel's quality. For instance, the turnover rate is evaluated. If a supplier 
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has a high and constant employee turnover rate, few scoring points are awarded; 
on the other hand, if the rate is lower than 2%, a high score is awarded. Then, the 
visibility of the supplier’s personnel is assessed in a similar way, and so on. The 
result is a summarized score for the supplier.  

As a result, using these two checklists, a double scoring model for the evaluation of 
supplier innovations is achieved that evaluates the innovative idea and the supplier 
providing it (figure 13). 

 

 

Figure 13: Scoring model for the supplier innovation evaluation 

 

The weights for each criterion were derived from the expert ratings according to 
World Café 1. Further research may quantify the approach and generate more 
generalizable scores. For the moment, we suggest that each user may use this initial 
experience or define the weighting criteria according to their individual situation. 

The model allows the comparison of innovations and the selection of innovations 
with the highest chance of being implemented. As opposed to conventional 
models, the criteria set for innovation scoring are more sophisticated than the 
traditional “gut feeling” and – importantly – are the first to fully integrate the 
second dimension, namely, the supplier's quality. 

 

3.6 Discussion and conclusion: The innovation – supplier evaluation matrix 

This paper presents insights from a benchmarking study and from a Design World 
Café workshop. The results revealed the lack of an easily applicable tool to assess 
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not only the quality of a proposed innovation but also the quality of the supplier 
that proposed the idea. Since no suggestions for the latter could be identified, we 
designed such a tool by a joint effort in a workshop. 

The benefit of the new approach developed here, differentiating between the 
quality of the idea and the quality of the supplier proposing it, is that previously 
overlooked causes of failure can be identified. For example, a promising idea should 
nevertheless not be developed because the involved supplier is too “bad” (situation 
3 in the matrix below). Alternatively, we can identify those ideas that might need 
improvement but are worth exploring because even though the current quality of 
the idea might be precarious, the supplier is very “good”; thus, there may still be a 
chance to achieve innovative results (situation 2). 

 

 

Figure 14:  Matrix of the four potential result combinations of evaluating the 
innovation and the supplier offering the innovation 

 

As visualized in the matrix (figure 14), there are four potential result combinations: 
a “bad” innovation from a “bad” supplier (1); a “bad” innovation from a “good” 
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supplier (2); a “good” innovation from a “bad” supplier (3); and a “good” innovation 
from a “good” supplier (4). 

The matrix can be helpful in deciding on a “go/no-go” decision on supplier 
innovations. Quite obvious conclusions are that category (1) should be declined, 
and the innovations from category (4) should be launched. However, the category 
(2) and (3) innovations are less clear. 

A common mistake is that the innovations in category (3) are implemented. 
Although they are rated “good,” these innovations fail because of the poor project 
performance of the “bad” supplier. Perhaps better alternatives would be to 
develop the supplier further, to buy the intellectual property of the idea, or to 
execute the idea with another supplier that is rated “good.” 

An example of the latter type could be the development of a highly innovative 
automotive cockpit device. This idea originated with a small firm identified by their 
Silicon Valley innovation office. However, that firm was too limited to bring the 
technology to serial maturity, let alone to produce 200.000 pieces. Hence, it was 
pooled together with an established first-tier automotive supplier and successfully 
marketed in the end. 

It is worth noting that the analysis of the supplier’s prospects is important both 
with the growing number of start-ups offering innovations — then with the 
underlying question of whether they will survive — and with incumbents. With the 
latter, questions often arise regarding being a preferred customer, thus ensuring 
that the joint project receives sufficient attention and resources or being simply a 
standard customer (Hüttinger et al., 2012). A mismatch of dedication to a joint 
innovation project has often been found to be a root cause of supplier innovation 
implementation failure.  

 

In conclusion, this paper provides managers insights in the following ways: 

1. Although the majority of innovations are currently provided by suppliers, 
current innovation evaluation models largely neglect supplier-specific 
aspects. By developing and adding a supplier-evaluation dimension, this 
paper provides managers insights for innovation evaluation models. 

2. Two operationally usable checklists for managers are presented. One 
evaluates the external innovation itself, and the other evaluates the 
supplier providing the innovation. These checklists can be combined into 
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one scoring model that evaluates a supplier innovation from two sides – 
the innovation criteria side and the supplier side.  

3. Using the scoring model, managers can form a matrix with four categories. 
Two previously questionable “go/no-go” categories (matrix fields (2) and 
(3)) require greater scrutiny by managers. The question is how to proceed 
with these two categories in the future? If a “bad” innovation from a 
“good” supplier is spotted (category (2)), it perhaps makes sense to either 
further develop the “bad” innovation with the “good” supplier (because 
only the “good” supplier has the capability to enhance it) or to discard the 
“bad” innovation and perhaps start another project collaboration with the 
“good” supplier to execute another innovation project. Viewing matrix 
category (3), a common mistake seems to be implementing “good” 
innovations from “bad” suppliers. Although the concepts are rated 
“good,” they fail because of the poor project performance of the “bad” 
supplier. Therefore, it would be useful to try to further push this “good” 
innovation together with a different supplier that also has a “good” rating. 
 

In addition to the results discussed above, there are some managerial concerns: 

The benchmarking was performed with only 16 case companies, which is a small 
sample size. Managers could go through the process we developed here for their 
organizations and suppliers to confirm our metrics and dimensions or develop 
unique ones. The benchmarking and the World Café workshop were conducted 
with companies from one country only; thus, the results may not be generalizable 
to companies from other countries or continents. Once again, this affirms the need 
to determine whether these results are applicable to your organization and supply 
chain environment. The tools developed here are very general; thus, it would be 
useful to apply other methodologies. For example, a quantitative analysis to check 
and verify these results (especially the subdimensions of the innovation scale) may 
be required. If you decide to utilize this tool for your company and situation, we 
would definitely like to receive feedback about any execution performance. We 
also recommend that organizations and managers be creative with the 
methodology and tools presented in this paper. 
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CHAPTER 4: ASSESSING SUPPLIER QUALITY: IS THIS SUPPLIER 

GOOD FOR MY INNOVATION PROJECT? 

 

 

Abstract        

At the beginning of the innovation management process, the innovation 
assessment and innovation project selection are crucial. Nevertheless, the 
literature shows that existing innovation evaluation models and tools assess only 
the innovation idea’s quality, neglecting to evaluate the quality of the supplier 
that proposes it, even though the majority of innovations are provided by 
suppliers nowadays. To overcome this shortcoming, an empirical analysis is 
conducted to evaluate which supplier-related criteria are valid indicators for 
forecasting whether a future innovation project with a supplier will be successful 
and whether the innovative supplier will perform well. As a basis for the survey, 
existing supplier evaluation criteria from an existing qualitative study are used. 
The survey was addressed to purchasing, new product development, and 
innovation management experts, and 330 valid answers are received. The results 
show that a recalibration of the innovation project assessment is essential by 
focusing not only on the innovativeness of an innovative idea but also on the 
supplier's performance that proposes the innovation. Furthermore, all four tested 
supplier evaluation criteria, ‘innovation management of the supplier,’ 
‘endurance,’ ‘preferential treatment,’ and ‘personnel of the supplier,’ are valid 
indicators for innovation project success. Moreover, the four tested evaluation 
criteria are combined into a sufficient and easy-to-use innovation evaluation tool 
consisting of 13 incisive questions (each accompanied by example phrases to 
enable ease of use); in addition, the possibility exists of making a short evaluation 
using only the top 5 questions if the available time is limited. 

 

Keywords 
Supplier innovation assessment; supplier evaluation; purchasing; new product 

development 
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4.1 Introduction: Forecasting supplier performance in collaborative innovation 
projects 

Within the innovation management process, the selection of the most substantial 
and most promising innovation project, out of various possible innovation 
projects, is one of the main challenges right from the start (Cooper, 2019; Cooper 
& Kleinschmidt, 1987b). Furthermore – and regardless if an innovation is 
developed internally or if it is provided from or co-developed with a supplier – a 
very high percentage of up to 50–90% of all NPD projects fail (Cooper, 2017a; 
Dillon & Lafley, 2011; Freeman & Soete, 1999; Griffin, 1997; Kinney, 2007). 
According to Cooper (2017a), “about 40% of new products fail at launch, even 
after all the development and testing work; further, out of every 7 to 10 new-
product concepts, only one makes it to market as a commercial success; and only 
13% of firms report that their total new product efforts hit their annual profit 
objectives!” (Cooper, 2017a). According to Cooper (2013; 2019), most companies 
suffer from too many projects, often the wrong projects, and not enough 
resources to work effectively on each of them. Thus, it is crucial to select the 
innovation project wisely because organizational resources in the form of human 
resources, capital, and time are usually limited, and the overall goal is to obtain 
the maximum innovation success (Cooper, 2013; Granig, 2008). 

Simultaneously, most innovations are not developed internally at the buying 
company but are provided and invented by suppliers (Pihlajamaa et al., 2017; 
Roberts, 2001; Schiele, Calvi, et al., 2012). For example, Edward Roberts’ panel 
study from 2001 shows that, in the early 1990s, only 22% of the surveyed top firms 
focusing on research and development (R&D) relied heavily on external partners 
for innovation, but he also shows that this share had grown to 85% by the end of 
that decade (Roberts, 2001). Nevertheless, the success of a joint buyer-supplier 
innovation project is also not guaranteed. Two kinds of problems can occur, in 
which the supplier may show incompetence in project execution or even project 
obstruction tendencies: an unsuitable supplier selection and a poor project 
implementation performance (Flynn et al., 2000; Hartley et al., 1997; Primo & 
Amundson, 2002). This implies that not only do ‘bad’ innovations fail, but also a 
certain number of ‘good’ innovations fail due to poor supplier innovation 
execution performance.  

Thus, organizations need to choose not only the ‘right’ innovation ideas (which 
become commercially successful in the future) but also the ‘right’ suppliers (which 
offer proper project execution) to avoid innovation project risk and failure. This 
need and aspiration are totally in line with the resource-based view (RBV) theory 
and its derivative, the extended resource-based view (ERBV), which includes the 
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supplier's resources. They are based on precisely this principle: identifying and 
owning the best and rare resources or acquiring them from suppliers and 
converting them into a competitive advantage and entrepreneurial success – for 
what in turn innovation can be considered as a precursor (Barney, 1991; J. Chen 
et al., 2010; Luzzini et al., 2015; L. Z. Song et al., 2011).  

Now, the question is, why is the innovation project selection still executed badly 
and the wrong innovation projects are selected? Although it is well known that 
the innovation assessment and selection is one of the most crucial steps in the 
innovation management process and even though it is well known that the 
supplier performance is also an essential aspect?  

The answer is simple but obvious – because existing innovation evaluation models 
and methods do not assess the supplier's quality, but only the innovative idea's 
potential (Cooper & Edgett, 2006; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1987b; García-Álvarez, 
2015; Heesen, 2009)! The existing innovation assessment tools only score the 
success probability of the innovation idea but do not reflect the importance of 
supplier involvement as part of an NPD reality and neglect the evaluation of the 
supplier proposing the innovation (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018; Winter & Lasch, 
2016).  

This paper tries to overcome this shortcoming – the missing evaluation tool to 
assess a supplier’s quality -  by providing an easy-to-use supplier quality 
assessment tool based on four empirically tested cross-disciplinary supplier 
quality evaluation criteria and through recalibrating the innovation project 
assessment by focusing not only on the innovativeness of an innovative idea but 
also on the performance of the supplier that proposes the innovation.  
Furthermore, the assessment tool is considered to be easy-to-use because it is a 
checklist consisting of 13 incisive questions, each of which contain anchor phrases 
to make the use even easier; there is also the possibility to make a short 
evaluation using only the top 5 questions if the available time is limited. 

In the literature review, no theoretic model or empirical research explicitly 
focuses on supplier innovation evaluation criteria or assesses the innovative 
supplier.  Only one qualitative study by Goldberg and Schiele (2018) focuses on 
that topic and contains a supplier evaluation checklist, resulting from a 
benchmarking analysis and a world café expert workshop (Goldberg & Schiele, 
2018). The following theory section presents a short overview of the supplier's 
role in the NPD process, buyer-supplier cooperation in innovation projects, and 
innovation project selection. The subsequent section presents the method and 
analysis used in this study. A quantitative survey was conducted, in which the 
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qualitative supplier evaluation criteria from the supplier evaluation checklist by 
Goldberg and Schiele (2018) were tested. Based on 330 responses, the results 
show that all four supplier evaluation criteria, ‘innovation management of the 
supplier,’ ‘endurance,’ ‘preferential treatment’ and ‘personnel of the supplier,’ 
are valid indicators for innovation project success. The ‘innovation management 
of the supplier,’ which indicates the general quality of the ideas, the experienced 
professionalism of the supplier’s innovation management, the quantity of the 
implemented innovations, and the supplier’s management of failures, provides 
the highest positive impact on both innovation success variables (product 
innovativeness and product cost). This paper ends with a discussion and 
conclusion section containing further considerations and complementary ideas. 

 
4.2 Theory 

4.2.1 Buyer-supplier cooperation in innovation projects carries advantages but 
also risks 

In many industries, the majority of new patents are registered by suppliers 
(Schiele, Calvi, et al., 2012). Indeed, nowadays, the success of a firm increasingly 
depends on the resources of its suppliers (especially on those which are 
unavailable internally) and the inclusion of external knowledge (Dyer & Hatch, 
2006; Hult et al., 2007; Hunt & Davis, 2012; Monteiro et al., 2017; Rese et al., 
2013; Zimmermann et al., 2016). This has to do with the demand for ever-shorter 
time to market and the massive technological knowledge that is needed to 
develop new products, which force them to increasingly rely on supplier 
cooperation during NPD (Azadegan, 2011; Hong et al., 2011; Koufteros et al., 
2010; Thomas et al., 2011; Wagner, 2012; Wagner et al., 2010). Supplier 
integration in the NPD process increases the buying company’s innovation and 
innovation project success (Koufteros et al., 2007; Un et al., 2010) by improving 
the product development performance of firms in terms of productivity, quality, 
lead time reduction, and cost reduction (Clark, 1989; Clark & Fujimoto, 1991; 
Gupta & Souder, 1998; Petroni & Panciroli, 2002; Primo & Amundson, 2002; 
Ragatz et al., 2002; Van Echtelt et al., 2008). A supplier’s product development 
activity is significantly affected by the supplier's position in the supply chain (the 
more upstream, the more innovation activity) and the supplier’s strategic focus 
on innovation (Wynstra et al., 2010). In addition, innovation outcome and 
performance of a buying company are highly influenced by the relationships with 
suppliers but are largely a result of these interactions and co-creation (Roy, 
Sivakumar, & Wilkinson, 2004; Zimmermann et al., 2016). 
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This high level of supplier dependence, caused by external knowledge sourcing 
and early supplier integration (ESI) in the NPD process, carries not only advantages 
but also significant risks for buying companies (Goldberg & Schiele, 2020). Some 
suppliers, for instance, do not always collaborate in the manner expected. 
Furthermore, some organizations seem to have only a limited understanding of 
how to include suppliers in NPD (Lakemond et al., 2006). Van Echtelt et al. (2007) 
point out that successful execution of joint supplier-buyer innovation projects is 
dependent on the coordinated design, execution, and evaluation of strategic long-
term processes and operational short-term management processes as well as the 
presence of enabling factors such as a cross-functional oriented organization (Van 
Echtelt et al., 2007). Some studies show the possibility that ESI will not lead to any 
performance improvement (Eisenhardt & Tabrizi, 1995; Hartley et al., 1997; 
Swink, 1999) or that it can even result in a negative impact on the business of the 
buying company (Littler et al., 1993). Additionally, many reports show suppliers' 
incompetence in project execution and even project obstruction if unsuitable 
suppliers are selected (Flynn et al., 2000; Hartley et al., 1997; Petroni & Panciroli, 
2002; Primo & Amundson, 2002; Zsidisin & Smith, 2005). The underlying concept 
in these studies is called ‘supplier obstructionism,’ which is defined as the 
measurement of the damage to NPD projects due to dependence on 
uncooperative suppliers (Flynn et al., 2000; Hartley et al., 1997; Hibbard et al., 
2001; Petroni & Panciroli, 2002; Primo & Amundson, 2002; Zsidisin & Smith, 
2005). 

In addition, an increasing number of firms seek external collaboration and similar 
resources in the same supply base, which leads to growing competition for 
capable suppliers (Dyer & Hatch, 2006; Pulles, Veldman, et al., 2016; Takeishi, 
2001, 2002). Simultaneously empirical research shows that suppliers differentiate 
between customer relationships and treat selected customers as preferred 
customers depending on their level of attractiveness to the supplier (Bew, 2007; 
Ellis et al., 2012; S. Rogers, 2009). Preferred customer status is defined as follows: 
influencing the supplier's behavioral intentions to the extent that the supplier 
awards selected customers with more favorable treatment and with preferential 
resource allocation over others (Hüttinger et al., 2012; Pulles, Veldman, et al., 
2016; Schiele, Calvi, et al., 2012; Steinle & Schiele, 2008). The worst-case scenario 
for a buying company would be being dependent on the supplier's resources for 
its innovation process while being denied access to these resources (Schiele & 
Vos, 2015). 

The description of the phenomenon above clearly demonstrates that not only can 
‘bad’ innovations with bad evaluation scores fail but also a certain number of 
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‘good’ innovations can fail due to the bad performance of the supplier or because 
the buying company does not receive all needed resources because other 
customers of the supplier receive preferential treatment while the buying 
company does not. 

 

4.2.2 Innovation project selection as a product evaluation exercise 

Following Cooper, there are two main challenges in the innovation management 
process: first, selecting the strongest innovation ideas and, second, an effective 
project execution (Cooper, 2013, 2019; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1987b). To ensure 
selecting the most promising innovation projects, it is essential to do proper 
cluster analysis or clustering (if several innovation projects have to be compared) 
and use suitable evaluation methods to prepare the selection (Sabisch, 1991; 
Venter, 2006). 

Within the literature, several clustering approaches are described. Innovation 
projects usually become clustered according to their characteristics, e.g., 
according to the novelty level (radical, disruptive, or incremental), the subject 
area (product innovation, process innovation, etc.), or the complexity or conflict 
level (García-Álvarez, 2015; Hartschen et al., 2009; Heesen, 2009; Tang, 2006; 
Tavassoli & Karlsson, 2015). 

Following Sabisch, evaluation is defined as the detection and assessment of the 
degree of fulfillment of the given objectives for a particular evaluation object 
(Sabisch, 1991). The goal of innovation evaluation is to compare different 
alternatives to prepare the selection decision (Sabisch, 1991; Venter, 2006). In 
terms of innovation project evaluation methods, there are some studies and 
scholars that have documented existing approaches. For example, Ozer (2005b) 
categorises the common innovation project evaluation methods from the 
literature in eleven categories (Ozer, 2005b): the technical analysis, which shows 
the fit with the firm’s technical capabilities; the marketing analysis, which 
analyses whether the new product has the needed capabilities to be marketed; 
the financial analysis, based on potential financial results such as sales, profits and 
return-on-investment; the organizational analysis, which selects new products 
based on the match between the firm’s current organizational structures and 
cultures and the new product’s organizational requirements; the strategic 
analysis, which measures the congruency between the objectives of a new 
product idea and the firm’s overall corporate goals and strategies; the relationship 
analysis, taking into account the firm’s dependence on suppliers and distributors 
and selects new products that can be supported by them; the industrial analysis, 



 

61 
 

Chapter 4: Assessing supplier quality: Is this supplier good for my innovation project? 

 

considering the overall business conditions within the entire business 
environment and selecting new products that are in alignment with them; the 
competitive analysis, emphasising the importance of competition and assuming 
that new products should be better than those of competitors in order to be 
successful; the similar case analysis, which is based on the assumption that a new 
product idea should perform at least as well as other comparable products (Ozer, 
1999); the consumer and consumption analysis, selecting new products based on 
the opinions of customers; and the expert analysis, which leads the firm to ask 
people with expertise in different aspects of the new product idea about their 
opinions regarding its likely success. 

The execution of these various evaluation methods prepares a decision by 
matching and comparing the scores of the innovation projects and presenting the 
one that best matches the respective company (Pleschak & Sabisch, 1996). 
However, according to Cooper (2019), practice shows that project evaluations and 
prioritizations are consistently cited as poorly handled or even non-existent. This 
causes negative results: On the one hand, there is a waste of scarce and valuable 
resources on poor projects, and on the other hand, the truly deserving projects 
do not receive the resources they need, causing good projects only to move 
forward very slowly or not at all (Cooper, 2019; Granig, 2008). This may occur 
because the wrong people from the wrong functional areas are involved in the 
selection decisions or because no consistent criteria exist to screen or rank the 
projects (Cooper, 2019). Moreover, there often seems to be no will to stop 
unsuccessful projects, allowing them to continue and further to consume 
resources (Cooper, 2019). If that happens, the company lacks escalation 
prevention potential, which is the organization's capability to stop or steer 
implementation processes that do not meet their expectations (Lambooij & 
Koster, 2016). Cooper (2019) proposes, therefore, to focus on fewer but better 
development initiatives by redesigning idea-to-launch systems and creating a 
funneling process that successively weeds out poor projects. Additionally, the use 
of visible ‘go’ and ‘kill’ criteria at the gates of the funneling process should, in his 
opinion, improve decision effectiveness, just like the use of scorecard formats 
(Cooper, 2019; Cooper & Edgett, 2006). 

As a literature review reveals, two problems seem to occur related to innovation 
project evaluation and selection models: the poor handling or even lack of use of 
innovation evaluation and selection technics in practice and the exclusive focus 
on analyzing only the potential of the innovative idea while ignoring the 
evaluation of the supplier proposing the innovation (Cooper, 2019; Cooper & 
Edgett, 2006; Goldberg & Schiele, 2018; Heesen, 2009; Ozer, 2005a; Winter & 
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Lasch, 2016). Focusing only on the innovation idea's potential may have been 
sufficient in times of closed innovation when most ideas originated in the firm’s 
own R&D laboratories. Since the supplier plays such a key role in the NPD process, 
it is very surprising that no innovation project evaluation tool or method includes 
a supplier assessment.  

Through the literature review, only two qualitative studies, which deal with the 
topic ‘supplier innovation evaluation’, could be found. Winter and Lasch (2016) 
developed 15 general recommendations for supplier innovation evaluation based 
on a case study, which are, for example, “the general relevance to evaluate the 
supplier innovations which affect the performance of the purchasing company” 
or “the recommendation to evaluate the supplier innovation before realization 
(ex-ante).”  

Goldberg and Schiele (2018) provide a supplier innovation evaluation checklist 
derived from a World Café workshop. The supplier evaluation checklist contains 
the following four main criteria to evaluate the innovative supplier: ‘quality of the 
personnel of the supplier,’ the ‘creative potential’ of the supplier, the ‘endurance’ 
and the ‘preferential treatment’ which the supplier offers to the buying company 
(Goldberg & Schiele, 2018). To verify these criteria empirically, we use them as a 
basis for our quantitative survey. 

Failing to specifically assess the supplier that proposes an innovation may, to 
some extent, explain reports of supplier obstructionism and the high failure rate 
of supplier-induced innovations. It may often be the case that it would not have 
made sense to try to develop an innovation with a particular supplier because that 
supplier did not have sufficient resources to contribute or did not apply them; in 
such circumstances, failure is almost certain. Hence, it is crucial to determine 
which suppliers could cause problems and which are likely to be more reliable. 
The lack of such supplier evaluation criteria is precisely the research gap that this 
study aims to close. So, this paper's general research question is: Which supplier 
evaluation criteria forecast a good supplier performance and, hence, innovation 
project success? 

 

4.3 Method: A quantitative survey 

4.3.1 Criteria for supplier assessment  
As we found that supplier evaluation is rather non-existent in innovation project 

assessment approaches, even though suppliers provide the majority of innovations, 

we decided to empirically test which criteria are the most important for evaluating 
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the supplier’s quality. In this research area, so far, only one qualitative study was 

found, which suggests a supplier innovation evaluation tool. This article was 

published in IEEE Engineering Management Review by Goldberg and Schiele (2018). 

Within their study, a supplier evaluation checklist was developed, which contains 

the following four main criteria for evaluating an innovative supplier: ‘quality of the 

personnel of the supplier,’ the ‘creative potential’ of the supplier, and the 

‘endurance’ and ‘preferential treatment’ which the supplier offers to the buying 

company (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018). 

 

 
Figure 15: Theoretical model for quantitative analysis 

 

Within our analysis, we use the supplier evaluation criteria of Goldberg and Schiele 

(2018) as a basis for our quantitative survey. Based on these criteria and the goal 

of evaluating their impact on innovation project success, we built up our research 

model (compare Figure 15) and derived our research questions. According to Punch 

(2005), you need to design and test a hypothesis if you aim to prove a theory; if the 

goal is to answer a general research question, it is sufficient to build up a simplified 

model based on specific research questions. As this paper aims to answer a general 

research question, we did not formulate a hypothesis but specific research 

questions instead. The general research question is: ‘Which supplier evaluation 

criteria forecast a good supplier performance and, hence, innovation project 

success?’ Based on the idea of testing the supplier evaluation criteria of Goldberg 
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and Schiele (2018), the specific research questions are: ‘Are the supplier evaluation 

criteria – “innovation management,” “endurance,” “preferential treatment,” and 

“personnel of the supplier’ – valid indicators for innovation project success 

regarding the product innovativeness?’ and ‘Are the supplier evaluation criteria – 

“innovation management,” “endurance,” “preferential treatment” and “personnel 

of the supplier” – valid indicators for innovation project success regarding the 

product cost?’. The criterion ‘creative potential’ was renamed to ‘innovation 

management’ after a pre-test survey showed that the naming is misleading 

because the sub-criteria (sourced from the same study) refer to the supplier's 

innovation management and not to its creativity. 

 

Innovation project success 

The nature and the composition of success are elusive and multifaceted, which 
leads to the fact that there is not only ‘the one’ definition of success or, in the 
context of this paper, of innovation project success (Griffin & Page, 1996; Healy, 
Ledwith, & O'Dwyer, 2014; Huang, Soutar, & Brown, 2004). Some studies 
distinguish between two basic success dimensions: internal (or project) and 
external (or market) success (Alegre, Lapiedra, & Chiva, 2006; Blindenbach-
Driessen, Van Dalen, & Van Den Ende, 2005; García, Sanzo, & Trespalacios, 2008; 
Tatikonda & Montoya-Weiss, 2001; Valle & Avella, 2003). Our study will use two 
existing reflective tools from literature as dependent variables to question an 
innovative product's success. The tools are 1) innovation performance, which 
assesses whether the project results show that creative deliverables were made, 
innovative knowledge was produced, and new problem-solving techniques were 
developed (Yang, 2012), and 2) cost, which calculates product cost, equipment 
cost and manufacturing cost as compared to other innovation projects (Rauniar, 
Doll, Rawski, & Hong, 2008). All questions are answered on a five-point Likert scale 
(between 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). 

 

Supplier evaluation criteria 

Within the survey, we will measure the independent variables through composite 
tools by using the sub-criteria, the definitions, and anchor phrases from the 
qualitatively developed scoring model of Goldberg and Schiele (2018). We 
decided to use composites because of the causality between the items and the 
construct (the items define the construct) and because of the fact that the 
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different items, which relate to a construct, are not interchangeable (Henseler, 
2017; Lückenbach, Baumgarth, Schmidt, & Henseler, 2019). We will use the exact 
formulations out of the study by Goldberg and Schiele (2018) to increase the 
reliability of results and, through that, give an as-good-as-possible verification of 
the ‘supplier evaluation checklist’ criteria. Furthermore, we not only use the 
original criteria within the survey but also provide examples for potential high and 
low scores (which were also developed in their World Café (see Appendix 3)). To 
show an example: The first question of the main criteria ‘endurance’ is ‘please 
evaluate the supplier's financial stability,’ and the example anchor phrases are 
‘unstable financial condition’ for a lower score and ‘good solvency - equity ratio 
available’ for a higher score (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018). All questions are 
answered on a five-point Likert scale (between 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = 
strongly agree). 

 

The following four supplier innovation criteria will be measured: 

1. The ‘endurance’ of the supplier: According to Böhm, Eggert, and 
Thiesbrummel (2017), companies in an excellent financial situation are 
more likely to allocate sufficient resources to strategic change than their 
counterparts that suffer from financial pressure (Böhm, Eggert, & 
Thiesbrummel, 2017). Doney and Cannon (1997) measured supplier firm 
reputation by evaluating whether the supplier had a reputation for being 
honest, was known to be concerned about customers, and had a good 
reputation in the market (Doney & Cannon, 1997). Moreover, Primo and 
Amundson (2002) hypothesize that certified suppliers and suppliers that 
usually provide quality data and information about their processes are 
likely to be more involved in NPD projects and are less likely to hamper 
a project’s progress (Primo & Amundson, 2002). Within the survey, we 
will question the supplier's ‘endurance’ through their financial stability, 
their willingness to share risks, and the availability of references 
concerning their good or bad reputation in the market (Goldberg & 
Schiele, 2018). 

2. The ‘innovation management’ of the supplier: According to Rogers, 
Ghauri, and Pawar (2005), innovation management performance can be 
measured through product development figures (e.g., the number of 
new products ideas or enhancements per year, the average time from 
concept to final specification, the development cost as a percentage of 
turnover or as a number of parts per product, etc.) and through project 
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management figures (e.g., the average project duration, the 
achievement of milestones, the frequency and effectiveness of progress 
reviews or supplier lead times, etc.) (H. Rogers et al., 2005). LaBahn and 
Krapfel (2000) introduced a scale to assess the extent to which the 
supplier can incorporate the latest technology in their products, is 
proficient with the latest technology, is skilled at creating technological 
innovations, can respond quickly to technological changes, and can offer 
a high degree of engineering support (LaBahn & Krapfel, 2000). Within 
our survey, we will use the tool from the scoring checklist of Goldberg 
and Schiele (2018), which questions the ‘innovation management’ of the 
supplier through the evaluation of the general quality of the ideas, the 
experienced professionalism of the supplier’s innovation management, 
the quantity of the implemented innovations and the supplier’s 
management of failures. 

3. The ‘quality of the supplier’s personnel’: Hoegl and Gemünden (2001) 
developed a model that focuses on the quality of interaction within NPD 
teams. In this model, they specified six facets of collaborative team 
processes related to the concept of teamwork quality (TWQ), which are: 
communication, coordination, the balance of member contributions, 
mutual support, effort, and cohesion (Dayan & Di Benedetto, 2009; 
Hoegl & Gemuenden, 2001). Furthermore, they found that TWQ is 
significantly related to team performance (effectiveness and efficiency) 
and personal success (work satisfaction and learning) (Dayan & Di 
Benedetto, 2009; Hoegl & Gemuenden, 2001). The participants of the 
world café in Goldberg and Schiele’s study described the ‘quality of the 
supplier’s personnel’ through the fluctuation rate, the transparency of 
the personnel structure, the use of cross-functional teams, and the kind 
of communication (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018). 

4. Finally, ‘preferential treatment’ refers to buyer attractiveness from a 
supplier’s perspective (Schiele et al., 2011). Some authors have shown 
that a high level of customer attractiveness helps to ensure the prime 
commitment of capable suppliers, which is one of the pre-conditions for 
them engaging in innovation projects (Ellegaard et al., 2003; Hüttinger et 
al., 2012; Pulles, Veldman, et al., 2016; Schiele et al., 2011; Wynstra, 
Weggeman, & Van Weele, 2003). Within the survey, we will question this 
‘preferential treatment’ by asking whether the supplier offers ideas 
exclusively, asking how often the supplier offers ideas, what the 
supplier’s level of management attention is to innovation projects with 
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the interviewee’s company, what the breadth of the supplier’s relations 
is with the interviewee’s company and whether the supplier allocates its 
best resources to the buying company (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018). 

 

Control factors 

In addition to the dependent variables (innovation project success) and the 
independent variables (project execution performance of the supplier), we will 
ask about some control factors. In relation to the supplier being considered, we 
will ask the interviewee for the relationship length between the buying company 
and the regarded supplier (Blonska, 2010), and in relation to the interviewee, we 
will ask for some general information, e.g., about gender, nationality and the 
current job position (Purchasing or R&D). 

 

4.3.2 Data collection and survey structure: An extensive multi-national and 
multi-functional survey 

Because the majority of innovations are provided by suppliers (Schiele, 2012) and 
because criteria to assess a supplier's quality should become evaluated through 
this survey, it was decided to focus on externally generated innovations only. 
Respondents were asked to assess dedicated innovation projects, which they 
have carried out together with a supplier and implemented to the market. They 
were free to describe either a successfully implemented innovation, an 
unsuccessful one, or the last one they implemented (regardless of how successful 
it was), and they were also free to describe any innovation type (e.g., a new 
product, component, service, function or app).  All questions in the survey had to 
be answered in relation to this concrete project.  

The questionnaire was clustered into three question blocks. In block one, the 
interviewees were asked to fill in the questions regarding the independent 
variables. Here they were asked to evaluate what they expected of the supplier's 
project execution performance before the project was started. Regarding the 
dependent variable in block two, the interviewees were asked to report the actual 
success of the innovation project (after the project was finished). In block three, 
the interviewees were asked to answer the control questions concerning general 
information about the regarded supplier and the interviewee as well as the 
interviewee’s company. To collect the data sets for answering our research 
questions, an online survey was conducted. A questionnaire was sent to 10,035 
‘purchasing,’ ‘new product development’ and ‘innovation management’ experts 
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from different industries and countries. The representatives were selected 
according to their profession via the online business networks LinkedIn and Xing 
and were directly addressed via messages on the platform and via emails, both 
containing the link to the survey and some background information. We received 
330 usable answers (data sets where all questions regarding the dependent and 
independent items were answered), making the return rate 3.3%. We believe the 
low return rate was because the survey addressed a very specific target group 
(‘purchasing,’ ‘new product development’ and ‘innovation management’ staff had 
to describe a concrete joint innovation project with a supplier that took part at 
some point in the past and was launched to the market already) and the fact that 
it took 25 minutes or longer to fill out the questionnaire. 

 
Table 1: Information regarding the survey sample 

 

 

The majority of participants reported that they are purchasing staff (61%). Out of 
all respondents, 19% entered a job description in the area of R&D. Only 3% said 
that their job is in the innovation management area, and  17% filled in nothing for 
their job. We received answers from participants from 23 countries, in which the 
majority came from Germany (53%), the Netherlands (9%), Switzerland (3%), 
France (2%), and Finland (2%). Nevertheless, 21% of participants did not provide 
any information about their nationality. 68% of all participants are men, and 12% 
are women (another 19% of all participants did not fill in the gender information). 
This seems to be quite representative, as recent studies show, that for example, 

Information regarding the survey sample (n = 330)
Business sector Number

Gender Number Nationality Number Automotive 156

Female 41
Germany

175

Mechanical and plant 

engineering
20

Male 226 Netherlands 28 Energy 12

N/a 63 Switzerland 8 Logistics & transportation 8

France
7

Chemicals and 

pharmaceuticals
7

Profession Number Finland 7 Engineering services 7

Purchasing 202 Denmark 5 Food & beverage 7

R&D 62 USA 4 Manufacturing 7

Innovation 

management 8
Others

27 Others 35

N/a 58 N/a 69 N/a 71
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in Germany, the ratio of women in purchasing is between 14-37% (depending on 
the hierarchical level) (Kuetz & Muench, 2017), and the percentage of women in 
technical professions (as NPD) is still very low – e.g., at 11% in mechanical 
engineering and 15% in IT and communication engineering (Destatis, 2019).  
Detailed information regarding the survey sample are shown in Table 1.  

 

4.4 Results: Supplier’s innovation management, endurance, preferential 
treatment, and personnel as valid indicators for innovation project success 

The data were computed using structural equation modeling (SEM) with the help 
of ADANCO 2.1.1 (Henseler & Dijkstra, 2015) and SmartPLS 3.3.2 software (Ringle 
et al., 2015). We chose consistent partial least squares (PLSc) and SmartPLS and 
ADANCO software because of the model complexity and because of the included 
composite constructs (Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer, 2001; Müller et al., 2018; 
Xu et al., 2019) since PLSc can model both reflective and composite constructs 
within one research model (Henseler, 2017; Peng & Lai, 2012; Xu et al., 2019). The 
results of the PLSc analysis are shown in Figure 16 and Table 2. Because of the fact 
that the independent constructs are composites and the dependent ones are 
factors, two kinds of quality criteria have to be applied. (All constructs and items 
are shown in Appendix 3.) 

According to Henseler (2017), composites can be assessed with regard to three 
characteristics: nomological validity, reliability, and weights (composition) 
(Henseler, 2017). Additionally, we examined the multicollinearity between items 
and the external validity (Henseler, 2017; Müller et al., 2018; Xu et al., 2019). An 
overall model fit test can be applied to measure nomological validity, such as 
evaluating the ‘standardized root mean squared residual’ (SRMR) (Henseler, 
2017). The SRMR value shows that the model fit is very good because the overall 
SRMR value is 0.0411, which is far below the recommended maximum value of 
0.08; moreover, the overall value is below the 95 percent quantile value of 0.0417 
(HI95) and the 99 percent quantile value of 0.0457 (HI99), which also confirms the 
model fit (Henseler, 2017). As shown in Table 2, all items are relevant because 
item weights are above 0.10 (Andreev, Heart, Maoz, & Pliskin, 2009; Xu et al., 
2019), and the t-statistics, which were calculated via bootstrapping with 2,000 
samples, show the significance. Three items were, due to bad performance, 
deleted (compare to Appendix 3). Due to its content relevance, the item 
‘SUPPLIER_PrefTreat_4’ is seen as tolerable, despite its narrow significance, 
because dropping one indicator can make the construct miss some characteristics 
(Jarvis, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003; Xu et al., 2019). To detect multicollinearity, 



 

70 
 

Chapter 4: Assessing supplier quality: Is this supplier good for my innovation project? 

 

we examined the variance inflation factor (VIF) (Peng & Lai, 2012; Xu et al., 2019). 
As Table 2 shows, multicollinearity is not a problem because all VIF values are 
below 3.3 (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2006; Xu et al., 2019).  

 
Table 2: Quality criteria for composite measures and results of PLS analysis 

 

 

 

Figure 16: Results of PLS analysis 

 

For measuring the quality of the reflective constructs, we calculated Cronbach’s 
alpha, composite reliability, and the average variance extracted (AVE). As 
visualized in Table 3, Cronbach’s alpha is above the minimum acceptable value of 
0.7 (Nunnally, 1994). Composite reliability is higher than the recommended 0.7 
(Chin, 1998; Gefen, Straub, & Boudreau, 2000). Furthermore, strong AVE values 
have proven convergent validity, which exceeds 0.50 for all constructs (Chin, 
1998; Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

Composite name Items Item weight Item t-value Item VIF Path coefficients Path t-value Item Importance Path coefficients Path t-value Item Importance

SUPPLIER_Endu_1 0.284 2.584         1.202   0.154 2.611         0.044 0.159 2.249         0.045

SUPPLIER_Endu_2 0.604 6.529         1.183   0.154 2.611         0.093 0.159 2.249         0.096

SUPPLIER_Endu_3 0.424 4.194         1.291   0.154 2.611         0.065 0.159 2.249         0.067

SUPPLIER_InnoMm_1 0.231 2.666         1.877   0.423 6.235         0.098 0.331 4.228         0.076

SUPPLIER_InnoMm_2 0.247 2.757         1.994   0.423 6.235         0.104 0.331 4.228         0.082

SUPPLIER_InnoMm_3 0.255 2.812         1.617   0.423 6.235         0.108 0.331 4.228         0.084

SUPPLIER_InnoMm_4 0.516 6.508         1.495   0.423 6.235         0.218 0.331 4.228         0.171

SUPPLIER_WorkQ_2 0.437 3.421         1.218   0.105 1.730         0.046 -0.038 0.583 -0.017

SUPPLIER_WorkQ_3 0.603 5.512         1.222   0.105 1.730         0.063 -0.038 0.583 -0.023

SUPPLIER_WorkQ_4 0.360 2.849         1.023   0.105 1.730         0.038 -0.038 0.583 -0.014

SUPPLIER_PrefTreat_2 0.533 5.249         1.245   0.144 2.060         0.077 0.149 2.041         0.079

SUPPLIER_PrefTreat_4 0.214 1.860         1.094   0.144 2.060         0.031 0.149 2.041         0.032

SUPPLIER_PrefTreat_5 0.550 5.570         1.308   0.144 2.060         0.079 0.149 2.041         0.082

Preferential treatment

Product Success

INNOVATIVENESS

Product Success

COST

Endurance

Innovation management

Quality of personnel 

of the supplier
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Table 3: Quality criteria for reflective measures 

 

 

To assess the impact of common method bias, we performed the following two 
statistical analyses: (1) Full collinearity test (Kock, 2015) and (2) a test with an 
unmeasured latent methods factor (Liang, Saraf, Hu, & Xue, 2007; Perols, 
Zimmermann, & Kortmann, 2013). Through the first analysis — the examination 
of the full collinearity test — the entire model can be considered as free of 
common method bias because all the VIFs (on the factor level) are below 3.3 
(Kock, 2015). Secondly, we included in the analysis model a common method 
factor whose indicators included all the principal constructs’ indicators and 
calculated each indicator’s variances substantively explained by the principal 
construct and by the method (Liang et al., 2007; Perols et al., 2013). The results 
demonstrate that most of the method factor loadings are insignificant and that 
the indicators’ substantive variances are substantially greater than their method 
variances (ratio 11:1). According to these results, we can conclude that common 
method bias is unlikely to be a serious concern (Liang et al., 2007; Perols et al., 
2013). 

To answer the specific research questions, we analyzed the impact of the four 
supplier criteria ‘innovation management’, ‘endurance,’ ‘preferential treatment’ 
and ‘personnel of the supplier’ on the ‘innovation product innovativeness’ and 
the ‘innovation product cost.’ As shown in Figure 16, ‘endurance,’ ‘innovation 
management’ and ‘preferential treatment’ are found to score as key drivers for 
innovation project success. The ‘innovation management’ of the supplier 
especially has a very high and significant impact on both the innovativeness of the 
product and the product cost. Table 2 shows the detailed results, including the 
evaluated importance of each item, which is calculated by multiplying the item 
weight with the path coefficient. This analysis shows that among the five most 
essential items are all four suppliers’ ‘innovation management’ items and the 
supplier ‘endurance’ item SUPPLIER_END_2. 
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For double-checking these results, we additionally calculate a regression analysis 
with the help of SPSS software. The SPSS results are similar to the SmartPLS 
results, which overall confirms the findings explained above (the comparison of 
PLSc and OLS results is shown in Appendix 3).  

 

 
Figure 17: Results of MIMIC model 

 

Surprisingly, after the first analysis, the quality of a supplier’s personnel seems to 
have no impact on innovation project success. To double-check this result and 
check for the construct’s external validity, we made a second analysis in the form 
of a multiple indicators multiple causes (MIMIC) model (Xu et al., 2019). The 
MIMIC model was invented to test formative items with the help of an 
overarching, subjective reflective item (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2006; Jöreskog 
& Goldberger, 1975). In our MIMIC model, we used the composite items and 
tested their fit by loading them onto the single overarching reflective item, which 
we also queried in the survey for each supplier evaluation criteria, in addition to 
the composite items (compare Figure 17). In this constellation, the ‘quality of 
supplier’s personnel’ also becomes significant and an indicator of potential 
innovation project success. However, this is only with a positive effect on the 
product's innovativeness and still not with an effect on the innovation product 
cost. 
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4.5 Discussion and Conclusion: ‘Innovation management of the supplier’ as the 
most essential criteria to forecast the success of a joint buyer-supplier 
innovation project 

In this section, the key findings of this study will be discussed. Furthermore, an 
overview of the managerial implications, the research implications, and the 
overall conclusions shall be provided, and limitations and future research 
suggestions are shown. This study aims to empirically test which supplier-related 
criteria are valid indicators with which to forecast whether a future innovation 
project with a supplier will be successful and whether the innovative supplier will 
perform well. To do so, insights from an existing qualitative study were used as a 
basis for this survey. Through Goldberg and Schiele's (2018) qualitative work, an 
operationally usable checklist was developed to evaluate the qualities of the 
innovative supplier that proposes an innovation to a buying company. 

To verify these criteria empirically, a survey was performed in which 10,035 
purchasing, new product management, and innovation management experts 
were addressed, and 330 valid answers were received. The results show that all 
four supplier evaluation criteria, ‘innovation management,’ ‘endurance,’ 
‘preferential treatment’ and ‘personnel of the supplier,’ are valid indicators for 
innovation project success. However, surprisingly, the ‘personnel of the supplier’ 
only becomes a significant indicator for product innovativeness in the calculation 
of the MIMIC model (Figure 17). In this constellation, the items of the composite 
‘quality of the personnel of the supplier’ are loaded on the reflective overarching 
single item SUPPLIER_WorkQ_5 (compare Figure 17 and Appendix 3). 

As an interpretation, we propose that the items of the three composites 
‘innovation management of the supplier,’ ‘endurance’ and ‘preferential 
treatment’ fit very well and explain the composite's content. This is shown 
through the fact that the path loadings from the composite to the overarching 
single item and the R², as well as the path loadings from the single item to the 
dependent variables, are very strong. We predict that the items of the composite 
‘quality of the personnel of the supplier’ are weak because the path loading from 
the composite ‘quality of the personnel of the supplier’ to the single item 
SUPPLIER_WorkQ_5 and the R² are relatively weak compared to the other 
composites, but the significance and the path loading from the overarching single 
item SUPPLIER_WorkQ_5 to the dependent ‘success product innovativeness’ is 
quite good, even in comparison to the other composites. Hence, we conclude that 
the items of the composite ‘quality of the personnel of the supplier’ from the 
survey are bad, but the overall estimation of the interviewee on how good the 
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personnel of the supplier performs, which is included in the overarching single 
item, is good. 

To evaluate which of the criteria has the highest impact on innovation project 
success, we calculated the f² values. The higher the f² values are, the more impact 
they have on the R² values, which in turn shows how much the independent 
constructs explain the dependent variable. We calculated the f² values of each 
path connection and summarised the f² values of each supplier criteria. (This 
calculation is shown in Table 4). 

The ‘innovation management’ of the supplier has the highest impact on the entire 
innovation project success because it has a high positive and significant impact on 
both dependent success variables and has the highest accumulated f² value. That 
is quite logical because if the supplier showed in the past that they offer many 
promising ideas and perform proper project execution, the probability is high that 
their performance in future projects will also be good. The ‘endurance’ of the 
supplier has the second-highest impact on innovation project success by also 
supporting both dependent variables. This is plausible because, if the supplier has 
a good reputation in the market and is, for example, willing to share project risks 
fairly, it makes sense that the project work is performed smoothly and the quality 
appearance to the customer is higher than for projects and products with 
suppliers with a lower endurance. In the third rank stands the ‘preferential 
treatment’ that a supplier offers to a buying company. The high impact is 
comprehensive because if a supplier offers more and better resources and more 
effort to a project with a preferred customer, compared to a project with an 
average customer, presumably the speed and the performance will be higher. 
According to Hüttinger et al. (2012), preferred customer status is defined as 
follows: It influences the supplier's behavioral intentions to the extent that the 
supplier awards selected customers with more favorable treatment than others. 

 
Table 4: Comparison of supplier criteria impact; survey results vs. results from a 
qualitative study by Goldberg & Schiele (2018) 

 

 

f² values
Product Success

INNOVATIVENESS

Product Success

COST

Sum

f² value 

Impact of criteria: 

Ranking after 

survey results

Experts weights from 

qualitative study of 

Goldberg & Schiele (2018)

Impact of criteria: Ranking 

after qualitative study of 

Goldberg & Schiele (2018)

Innovation Management 0.177 0.079 0.256 1 0.190 2

Endurance 0.028 0.022 0.050 2 0.170 3

Preferential treatment 0.024 0.019 0.043 3 0.090 4

Quality of personnel 0.014 0.001 0.015 4 0.240 1
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To show how the results of the survey support the results of the qualitative study 
of Goldberg & Schiele (2018), we compared the rankings of the survey (f² values) 
with the expert weights from the qualitative study (Table 4). Surprisingly, the 
experts in the qualitative study had the opinion that the ‘work quality of the 
personnel of the supplier’ has the highest impact on innovation project success, 
and the experts that took part in the empirical survey say that it has the lowest 
impact on innovation project success compared with the other evaluated criteria. 
For the three other supplier quality evaluation criteria, the survey results confirm 
the results of the qualitative study and suggest the same ranking order. 

In addition to the confirmation of the supplier evaluation criteria, these results 
also show that the qualitative, world café method, which was initially created by 
Brown and Isaacs (2005) and can be regarded as a specialized form of the 
conventional focus-group approach (Brennan & Ritch, 2010), seems to provide 
valid result indications. 

To find out if there are any groups within the sample that show different results 
regarding the importance of the four supplier criteria in relation to innovation 
project success, we conducted a multi-group analysis (MGA) with the help of 
SmartPLS3’s MGA algorithm (Ringle et al., 2015). Through this analysis, the 
results, and especially the path coefficients, of two groups within the sample are 
compared, and through that, two interesting insights are developed: 

1. First, we compared the dataset of purchasers (n=202) with the dataset 
of R&D staff (n=62) and found that there is a significant difference in the 
relation between the ‘quality of the personnel of the supplier’ and the 
innovation product innovativeness between these groups. According to 
the purchasers, the ‘quality of the personnel of the supplier’ has only a 
very low impact on the product innovativeness (path coefficient = 0.09), 
and R&D employees say that the ‘quality of the personnel of the supplier’ 
has a high impact on the innovativeness of the new product idea (path 
coefficient = 0.345). This result is comprehensible because, through the 
project lifetime, the R&D staff works very closely with the supplier's 
employees. Through this experience, they can, on the one hand, best 
assess the quality of the personnel of the supplier, and on the other 
hand, they can evaluate how high the impact of the ‘quality of the 
personnel of the supplier’ is on the future innovation success. 

2. Secondly, we formed two groups according to the relationship length 
between the buying company and the supplier. In the first group are all 
datasets in which the interviewee specified that the relationship length 
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with the regarded supplier was shorter than ten years (n=159), and in the 
other group are all datasets in which the relationship existed for ten 
years or longer (n=107). The group with shorter relationships believes 
that ‘preferential treatment’ through the supplier has only a small impact 
on the cost-related success of an innovation project (path coefficient = 
0.081), whereas the group for which the relationships are ten years and 
longer say that the ‘preferential treatment’ has a high impact on the cost-
based innovation success (path coefficient = 0.401). This result suggests 
that the impact of the ‘preferential treatment’ through the supplier 
increases the longer the relationship gets. It may also indicate that the 
buying company employees only recognize the positive effects of the 
preferential treatment after a certain time. 

Surprisingly, these results contradict the thesis of Villena, Revilla, and 
Choi (2011), according to which weak or non-existent relationships and 
too deep and long relationships can hurt performance. Her study points 
out that building social capital in a collaborative buyer–supplier 
relationship positively affects buyer performance, but if taken to an 
extreme, it can reduce the buyer’s ability to be objective and make 
effective decisions as well as increase the supplier’s opportunistic 
behavior (Villena, Revilla, & Choi, 2011). Our results do not support this 
thesis and appear to confirm that the longer the relationship, including 
preferential treatment, remains, the better it becomes for the innovation 
project performance. 

 

4.5.1 Managerial implication: Introduction of the top-5-items evaluation list and 
cross-functional evaluation execution 

The results show that assessing a supplier’s qualities before a project starts will 
help evaluate an innovation project's success probability and reduce project 
failure risk. So, the supplier's quality analysis can be a good indicator for 
forecasting both the potential product innovativeness and the innovation product 
cost. Furthermore, this shows that it is necessary to innovate the evaluation and 
selection process for innovations because, even though the majority of 
innovations are provided by suppliers nowadays and, as this research shows, the 
supplier quality is essential for the entire innovation project success, presently, 
supplier evaluation is neglected. So, it would be recommended to combine the 
analysis of the innovative idea with the analysis of the innovative supplier.  
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Figure 18: Adjusted supplier evaluation checklist (based on Goldberg & Schiele 
(2018)) 

 

We recommend using the four supplier evaluation criteria, and sub-items 
confirmed and contained in this paper to execute the supplier quality evaluation. 
Furthermore, we suggest putting the criteria and the underlying questions, 
together with the detected weights, in a supplier evaluation checklist to be able 
to calculate scores for each supplier that proposes an innovation idea and 
compare the scores against each other or against a within the company pre-
defined minimum score (compare Figure 18). In addition to that, if, for example, 
the evaluation time is limited or the project volume is not that high, we propose 
streamlining and shortening the evaluation by only asking the most important, 
top-five items from the evaluation list (see Figure 18). (All items, including the 
deleted ones, are shown in Appendix 3.) 

As concluded from the MGA, we propose to design the supplier evaluation to be 
cross-functional because, for example, the R&D employees typically have more 
experience from their daily teamwork together with a supplier’s personnel and, 
through that, have a high competence with which to evaluate their performance. 
Furthermore, we suggest that a buying company work on their relations with 
suppliers to receive preferred customer status, leading to preferential treatment 
and better innovation project performance (Hüttinger et al., 2012). 
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4.5.2 Research implication: The renewal of the evaluation and selection process 
for innovations is needed 

This study contributes to the existing literature by expanding the research scope 
of innovation project risk assessment by including the supplier. Innovation 
research should generally focus more on the evaluation and selection process for 
innovations because there seems to be a lack of tools to use in operational 
innovation management and also a lack of innovation evaluation and evaluation 
execution performance (Cooper, 2019). Moreover, the supplier's roles and the 
external character of supplier innovations must be further researched. 
Additionally, this study provides an evaluation tool to evaluate the innovative 
supplier; first, by empirically confirming the four qualitative, developed supplier 
evaluation criteria; second, by optimizing the question items by deleting the ones 
that do not work; and third, by replacing the qualitatively developed criteria 
weights with the empirically developed f² value rankings. 

 
4.5.3 Conclusion and outlook 

In summary, the following three principal contributions emerge from this 
research: 

1. First, the urgent need for a recalibration of the innovation project 
assessment is shown. It is essential to focus in the future not only on tools 
and methods to evaluate the innovativeness of an innovative idea but 
especially on tools and methods to assess the supplier's performance 
that proposes the innovation. 

2. Second, the four cross-disciplinary supplier evaluation criteria, namely, 
‘innovation management,’ ‘endurance,’ ‘preferential treatment’ and 
‘personnel of the supplier, are presented as valid indicators for 
innovation project success. They are supposed to be sufficient because 
they were taken from the practical examination of Goldberg and Schiele 
(2018), in which they were developed by practitioners for practitioners 
to help solve their NPD assessment tasks, but also because they have 
been empirically tested and sharpened throughout this study. 

3. Moreover, the four evaluation criteria and underlying question items are 
combined into an easy-to-use innovation evaluation tool. The checklist is 
easy to use for practitioners because it consists of 13 incisive questions, 
each of which contain example phrases to make the use even easier; in 
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addition, the possibility exists of making a short evaluation using only the 
top 5 questions, if the available time is limited. 

In addition to the results discussed above, there are some limitations associated 
with this study. As shown in the results, most of the independent construct items 
(out of the ‘supplier evaluation checklist’) performed very well regarding 
statistical quality criteria. Nevertheless, some items with very low t-values had to 
be deleted. Moreover, as the MIMIC model results show, the items of the 
composite ‘quality of the supplier’s personnel’ fit especially poorly and needed to 
be replaced. They seem to not describe the characteristics of the composite 
construct very well, whereas the construct itself seems to perform well, as the 
MIMIC analysis with overarching single item shows. To fix this problem, it would 
likely be useful to have another expert workshop to discuss the results and 
perhaps find some better formulations to measure these items or even find 
alternative items to describe the ‘quality of the supplier's personnel.’  

Further, the survey asks for information about the dependent and independent 
variables simultaneously and from the same people; so, correlation can be 
determined but not causality. To prove causality, a longitudinal study could be 
conducted as a next research step. Another research direction could also be to 
evaluate the contribution of the buying company to innovation project success 
because, especially in relation to a proper project execution, the performance of 
the buying company itself also plays a role. Since this study’s focus was mainly on 
evaluating the innovative supplier and since standard innovation evaluation 
models focus on the innovation idea, the buying company’s project execution 
ability should also be explored more. Furthermore, it would be interesting to 
compare which factor affects innovation project success the most: the innovation 
idea quality, the performance of the supplier, or the performance of the buying 
company itself. 
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CHAPTER 5: ASSESSING INNOVATION IDEAS IN PROJECT 

SELECTION: COST AND INNOVATIVENESS 

 

Abstract 
The innovation idea evaluation and selection phase is one of the most crucial steps 

within the innovation management process. Nevertheless, according to the 

literature, innovation assessment is either not executed at all or rather badly 

executed, and suitable evaluation tools seem to be missing. An empirical analysis 

is conducted herein to close this research gap to evaluate which innovation idea 

criteria are valid indicators for forecasting whether a future innovation project will 

be successful. To do so, innovation assessment criteria from an existing qualitative 

study are used as a basis. To test these criteria empirically, a survey focused on 

purchasing, new product development, and innovation management experts is 

executed, and 330 valid answers are received. This study provides a research 

contribution by focusing not only on the potential innovativeness of a future 

product but also on the potential innovation project cost, which is largely neglected 

in existing evaluation procedures. Furthermore, the results show that all five cross-

disciplinary criteria, namely, ‘market potential’, ‘influence on the business model’, 

‘customer acceptance’, ‘cost/benefit analysis’, and ‘proof of concept’, are valid 

indicators for innovation project success. Moreover, the five tested evaluation 

criteria are combined into a sufficient and easy-to-use innovation evaluation tool 

consisting of ten incisive questions (each accompanied by example phrases to 

enable ease of use); in addition, the possibility exists of making a short evaluation 

using only the top 5 questions if the available time is limited. 

 

Keywords 
Innovation idea evaluation; innovation selection tool; project evaluation method; 
purchasing; new product development 
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5.1 Introduction: Forecasting innovation idea performance 

Innovations are imperative for organizations to survive and thrive (Chui, 2010; 
Rindova & Petkova, 2007; Zimmermann et al., 2016). High levels of new product 
success are believed to create a competitive advantage and safeguard 
organizations' continuity (Calantone et al., 1999; H. Rogers et al., 2005). 

However, several studies indicate that up to 50–90% of all new product 
development (NPD) projects fail (Cooper, 2017a; Dillon & Lafley, 2011; Freeman 
& Soete, 1999; Griffin, 1997; Kinney, 2007). According to Cooper (2013; 2019), 
most companies suffer from having too many projects, which are often the wrong 
projects, and from not having enough resources to work effectively on each 
project. To avoid spending resources on unsuccessful or sure-to-fail projects and 
to drive innovations successfully, innovation project evaluation and selection—
based on thoroughly used tools—is seen as one of the most crucial steps in the 
NPD process and correlates highly with new product performance (Calantone et 
al., 1999; Cooper, 2019; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1987b; De Waal & Knott, 2019; 
Lin & Chen, 2004; Shenhar et al., 2020). 

However, although there some attention has been given to the innovation 
evaluation and selection step in related studies of theory, research also indicates 
that innovation assessment in practice is either badly executed or does not even 
exist (Cooper, 2013, 2019; Cooper & Edgett, 2006), that systematic screening 
models are often not applied and that the few existing evaluation tools are mostly 
poorly utilized (Calantone et al., 1999; Chai & Xin, 2006; Chui, 2010; De Waal & 
Knott, 2019; Nijssen & Frambach, 2000). This causes negative results. On the one 
hand, scarce and valuable resources are wasted on poor projects, and on the 
other hand, the truly deserving projects consequently do not receive the 
resources they need, thereby causing good projects to only move forward either 
very slowly or not at all (Cooper, 2019; Granig, 2008). Verhage et al. already 
discussed this phenomenon—the very high failure rate of innovations and the 
therewith connected waste of company resources for unsuccessful projects—in 
their 1981 study, in which they likewise pointed out that there are some 
systematic innovation screening and selection approaches that exist, but not 
much is known about their use as they are not used often (Verhage & Van Weele, 
1981). It seems that there has been little progress made within the last 40 years, 
as recent studies still report a lack of tool usage (Cooper, 2019; De Waal & Knott, 
2019; Winter & Lasch, 2016); in addition, such studies also report that innovation 
screening and selection is often executed unsystematically, i.e., on an intuitive 
basis or based on gut feelings (Calantone et al., 1999; Chui, 2010; Goldberg & 
Schiele, 2018; Verhage & Van Weele, 1981). 
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However, why is innovation assessment executed that poorly and why are 
evaluation tools used so rarely? Recent research studies propose the following 
two reasons to answer that question: 

1. Existing innovation assessment tools are not easy and intuitive to use, 
and/or they are felt to be too time-consuming (Cooper, 2019; De Waal & 
Knott, 2019; Winter & Lasch, 2016). Building on that, it appears that 
practitioners execute evaluations poorly because they lack the requisite 
knowledge to make optimal use of the tools or because they lack the 
time and resources to acquire the needed know-how to do so (Cooper, 
2019; De Waal & Knott, 2019; Millward & Lewis, 2005; Winter & Lasch, 
2016). 

2. Available evaluation tools are not sufficient because they lack essential 
evaluation criteria or contain the wrong criteria (Cooper, 2019; Winter & 
Lasch, 2016). Surprisingly, the innovation evaluation tools observed in 
the literature focus on financial criteria, mainly on benefits such as sales 
volume and profit, while they lack the focus on innovation project cost, 
despite the cost being seen as one of the most crucial factors regarding 
the execution and implementation of innovation projects (Chui, 2010; 
Cooper & Edgett, 2006; Lin & Chen, 2004; Millward & Lewis, 2005; Ozer, 
2005b; Shenhar et al., 2020). 

This paper tries to overcome the abovementioned shortcomings (1. difficult and 
time-consuming innovation evaluation tools and 2. the lack of focusing on 
innovation project cost within the innovation evaluation procedure) by providing 
an easy-to-use innovation evaluation tool based on five empirically tested cross-
disciplinary innovation evaluation criteria and through recalibrating the 
innovation assessment by focusing not only on the innovativeness of an 
innovation idea but also on the innovation project cost.  

In its empirical content, our findings clearly indicate that innovation project 
success regarding innovativeness and the degree of newness and innovation 
project success regarding cost are explained through different evaluation criteria, 
which in turn is a valuable insight for evaluation execution. Furthermore, the 
assessment tool is considered to be easy-to-use because it is a checklist consisting 
of ten incisive questions, each of which contain anchor phrases to make the use 
even more comfortable; there is also the possibility to make a short evaluation 
using only the top 5 questions if the available time is limited. 
The following theory section presents a short literature overview regarding 
innovation project success factors and innovation evaluation and selection 
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methods. In the subsequent section, the empirical survey's structure and 
procedure used to test the innovation evaluation criteria are described. After that, 
the results section shows that assessing an innovation idea’s quality can help 
forecast both the product innovativeness and the innovation product cost and can 
also help to evaluate the overall success probability of an innovation project. 
Furthermore, all five tested evaluation criteria, namely, ‘market potential’, 
‘influence on the business model’, ‘customer acceptance’, ‘cost/benefit analysis’, 
and ‘proof of concept’, are empirically validated as significant indicators for 
innovation project success. The criterion ‘proof of concept’, which indicates the 
availability of a prototype and the expected time to market, provides the highest 
positive impact on both innovation success variables (i.e., product innovativeness 
and product cost). The paper concludes with a discussion and conclusion section in 
which the results and contributions are discussed, and further considerations, 
limitations, and complementary ideas are presented. 
 
5.2 Theory 
 
5.2.1 Innovation project success factors related to the nature of the innovation 
idea, the innovation executing company, and the external environment  
An innovation can be defined as the generation, acceptance, and implementation 

of new ideas, processes, products, or services through which organizations gain 

competitive advantage (Baregheh et al., 2009; O'Reilly & Tushman, 1997; 

Thompson, 1965). To create and handle the different kinds of innovations within a 

company, several new product development (NPD) processes and innovation 

management approaches are known. For instance, Cooper (2019) subdivides the 

NPD process as occurring through idea generation, scoping innovation, business 

case creation, innovation development, testing, and innovation launch (Cooper, 

2017b, 2019). 

Several studies that present success and blockade factors for innovation projects 

were found through an extended literature review. We combined all these factors 

and clustered them into three categories: innovation-type-related factors, 

company-related factors, and external factors. 

Innovation-type-related factors: Building on the customer's voice and developing a 

differentiated product that delivers unique benefits and a compelling value 

proposition to the customer or user is the first innovation type-related factor 

(Cooper, 2019; Lambooij & Koster, 2016). The second relevant factor comprises the 
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needed knowledge and skills, which are conditions that are needed to use the 

innovation and reflect the users’ feelings of self-efficacy about using the innovation 

(Ely, 1990, 1999). The complexity of the innovation itself will also affect 

implementation; e.g., it will often require more training or skill development on the 

part of the users (E. Rogers, 1995, 2003). 

Company-related factors: One important company-related factor is the 

organizational culture – especially the openness of the organization towards new 

ideas and the acceptance of the associated risks, particularly if the change is not 

triggered by external factors or an obvious and urgent organizational need (Barnett 

et al., 2011; Cooper, 2019; Dervitsiotis, 2010; Yu et al., 2013; Zimmermann et al., 

2016). Further factors related to the organizational culture of the innovative 

company are the extent to which members of the organization can influence 

decisions within the organization and the organizational capability to promote 

innovation, which facilitates diffusion (Barnett et al., 2011; Dervitsiotis, 2010; 

Lambooij & Koster, 2016; Zimmermann et al., 2016). According to Jin et al. (2019), 

a strong innovation culture as well as a strong sustainability orientation can be a 

competitive advantage for firms and lead to more innovative outcomes and success 

(Jin, Navare, & Lynch, 2019). Another success factor is the use of a comprehensive 

innovation management process, which includes the following: having a product 

innovation and technology strategy; doing a proper innovation project prework, 

e.g., through sharp and early product definition to avoid scope creep and unstable 

specs; using a multistage, gated disciplined idea-to-launch system and effective 

cross-functional teams to reduce time-to-market; doing effective ideation to 

generate breakthrough ideas; and setting a particular focus on innovation project 

execution (Cooper, 2019; Zimmermann et al., 2016). Additionally, it is crucial to 

focus on fewer development projects (relative to resources available), better 

projects, and obtaining the right mix of projects (Cooper, 2019). Concerning that, 

the escalation prevention potential, which is the capability of an organization to 

stop or steer implementation processes that do not meet their expectations, is 

essential (Lambooij & Koster, 2016). This capability may prevent an organization 

from losing time and money on unsuccessful projects (Lambooij & Koster, 2016). 

Furthermore, management involvement, especially management commitment, is a 

main success factor of innovation projects (Cooper, 2019; Ensminger & Surry, 2008; 

Kotter, 1996; Lambooij & Koster, 2016; Zimmermann et al., 2016). Finally, the 

resources of a company, which include the existing infrastructure as well as an 

organization’s finances, hardware, software, materials, personnel, and support 
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structures, are needed to implement an innovation successfully (Cooper, 2019; 

Dervitsiotis, 2010; Ely, 1990, 1999; Ensminger & Surry, 2008; Zimmermann et al., 

2016). 

External factors: An essential market-related factor is the consumer’s commitment 

to a brand name or to a specific company because the acceptance of innovative 

products is related to trust between consumers and innovators, especially in 

uncertain environments (Eng & Quaia, 2009; Ensminger & Surry, 2008; Iliopoulos 

et al., 2012). Moreover, the economic climate is often cited as inhibiting initiatives, 

and politics is constructed both as positive and as negative forces in diffusion efforts 

(Barnett et al., 2011). Another external success factor is the ‘participation of 

external stakeholders,’ which refers to the involvement of stakeholders in the 

decision-making process to adopt and implement an innovation (Ensminger & 

Surry, 2008). Beyond that, several studies refer to the importance of supply chains 

and their actors in the innovation process (Ageron, Lavastre, & Spalanzani, 2013; 

Golgeci & Ponomarov, 2013; Roy et al., 2004; Zimmermann et al., 2016). As a result, 

it seems that suppliers are the most important external stakeholder group because 

currently, the vast majority of innovations are not developed internally at a 

company but are instead provided and invented by suppliers (Pihlajamaa et al., 

2017; Roberts, 2001; Schiele, Calvi, et al., 2012). According to the literature, 

supplier cooperation is crucial (Schiele, 2010) to share and leverage resources that 

are unavailable internally, which provides a variety of benefits, such as a shorter 

time to market, higher product quality, lower project costs, and higher speed of 

production within the NPD process (Primo & Amundson, 2002; Zimmermann et al., 

2016). 

 

5.2.2 Adequate executed innovation evaluation and selection as key to 
innovation project success and competitive advantage 
Although several innovation success factors are known, various studies show that, 

in reality, a high percentage of innovation projects fail (Cooper, 2017a; Dillon & 

Lafley, 2011; Freeman & Soete, 1999; Griffin, 1997; Kinney, 2007). According to 

Cooper (2017), “approximately 40% of new products fail at launch, even after all 

the development and testing work; further, out of every 7 to 10 new-product 

concepts, only one makes it to market as a commercial success; and only 13% of 

firms report that their total new product efforts hit their annual profit objectives!” 
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(Cooper, 2017a). Beyond that, there doesn't seem to have been any progress on 

this topc in the past 20 years, as the study of Abbie (1997) already showed similar 

numbers. She stated, that “the success rate is stable at 59% of those products which 

make it to market. … It takes 6.6 ideas to generate one success” (Griffin, 1997). 

These numbers show that for most companies, effective innovation management 

in general is very challenging (Zimmermann et al., 2016); in detail, innovation 

evaluation and the selection of the strongest innovation ideas is one of the main 

challenges right at the beginning of the NPD process (Cooper, 2013, 2019; Cooper 

& Kleinschmidt, 1987a, 1987b; De Waal & Knott, 2019). The concept of evaluating, 

selecting and owning the best and rarest resources or acquiring them from 

suppliers and converting them into a competitive advantage and entrepreneurial 

success—for which innovation can be considered a precursor—describes the 

theory of the resource-based view (RBV) and its derivative, the extended resource-

based view (ERBV), which includes the resources of the supplier (Barney, 1991; J. 

Chen et al., 2010; Luzzini et al., 2015; L. Z. Song et al., 2011; Steinle et al., 1998). 

To execute the innovation selection properly, it is essential to use suitable 

evaluation methods and tools to prepare the selection decision (Sabisch, 1991; 

Venter, 2006). Following Sabisch, evaluation is defined as the detection and 

assessment of the degree of fulfillment of the given objectives for a particular 

evaluation object (Sabisch, 1991). 

In connection with innovation evaluation and selection approaches and tools, 

multiple studies have been conducted, which focus either on the usability of 

analytical tools, such as scoring models or the analytic hierarchy process, to 

evaluate and compare innovation ideas (see, for instance, (Baker & Albaum, 1986), 

(Chai & Xin, 2006), (Chui, 2010), (Poh, Ang, & Bai, 2001),(Calantone et al., 1999)) or 

at the determinants—and subsequently selection criteria—of innovation success, 

such as technological, marketing or organizational characteristics (see, for instance, 

(García-Álvarez, 2015), (Keizer, Halman, & Song, 2002), (Lambooij & Koster, 2016), 

(Barnett et al., 2011), (Ozer, 2005b)). 

Regarding innovation success determinants, Ozer (2005) categorizes the commonly 

associated evaluation methods from the literature into eleven categories (Ozer, 

2005b): the technical analysis, which shows the fit with the firm’s technical 

capabilities; the marketing analysis, which analyses whether the new product has 

the needed capabilities to be marketed; the organizational analysis, which selects 

new products based on the match between the firm’s current organizational 
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structures and cultures and the new product’s organizational requirements; the 

strategic analysis, which measures the congruency between the objectives of a new 

product idea and the firm’s overall corporate goals and strategies; the relationship 

analysis, which takes into account the firm’s dependence on suppliers and 

distributors and selects new products that can be supported by them; the industrial 

analysis, which considers the overall business conditions within the entire business 

environment and selects new products that are in alignment with them; the 

competitive analysis, which emphasizes the importance of competition and 

assumes that new products should be better than those of competitors in order to 

be successful; the similar case analysis, which is based on the assumption that a 

new product idea should perform at least as well as other comparable products 

(Ozer, 1999); the consumer and consumption analysis, which selects new products 

based on the opinions of customers; the expert analysis, which leads the firm to 

ask people with expertise related to different aspects of the new product idea 

about their opinions regarding its likely success; and finally, the financial analysis, 

which is based on potential financial results such as sales, profits and return-on-

investment. 

Concerning the usability of innovation assessment tools and the process and 
execution of innovation evaluation and comparison, the following paragraph shows 
insights from corresponding studies. Velamuri et al. (2017) investigate community-
based idea evaluation in relation to innovation contests (i.e., processes of exposing 
corporate innovation problems to external stakeholders for idea generation and 
selection (Bullinger & Moeslein, 2013; Terwiesch & Xu, 2008) as an alternative to 
expert juries filtering and selecting new product concepts at the fuzzy front end of 
corporate research and development (R&D) innovation (Velamuri, Schneckenberg, 
Haller, & Moeslein, 2017). In their study, Velamuri et al. (2017) identify six critical 
objectives for open evaluation—what they name community-based idea evaluation 
in relation to innovation contests—that can be grouped into two higher-level 
categories, namely, supporting participant-based generation (engaging 
participants to build a community; encouraging activity; enhancing submission 
quality) and supporting participant-based selection (exploring trends and user 
preferences; easing selection effort; equalizing perspectives) of new business 
concepts in innovation contests (Velamuri et al., 2017). In innovation management 
(especially for high-risk innovations), the ability to diagnose and manage risks is of 
vital importance (Keizer et al., 2002). Through the risk diagnosing methodology 
(RDM), technological, organizational, and business risks in product innovations can 
be identified and evaluated (Keizer et al., 2002). RDM is located in the innovation 
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management process at the end of the feasibility phase and is used to evaluate 
potential risks of a selected innovation project that is supposed to be started at 
short notice (Keizer et al., 2002). It can be used as one of the first steps in project 
planning to facilitate a new product development project's project execution 
(Keizer et al., 2002). This methodology is subdivided into three phases (i.e., risk 
identification, risk assessment, and risk response development and control) and is 
designed to address issues such as consumer and trade acceptance, commercial 
viability, competitive reactions, influential external responses, human resource 
implications, and manufacturability (Keizer et al., 2002). Shenhar et al. (2020) claim 
that the combination of innovation management and project management is 
crucial (Shenhar et al., 2020). To do so, they suggest using the diamond model early, 
i.e., during the front-end analysis of an innovation, pointing out the uniqueness of 
an innovation and providing planning and execution guidelines to project managers 
regarding how to optimally adapt a specific management style to each project 
effort (Shenhar et al., 2020). The diamond model is a project classification 
framework that consists of four dimensions: technology, novelty, pace, and 
complexity (Shenhar et al., 2020). According to Shenhar et al. (2020), it is also 
essential to include project management criteria, such as project cost, in the 
innovation evaluation to forecast innovation execution challenges at the beginning 
of the innovation process (Shenhar et al., 2020). To compare multiple NPD projects 
against each other and to select the most promising one afterward, Cooper 
suggests using scorecards, on which several evaluation criteria are combined and 
weighted, to produce a ranking (Cooper, 2019; Cooper & Edgett, 2006). Suppose 
there is only one innovation idea to evaluate; it can become compared to a 
minimum score that is determined within the company to also provide a proposal 
for a subsequent decision. 

Additionally, Poh et al., who analyze various evaluation approaches in their 2010 
study, weight the scoring method as the most favorable for R&D project 
evaluation (Poh et al., 2001). Scoring methods and checklists are considered the 
most useful because of their ability to deal with multiple dimensions of R&D 
problems and their simplicity; they are quantitative enough to possess a certain 
degree of rigor and are not difficult to use (Chui, 2010; Poh et al., 2001; Souder, 
1972; Winter & Lasch, 2016). A very practical innovation-oriented idea evaluation 
and scoring checklist, which was developed by purchasing, NPD and innovation 
management and experts from several leading German companies, is that of 
Goldberg and Schiele (2018). This assessment checklist contains the following five 
main criteria to evaluate an innovative idea: the ‘market potential’, the ‘influence 
on the business model’ of the company, the expected ‘customer acceptance’, the 
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‘cost/benefit analysis’, and the availability of a ‘proof of concept’ (Goldberg & 
Schiele, 2018). 
The execution of these various evaluation methods prepares a decision by 

matching and comparing the innovation projects' scores and presenting the one 

that best fits the respective company (Pleschak & Sabisch, 1996). 

However, although all these methods exist, the majority of innovation projects 
still seem to fail. One explanation for this phenomenon that is indicated by 
research is that innovation assessment in practice is either poorly executed or 
nonexistent (Cooper, 2013, 2019; Cooper & Edgett, 2006) and that systematic 
screening models are often either not applied or performed unsystematically, 
usually based on either intuition or a gut feeling (Calantone et al., 1999; Chai & 
Xin, 2006; Chui, 2010; De Waal & Knott, 2019; Goldberg & Schiele, 2018; Nijssen 
& Frambach, 2000; Verhage & Van Weele, 1981). 

In turn, the little use of evaluation tools and the often poorly executed innovation 
assessment are explained in recent literature by the fact that the existing tools 
are not considered easy-to-use but are considered too time-consuming (Cooper, 
2019; De Waal & Knott, 2019; Winter & Lasch, 2016). Furthermore, it is suspected 
that the existing tools are not sufficient because they lack evaluation criteria or 
contain the wrong criteria (Cooper, 2019; Winter & Lasch, 2016). Additionally, it 
is suggested that sometimes the wrong people are performing the evaluation 
executions (Cooper, 2019; Winter & Lasch, 2016); for example, perhaps they lack 
the requisite knowledge to make the optimal use of tools and/or they lack the 
time and resources to rectify this issue (De Waal & Knott, 2019; Millward & Lewis, 
2005). As developing a new product is expensive and there is the risk of 
unsuccessful projects being continued instead of terminated early, which 
endangers the future existence of a company, it is not surprising that project cost 
is seen as one of the most crucial factors regarding the execution and 
implementation of innovation projects (Chui, 2010; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1986; 
Lambooij & Koster, 2016; Lin & Chen, 2004; Millward & Lewis, 2005; Shenhar et 
al., 2020). Due to that fact, it is unexpected that the innovation evaluation 
methods observed in the literature focus on financial criteria mainly regarding 
benefits—such as sales volume and profit—instead of on the expected innovation 
project cost (Cooper & Edgett, 2006; Ozer, 2005b). 

The evaluated literature shows an evident lack of valid innovation evaluation 
criteria with which to forecast innovation project success, too little attention 
being paid to the innovation project cost, and a lack of a useful, easy-to-use 
innovation assessment tool, which precisely forms the research gap that this study 
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aims to close. Hence, this paper's general research question is as follows: which 
innovation evaluation criteria forecast innovation project success and can be used 
to execute innovation idea evaluation and selection at the beginning of the 
innovation management process? 

 

5.3 Method: A quantitative survey 

5.3.1 Criteria for innovation idea assessment  
In innovation management practice, the existing innovation evaluation tools are 

considered not easy to use and insufficient because either important evaluation 

criteria are missing or because they contain the wrong criteria; we decide to 

empirically test which criteria are the most important for evaluating innovation 

quality. As Goldberg and Schiele (2018) recently introduced a convenient 

innovation-oriented idea evaluation checklist derived from a World Café workshop, 

we decide to use their results as the basis for our empirical research. The innovation 

idea checklist is part of a larger study by Goldberg and Schiele (2018) regarding 

supplier innovation management within buying companies. They focus on supplier 

innovations because suppliers are the most significant source of innovations 

(Goldberg & Schiele, 2018; Schiele, 2012). However, because their evaluation 

criteria focus on the innovative idea's characteristics, they can be used for internally 

generated innovations in the same way as they are used for external innovations. 

Strictly speaking, their criteria fit particularly well with our research, as their criteria 

have been developed from purchasing, NPD, and innovation management staff 

who solve their own evaluation problems and those of other practitioners. The 

checklist of Goldberg and Schiele (2018) contains the following five main criteria 

for evaluating an innovative idea: the ‘market potential’, the ‘influence on the 

business model’ of the company, the expected ‘customer acceptance’, the 

‘cost/benefit analysis’ and the availability of a ‘proof of concept’ (Goldberg & 

Schiele, 2018). Using a quantitative survey, we empirically test these five criteria. 

Based on these criteria and the goal of evaluating their impact on innovation 

project success, we built up our research model (compare Figure 19) and derived 

our research questions. According to Punch (2005), hypotheses need to be 

designed and tested if the aim is to prove a theory; if the goal is to answer a general 

research question, it is recommended to build a simplified model based on specific 

research questions. As this paper aims to answer a general research question, we 

formulate specific research questions instead of hypotheses. The general research 
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question is as follows: ‘which innovation evaluation criteria forecast innovation 

project success and can be used to execute innovation idea evaluation and selection 

at the beginning of the innovation management process?’ 

To test the innovation evaluation criteria of Goldberg and Schiele (2018) and to not 

only acknowledge a product’s innovativeness but also recognize the importance of 

innovation project cost, the specific research questions are as follows: ‘are the 

innovation idea evaluation criteria, namely, ‘market potential’, ‘influence on the 

business model’, ‘customer acceptance’, ‘cost/benefit analysis’ and ‘proof of 

concept’, valid indicators for innovation project success regarding product 

innovativeness?’ and ‘are the innovation idea evaluation criteria, namely, ‘market 

potential’, ‘influence on the business model’, ‘customer acceptance’, ‘cost/benefit 

analysis’ and ‘proof of concept’, valid indicators for innovation project success 

regarding product cost?’.  

 

 
Figure 19: Theoretical model for quantitative analysis 

 

Innovation project success 

There is not only one definition of success or, in the context of this paper, of 
innovation project success; actually, the opposite is the case such that measuring 
new product success has remained elusive, and there is little consensus within the 
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literature regarding it should be measured (Griffin & Page, 1996; Healy et al., 
2014; Huang et al., 2004). Some studies distinguish between two basic success 
dimensions: internal (or project) and external (or market) success (Alegre et al., 
2006; Blindenbach-Driessen et al., 2005; García et al., 2008; Tatikonda & 
Montoya-Weiss, 2001; Valle & Avella, 2003). Our study uses two existing reflective 
measures from the literature as dependent variables to question an innovative 
product's success. The measures are 1) innovation performance, which assesses 
whether the project results show that creative deliverables were made, 
innovative knowledge was produced, and new problem-solving techniques were 
developed (Yang, 2012), and 2) cost, which calculates product cost, equipment 
cost, and manufacturing cost compared to other innovation projects (Rauniar et 
al., 2008). All questions are answered on a five-point Likert scale (ranging between 
1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). 

 

Innovation idea criteria 

Within the survey, we measure the independent variables through composite 
tools by using the subcriteria, the definitions, and anchor phrases from the 
qualitatively developed scoring model of Goldberg and Schiele (2018). We decide 
to use composites because of the causality between the items and the construct 
(the items define the construct) and because the different items, which relate to 
a construct, are not interchangeable (Henseler, 2017; Lückenbach et al., 2019). 
We use the exact formulations from the study by Goldberg and Schiele (2018) to 
increase the reliability of the results and, through that approach, give an as-good-
as-possible verification of the innovation evaluation checklist criteria. We provide 
not only the original criteria with our survey questions but also the examples for 
high and low scores, which were developed in the authors’ World Café (see 
Appendix 4). To show an example, the first question of the main criterion of 
‘market potential’ is ‘Please evaluate the innovation idea's expected contribution 
to your firm's market position’, and the example anchor phrases are ‘Will secure 
the market position (market share constant)’ for a lower score and ‘Will create 
market monopoly (sole provider)’ for a higher score (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018). 
All the questions are also answered on a five-point Likert scale (ranging between 
1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). 

The following five innovation idea evaluation criteria are measured: 

1. Within the survey, ‘market potential’ is queried through the expected 
contribution to the firm's market position and through the expected 
contribution to create a unique selling proposition (USP) (Goldberg & 
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Schiele, 2018). According to Noh et al. (2018), market opportunities seem 
to be the most significant factors for successfully commercializing 
technology innovations (Noh et al., 2018). More specifically, the authors 
identify the three market‐related factors—market potential, 
commercialization plan, and market condition—as being especially 
important for driving commercialization success in the early stages of 
technology development (Noh et al., 2018). Analyzing the USP is a 
practical marketing method for evaluating the distinctiveness (Miller & 
Henthorne, 2007). The USP states whether customers of a unique 
product will receive unique benefits from their purchase or consumption 
(Miller & Henthorne, 2007). A complete USP is ideally captured in a 
single, memorable slogan; it makes the customer wish to buy the 
product, it is desirable to the potential customer, and it suggests that the 
product is not just special but also truly unique (Miller & Henthorne, 
2007). Due to the possibility of serving large local markets from a few 
plants at low transport costs, companies are interested in settling in 
cities, whereas congestion costs limit the degree of geographic 
concentration (Hanson, 2005). According to Harris (1954), the influential 
market-potential function states that the demand for goods produced in 
a location is the sum of the purchasing power in other locations, 
weighted by transport costs (Hanson, 2005; Harris, 1954). Currently, the 
market-potential function states that nominal wages are higher near 
concentrations of consumer and industrial demand (Hanson, 2005). 

2. Regarding the ‘influence on the business model,’ the respondents are 
asked to answer questions regarding the innovation ideas's expected 
underlying business model sustainability, the expected potential to 
endanger the current business, and the predicted product scalability 
(Goldberg & Schiele, 2018). Following Johnson et al. (2008), a business 
model consists of four crucial elements that, taken together, create and 
deliver value. The four elements are customer value proposition, the 
profit formula (which is the blueprint that defines how the company 
creates value for itself while providing value to the customer), key 
resources (including assets such as the people, technology, products, 
facilities, etc. required to deliver the value proposition to the targeted 
customer) and key processes (the operational and managerial processes 
that allow the delivery of value in a successful way to repeat and increase 
in scale) (Johnson, Christensen, & Kagermann, 2008). 
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3. Concerning ‘customer acceptance,’ the scoring model of Goldberg and 
Schiele (2018) questions the expected cost-benefit ratio of the 
innovation idea (from a customer perspective), the expected potential to 
be attractive for customers, and the expected potential to create value 
for the customer (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018). The classical new product 
adoption process includes the following steps: awareness, interest, 
evaluation, trial, and adoption (or rejection) (Herbig & Day, 1992). Most 
diffusion models only track successful products, where acceptance by 
the consumer has already been shown because the assumption of 
customer acceptance is rather challenging as most models of adoption 
behavior require the historical record of accomplishment of an 
innovation's progress to predict future sales (Herbig & Day, 1992). 
However, if an innovation is quickly rejected by customers, it is usually 
withdrawn from the market after a short time period, which in turn leads 
to the lack of these needed data points for failures (Herbig & Day, 1992). 

4. A ‘cost/benefit analysis’ can be defined as the systematic and analytical 
process of comparing benefits and costs in evaluating the desirability of 
a project or program (Mishan & Quah, 2007). It can be executed as a 
method of pure evaluation, conducted wholly without regard to the 
possible use of its results in a decision and as input into a decision, with 
the decision-maker being free to reject the results of the analysis based 
on other considerations or as the exclusive method of decision (Posner, 
2000). Within our survey, we query the ‘cost/benefit analysis’ through 
the questioning tool of Goldberg and Schiele (2018), which evaluates the 
innovation idea's expected cost-benefit ratio (from the perspective of 
the interviewee’s company), the expected investments needed to realize 
the innovation idea, the expected caused sales volume increase and the 
expected potential to increase sales over the next years (Goldberg & 
Schiele, 2018). 

5. Focusing on the fifth criterion of our survey, the ‘proof of concept,’ the 
respondents are asked to answer if the prototype was available at the 
beginning of the regarded innovation project and how long the expected 
time to market was (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018). Proof of concept tests if 
a proposed project's goal is viable and if it probably will be successful 
(Malsam, 2019). Proof of concept is valuable because it can help a project 
manager identify gaps in processes that prevent success, it elicits 
feedback from everyone involved in a project and thereby mitigates risk, 
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and it is a test project to evaluate before work begins on an actual project 
(Malsam, 2019). 

 

Control factors 

In addition to the dependent variables (innovation project success) and the 
independent variables (innovation idea quality), we also ask about some control 
factors. Concerning the respondent, we ask for some general information, e.g., 
gender, nationality, and current job position (purchasing or R&D), and in relation 
to the innovative company for which the respondent works, we ask about 
innovation strategy and culture. Our measure is an adjusted tool from Inauen and 
Schenker-Wicki (2011) that questions the clarity of the formulation of the 
innovation strategy, the ability/competencies of the company to generate 
innovations itself, the ability/competencies of the company to acquire 
innovations, the ability to identify and assess the organizational core 
competencies, and the use of cross-functional teams as an organizational 
standard in R&D projects (Inauen & Schenker‐Wicki, 2011). 

 

5.3.2 Data collection and survey structure: A large multinational and 
multifunctional survey 

Because the majority of innovations are currently provided by suppliers or are 
developed together with suppliers (Schiele, 2012), we decide to focus on 
externally generated innovations. Respondents are asked to evaluate dedicated 
innovation projects that they have carried out together with a supplier and which 
are already implemented in the market. They are free to describe either a 
successfully implemented innovation, an unsuccessful innovation, or the last 
innovation they implemented (regardless of how successful it was), and they are 
also free to describe any kind of innovation type (e.g., a new product, component, 
service, function or app). All questions in the survey must be answered in relation 
to this concrete project. The questionnaire is clustered into three question blocks. 
In block one, the interviewees are asked to fill in the questions regarding the 
independent variables. Here, they are asked to evaluate what they expected of 
the innovation idea quality before the project was started. Regarding the 
dependent variable in block two, the interviewees are asked to report the 
innovation project's actual success (after the project was finished). In block three, 
the interviewees are asked to answer the control questions concerning general 
information about themselves as well as their company. 
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An online survey is conducted to collect the data sets in which a questionnaire is 
sent to 10,035 ‘purchasing,’ ‘new product development’ and ‘innovation 
management’ experts from different industries and countries. The 
representatives are selected according to their profession via the online business 
networks LinkedIn and Xing and are directly addressed via messages on the 
platforms and via emails, both of which contain the link to the survey and some 
background information. We receive 330 usable answers (questionnaires where 
all the questions regarding the dependent and independent items were 
answered), resulting in a return rate of 3.3%. We suggest that the low return rate 
is because the survey addresses a very specific target group (‘purchasing,’ ‘new 
product development’ and ‘innovation management’ staff had to describe a 
concrete joint innovation project with a supplier that took part at some point in 
the past and had been launched to the market already) and because it takes 25 
minutes or longer to fill out the questionnaire. 
 

Table 5: Information regarding the survey sample 

 

 

The majority of participants report that they are purchasing staff (61%). Out of all 
respondents, 19% enter a job description in the area of R&D. Only 2.5% state that 
their job is in the innovation management area. Besides, 17% fill in no information 
regarding their job position. We receive answers from participants from 23 
countries; the majority are from Germany (53%), the Netherlands (9%), 
Switzerland (3%), France (2%), and Finland (2%). However, 21% of participants do 
not provide any information about their nationality. 68% of all participants are 

Information regarding the survey sample (n = 330)
Business sector Number

Gender Number Nationality Number Automotive 156

Female 41
Germany

175

Mechanical and plant 

engineering
20

Male 226 Netherlands 28 Energy 12

N/a 63 Switzerland 8 Logistics & transportation 8

France
7

Chemicals and 

pharmaceuticals
7

Profession Number Finland 7 Engineering services 7

Purchasing 202 Denmark 5 Food & beverage 7

R&D 62 USA 4 Manufacturing 7

Innovation 

management 8
Others

27 Others 35

N/a 58 N/a 69 N/a 71
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men, and 12% are women (another 19% of the participants do not fill in the 
gender information). These responses seem to be quite representative, as recent 
studies show, for example, that in Germany, the ratio of women employed in 
purchasing is between 14-37% (depending on the hierarchical level) (Kuetz & 
Muench, 2017), and the ratio of women employed in technical professions (as 
NPD) is still very low, e.g., 11% in mechanical engineering and 15% in IT and 
communication engineering (Destatis, 2019). Detailed information regarding the 
survey sample are shown in Table 5. 

 

5.4 Results: Innovation idea’s market potential, influence on the current 
business model, customer acceptance, cost/benefit analysis, and proof of 
concept as valid indicators for innovation project success 

With the help of structural equation modeling (SEM) and supported by ADANCO 
2.1.1 (Henseler & Dijkstra, 2015) and SmartPLS 3.3.2 (Ringle et al., 2015) software, 
the data are analyzed. We choose the consistent partial least squares (PLSc) 
model and the SmartPLS and ADANCO software because of the model complexity 
and because of the included composite constructs (Diamantopoulos & 
Winklhofer, 2001; Müller et al., 2018; Xu et al., 2019) since PLS can model both 
reflective and composite constructs within one research model (Henseler, 2017; 
Peng & Lai, 2012; Xu et al., 2019). Co-variance-based structural equation models 
cannot handle composites and hence cannot serve for our analysis. Because the 
independent constructs are composites and the dependent constructs are 
reflective, two kinds of quality criteria must be applied (all the constructs and 
items are shown in Appendix 4).  

According to Henseler (2017), composites can be assessed with regard to three 
characteristics: nomological validity, reliability, and weights (composition) 
(Henseler, 2017). Additionally, we examine the multicollinearity between the 
items and the external validity (Henseler, 2017; Müller et al., 2018; Xu et al., 
2019). An overall model fit test can be applied to measure nomological validity, 
for example, the evaluation of the ‘standardized root mean squared residual’ 
(SRMR) (Henseler, 2017). The SRMR value shows that the model fit is good 
because the overall SRMR value is 0.642, which is below the recommended 
maximum value of 0.08; moreover, the overall value is close to the 95 percent 
quantile value of 0.0600 (HI95) and below the 99 percent quantile value of 0.0703 
(HI99), which also confirms the model fit (Henseler, 2017). As shown in Table 6, 
all items are relevant because the item weights are above 0.10 (Andreev et al., 
2009; Xu et al., 2019), and the t-statistics, which are calculated by bootstrapping 
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with 4,999 samples, show significance. Four items are deleted due to bad 
performance (compare to Appendix 4). Due to its content relevance, the item 
‘INNOCustomerAccept_2’ is seen as tolerable, despite its narrow significance, as 
dropping one indicator can make the construct miss some characteristics (Jarvis 
et al., 2003; Xu et al., 2019). To detect multicollinearity, we examine the variance 
inflation factor (VIF) (Peng & Lai, 2012; Xu et al., 2019). Table 6 shows that 
multicollinearity is not a problem because all VIF values are far below 3.3 
(Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2006; Xu et al., 2019). To check external validity, we 
test the model fit by calculating the R² values (Gefen et al., 2000). As they are all 
above 0.23, they support external validity (Xu et al., 2019). 
 

Table 6: Quality criteria for composite measures and results of PLS analysis 

 

 

To measure the quality of the reflective constructs, we calculate the Cronbach’s 
alpha, the composite reliability (CR), and the average variance extracted (AVE). As 
visualized in Table 7, Cronbach’s alpha is above the minimum acceptable value of 
0.7 (Nunnally, 1994). The composite reliability is higher than the recommended 
0.7 (Chin, 1998; Gefen et al., 2000). The convergent validity is proven by strong 
AVE values, which exceed 0.50 for all constructs (Chin, 1998; Fornell & Larcker, 
1981).  

To assess the impact of common method bias, we performed the following two 
statistical analyses: (1) Full collinearity test (Kock, 2015) and (2) a test with an 
unmeasured latent methods factor (Liang et al., 2007; Perols et al., 2013). Through 
the first analysis — the examination of the full collinearity test — the entire model 
can be considered as free of common method bias because all the VIFs (on the 
factor level) are below 3.3 (Kock, 2015). Secondly, we included in the analysis 

Composite name Items Item weight Item t-value Item VIF Path coefficients Path t-value Item Importance Path coefficients Path t-value Item Importance

INNO_MarketPot_1 0.568 1.863            1.623                  0.147 2.814                  0.083 -0.081 -1.415 -0.046

INNO_MarketPot_2 0.544 1.776            1.623                  0.147 2.814                  0.080 -0.081 -1,415 -0.046

INNO_BusiMod_1 0.739 6.254            1.204                  0.223 3.118                  0.165 -0.019 -0.247 -0.014

INNO_BusiMod_3 0.434 3.030            1.204                  0.223 3.118                  0.097 -0.019 -0.247 -0.008

INNO_CustomAccept_1 0.892 8.046            1.211                  0.026 0.360 0.023 0.207 2.834            0.185

INNO_CustomAccept_2 0.213 1.109           1.211                  0.026 0.360 0.005 0.207 2.834            0.044

INNO_CostBen_1 0.835 10.496          1.034                  0.130 1.730                  0.109 0.228 3.394            0.190

INNO_CostBen_3 0.419 3.412            1.034                  0.130 1.730                  0.055 0.228 3.394            0.096

INNO_PoC_1 0.608 4.544            1.098                  0.190 2.976                  0.116 0.289 5.094            0.176

INNO_PoC_2 0.633 4.636            1.098                  0.190 2.976                  0.121 0.289 5.094            0.183

Control variable Items Item loadings Item t-value Path coefficients Path t-value Path coefficients Path t-value

Control_Buying_StratCul_1 0.703 5.501            

Control_Buying_StratCul_2 0.880 6.501            

Control_Buying_StratCul_3 0.725 3.969            

Control_Buying_StratCul_4 0.623 4.605            

Control_Buying_StratCul_5 0.644 4.698            

Proof of concept

Product success

INNOVATIVENESS

Product success

COST

Innovation culture & 

strategy at innovative 

company

0.198 2.963                       0.082 1.179                

Cost / benefit 

analysis

Product success

INNOVATIVENESS

Product success

COST

Market potential

Business model

Customer acceptance
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model a common method factor whose indicators included all the principal 
constructs’ indicators and calculated each indicator’s variances substantively 
explained by the principal construct and by the method (Liang et al., 2007; Perols 
et al., 2013). The results demonstrate that most of the method factor loadings are 
insignificant and that the indicators’ substantive variances are substantially 
greater than their method variances (ratio 19:1). According to these results, we 
can conclude that common method bias is unlikely to be a serious concern (Liang 
et al., 2007; Perols et al., 2013). 

 
Table 7: Quality criteria for reflective measures 

 

 

The general research question of ‘which innovation evaluation criteria forecast 
innovation project success and can be used to execute innovation idea evaluation 
and selection at the beginning of the innovation management process?’ can 
clearly be answered because, as shown in Figure 20, the scores of all five criteria 
suggest that they are key drivers for innovation project success. In particular, the 
‘proof of concept’ has a very high and significant impact on both the 
innovativeness of the product and the product cost. To answer the specific 
research questions, we analyze the impact of the innovation idea evaluation 
criteria, namely, ‘market potential’, ‘influence on the business model’, ‘customer 
acceptance’, ‘cost/benefit analysis’, and ‘proof of concept’, on both ‘innovation 
product innovativeness’ and ‘innovation product cost’. ‘Innovation product 
innovativeness’ is highly positively influenced by ‘market potential,’ ‘influence on 
the business model’ and ‘proof of concept,’ whereas ‘cost/benefit analysis’ has 
only a little impact, and ‘customer acceptance’ is not significant at all. On the 
other hand, ‘innovation product cost’ is influenced only through ‘customer 
acceptance,’ ‘cost/benefit analysis’ and ‘proof of concept.’ 
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We test through the control variable of ‘innovation culture & strategy at the 
innovative company’ if the innovation culture and strategy of the executing 
company also impact innovation project success. As the results show, innovation 
culture and strategy have indeed a high positive influence on ‘innovation product 
innovativeness’ but do not influence ‘innovation product cost.’ 

Table 6 shows the detailed results, including the evaluated importance of each 
item, which is calculated by multiplying the item weight with the path coefficient. 
This analysis also shows that INNO_PoC_1 (the availability of a prototype) and 
INNO_PoC_2 (the expected time to market) are the two most essential items that 
have a high impact on both innovation product innovativeness and innovation 
product cost. 

 

 
Figure 20: Results of PLSc analysis 

 

To double-check these results, we additionally calculate a regression analysis with 
the help of SPSS software. The SPSS results are similar to the SmartPLS results, 
which overall confirms the findings explained above (the comparison of PLSc and 
OLS results is shown in Appendix 4).  

To further check the construct’s external validity, we perform a second analysis in 
the form of a multiple indicators multiple causes (MIMIC) model (Xu et al., 2019). 
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The MIMIC model was invented to test formative items with the help of an 
overarching, subjective reflective item (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2006; Jöreskog 
& Goldberger, 1975). In our MIMIC model, we use the composite items and test 
their fit by loading them into the single overarching reflective item, which we also 
query in the survey for each innovation idea evaluation criterion, in addition to 
each composite item. As shown in Figure 21, we build this model slightly 
differently by loading the composites directly into the overarching reflective 
single item. In this constellation, only the ‘influence on the business model’ 
performs better by becoming significant concerning ‘innovation product cost.’ 
The remaining model in the MIMIC configuration is seen as performing poorly 
because the R² values decrease noticeably for both dependent variables and 
because the construct of ‘customer acceptance’ becomes nonsignificant for both 
paths. For the composite item of ‘customer acceptance,’ it can be assumed that 
the composite question items work well, but the overarching reflective item 
seems to be a problem. Finally, the composite item of ‘market potential’ seems to 
be an issue for the interaction between the composite items and the reflective 
single item, as the question items do not describe the overarching single item at 
all. Furthermore, the composite item of ‘market potential’ has a significant 
relation to product innovativeness (Figure 20), and the overarching single item of 
‘market potential’ has a significant relation to ‘innovation product cost’ (Figure 
21). Both outcomes indicate that the question items related to ‘market potential’ 
seem to work but describe another criterion that has yet to be identified or named 
and that ‘market potential’ works as a criterion but also needs to be assigned 
other question items. 

 

 
Figure 21: Results of MIMIC model 
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5.5 Discussion and Conclusion: Five valid innovation evaluation criteria, more 
focus on project cost, and a sufficient, easy-to-use innovation evaluation tool 

In the discussion and conclusion section, the key findings of this study will be 
discussed, an overview of the managerial and research implications will be 
provided, and the limitations will be addressed. This study aims to empirically test 
which innovation idea-related criteria are valid indicators that forecast whether a 
future innovation project will have a high success probability. To do so, insights 
from the existing qualitative study of Goldberg and Schiele (2018) are used as the 
basis for this survey. Goldberg and Schiele (2018) recently introduced a practical 
innovation-oriented idea evaluation checklist derived from a World Café 
workshop. We decide to use their criteria because these criteria fit particularly 
well with our research, as they have been developed by purchasing, NPD, and 
innovation management staff to solve their own evaluation problems and those 
of other practitioners. Their checklist contains the following five main criteria for 
evaluating an innovative idea: the ‘market potential’, the ‘influence on the 
business model’ of the company, the expected ‘customer acceptance’, the 
‘cost/benefit analysis’, and the availability of a ‘proof of concept’ (Goldberg & 
Schiele, 2018). 

To test these criteria empirically, a survey is conducted in which 10,035 
purchasing, new product development, and innovation management experts are 
approached and asked to report their experiences regarding past innovation 
projects (innovations from or jointly developed with suppliers). Out of all the 
addressed people, 330 valid answers are received. 

The general research question of ‘which innovation evaluation criteria forecast 
innovation project success and can be used to execute innovation idea evaluation 
and selection at the beginning of the innovation management process?’ can 
clearly be answered, as the results show that all five tested criteria, namely, 
‘market potential’, ‘influence on the business model’, ‘customer acceptance’, 
‘cost/benefit analysis’ and ‘proof of concept’, are valid indicators for innovation 
project success. 

To evaluate which of the criteria has the highest impact on innovation project 
success, we calculate the f² values because the higher the f² values are, the more 
impact they have on the R² values, which in turn show how much the independent 
constructs explain the dependent variable. We calculate the f² values of each path 
connection and summarize both f² values of each supplier criterion. Additionally, 
we compare the rankings of the survey (f² values) with the expert weights from 
the qualitative study of Goldberg & Schiele (2018) to show how the results of the 
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survey support their results (the f² calculations and the comparison are shown in 
Table 8). Our study confirms the results of Goldberg & Schiele (2018) since it 
acknowledges that all five innovation evaluation criteria are valid success 
indicators for innovation project success. However, the qualitative study experts 
have almost the opposite opinion regarding the order of the importance of the 
criteria. From their perspective, the ‘market potential’ of an innovation idea has 
the highest impact on innovation project success, whereas the empirical survey 
results suggest that it has the lowest impact compared to the other four criteria. 
At the same time, the experts from the World Café indicate that the ‘proof of 
concept’ criterion has the lowest impact on innovation project success, while the 
participants of the survey have the opinion that the items behind the ‘proof of 
concept’ criteria are by far the most important. The importance of the other three 
criteria are more or less in line in both studies. 

 
Table 8: Comparison of innovation evaluation criteria impact; survey results vs. 
results from a qualitative study by Goldberg & Schiele (2018) 

 

 

To answer the two specific research questions, namely, ‘are the innovation idea 
evaluation criteria, namely, ‘market potential,’ ‘influence on the business model,’ 
‘customer acceptance’, ‘cost/benefit analysis’ and ‘proof of concept’, valid 
indicators for innovation project success regarding the product innovativeness?’ 
and ‘are the innovation idea evaluation criteria, namely, ‘market potential’, 
‘influence on the business model’, ‘customer acceptance’, ‘cost/benefit analysis’ 
and ‘proof of concept’, valid indicators for innovation project success regarding 
the product cost?’, a closer look at the individual results of the five evaluation 
criteria is needed. 

Corresponding to the interviewees, the two criteria ‘cost/benefit analysis’ and 
‘proof of concept’ positively influence both success dimensions, namely, 
innovativeness and product cost. The ‘cost/benefit analysis’ criterion mainly aims 
for the commercial success of an innovation and the financial success of the entire 
project. Therefore, it is plausible that if an innovation, even in the first evaluation, 

f² values
Product success

INNOVATIVENESS

Product success

COST

Sum

f² value 

Impact of criteria: 

Ranking after 

survey results

Experts weights from 

qualitative study of 

Goldberg & Schiele 

(2018)

Impact of criteria: 

Ranking after qualitative 

study of Goldberg & 

Schiele (2018)

Market potential 0.028 0.008 0.037 5 0.180 1
Business model 0.047 0.000 0.047 3 0.120 2

Customer acceptance 0.001 0.038 0.038 4 0.090 3

Cost / benefit analysis 0.015 0.046 0.061 2 0.090 3

Proof of concept 0.048 0.108 0.156 1 0.080 4
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shows a high potential to increase the sales volume and causes only low costs, its 
success probability is higher. According to Cooper (2019), it is crucial to focus on 
fewer development projects (relative to resources available), better projects, and 
obtaining the right mix of projects (Cooper, 2019). Generally, innovation costs are 
seen as key success criteria regarding the execution and implementation success 
of innovation projects because developing a new product is expensive and 
because of the risk of losing money through unsuccessful projects that are not 
stopped (or are stopped too late) (Chui, 2010; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1986; 
Lambooij & Koster, 2016; Lin & Chen, 2004; Millward & Lewis, 2005; Shenhar et 
al., 2020). The escalation prevention potential is seen as a success factor because 
it is the capability of an organization to stop or steer implementation processes 
that do not meet their expectations (Lambooij & Koster, 2016). As the results 
show, it is crucial to focus on innovation cost and not mainly on benefit criteria 
such as sales volume and profit, which describes one contribution of this study. 

The criterion ‘proof of concept’ has the highest impact on the entire innovation 
project success because it has a high positive and significant impact on both 
dependent success variables and has the highest accumulated f² value. In addition 
to performing an adequate innovation project selection, innovation 
implementation is another crucial aspect of the innovation process, and only 
approximately 40% of innovations have become launched successfully (Cooper, 
2019). As the ‘proof of concept’ criterion consists of the ‘availability of a 
prototype’ and of the ‘expected time to market,’ it is quite logical that it can 
encourage innovation project success because an available prototype and a short 
time to market make a fast development phase and a successful implementation 
more likely. Because, according to the literature, currently, the vast majority of 
innovations are provided by suppliers or are jointly developed with suppliers 
(Goldberg & Schiele, 2020; Pihlajamaa et al., 2017; Roberts, 2001; Schiele, Calvi, 
et al., 2012), the availability of prototypes and the innovation project execution 
quality, cost and speed also depend on them (Primo & Amundson, 2002). If 
companies want to gain access to the most promising supplier innovations or 
want to receive superior innovation project execution support, they must 
compete against other buying companies to receive preferred customer status 
from innovative suppliers (Schiele, 2012). Preferred customer status influences 
supplier behavioral intentions to the extent that suppliers reward selected 
customers with more favorable treatment (Hüttinger et al., 2012). The high 
impact of being a preferred customer is comprehensive, on the one hand, to 
receive especially innovative innovations and, on the other hand, to save cost 
through a fast and smooth innovation execution and implementation process 
(because a supplier offers more and better resources and more effort to a project 
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with a preferred customer). Thus, for organizations, it is important to choose not 
only the ‘right’ innovation ideas (which become commercially successful in the 
future) but also the ‘right’ suppliers (who offer proper project execution) to avoid 
innovation project risk and failure (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018). 

According to the interviewees, the two criteria of ‘market potential’ and ‘influence 
on the business model’ only positively impact the product success regarding 
innovativeness. That seems quite comprehensible; if it is anticipated that an 
innovative product or a service is supposed to have a high ‘market potential’ and 
a vast ‘influence on the business model,’ it has to be exceptional by either building 
upon the positive voice of the customer or by delivering unique benefits or a 
unique value proposition, both of which are unambiguously seen as innovation 
success indicators (Cooper, 2019; Lambooij & Koster, 2016). Furthermore, 
according to Noh et al. (2018), market‐related factors (e.g., market potential) 
seem to be the most significant factors for the future commercial success of an 
innovation (Noh et al., 2018). 

Contrary to the abovementioned two criteria, ‘customer acceptance’ only 
positively impacts the innovation cost, which implies that innovations that are 
very attractive to customers cause lower costs for the buying company. The 
consumer’s commitment to a brand name or to a specific company is perceived 
as an important success factor regarding customer acceptance of innovative 
products; especially in uncertain environments, trust between consumers and 
innovators is crucial for attaining innovation success (Eng & Quaia, 2009; 
Ensminger & Surry, 2008; Iliopoulos et al., 2012). This implies that for such 
innovations that are attractive to the customer, the market launch and marketing 
costs are relatively low. It could also imply that because innovations that provide 
a good cost/benefit ratio to customers and are very attractive are supposed to sell 
well, product cost can thus become optimized due to volume effects. 

Assuming that all five evaluation criteria are valid indicators for innovation 
success, it is another interesting finding that different evaluation criteria are 
suitable either for cost-sensitive innovations or for highly innovative innovations. 
Whereas ‘cost/benefit analysis’ and ‘proof of concept’ can be used in all cases, it 
is suggested to focus on the scores for ‘market potential’ and ‘influence on the 
business model’ to evaluate the potential success regarding innovativeness and 
to focus on the score of ‘customer acceptance’ for more economical innovations. 

If considering the MIMIC model, in which each composite's items are loaded on 
the particular reflective overarching single item, the results vary slightly (Figure 
21 and Appendix 4). In the MIMIC model, the ‘influence on the current business 
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model’ criterion additionally shows a significant positive effect on the innovation 
cost; in addition, the situation for the ‘market potential’ even turns around, as it 
shows a significant positive impact on the innovation cost but no longer a 
significant effect on the product innovativeness (Figure 21). Furthermore, the 
‘customer acceptance’ criterion in the MIMIC model no longer shows any 
significant effect on the dependent variables (Figure 21). As an interpretation, we 
propose that the overall estimation of the interviewees regarding how high the 
influence of the innovation idea on the existing business model is (which is 
included in the overarching single item) bring about better results than does an 
evaluation based on the composite items, which means that the question items 
of the composite items have to be improved. This situation is reversed for the 
composite item ‘customer acceptance,’ for which the items seem to fit very well 
and explain the content of the composite (as indicated by the strong path loading 
and R² value from the composite item to the overarching single item); however, 
the path loadings from the single item to the dependent variables are very weak 
and show nonsignificance. Hence, we assume that the items of the composite 
‘customer acceptance’ from the survey are quite good, but the overall estimation 
of the interviewees on the expected customer acceptance, which is included in 
the overarching single item, is weak. Finally, the MIMIC constellation of the 
‘market potential’ criterion shows interesting results, as the items of the 
composite (which show a significant positive effect on the product 
innovativeness; compare Figure 20) do not fit at all and do not explain the content 
of the composite, whereas the overarching single item has a positive significant 
effect but only on the innovation cost. Our interpretation of this issue is that the 
two items of INNO_MarketPot_1 and INNO_MarketPot_2 do not represent the 
composite ‘market potential’ but (as the positive performance in Figure 20 shows) 
rather another one, which has to be named something different—probably 
‘market position’—due to the content of the two items (compare Appendix 4). In 
addition, the ‘market potential’ could be measured separately to forecast the 
innovation cost success. 

In addition to the innovation idea evaluation criteria taken from the qualitative 
study of Goldberg & Schiele (2018), we also test through the control variable of 
‘innovation culture & strategy’ the impact of the executing company's innovation 
culture and strategy on the innovation project success. The result shows that 
innovation culture and strategy indeed have a strong positive influence on 
‘innovation product innovativeness’ but do not have an influence on ‘innovation 
product cost.’ This seems plausible because if the personnel of the innovation 
executing company perform well or are exceptionally creative, then it can also be 
anticipated that the probability of success is higher as with personnel that 
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performs only in a standard manner. To exploit innovation success factors within 
organizations, innovation management requires the involvement of persons who 
commit themselves to the new product or process ideas with enthusiasm and self-
motivation (Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2001). According to Hauschildt (2003), the 
ability to promote an innovation within the innovation process is the most crucial 
success factor for innovation execution (Hauschildt, 2003). Promotor theory is 
based on the assumptions that innovations are faced with different kinds of 
barriers and that different promotor roles—played by different persons who 
specialized in these roles—are needed to overcome them (Hauschildt & 
Kirchmann, 2001; Rese et al., 2013). The promotor model contains four 
specialized promotor roles—the expert promotor (sometimes called the 
technology promotor), the power promotor, the process promotor, and the 
relationship promotor—who can act independently from each other promotor 
teams (Hauschildt, 2003). Furthermore, that result supports the need to add a 
further dimension to the innovation evaluation, namely, evaluating the qualities 
of the executing company itself. The selection of the most promising innovation 
idea or the involvement of the supplier is important not only for proper project 
execution but also for the performance of the organization (Cooper, 2019; 
Johnsen, 2009). 

To determine if there are any groups within the sample that show different results 
regarding the importance of the five innovation evaluation criteria in relation to 
innovation project success, we conduct a multigroup analysis (MGA) with the help 
of SmartPLS3’s MGA algorithm (Ringle et al., 2015). Through this analysis of the 
results and especially of the path coefficients, the two groups are compared. We 
come upon two interesting insights: 

3. First, we compare the dataset of purchasers (n=202) with the dataset of R&D 
staff (n=62) and find that there is a significant difference in the relation 
between the ‘influence on the business model’ and ‘innovation product cost’ 
between these groups. According to the R&D staff, an innovation that 
changes the business model of a firm considerably has a high negative impact 
on innovation cost, which makes it expensive for the executing company 
(path coefficient = -0.374). Buyers do not have that opinion; instead, they 
mark that the ‘influence on the business model’ has rather no effect on 
‘innovation product cost’ (path coefficient = 0.021). This result is 
comprehensible because purchasers (who have, due to their daily business, a 
high level of experience in analyzing cost structures and engaging in 
negotiations) imply that an innovation does not have to be expensive only 
due to its level of newness. 
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4. Second, we form two groups according to gender and differentiated females 
(n=41) and males (n=226). The male group indicates that the ‘proof of 
concept’ criterion and the two underlying aspects—‘existence of a prototype’ 
and ‘time to market’—have a high positive impact on the cost-related success 
of an innovation project (path coefficient = 0.336). However, the group of 
females report that the ‘proof of concept’ criterion had no impact on cost-
based innovation success (path coefficient = -0.008). This result suggests that 
men imply that doing a fast project (faster, most likely due to an existing 
prototype and probably a short time to market) causes lower innovation 
project costs, probably due to the shorter timescale of the project, whereas 
women indicate that doing a faster project has no impact on the innovation 
project cost, perhaps due to the estimation that gaining more project speed 
could also mean investing more budget resources. However, it must be 
remarked that the small female sample size highlights the exploratory 
character of these results. 

 

5.5.1 Managerial implication: Easy-to-use innovation evaluation tool (including 
top-5-item evaluation shortlist) and the need for cross-functional innovation 
evaluation  

The results of this analysis provide several guidelines to help managers and 
project teams evaluate future innovation projects and to select the most 
promising ones. First, this study shows that assessing an innovation idea’s quality 
can help forecast the overall success probability of an innovation project. 
However, the results further suggest that regarding product innovativeness and 
innovation product cost, different evaluation criteria should be focused on. In 
addition to ‘cost/benefit analysis’ and ‘proof of concept,’ which are 
comprehensively valid, it is suggested to focus on the scores for ‘market potential’ 
and ‘influence on the business model’ to evaluate the potential success regarding 
innovativeness and to focus on the score of ‘customer acceptance’ for more 
economical innovations. 

Regarding the operative evaluation execution, we recommend using the five 
criteria and subitems that are confirmed and contained in this paper to assess 
innovative ideas (Figure 22). Furthermore, we suggest putting the criteria and the 
underlying questions, together with the detected weights, into an innovation 
evaluation checklist to be able to calculate scores for each innovation idea and 
compare the innovation scores against each other or against a within-company 
predefined minimum score (compare Figure 22). In addition, if, for example, the 
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evaluation time is limited or the project volume is not that high, we propose 
shortening the evaluation by only asking the most important, top five items from 
the evaluation list to receive a quick but also meaningful result (see Figure 22). 
Moreover, we conclude from the MGA analysis results that one should execute 
the innovation evaluation cross-functionally (e.g., R&D, purchasing, finance, and 
marketing together). For example, purchasing employees usually have high levels 
of experience with cost structures and not only regarding negotiation strategies, 
which may make it possible to discover the cost potential of an innovation project 
in a very early product evaluation phase. 

 

 
Figure 22: Adjusted innovation evaluation checklist  

 
5.5.2 Research implication: The renewal of the evaluation and selection process 
for innovations is needed 

Despite the existence of several innovation evaluation methods, the large 
majority of innovation projects still seem to fail (Cooper, 2017a; Dillon & Lafley, 
2011; Kinney, 2007). Research indicates that innovation assessment in practice is 
either badly executed or nonexistent, which is explained in recent literature by 
the fact that the existing tools are not sufficient because they either lack 
evaluation criteria or contain the wrong criteria, they are not considered as easy-
to-use, and they are too time-consuming (Cooper, 2019; De Waal & Knott, 2019; 
Winter & Lasch, 2016). This study contributes to the existing literature by offering 
solutions for the abovementioned problems by providing tested, cross-
dimensional innovation evaluation criteria and an easy-to-use evaluation tool to 
execute the innovation assessment and selection at the front end of the 
innovation management process. 
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Regarding the evaluation criteria and the definition of innovation success, this 
study tries to provide a sufficient approach by focusing especially on innovation 
cost because while this criterion is seen as a critical innovation success criterion 
in the literature, it seems to be underrepresented in existing evaluation tools or 
scorecard approaches (Chui, 2010; Cooper & Edgett, 2006; Cooper & 
Kleinschmidt, 1986; Millward & Lewis, 2005; Ozer, 2005b; Shenhar et al., 2020). 
The importance of innovation cost is recognized in this study in two ways, i.e., by 
showing that a cost/benefit analysis is one of the five most important evaluation 
criteria and by analyzing the impact of all five tested evaluation criteria on 
innovation product cost in general. 

About the evaluation tool, first, the five qualitatively developed innovation 
evaluation criteria have been confirmed. Second, the question items have been 
optimized by deleting those that showed bad statistical analysis results. Third and 
finally, the qualitatively developed criteria weights have been replaced with the 
empirically developed f² value rankings. 

Furthermore, this piece of research also shows that the qualitative World Café 
method, which was originally created by Brown and Isaacs (2005) (Brown & Isaacs, 
2005) and can be regarded as a specialized form of the conventional focus-group 
approach (Brennan & Ritch, 2010), seems to provide valid result indications. That 
is achieved because all five innovation evaluation criteria from of the paper of 
Goldberg & Schiele (2018), which have been developed through a World Café 
workshop, are confirmed by the analyses conducted in this study. 

Furthermore, innovation research in the future might focus more on the different 
dimensions of the evaluation and selection process for innovations because 
assessing innovation idea quality seems to be only one facet of the needed 
analysis. The performance of the executing company and the supplier quality (in 
case of an innovation provided by a supplier) seem to be underrepresented or 
even neglected such evaluation thus far (Goldberg & Schiele, 2018; Johnsen, 2009; 
Winter & Lasch, 2016). To optimize the executing company's performance, for 
example, the promotor model could be applied to encourage innovation success 
(Hauschildt, 2003). Moreover, Shenhar et al. (2020) suggest combining innovation 
management and project management approaches to optimize efforts in a 
combined process and to prevent failures due to gaps between an innovative 
initiative and its pertinent management style (Shenhar et al., 2020). 
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5.5.3 Conclusion and outlook 

In summary, the following four principal contributions emerge from this research: 

1. The five cross-disciplinary innovation evaluation criteria, namely, 
‘market potential’, ‘influence on the business model’, ‘customer 
acceptance’, ‘cost/benefit analysis’, and ‘proof of concept’, are 
presented as valid indicators for innovation project success. They are 
supposed to be sufficient because they were taken from the practical 
examination of Goldberg and Schiele (2018), practitioners developed 
them for practitioners to help solve their NPD assessment tasks and 
because they have been empirically tested and sharpened throughout 
this study. 

2. Second, the five evaluation criteria and underlying question items are 
combined into an easy-to-use innovation evaluation tool. The checklist is 
easy to use for practitioners because it consists of ten incisive questions, 
each of which contain example phrases to make the use even easier; in 
addition, the possibility exists of making a short evaluation using only the 
top 5 questions if the available time is limited. 

3. Although project costs are seen as one of the most crucial factors 
regarding the execution and implementation of innovation projects 
(Chui, 2010; Lin & Chen, 2004; Millward & Lewis, 2005; Shenhar et al., 
2020), current innovation evaluation tools focus on them either 
marginally or not at all (Cooper & Edgett, 2006; Ozer, 2005b). Therefore, 
this study contributes to research by adding the innovation cost focus to 
the evaluation procedure. The importance of innovation cost is 
recognized in two ways, namely, by showing that a cost/benefit analysis 
is one of the five most important evaluation criteria and by analyzing the 
impact of all five tested evaluation criteria on innovation product cost in 
general. 

4. Regarding innovation evaluation execution, it is suggested to assess 
product innovativeness and innovation product costs through different 
evaluation criteria. In addition to ‘cost/benefit analysis’ and ‘proof of 
concept,’ which are comprehensively valid, it is suggested to focus on the 
scores for ‘market potential’ and ‘influence on the business model’ to 
evaluate the potential success regarding innovativeness and to focus on 
the score of ‘customer acceptance’ to identify more economical 
innovations. 
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In addition to the results discussed above, there are some limitations associated 
with this study. As shown in the results, most of the independent construct items 
(from the ‘innovation evaluation checklist’) perform very well regarding statistical 
quality criteria. However, four items with a bad performance—an item weight 
lower than 0.1 and a very low t-value—had to be deleted (Appendix 4). For the 
two items of ‘INNO_BusiMod_2’ and ‘INNO_CostBen_2’, we propose that their 
poor performance results from the fact that the questions contain a reversed 
formulation, but the example phrases (guidelines for high or low scores on the 5-
point Likert scale) are not reversed. Therefore, we imply that some of the survey 
participants may have overlooked these differences, which could explain their 
poor performance. To fix this problem and for probable future surveys, it would 
likely be useful to “unreverse” these two formulations and test them again. As the 
results of the MIMIC model show, the items of the composite item ‘market 
potential’ seem to not describe the characteristics of the composite construct at 
all, whereas the construct itself seems to perform well, as the MIMIC analysis with 
overarching single items shows. To fix this problem, it would likely be useful to 
have another expert workshop to discuss the results and perhaps find alternative 
items to describe the ‘market potential’ and to discuss the reuse of the items and 
allocate them to another new composite that can be described better through the 
item content. For another expert workshop, it may also be helpful to execute 
another literature review and also check studies regarding ‘risk evaluation’ and 
‘risk assessment’ (not only studies regarding innovation evaluation, assessment, 
or selection, as it was the basis for this article) to develop further input (further 
innovation evaluation criteria and items) as a discussion basis. This is seen as 
useful because the paper of Keizer et al. (2002), which was mentioned in the 
theory section, showed that ‘risk evaluation’ and ‘innovation evaluation’ 
literature shows intersections.  

Regarding the ‘customer acceptance’ criterion, especially the bad performance of 
the MIMIC model, the overarching single item is loaded on the two success 
dimensions and shows no significant results at all. Hence, we assume that the 
overall estimation of the interviewees on the expected customer acceptance, 
which is included in the overarching single item, is weak. This can probably be 
changed by including, e.g., marketing people in the next survey to evaluate these 
criteria because they most likely have a deeper understanding of customers and 
customer acceptance than do NPD and purchasing staff. 

Moreover, the survey asks for information about the dependent and independent 
variables simultaneously and from the same people; thus, correlation can be 
determined, but causality cannot. To prove causality, a longitudinal study could 
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be conducted as a next research step. Furthermore, in this survey, only supplier-
generated or codeveloped innovations are observed. To test whether the 
innovation assessment criteria also fit in regard to internally generated innovation 
ideas, a second survey should be conducted, and the results should be compared 
to the results of this study. Since this study’s focus is mainly on the evaluation of 
innovative ideas and on the providence of a ready-to-use evaluation tool, the 
buying company’s project execution ability should also be more carefully 
explored, as well as the quality of the supplier (in case it is not an internally 
generated innovation). Finally, it would be interesting to compare which factor 
affects innovation project success the most, i.e., the innovation idea quality, the 
performance of the supplier, or the buying company's performance. 
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CHAPTER 6: BOOSTING SUPPLIER INNOVATIONS BY 

IMPLEMENTING NEW PROMOTOR ROLES 

 

 

Abstract 
Successfully implemented innovations in firms often benefit from a set of corporate 
actors who promote such innovations. This is the essence of promotor theory. 
However, this theory was designed almost five decades ago, when most 
innovations were still generated internally in a firm’s laboratory. In most cases 
today, suppliers external to the firm play a crucial role in implementing innovations. 
The question thus arises: do such externally generated innovations actually require 
the buying firm to have a set of promotors of its own? Relying on a benchmark and 
the World Café method, our research concludes that a new set of promotors 
tailored to supplier innovation is needed: (1) the supplier vision promotor, (2) the 
customer promotor, and (3) a diplomatic promotor. Establishing a dedicated team 
of promotors may be key to boosting innovations coming from suppliers. 
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Innovation promotor; Innovation champion; Supplier innovation; Innovation 
implementation 
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6.1 Introduction: Obsolescence of the classic inward-looking promotor model  

Innovations are defined as successfully implemented ideas that are new to an 
organization at the time of adoption and pertain to a product, system, process, 
policy, program, or service (Damanpour, 1987). Effective management of the NPD 
(new product development) process from the product idea to launch is crucial to 
ensure that organizations survive and prosper. Following Cooper, there are two 
main challenges in the innovation management process—selecting the most vital 
innovation ideas and implementing effective process management (Cooper, 2019; 
Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1987b). To ensure effective process management and 
overcome barriers and resistance within the organization, the innovation process 
has to be promoted (Goduscheit, 2014). Hauschildt identified the use of 
innovation promotors as the most critical factor for success in innovation project 
execution (Hauschildt, 2003). He distinguishes three kinds of promotors: the 
expert promotor (also called the technology promotor) who has specific project-
related expertise; the process promotor who has organizational know-how; and 
the power promotor who brings hierarchical power into action (Hauschildt, 2003). 
Gemünden expanded this trio by adding the relationship promotor, who uses 
social competencies to push innovation forward (Gemünden & Walter, 1999). 

Another crucial aspect in relation to innovation project execution and innovation 
implementation is supplier involvement. Today, due to increasing competitive 
pressure, companies are forced to increasingly rely on supplier cooperation 
(Koufteros et al., 2010; Wagner, 2012) and on innovations from and developed in 
cooperation with their suppliers (Dekkers et al., 2013). Supplier cooperation 
within the NPD process provides various benefits, e.g., a shorter time to market, 
higher product quality, lower project costs, and a higher production speed (Primo 
& Amundson, 2002). 

Although most innovations are currently provided by suppliers (Roberts, 2001), a 
literature review shows that existing innovation execution and implementation 
methods, such as the use of promotor models or roles, are mainly focused on 
internally developed innovations. In fact, prior research on innovation promotors 
has primarily focused on internal innovation, whereas external knowledge 
exploitation has been largely neglected (Lichtenthaler & Ernst, 2009), and the role 
of innovation promotors in inter-organizational innovation projects has not been 
scrutinized (Goduscheit, 2014). The only promotor that touches the boundary 
between the buying company and the outside world is the relationship promotor, 
who is oriented towards customers and other external actors (Goduscheit, 2014). 
Nevertheless, this relationship promotor only helps the company to obtain more 
knowledge to improve its internal innovations and promote internal innovations 
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to external stakeholders. The relationship promotor does not focus explicitly on 
supplier innovations or on how to promote them in the buying company. Another 
unanswered question in innovation promotor research is whether the promotor 
roles should become officialized or implemented as informal roles in formal 
positions (e.g., the “innovation manager”) and, if so, how this should be done 
(Maier, Rück, & Brem, 2017). 

This study aims to close the described research gap by evaluating whether the 
existing innovation promotors are still valid for supplier innovations or whether 
adjustments need to be made—or even whether new promotor roles need to be 
introduced—to meet the needs and characteristics of supplier innovations. 
Moreover, suggestions are provided for whether and in which formal positions 
future innovation promotor roles that promote supplier innovations could be 
integrated. 
The following theory section presents a short overview of the existing innovation 
promotor and champion models and explains the role of the supplier in the NPD 
process. The subsequent section presents the method and analysis used in this 
study. Benchmarking research was conducted to evaluate whether there are any 
best practices regarding promotors for supplier innovations in the industries. The 
participants were purchasing and innovation management experts from 16 leading 
companies located in Germany. Analyzing the results revealed that most of the case 
companies do not use explicit innovation promotors and do not use special 
methods to handle supplier innovations. To further discuss the found results, a 
World Café method was used as a second technique. The World Café method, 
which was created by Brown and Isaacs (Brown & Isaacs, 2005), can be regarded as 
a specialized form of the conventional focus group approach (Brennan & Ritch, 
2010). Through two combined World Café workshops, the participants—half of 
whom had participated in the benchmarking exercise and half of whom were newly 
recruited to complete and balance the sample—designed three new promotor 
roles. The three developed promotor roles with the highest ratings were as follows: 
(1) the supplier vision promotor, (2) the customer promotor, and (3) a diplomatic 
promotor. In the second World Café workshop, the participants formulated “job 
descriptions” for the new innovation promotors containing the proposed main 
tasks and personal characteristics of the promotors. Through these results, the 
paper contributes to the innovation management literature by expanding and 
empowering the established promotor theory by adding new supplier innovation-
focused promotor roles. The article ends with a discussion and conclusion section 
in which the results and contributions are discussed, and further considerations, 
limitations, and complementary ideas are presented. 
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6.2 Theory: The innovation process and the new relevance of supplier 
involvement 

6.2.1 Innovation champions and innovation promotors in the NPD process 

There are several NPD and innovation management approaches for developing 
and handling different kinds of innovations within a company. Typically, 
sequential, multistep processes are used to select and implement innovations. For 
instance, Lynn et al. describe a conventional NPD process as occurring through 
idea generation, idea screening, innovation development, testing, and new 
product launch (Lynn et al., 1996; Williams & McGuire, 2010). Cooper (2019) 
identified 20 success factors that drive NPD success. The 20 factors can be divided 
into three categories: individual innovation-related factors (e.g., the added value 
of the innovation as perceived by the users), organizational and strategic 
company-related factors (e.g., management commitment or the organizational 
culture), and systems and methods that the firm has in place for managing NPD 
(e.g., gating systems or agile development approaches) (Cooper, 2019). 

To exploit these success factors within organizations and to implement and launch 
innovations successfully, using a model of innovation champions or innovation 
promotors is one common operationalization strategy (Hauschildt, 2003). In the 
following section, both approaches - the innovation champion and the innovation 
promotors - will be described in detail.  

First, the innovation champion model, introduced by Donald Schon (1963), can be 
defined as a concept in which a single, outstanding person positively influences 
the success of an innovation project within an organization through, e.g., 
hierarchical power, technical and economic expert knowledge (Maier et al., 2017; 
Rost, Hölzle, & Gemünden, 2007; Schon, 1963). The innovation champion is 
characterized by being passionate about a particular innovation project and 
having the necessary competence and endurance to overcome barriers and 
resistance to support the innovation implementation (Schültz, 2014). Special 
success characteristics of a person who takes over an innovation champion's 
informal role are expertise, credibility, planning skills, networking skills, 
sensitivity, objectivity, tenacity, decisiveness, assertiveness, and confidence 
(Buswick, 1990). The champion concept is presented as a monopersonal concept 
in which the success or failure of the innovation process is attributed to one single 
person (Gemünden et al., 2007). 

Second, applying the promotor theory is a strategy to support the implementation 
of innovations by using several innovation promotors. In contrast to the 
innovation champion approach, which is a monopersonal concept, the promotor 
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model consists of a team of up to four dedicated innovation promotors (Rese et 
al., 2013). Innovation promotors are persons who commit themselves with 
enthusiasm and self-motivation to a new product or innovative idea and therefore 
take over the informal role to promote this innovative idea or new product and 
lead it to a successful implementation (Gemünden et al., 2007; Hauschildt & 
Kirchmann, 2001). 

 

Definition of the term “role” 

From a sociological perspective, a “role” is defined as the sum of expectations of 
a person’s social behavior, a socially provided pattern of behavior that can or must 
be performed in certain situations (Meyer, 1998). From an organizational or 
business-related perspective, a role can be described as an informal set of 
expectations for the actions an employee takes to perform various functions 
(Daft, 2003; Elkins, 2019). In comparison, a “function” is more formal and 
generally defined as an employee's responsibilities, including the key duties listed 
in a job description (Daft, 2003; Elkins, 2019).  

 

The Promotor theory was developed by Witte (1977), Chakrabarti and Hauschildt 
(1989), Walter and Gemünden (2000), and Hauschildt and Kirchmann (2001) and 
is based on the assumptions that innovations are faced with different kinds of 
barriers and that different promotor roles—played by different persons who 
specialize in these roles—are needed to overcome them (Chakrabarti & 
Hauschildt, 1989; Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2001; Rese et al., 2013; Walter & 
Gemünden, 2000; Witte, 1977). The promotor roles are defined by the type of 
barriers they help overcome, the kind of power bases on which their influence is 
grounded, and their specific type of behavior. (Gemünden et al., 2007; Rese et al., 
2013). 

Figure 23 shows the promotor model, which contains four specialized promotor 
roles—the expert promotor (sometimes called the technology promotor), the 
power promotor, the process promotor, and the relationship promotor that can 
act independently from each other or in promotor teams (Gemünden & Walter, 
1999; Hauschildt, 2003). 

The core of a promotor team is formed by the power and the expert promotor 
(Schültz, 2014; Witte, 1977). The expert promotor brings specific technical 
knowledge to the innovation process, searches for new information, generates 
new alternatives, and assesses existing solutions (Hauschildt, 2003; Hauschildt & 
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Kirchmann, 2001). The primary activities of the expert promotor are using his or 
her expert knowledge to make technical design contributions to the innovation 
(Rese et al., 2013; Rothwell et al., 1974) and to help overcome barriers of ability 
and of “not knowing” the innovation (Gemünden et al., 2007). The power 
promotor uses hierarchical power to shield the innovation from opposition, 
formats goals, defines the problem and confirms the strategic fit (Hauschildt, 
2003; Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2001). The power-promoting role is mostly 
inhabited by a highly committed senior manager in order to overcome barriers 
such as “not wanting” to implement an innovation within the company 
(Gemünden et al., 2007; Rese et al., 2013). 

 

 
Figure 23: The promotor model 

 

The core team becomes a “troika” when the process promotor is introduced 
(Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2001). The process promotor, usually a committed 
middle manager, helps overcome bureaucratic and internal administrative 
barriers by employing an internal organizational network, performing project and 
interface management, and providing information about resources (Gemünden 
et al., 2007; Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2001; Rese et al., 2013). 
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Finally, Gemünden and Walter introduced a fourth promotor, the relationship 
promotor. They noted that an increasing number of innovations require 
cooperation with external partners in the value chain, i.e., with customers or 
suppliers (Gemünden & Walter, 1999; Hauschildt, 2003). The relationship 
promotor plans and controls cooperation with these external partners through 
the execution of the innovation project and promotes the flow of information 
(Kirchmann, 1994; Schültz, 2014). The relationship promotor has strong personal 
ties, especially outside the organization, and helps to overcome barriers related 
to not knowing external partners and not being able or willing to communicate 
with them (Gemünden et al., 2007). 

Even though the existence of innovation promotors (and innovation champions) 
seems to be a crucial success factor for innovation execution (Hauschildt, 2003), 
it is surprising that in most companies, these positions are either nonexistent or 
exist only on a strictly informal level (Howell, Shea, & Higgins, 2005; Maier et al., 
2017). That means that there is no official “innovation promotor” function in 
these companies, but someone takes over the informal role. 

 
6.2.2 Supplier involvement in the new product development process 

As the literature shows, crucial success and blockade factors for innovation 
project realization and implementation result not only from inside an organization 
but also from collaboration with external stakeholders (Goldberg & Schiele, 2020; 
Lambooij & Koster, 2016; Yoo et al., 2015). The most important external 
stakeholders in innovation project execution within a buying company are 
suppliers because buying companies receive the most innovations from them 
(Dekkers et al., 2013). The demand for an ever shorter time to market and the 
high and specific technological knowledge needed to develop new products force 
firms to increasingly rely on supplier cooperation (Hong et al., 2011; Koufteros et 
al., 2010; Wagner, 2012). Several studies show that supplier cooperation in the 
NPD process may provide benefits, e.g., a shorter time to market (Ragatz et al., 
2002), higher product quality, or lower project costs and time (Primo & 
Amundson, 2002). To obtain a greater competitive advantage through supplier 
cooperation, many companies are adopting ESI (early supplier integration), which 
is defined as vertical cooperation in which companies involve suppliers at an early 
stage in the NPD process (Bidault, Despres, & Butler, 1998; Hoegl & Wagner, 
2005). A supplier's contribution (e.g., through skills, resources, and talents) can 
constitute a significant advantage in the product development process (He, Keung 
Lai, Sun, & Chen, 2014). ESI plays a key role, particularly in terms of increasing the 
innovative strength of a buying company and the capability of innovation project 
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execution (Fitjar & Rodríguez-Pose, 2013; M. Song & Thieme, 2009; Un et al., 
2010). 

In addition to pointing out the necessity of including suppliers in the NPD process, 
innovation research connects the success of inter-organizational innovation 
projects to the existence of transformational leaders, champions, and promotors 
(Fichter, 2009; Rese et al., 2013). However, it appears that the mainly internally 
oriented promotor and champion models do not fit all kinds of innovations 
(Gemünden et al., 2007). More precisely (compare with figure 23), the power, 
expert, and process promotors are all designed to be intra-organizational actors. 
Only the relationship promotor, who is oriented towards customers and other 
external actors, touches the organization's boundaries (Goduscheit, 2014; Rost et 
al., 2007). 

However, although the introduction of the relationship promotor shows a 
growing focus on the environment and external partners of a company 
(Gemünden et al., 2007), the classic promotor theory, which was introduced more 
than 45 years ago, no longer fits today’s situation, particularly given the 
observation that currently, the majority of innovations are provided by suppliers 
(Dekkers et al., 2013; Schiele, 2010). Who in a firm is promoting suppliers who are 
performing their new role in innovation? The literature notes that although the 
relationship promotor should be used as a boundary spanner, e.g., for tasks such 
as importing external knowledge (Gemünden et al., 2007), existing studies focus 
only on how to promote internal innovation (through internal and perhaps 
external support) and neglect the promotion of external supplier innovations 
within the buying company and through the processes of the buying company 
(Lichtenthaler & Ernst, 2009). However, our detailed literature review did not find 
any studies on the promotion of supplier innovations within a buying company. 
Therefore, this study aims to close this gap and evaluate whether the existing 
innovation promotor roles are still sufficient for dealing with supplier innovations, 
whether adjustments must be made, or even whether new promotor roles need 
to be introduced. 
 

6.3 Research methodology: Benchmarking & World Café 

A benchmarking analysis was conducted to evaluate whether the existing promotor 
roles are still adequate and whether there are any best practices regarding 
promotor use for supplier innovations in the relevant industries. Benchmarking is 
defined as the search for best practices in a particular field or concerning a specific 
topic, the implementation of which will assist in achieving superior performance 
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(Camp, 1989). Three types of benchmarking can be distinguished: process 
benchmarking (which this paper applied), product or service benchmarking, and 
strategic benchmarking (Drew, 1997). This benchmarking study aimed to evaluate 
the existing best practices in relation to the company’s internal use of innovation 
promotors for support, the project execution, and the implementation of supplier-
proposed innovations. 

To discuss the results further and create new solutions, a second technique—a 
World Café workshop—was used. The World Café method was developed by 
Brown and Isaacs (Brown & Isaacs, 2005) and can be regarded as a specialized form 
of the conventional focus group approach (Brennan & Ritch, 2010). According to 
Schieffer et al., the key purpose of a World Café workshop is to work and think 
within a group and hence to innovate collaboratively (Schieffer et al., 2004). It is a 
user-friendly method due to the following characteristics. The participants divide 
themselves into small groups that come together at different tables. At each desk, 
one particular aspect of the research problem is discussed with a moderator's help, 
who hosts the debate (Hüttinger et al., 2014). After a predefined period of time 
(usually 20-45 minutes), the participants are requested to change tables. They can 
freely choose the table for the next round but may not return to any table where 
they have already participated. Consequently, each discussion round brings 
together a new group in a new formation. At the beginning of each round, the 
moderator shares and summarizes the previous discussion points. This process is 
repeated until each participant has contributed to every discussion topic (Hüttinger 
et al., 2014). At the end, each moderator summarizes the results of his table and 
presents them to the plenum. Frequently, the final step is an evaluation round in 
which the participants walk around and review the list of results at each table. They 
rate the aspects at each table with the help of “stickers.” In doing so, a ranking of 
the aspects emerges at each table. The more “stickers” an aspect receives, the 
more important it is in the eyes of the participants. 

 

6.4 Analysis: Limited formalization and the need for new promotor roles 

All benchmarking participants were interviewed using a detailed questionnaire to 
analyze whether their company uses the promotor model of Witte, Hauschildt, and 
Gemünden (power promotor, expert promotor, process promotor, and 
relationship promotor) or models of other innovation champions (Hauschildt, 2003; 
Rost et al., 2007). 
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Sixteen companies participated in the benchmarking (out of 73 invited companies). 
The participants were experts from various leading companies located in Germany. 
The goal was to devise a participant set-up that was as diverse as possible. 
Therefore, companies of different sizes and from different business sectors were 
selected. Eight large companies were selected because they are well-known global 
players, and eight smaller ones were selected because of their innovation power. 
The company representatives were purchasing managers, innovation managers, or 
NPD process managers. The benchmarking results are summarized in figure 24. 

When asked whether they use promotors in innovation projects, 35% of the case 
companies answered that they do not have specific persons who act as a promotor, 
and another 17% of the companies said that some employees take over the role of 
a promotor in addition to their main responsibility and profession. The majority of 
the 48% of the case companies that use promotors said that it is most efficient to 
use a combination of different promotor roles. Additionally, 52% of these 
companies said that the explicit use of promotors brings significant advantages to 
the company (25% said that there is no advantage gained by using promotors, and 
23% did not track the use of promotors and were unable to give a statement). 

 

 
Figure 24: Results of the benchmarking analysis 
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Analyzing the benchmarking results revealed that none of the companies use 
formalized promotor functions, and only 48% of the case companies employ people 
who focus on the promotor role. The observation that more than half of the 
companies do not use explicit promotors substantiates the assumption that the 
existing promotor roles are not entirely helpful must be questioned and may be 
adjusted or replaced. They do not seem to fit the current NPD reality. The results 
also show that none of the case companies use unique methods to differentiate 
the handling of supplier innovations and internally generated innovations. This 
practical experience also confirms the findings from the literature review. To 
discuss these insights from the benchmarking analysis and to further develop them 
and create innovation promotor roles that fit the “needs” of supplier innovations, 
the World Café method was used as a second technique. 

The World Café workshop's superordinate topic was the “evaluation and execution 
of supplier innovations at buying companies.” To investigate this subject, four 
tables were created, each addressing one of the following subtopics: (1) 
“innovation clustering and evaluation with a focus on the innovation,” (2) 
“innovation clustering and evaluation with a focus on the supplier,” (3) “innovation 
control with a focus on the success measurement of the innovation and the 
process” and (4) “innovation promotors.” Because this paper's scope is the use of 
promotors, only the results of table four are shown and discussed.  

Altogether, 15 participants from 12 companies took part; seven of the participants 
had already participated on behalf of their companies in the benchmarking 
workshop, and eight were newly recruited to complete and balance the sample. 
This combination was chosen in order to include both participants who were 
involved in the creation of the base data and participants who could provide new 
information. The participants were selected according to their expertise in the 
areas of innovation management, NPD, and purchasing. 

In this study, the standard World Café method was expanded by combining two 
small World Cafés. In World Café 1, the moderator at each table showed the 
relevant consolidated results of the benchmarking referring to the topic at his or 
her table (the participants at table 4 received the benchmarking results about the 
use of promotors (figure 24)). In the four short World Café rounds that followed, 
the participants discussed the benchmarking findings and had the chance to add 
new aspects and arguments. At the end of the four discussion rounds, the 
participants decided that new promotor roles are necessary. They identified six 
possible new promotor roles. At the end of World Café 1, there was a “sticker” 
evaluation round. Each of the 15 participants received 20 “stickers” (5 for each 
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table) to rate the most essential aspects from their perspective. The following three 
“new” promotors received the highest scores through the “sticker” rating system: 
supplier vision promotor (product visionary, 27%); diplomatic promotor (coach, 
“door opener” and mentor in tricky situations, 25%); and customer promotor 
(focused on customer needs, 14%). None of the classic promotor roles of Witte, 
Hauschildt, and Gemünden (power promotor, technology promotor, process 
promotor, relationship promotor) found their way into the final discussion list at 
table 4 (Gemünden & Walter, 1999; Hauschildt, 2003; Witte, 1973). 

After seeing these results, the moderators took the three new promotor roles with 
the highest ratings to work within World Café 2. The task in the four discussion 
rounds of World Café 2 was to determine the personal characteristics of the three 
“new” promotor roles as well as their proposed main tasks within the organization 
and the potential department in which they could be located. The results of the 
World Café are shown in figure 25. 

 

 

Figure 25: Results of the World Café workshop – Three new promotor roles 

 

6.5 Discussion: Three new roles to promote external innovations 

In this section, the key findings of this study are discussed, and an overview of the 
managerial and research implications is provided. This paper presents insights from 
a benchmarking study and a World Café workshop. Sixteen German companies 
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participated in the benchmarking and shared their know-how about the use of 
innovation promotors or champions. A notable result from the benchmarking study 
is that most case companies do not use explicit innovation promotors or use unique 
methods to handle supplier innovations. To discuss the findings further, a World 
Café method was used, the result of which was that the participants designed three 
new promotor roles: 1. the supplier vision promotor, 2. the diplomatic promotor, 
and 3. the customer promotor. 

The results show that it is necessary to innovate the existing promotor models. 
This is not surprising because when the promotor theory was invented more than 
45 years ago, nearly all innovations were generated internally rather than 
together with suppliers. Hence, it was entirely sufficient to focus on internal 
barriers. However, today, the vast majority of innovations are provided by 
suppliers (Roberts, 2001), so specialized promotors may be needed. 

Therefore, it is not surprising that the supplier vision promotor, who acts as a kind 
of supplier innovation advocate, was designed by experts in the World Café 
workshop and received 27% of the participants’ votes. The supplier vision 
promotor promotes external innovations to the board and to relevant project 
stakeholders in the company (e.g., R&D and finance managers) and drives and 
supports the progress of the innovation until implementation or cancelation. The 
name “supplier vision promotor” was chosen because of the promotor’s product 
visionary role and complete focus on the implementation success of the external 
supplier innovation. One of the main tasks of the supplier vision promotor is 
counteracting the “not invented here” syndrome. The “not invented here” 
syndrome may occur within the buying company in reaction to external 
innovations and expresses itself through an attitude of blocking and rejecting 
anything from the outside world (Katz & Allen, 1982). The World Café workshop 
experts identified the supplier vision promotor as having strong expertise 
regarding the supplier market, technology trends, and the corporate and product 
strategies of the buying company. To fulfill the intended tasks, the supplier vision 
promotor needs to be a communicative, enthusiastic, and inspiring storyteller. 
The World Café workshop experts proposed implementing the supplier vision 
promotor role in the formal position of a purchasing manager, an innovation 
manager, or an NPD manager. 

Furthermore, it is conceivable that the supplier vision promotor could become the 
explicit promotor for the buyer-supplier relationship. Because through the role in 
which the interest of the supplier (by promoting its innovation) is strongly 
represented, the supplier vision promotor contributes to becoming a preferred 
customer of the respective supplier. Preferred customer status means that a 
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supplier has awarded selected customers with more favorable treatment and with 
preferential resource allocation over others (Hüttinger et al., 2012). Additionally, 
preferred customer status leads to preferred access to suppliers' innovations, 
which results in the buying company having substantive competitive advantages 
in the market (Schiele, 2012). 

The diplomatic promotor was designed by the World Café participants as a senior 
manager who is involved in resolving problematic situations in an innovation 
management project. Another main mission is creating spaces in the company for 
being innovative (for example, by providing financial support or acting as a "door 
opener" to the board or top management). The diplomatic promotor acts like a 
mentor, coach, or even mediator, has a good network within the company and 
enjoys a positive reputation. The diplomatic promotor is definitely a person with 
hierarchical power, which is similar to the power promotor (Hauschildt, 2003; 
Witte, 1973). However, the diplomatic promotor's profile is complemented by 
diplomatic and "company political" skills, which, in inter-organizational projects, 
are assigned as skills of the process promotor (Gemünden et al., 2007; 
Goduscheit, 2014). Therefore, it appears that the diplomatic promotor is a merger 
of characteristics from the power promotor and process promotor roles. This 
merger seems to make sense for supplier innovations because, following the 
literature in inter-organizational settings, the division of labor between various 
promotors and persons (Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 1989) seems to be more 
challenging, and role accumulation is suggested (in contrast to intra-
organizational settings where role specialization seems to be beneficial) 
(Goduscheit, 2014; Rese et al., 2013). 

The third new promotor role, which was designed by experts in the World Café 
workshop, is the customer promotor. Following the intentions of the experts, the 
customer promotor is located in the marketing or sales department, and the main 
intention of this role is to convey customer needs to the company. That the 
experts see the necessity of introducing the customer promotor fits with the 
development that due to a perceived increase in competitive pressure, a 
customer-oriented focus is needed (Appiah‐Adu & Singh, 1998; Desouza et al., 
2008). Moreover, the customer promotor should be involved in business case 
evaluations (to determine the customer's willingness to pay for the end product), 
appears again at different stages of the innovation process, and examines the 
added customer value. The person who takes over the role has to have a high level 
of market and industry knowledge and a strong experience with customer 
behavior. Essential skills include being communicative and persistent. 
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Both roles, the customer promotor and the supplier vision promotor supplement 
each other very well but cannot be merged into one “relationship” promotor. 
While one is the agent of the supplier, the other is the agent of the customer. This 
can mean that there is a productive conflict. The supplier vision promotor brings 
the innovation into the firm, overcomes internal reservations about external 
innovation, and drives the innovation forward through all company processes, 
overcoming all obstacles. The customer promotor makes sure that the new 
product meets the customer’s requirements and is sellable. In tricky or conflicting 
situations, the diplomatic promotor steps in to help implement the project 
successfully. In figure 26, the interaction of the three new promotor roles in 
connection to the promotion of supplier innovations and to the supplier and 
customer environment is visualized. Based on our findings, we propose using 
different promotor teams adapted to the respective kind of innovations, one for 
internally generated innovations—the classic promotors—and one for 
innovations provided by suppliers—the newly developed ones (compare figure 
26). 

 

 
Figure 26: Interaction of the three new promotor roles with the environment in 
contrast to the classic promotor roles 

 

In addition to the recognized need to renew and adapt the existing promotor 
roles, the World Café workshop experts referred to another crucial point. They 
mentioned that it is problematic for practitioners that there are no 
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straightforward suggestions or implementation or introduction guidelines on 
whether and how to officialize promotor roles within a company. This opinion is 
also supported by current research; for example, Howell et al. (2005) and Maier 
et al. (2017) point out that although the existence of innovation promotors (and 
innovation champions) seems to be a crucial success factor for innovation 
execution (Hauschildt, 2003), in most companies, these positions are either 
nonexistent or exist only on a strictly informal level (Howell et al., 2005; Maier et 
al., 2017). Maier et al. (2017) deal with the question of why and, subsequently, 
how promotor roles should become officialized or implemented as informal roles 
in formal positions such as the “innovation manager” (Maier et al., 2017). Their 
findings show several reasons why such positions might be formally 
institutionalized, the main one being that doing so reduces “firefighting efforts” 
in later phases of the R&D process and therefore reduces costs and lead time 
(Maier et al., 2017). 

 

6.6 Conclusion and outlook 

This paper provides managers with insights in the following ways. 

1. Although nearly all innovations are currently provided by suppliers, the 
classic promotor theory and existing promotor roles focus on internally 
generated innovations. Therefore, this paper contributes to innovation 
management research by showing that the expansion and 
empowerment of the established promotor theory in the direction of the 
firm's external environment is necessary. 

2. This paper introduces three newly designed promotor roles that are 
appropriate for the challenges faced when incorporating innovations 
provided by suppliers. The supplier vision promotor focuses on the 
specialties of supplier innovations, the customer promotor pays 
attention to customer demands, and the diplomatic promotor acts as a 
strong, hierarchical supporter as well as a mentor, coach, and sensitive 
“company politics” mediator. 

3. Based on the findings, this paper proposes the use of different promotor 
teams adapted to different kind of innovations: the classic promotor 
team (power, expert, process, and relationship promotors) for internally 
generated innovations and the new promotor team (supplier vision, 
diplomatic and customer promotors) for innovations provided by 
suppliers. There cannot be only one promotor who addresses the outside 
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world because different stakeholders (e.g., suppliers and customers) 
require different types and levels of support. 

4. This paper gives managers various suggestions about where within the 
company the new promotors can be integrated or institutionalized and 
which characteristics the person who takes over one of the promotor 
roles should have. 

 

To develop the new promotor roles further and ensure that they are adapted to 
the “needs” of supplier innovations and that they become more customer-focused, 
innovation research should focus more on the concept description of the new 
promotor roles. Moreover, innovation management research should concentrate 
on establishing the use of two different promotor teams for the two kinds of 
innovations—the classic promotors for internal innovations and the new 
promotors for supplier innovations. Additionally, research on the formalization 
process, success factors, localization of promotor functions, and implementation of 
informal promotor roles and skills must be extended. 

In addition to the results discussed above, there are some limitations associated 
with this study. The benchmarking was performed with only 16 case companies, 
which is a small sample size. Both the benchmarking and the World Café 
workshops were conducted only with German companies; thus, the results may 
not be generalizable to companies from other countries or continents. In future 
research, other kinds of companies (e.g., from other countries and continents or 
with different sizes) as well as more complex inter-organizational set-ups (with 
more than only two players (buying company and supplier)) should be studied. 
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CHAPTER 7: SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS 
 

Chapter 7 summarizes and discusses the research findings of chapters 2 to 6, 
explains how they answer the three research questions and how they lead to reach 
the two research goals. The following sections show the theoretical contributions 
as well as the suggestions for managers. Finally, possible future research directions 
are introduced. 

 

7.1 Main research findings and theoretical contributions per chapter  

This dissertation focuses on supplier innovation management and on closing two 
significant research gaps in this context, which are left open so far. The first gap is 
that no ready-to-use tool for evaluation and selection of supplier innovations is 
available. The second gap consists of the fact that the implementation of a supplier 
innovation is often poorly executed and takes too long. To close these gaps and to 
reach the two research goals – ‘higher outcome of strong innovations and avoiding 
the rejection of good innovations through the development of a ready-to-use tool 
for the evaluation and selection of supplier innovations’ and ‘enabling of superior 
project execution of supplier innovations and a faster time-to-market through 
tailored promotion (company internal),’ three main research questions shall be 
answered (compare Figure 27):  

RQ1: Which evaluation criteria forecast supplier innovation success? 

RQ2: How to execute proper evaluation and selection of supplier innovation ideas? 

RQ3: How to promote project execution and implementation of a supplier 
innovation within the buying company? 

Regarding research question 1, in a first step, chapter 2 presents the need for an 

evaluation and selection process for supplier innovations and sets the basis for the 
following research. Chapter 3 develops, derived from a Benchmark analysis and a 
World Café workshop, nine evaluation criteria for supplier innovations (five to 
evaluate the innovation idea and four to evaluate the innovative supplier). The 
supplier evaluation criteria (chapter 4) and the innovation idea evaluation criteria 
(chapter 5) have been tested and empirically validated in a quantitative survey. 
Therefore, research question 1 can be answered by providing nine valid indicators 
for supplier innovation success (Figure 27). 
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Figure 27: Summary of main findings 

 

Concerning research question 2, chapter 3 displays the need to add the supplier 
evaluation to innovation evaluation models. Furthermore, it provides two 
operationally usable checklists to assess an innovative idea and the innovative 
supplier. Moreover, the two checklists can be combined into one scoring model, 
which assesses the innovation idea from two sides – the idea quality and the 
supplier quality. Moreover, a matrix is provided that visualizes the scores and can 
be used to prepare the selection decision prepared. Chapter 4 (supplier quality 
evaluation) and chapter 5 (innovation idea evaluation) sharpened the two 
evaluation checklists by deleting the question items that show bad results in the 
survey's statistical analysis and replacing the qualitatively developed criteria 
weights with the empirically developed f² value rankings. Beyond that, several 
guidelines to help managers and project teams evaluate future supplier innovation 
projects and select the most promising ones are provided. For example, if 
evaluation time is limited or the project volume is not that high, it is proposed to 
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shorten the evaluation by only asking the most essential, top-five items from each 
evaluation list to receive a quick but nevertheless meaningful result. Furthermore, 
recommendations for the evaluation execution are provided, such as executing 
cross-functional teams (e.g., R&D, purchasing, finance, and marketing together). 
Summarized, research question 2 can be answered by providing a tool to evaluate 
supplier innovations, prepare selection decisions, and provide several suggestions 
for the evaluation execution.  

Regarding research question 3, mainly chapter 2 and chapter 6 contribute to 
answering it. Chapter 2 shows that traditional innovation management processes 
may fail in case of a dominant supplier situation and need to be amended by a 
dedicated innovation process with different steps. In the case of supplier 
dominance, it is essential first to analyze the supplier constellation and then decide 
on the innovation path to follow – and not the other way around. Moreover, it is 
suggested to endeavor to receive preferred customer status from an innovative 
supplier, which means that a supplier has awarded selected customers with more 
favorable treatment and with preferential resource allocation over others 
(Hüttinger et al., 2012). Additionally, preferred customer status leads to preferred 
access to suppliers' innovations, which results in the buying company having 
substantive competitive advantages in the market (Schiele, 2012). Furthermore, 
establishing a speed-up process for innovation implementation within a company 
may also be a tool for outperforming competing companies for the same supplier. 

Chapter 6 shows that the expansion and empowerment of the established 
promotor theory in the firm's external environment are needed and introduces 
three newly designed promotors tailored to execute supplier innovations. 
Additionally, it is concluded to use the different promotor teams adapted to 
different kind of innovations: the classic promotor team (power, expert, process, 
and relationship promotors) for internally generated innovations and the newly 
developed promotor team (supplier vision, diplomatic, and customer promotors) 
for innovations provided by suppliers. So finally, research question 3 is answered 
by providing different suggestions for adjusting the innovation management 
process if supplier innovations are regarded and through introducing a new 
promotor team of three promotors, which are specifically tailored to execute and 
implement supplier innovations. 
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7.1.1 Chapter 2: Innovating with dominant suppliers: Lessons from the race for 
laser light 
Chapter 2 gives insights into two automotive cases of a large car manufacturer that 
has tried to be the first to market with two supplier innovations. Both innovation 
projects were finally successfully launched in the market, but the product launch's 
implementation distinguishes the two cases. The main factor that differentiates the 
two cases is the dominant supplier situation (with the dominant sub-supplier 
providing crucial sub-components), which blocked progress and success in one of 
the two compared cases. The chapter's central research question is: How can a 
buying company best handle the situation of innovating with dominant suppliers to 
ensure gaining access to the supplier’s exclusive innovation?  

Three aspects, emerging from comparing the two cases, seem to be essential to 
answering this question. First, (1.) the design of the supplier relations (selection, 
attraction, exclusivity, and collaboration), second (2.) the need to relocate the 
process step “supplier selection” more to the beginning of the innovation 
management process and third (3.) the missing holistic supplier innovation process 
approach, which should be divided into the evaluation and selection process at the 
beginning and the operationalization acceleration process within the project phase. 

Regarding the first aspect, ‘designing supplier relationships to be attractive to 
suppliers’, and according to the interviewees, it is crucial to start a re-thinking 
process to remove hurdles and create incentives to attract innovative suppliers and 
become a preferred customer. Because in a typical innovation case, there is only 
one supplier that offers the new product, technology, service, etc. (at least initially). 
Therefore, it is logical that the supplier prefers the buying company (in this case, 
one automotive OEM) that offers the best conditions – both monetary and 
immaterial (such as growth potential and relational quality). In such situations, the 
supplier is clearly the driver and not the buying company. The two concepts of 
customer attractiveness (Aminoff & Tanskanen, 2013; Christiansen & Maltz, 2010; 
Ellegaard et al., 2003; Hald et al., 2009; Mortensen & Arlbjørn, 2012; Ramsay & 
Wagner, 2009; Tóth et al., 2015) and supplier satisfaction (Essig & Amann, 2009; 
Ghijsen et al., 2010; Nyaga et al., 2010; Ramsay et al., 2013) may offer acting 
guidelines, if a buying company aims to become a preferred customer of a supplier 
(Hüttinger et al., 2012; Pulles, Schiele, et al., 2016; Schiele, Calvi, et al., 2012; 
Schiele, Veldman, et al., 2012). Furthermore, the results indicate that proper pre-
development has to be conducted and that the handling of triangular or n-tier 
relationships needs to be researched more and needs to be improved. Transparent 
process and project execution guidelines for these more complex constellations 
(compared to a simple buyer-supplier relationship) are necessary. One practical 



 

135 
 

Chapter 7: Summary of Research Findings 

 

suggestion to handle n-tier cooperation – made by one interviewee from the 
innovative/dominant supplier in both cases - is to hold regular joint (top) 
management meetings. 

For the second aspect, ‘evaluation and selection process for supplier innovation,’ 
the results display that no structured innovation evaluation and selection process 
for “incoming” supplier innovations exists. The interviewees claim that it is not 
practical to work with such an innovation topic or project within the standard 
innovation processes. Introducing a dedicated process for selecting and managing 
incoming supplier innovations would be essential to create successful projects.  

The third aspect shows that firms would further benefit from a ‘fast track 
acceleration process’ in a newly designed innovation management process. In the 
interviewees' eyes, a holistic approach – adapted to the needs of an innovation and 
the situation (internal or external innovation) – is needed. According to the 
interviewees, being first to market with innovations is essential – especially within 
the core technology fields. Thus, the lack of a particular innovation implementation 
process is mentioned. The standard process takes too long and does not fit the 
monopoly supply situation. Therefore, chapter 2 proposes a newly designed 
innovation process for dominant or even monopoly suppliers – it schedules two 
main changes: the early search and nomination of the supplier and the decision 
point between fast track and standard project management process.  

Chapter 2 contributes to existing innovation and supplier management literature 
by pointing to the problem of supplier dominance and exposing it as a special issue 
regarding innovation execution (according to the case study, poor access to the 
dominant supplier lead to the manufacturer at hand being too late on the market), 
which requires dedicated attention. Nevertheless, this dissertation can only point 
to the phenomenon and make some first suggestions on how to handle it, which 
can only be seen as the first step in theory building and empirical verification.  

 

7.1.2 Chapter 3: Early supplier integration: Assessing supplier innovation 
ideas 

This chapter presents insights from a benchmarking study and a  World Café 
workshop. The results reveal the lack of an easily applicable tool to assess the 
quality of a proposed innovation and the quality of the supplier that proposed the 
idea (Winter & Lasch, 2016). Since no suggestions for the latter could be 
identified, such a tool is developed by a joint effort in the World Café workshop. 
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Furthermore, a matrix is developed to visualize the supplier score and the 
innovation idea score to help decide on a “go/no-go” decision on the supplier 
innovations. Differentiating in the proposed evaluation tool between the quality 
of the idea and the quality of the supplier proposing it, and analyzing the four 
potential result combinations displayed in the matrix (a “bad” innovation from a 
“bad” supplier; a “bad” innovation from a “good” supplier; a “good” innovation 
from a “bad” supplier; and a “good” innovation from a “good” supplier), identifies 
previously overlooked causes of failure. The first observed fact is that a promising 
idea with a “good” score should not always be developed. Especially in the 
scenario when a “good” innovation comes from a “bad” supplier, the probability 
of failure is high due to the poor project execution and implementation ability of 
the supplier. Alternatives to run the innovation anyway would be to either further 
develop the supplier, buy the idea's intellectual property, or execute the idea with 
another supplier that is rated “good.” Secondly, it is noticed that a category of 
ideas exists that need more special attention since the idea receives a somewhat 
“bad” score and the supplier receives a “good” score. This indicates that even if 
the idea needs to be improved, it seems worth exploring it because the supplier 
score is very “good”; thus, there may still be a chance to achieve innovative results 
due to the capabilities and skills of the “good” supplier. It perhaps makes sense to 
either further develop the “bad” innovation with the “good” supplier or to discard 
the “bad” innovation and perhaps start another project collaboration with the 
“good” supplier to execute another (more promising) innovation project.  

Chapter 3 contributes to the research stream of innovation management by 
pointing to the fact that although the majority of innovations are in these days 
provided by suppliers (Roberts, 2001), current innovation evaluation models focus 
on internally developed innovations and the potential of the innovation idea 
(Cooper & Edgett, 2006; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1987b; García-Álvarez, 2015; 
Heesen, 2009), and largely neglect supplier-specific aspects (Winter & Lasch, 
2016). This chapter provides the first suggestions for a two-dimensional supplier 
innovation evaluation approach by developing and adding a supplier-evaluation 
dimension, which later research can build on. Furthermore, two not yet explored 
potential sources for innovation project failure are spotted. On the one hand 
“bad” innovations from “good” suppliers are supposed to fail equally as on the 
other hand “good” innovations from “bad” suppliers. Although first strategies are 
suggested to bring these two kinds of innovations back on successful paths, 
further research should have a focus on the two categories and research them 
more in detail.  
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7.1.3 Chapter 4: Assessing supplier quality: Is this supplier good for my 
innovation project? 

In chapter 4, a survey is performed in which 330 valid answers from new product 
development management, purchasing, and R&D are received. This study aims to 
empirically test which supplier-related criteria (based on the qualitative results of 
chapter 3) are valid indicators with which to forecast whether a future innovation 
project with a supplier will be successful and whether the innovative supplier will 
perform well. The results show that all four supplier evaluation criteria, 
‘innovation management,’ ‘endurance,’ ‘preferential treatment’ and ‘personnel 
of the supplier,’ are valid indicators for innovation project success. The 
‘innovation management’ of the supplier shows the highest impact on the 
complete innovation project success, the ‘endurance’ of the supplier the second-
highest, and the ‘preferential treatment’ that a supplier offers to a buying 
company the third highest. All three criteria support both dependent variables of 
innovation project success: the success regarding innovativeness and cost 
success. Surprisingly, the ‘personnel of the supplier’ shows the lowest impact on 
supplier innovation success by only having an impact on one of the two dependent 
variables, the product success regarding the innovativeness. Furthermore, it 
becomes only significant in the MIMIC model calculation, in which the items of 
the composite ‘quality of the personnel of the supplier’ are loaded directly on the 
reflective overarching single item SUPPLIER_WorkQ_5 (Appendix 3), which 
represents the overall estimation of the interviewees on how good the personnel 
of the supplier performs.  

The analysis of the results shows as a possible reason that the question items, 
which build-up the criteria ‘personnel of the supplier’ are weak or not suitable, 
but the overall estimation on how good the quality of the personnel of the 
supplier is, seems to be good. This result is even more interesting compared with 
the qualitative results of chapter 3. Due to the experts in the World Café 
workshop, the ‘work quality of the personnel of the supplier’ has the highest 
impact on innovation project success, and the experts that took part in the 
empirical survey say that it has the lowest impact on innovation project success 
compared with the other three criteria. For the three other supplier quality 
evaluation criteria, the survey results confirm the qualitative study results and 
suggest the same ranking order. 

Summarized, chapter 4 contributes to the existing literature by expanding the 
research scope of innovation project risk assessment by including the supplier. 
Moreover, it is suggested to further research the supplier's role and the external 
character of supplier innovations. Additionally, this chapter contributes to 
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innovation management research by providing an optimized tool to evaluate the 
innovative supplier. The qualitative supplier evaluation checklist of chapter 3 is 
optimized in the following ways: First, by empirically confirming the four 
qualitative, developed supplier evaluation criteria; second, by optimizing the 
question items by deleting the ones with bad statistical performance; and third, 
by replacing the qualitatively developed criteria weights with the empirically 
developed f² value rankings. 
 

7.1.4 Chapter 5: Assessing innovation ideas in project selection: Cost and 
innovativeness 

Chapter 5 aims to test empirically which innovation idea-related criteria are valid 
indicators that forecast whether a future innovation project would have a high 
success probability. As well as chapter 4, chapter 5 is based on the same survey 
(in which 330 valid answers from purchasing, new R&D, and innovation 
management experts are received) and on the qualitative criteria developed in 
the World Café workshop, which is explained in chapter 3. The general research 
question ‘which innovation evaluation criteria forecast innovation project success 
and can be used to execute innovation idea evaluation and selection at the 
beginning of the innovation management process?’ can be answered, as the 
results show that all five tested criteria, ‘market potential’, ‘influence on the 
business model’, ‘customer acceptance’, ‘cost/benefit analysis’ and ‘proof of 
concept’, are valid indicators for innovation project success. Based on the finding 
that all five evaluation criteria are reasonable indicators for innovation success, it 
is another interesting finding that different evaluation criteria are suitable either 
for cost-sensitive innovations or for highly innovative innovations. Whereas 
‘cost/benefit analysis’ and ‘proof of concept’ can be used in all cases, it is 
suggested to focus on the scores for ‘market potential’ and ‘influence on the 
business model’ to evaluate the potential success innovativeness wise and to 
focus on the score of ‘customer acceptance’ for identifying more economical 
innovations. 

This study confirms the qualitative results of chapter 3 since it acknowledges that 
all five innovation evaluation criteria are valid success indicators for innovation 
project success. However, the qualitative study experts (chapter 3) had almost the 
opposite opinion regarding the order of the importance of the criteria. From their 
perspective, the ‘market potential’ of an innovation idea had the highest impact 
on innovation project success, whereas the empirical survey results revealed that 
it has the lowest impact compared with the other four criteria. At the same time, 
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the experts from the World Café indicate that the criteria ‘proof of concept’ has 
the lowest impact on innovation project success, while the participants of the 
survey have the opinion that the items behind ‘proof of concept’ are by far most 
important. The importance of the other three criteria is in both studies more or 
less in line.  

In addition to the World Café innovation idea evaluation criteria of chapter 3, in 
chapter 5 also the control variable ‘innovation culture & strategy’ is tested 
regarding the impact of the innovation culture and strategy of the executing 
company on the innovation project success. The result shows that the innovation 
culture and strategy have a strong positive influence on the ‘innovation product 
innovativeness’ but none on the ‘innovation product cost.’ This seems plausible 
because if the innovation executing company's personnel performs well or is 
exceptionally creative, it can also be anticipated that the probability of success is 
higher than with personnel that brings only an average or low performance. To 
exploit innovation success factors within organizations, innovation management 
requires the involvement of persons who commit themselves to the new product 
or process idea with enthusiasm and self-motivation (Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 
2001). According to Hauschildt (2003), the ability to promote an innovation within 
the innovation process is the most crucial success factor for innovation execution 
(Hauschildt, 2003). 

Research indicates that innovation assessment in practice is either poorly 
executed or even not existing, which is explained in recent literature in this way, 
that the existing tools are not sufficient because they lack evaluation criteria or 
contain the wrong criteria, that they are not considered as easy-to-use and as too 
time-consuming (Cooper, 2019; De Waal & Knott, 2019; Winter & Lasch, 2016). 
This study contributes to the existing literature by providing tested, cross-
dimensional innovation evaluation criteria and by providing an easy-to-use 
evaluation tool to execute the innovation assessment and selection at the front 
end of the innovation management process. Furthermore, this study puts a 
particular focus on innovation cost, since it is seen as key innovation success 
criteria in literature but seems to be underrepresented in existing evaluation tools 
or scorecard approaches (Chui, 2010; Cooper & Edgett, 2006; Cooper & 
Kleinschmidt, 1986; Millward & Lewis, 2005; Ozer, 2005b; Shenhar et al., 2020). 
The importance of innovation cost is recognized in this study in two ways, on the 
one hand through showing that cost/benefit analysis is one of the five most 
important evaluation criteria, and on the other hand, through analyzing the 
impact of all five tested evaluation criteria on innovation product cost in general. 
Concerning the evaluation tool in this chapter, first, the five qualitatively 
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developed innovation evaluation criteria were confirmed; second, the question 
items were optimized by deleting the ones which show bad results in the 
statistical analysis; and third, the qualitatively developed criteria weights were 
replaced with the empirically developed f² value rankings.  

Furthermore, this chapter concluded that innovation research in the future might 
focus more on the different dimensions (innovation idea quality, supplier quality, 
and performance of the buying company) of the evaluation and selection process 
for innovations - because to assess the innovation idea quality seems to be only 
one facet of the needed analysis. In addition, the performance of the executing 
company and the supplier quality (in case of an innovation provided by a supplier) 
seem to be underrepresented or even neglected in the evaluation so far (Goldberg 
& Schiele, 2018; Johnsen, 2009; Winter & Lasch, 2016). For example, to optimize 
the executing company's performance, the promotor model could be applied to 
encourage innovation success (Hauschildt, 2003).  
 

7.1.5 Chapter 6: Boosting supplier innovations by implementing new 
promotor roles 

Chapter 6 presents further insights from the conducted benchmarking study and 
the World Café workshop, focusing on innovation execution and promotion. 
Sixteen German companies participated in the benchmark and shared their know-
how about the use of innovation promotors or champions. A notable result from 
the benchmarking study is that most case companies do not use explicit innovation 
promotors or use unique methods to handle supplier innovations. To discuss these 
findings further, a World Café method is used, through which three new promotor 
roles, tailored to the needs of supplier innovations, are designed and provided.  

The first one, the supplier vision promotor, who acts as a kind of supplier innovation 
advocate, promotes external innovations to the board and relevant project 
stakeholders (e.g., R&D and finance managers) and drives and supports the 
progress of the innovation until implementation or cancelation. One of the main 
tasks is counteracting the “not invented here” syndrome, which may occur within 
the buying company in reaction to external innovations and expresses itself 
through an attitude of blocking and rejecting anything from the outside world (Katz 
& Allen, 1982). Furthermore, it is conceivable that the supplier vision promotor 
could become the explicit promotor for the buyer-supplier relationship. Because 
through the role in which the interest of the supplier (by promoting its innovation) 
is strongly represented, the supplier vision promotor contributes to becoming a 
preferred customer of the respective supplier.  
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The second promotor, the diplomatic promotor, acts like a mentor, coach, or even 
mediator, has a good network within the company and enjoys a positive reputation. 
The diplomatic promotor is a person with hierarchical power, which is similar to the 

power promotor (Hauschildt, 2003; Witte, 1973), but supplemented by diplomatic 

and "company political" skills, which, in inter-organizational projects, are assigned 
as skills of the process promotor (Gemünden et al., 2007; Goduscheit, 2014). 
Therefore, it appears that the diplomatic promotor is a merger of characteristics 
from the power promotor and process promotor roles. This merger seems to make 
sense for supplier innovations because, following the literature, in inter-
organizational settings, the division of labor between various promotors and 
persons (Chakrabarti & Hauschildt, 1989) seems to be more challenging, and role 
accumulation is suggested (in contrast to intra-organizational settings where role 
specialization seems to be beneficial) (Goduscheit, 2014; Rese et al., 2013).  

The third new promotor role, the customer promotor, is located in the marketing 
or sales department. The primary intention of this role is to convey customer needs 
to the company. That the experts see the necessity of introducing the customer 
promotor fits with the development that due to a perceived increase in competitive 
pressure, a customer-oriented focus is needed (Appiah‐Adu & Singh, 1998; Desouza 
et al., 2008). Both roles, the customer promotor and the supplier vision promotor 
supplement each other very well but cannot be merged into one “relationship” 
promotor. While one is the agent of the supplier, the other is the customer's agent, 
which means that there is a productive conflict. The supplier vision promotor brings 
the innovation into the firm, overcomes internal reservations about external 
innovation, and drives the innovation forward through all company processes, 
overcoming all obstacles. The customer promotor makes sure that the new product 
meets the customer’s requirements and is sellable. In tricky or conflicting 
situations, the diplomatic promotor steps in to help implement the project 
successfully.  

Based on the findings, this chapter contributes to innovation management 
literature by showing that it is necessary to innovate the existing promotor model. 
This insight is not surprising because when the promotor theory was invented more 
than 45 years ago, nearly all innovations were generated internally rather than with 
suppliers. Therefore, it was entirely sufficient to focus on internal barriers. 
However, because today, the vast majority of innovations are provided by suppliers 
(Roberts, 2001), specialized promotors may be needed. Furthermore, chapter 6 
proposes using different promotor teams adapted to the respective kind of 
innovations, one for internally generated innovations—the classic promotors—and 
one for innovations provided by suppliers—the newly developed ones. 
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7.2 Managerial implications: A handbook for executing superior supplier 
innovation evaluation, selection, project execution, and promotion 

Next to the theoretical contributions, this dissertation also provides implications 
for managers and practitioners. Regarding supplier innovations, this doctorate 
thesis focuses on two of the essential steps within the innovation management 
process – the evaluation and selection of potential innovation ideas and the 
execution and implementation of innovation projects (Cooper, 2019; Cooper & 
Kleinschmidt, 1987b). Through the previous chapters 2-6, it is revealed that, even 
though most innovations are provided by suppliers (Roberts, 2001), both above 
mentioned crucial steps in the innovation management mainly focus on internally 
developed innovations (Cooper & Edgett, 2006; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1987b; 
García-Álvarez, 2015; Goduscheit, 2014; Heesen, 2009). This dissertation shows 
that it is necessary to adapt the innovation management process for supplier 
innovations.  

The following paragraphs summarize the managerial results and shall provide 
readers with practical guidance to execute a superior supplier innovation 
evaluation, selection, project execution, and promotion. Figure 28 shows how this 
dissertation's practical results can be arranged in a process flow. Furthermore, this 
suggested process has been extended by providing information on supporting 
documents and tools necessary to successfully implement supplier innovation 
management within a buying company.  In the following, the process steps are 
described in detail (supplier innovation evaluation (1), supplier innovation selection 
(2), choice of execution process (3), and the supplier innovation project execution 
and promotion (4)) and suggestions are made, how they can be established within 
a company (compare Figure 28). 

 

 

Figure 28: Draft for a superior supplier innovation evaluation, selection, project 
execution, and promotion process 
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7.2.1 Supplier innovation evaluation and selection  

The process suggestion for dealing with supplier innovations (Figure 28) is 
subdivided into two main steps – the supplier innovation evaluation and selection 
and the supplier innovation execution and promotion. In this paragraph, the first 
main step (containing the two partial steps supplier innovation evaluation (1) and 
selection (2)), as well as all included working steps and associated tools and 
documents, are explained in detail.  

The process starts if there is at least one incoming supplier innovation, which can 
either be proactively offered from a supplier to the buying company or can be 
requested from the buying company via “request for information” (RFI) or 
“request for quotation” (RFQ) process from one or several suppliers. In the latter 
case, it would be conceivable that the buying company receives more than one 
incoming supplier innovation at a time. Receiving more than one innovation idea 
at the same time is also feasible because in the suggested process (Figure 28), 
different innovation ideas can not only be evaluated but also compared against 
each other.  

 

(1) Supplier innovation evaluation 

Process step (1) “supplier innovation evaluation” is subdivided into three 
working steps with three corresponding output documents. At the beginning 
of the process, there are two operational steps in parallel - the innovation 
idea evaluation and the supplier quality evaluation. Two output documents 
are conducted within these two steps, the completed innovation idea 
checklist, and the completed supplier quality checklist. The third working step 
of the “supplier innovation evaluation” is the execution of the scoring model 
analysis, in which the completed scoring model template is the developed 
output document. 

The first operation is to execute the innovation idea assessment and, in 
parallel, the supplier quality evaluation. To do so, two checklists have to be 
filled – the innovation idea checklist (Figure 29) and the supplier quality 
checklist (Figure 30). This innovation idea checklist consists of the five criteria 
‘market potential’, ‘influence on the business model’, ‘customer acceptance’, 
‘cost/benefit analysis’, and ‘proof of concept’. As displayed in Figure 29, the 
checklist consists of 10 questions. The supplier quality evaluation is executed 
by completing the supplier quality checklist. This checklist contains four 
supplier-related criteria - ‘innovation management’, ‘endurance’, 
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‘preferential treatment’, and ‘personnel of the supplier’ – with 13 related 
questions. 

 

 
Figure 29: Innovation evaluation checklist 

 

 

Figure 30: Supplier quality checklist 

 

To make the checklists' completion easier, examples for low and for high 
score ratings are provided. To show an example, the first question of the main 
criterion of ‘market potential’ is ‘Please evaluate the innovation idea's 
expected contribution to your firm's market position’, and the example 
anchor phrases are ‘Will secure the market position (market share constant)’ 
for a lower score and ‘Will create market monopoly (sole provider)’ for a 
higher score (compare Figure 28). All the questions shall be answered with a 
score between 1 and 10 (1 = very low score and 10 = very high score). 
Concerning the completion of the checklists, it is recommended to execute 
the evaluation procedure cross-functionally (with e.g., R&D, purchasing, 
finance, and marketing together). For example, purchasing employees usually 
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have high levels of experience with cost structures and negotiation strategies, 
making it possible to discover an innovation project's cost potential in a very 
early product evaluation phase. In turn, R&D employees typically have more 
experience from their daily teamwork together with a supplier’s personnel 
and have a high competence to evaluate their performance.  

In addition to that, if, for example, the evaluation time is limited or the project 
volume is not that high, we propose shortening the evaluation by only asking 
the most essential, Top 10 questions (Top 5 of innovation idea evaluation and 
Top 5 of supplier evaluation) to receive a quick but also meaningful result 
(compare sub-criteria with ‘x’ in Figures 28 and 29).  

The supplier evaluation is a new element in the innovation assessment 
context – but necessary. As the results of this dissertation show (compare 
especially chapter 2), it is suggested for a buying company to work on the 
relations with their most essential and innovative suppliers. When the 
supplier is a monopolist or appears to be in a dominant position, it is also 
essential to focus very early on supplier selection and analyze the buyer-
supplier relationship or – if that is the case – the supplier constellation (with 
n-tier levels). Because in a typical innovation case, in which an innovative 
supplier offers a novelty (e.g., new product, technology, service, etc.) - at 
least at the beginning - as a monopolist, it is quite logical that the supplier 
prefers the buying company that offers the best condition package, 
containing monetary and immaterial aspects (e.g., relational quality). In such 
situations, the buying company is not anymore in the “driving seat,” whereas 
the supplier is. Due to this doctorate thesis's research results, it is crucial for 
buying companies to remove hurdles and create incentives to attract 
innovative suppliers and become a preferred customer, leading to 
preferential treatment and better innovation project performance (Hüttinger 
et al., 2012).  
To accomplish the goal of becoming a preferred customer, two concepts may 
offer clues on understanding and acting: Customer attractiveness and supplier 
satisfaction (Aminoff & Tanskanen, 2013; Ellegaard et al., 2003; Essig & Amann, 
2009; Hüttinger et al., 2012; Nyaga et al., 2010; Ramsay & Wagner, 2009; Tóth 
et al., 2015). Due to Christiansen and Maltz (2010), being an “interesting” or 
attractive customer to suppliers assures their attention and loyalty 
(Christiansen & Maltz, 2010; Vos et al., 2016). Furthermore, supplier 
satisfaction is defined as the buyer's ability to meet or even to exceed the 
expectations of the supplier (Schiele, Calvi, et al., 2012; Vos et al., 2016), and 
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in turn has a direct link to the value creation (Forker & Stannack, 2000; Vos et 
al., 2016).  

 

 

Figure 31: Scoring model to evaluate the innovation idea and the innovative 
supplier 

 

After completing the two checklists, in a second operation, they are put 
together in one innovation and supplier evaluation scoring model (Figure 31). 
Within the scoring model, weights are added to all nine evaluation criteria. 
Either the weights detected in this dissertation can be used, or a company 
can define individual weights. In the scoring model analysis, each subcriteria 
score is multiplied with the respective evaluation criteria weight. For each 
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evaluated supplier innovation, one innovation idea score and one supplier 
quality score are developed. Both scores can be added to one overarching 
score and then compared against other supplier innovation scores or a 
within-company predefined minimum score. Through multiplying the, 
through the quantitative survey (compare chapter 4 and 5), developed 
criteria weights and the maximum evaluation score of 10 (per question), the 
highest possible innovation quality score is 678, and the highest possible 
supplier quality score is 1358 (compare figure 31 and 32).  

 

(2) Supplier innovation selection 
Process step (2), “supplier innovation selection,” is subdivided into one 
working step with a corresponding output document and one decision with 
two possible results (Figure 28). The first operation is to visualize the 
evaluation results of process step (1) by developing a selection matrix (Figure 
32). The matrix is formed from the scoring model results (the supplier score is 
shown on the x-axis and the innovation idea score on the y-axis). Through this 
visualization, four categories are developed, which can help decide on a 
“go/no-go” decision for supplier innovation projects (compare Figure 32). 
Obvious conclusions are that category (D) innovations (bad innovation ideas 
from bad-performing suppliers) should be declined, and the innovations from 
type (A) (promising innovation ideas from good-performing suppliers) should 
be launched. However, the category (B) and (C) innovations are less clear. A 
common mistake is that the innovations in category (C) (promising innovation 
idea from a bad-performing supplier) are implemented. Although they are 
rated “good,” these innovations fail because of the poor project execution 
performance of the “bad” supplier. Perhaps better alternatives would be to 
develop the supplier further, buy the intellectual property of the idea, or 
execute the idea with another rated “good” supplier. Finally, if a “bad” 
innovation from a “good” supplier is spotted, this is visualized in category (B). 
For this category, it perhaps makes sense to further develop the “bad” 
innovation with the “good” supplier (because only the “good” supplier can 
enhance it) or to discard the “bad” innovation idea and perhaps start another 
project collaboration with the “good” supplier. More promising innovation 
ideas from category (C) can probably be executed with category (B) suppliers. 
Based on the scoring model results and the matrix, the innovation project 
selection is executed. If the innovation project is rejected or the innovation 
project is confirmed, the supplier will be informed about the decision. In the 
latter case, a joint project (between buying company and supplier) will be set 
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up, and in the next process phase, the innovation execution path will be 
selected. 
 

 

Figure 32: Matrix to visualize the evaluation result and to prepare the selection 
decision 

 

7.2.2 Supplier innovation project execution and promotion  
The second main step of the process suggestion (compare Figure 28), the supplier 
innovation project execution and promotion, contains two operations. After the 
project is selected, the first action is to decide whether to use the standard project 
execution process or the fast track (3). After this decision, and in the execution 
process, the new promotor model (tailored for supplier innovations) is applied (4). 

(3) Selection of the project execution process 
After an innovation project is confirmed, the next step is to plan the innovation 
project execution and the market launch. According to the results of the case 
study analysis (compare chapter 2), being first to market with innovations is 
essential – especially within the core technology fields. Thus, the lack of a 
particular, accelerated innovation implementation process was mentioned. 
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Furthermore, the case study interviewees claimed that the standard process 
takes too long and does not fit monopolistic supply situations or dominant 
suppliers' situations. This doctorate thesis's research results show that 
especially in supplier dominance situations or if suppliers are monopolists, it is 
recommended to establish a fast track project execution process within a 
buying company. If a fast track execution process is installed, it must be 
decided individually for each innovation project which implementation process 
should be followed - the standard or the accelerated, fast track one.  
Furthermore, the fast track process may be one instrument firms can use to 
outperform their slower competitors in the race for receiving a supplier 
innovation and in the race for being first-to-market.  
Regarding the execution of the process selection (3), a short decision path is 
suggested (Figure 33). The path starts with an incoming, selected supplier 
innovation, and the first question is whether the buying / executing company 
is a preferred customer of the supplier which offers this innovation. This 
question can be answered by reusing the supplier evaluation checklist (Figure 
30) - more precisely, the results of the criteria “preferential treatment.” If a 
supplier receives in this category a positive result (e.g., an average value 
greater than 5; but each company has to adjust the scale according to its 
needs), the answer to the question in the decision path is “yes,” if the supplier 
receives a negative result, the answer is “no.” If the answer is “no,” it is 
suggested to choose the regular project execution process because, without 
preferential treatment of the innovative supplier, it is unlikely that the project 
execution receives that many resources and attention to get first-to-market. If 
the answer is “yes,” the second question in the path is if a particular speed in 
the project is needed. This second question can be answered with “yes” if the 
regarded innovation is, e.g., a radically new technology and the company 
wants to get first-to-market. If no particular project speed is needed, the 
answer is “no.” Therefore, the standard execution process is recommended. If 
both questions are answered with “yes,” using an accelerated fast track project 
implementation process is suggested (compare Figure 33).  

Regarding the fast track process design, first suggestions can be made. The 
time schedule and the project plan are supposed to be more closely structured 
and shortened compared to the standard process. Furthermore, it would be 
conceivable that fast track projects receive a higher monetary budget and 
other extra resources (e.g., more and higher qualified personnel) than projects 
in the standard process. To not waste precious time making decisions (e.g., in 
complex committee cascades long decision paths), it is suggested to 
implement a shortcut by gaining decisions directly through the top 
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management or even the board members. Moreover, to get even more project 
speed and emphasize the project's importance, it is recommended to establish 
high (top) management attention and support. Finally, it is recommended to 
evolve the role of purchasing. Classical purchasing strategies – like price 
negotiation and volume scales or competitive pressure – are not applicable in 
such radical innovation projects. Therefore, the purchasing department should 
focus on other topics, such as joint cost calculation along the supplier’s bill of 
material or the negotiation of exclusivity contracts.  

 

 

Figure 33: Decision path for selection of fast track or standard innovation 
execution and implementation process 

 

(4) Use of the new promotor model 
If the project implementation process is selected, the new promotor model 
(tailored for supplier innovations) is applied in the project execution phase (4) 
to lead the project to a successful implementation. This dissertation's notable 
results are that most companies do not use special innovation execution 
methods or explicit innovation promotors or use special techniques to handle 
supplier innovations. Furthermore, and although suppliers nowadays provide 
most innovations, the classic promotor model and the four existing promotor 
roles focus on internally generated innovations. Therefore, this doctoral thesis 
contributes to innovation management theory and practice by providing a first 
solution approach for a new promotor model tailored to external innovations 
(e.g., supplier innovations). This new promotor model contains three new 
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promotor roles, which are: 1. the supplier vision promotor, 2. the diplomatic 
promotor, and 3. the customer promotor. At the beginning of the project 
execution phase, the buying company needs to select three employees who 
will work in the joint buyer-supplier project team and take over the three 
promotor roles.  
The supplier vision promotor's role may be taken over by somebody who 
supported the respective supplier innovation idea right from the beginning, or 
even the person who detected the innovation or the innovative supplier. The 
supplier vision promotor generally acts as a kind of supplier innovation 
advocate, promotes external innovations to the board and relevant project 
stakeholders in the company (e.g., R&D and finance managers), and drives and 
supports the innovation's progress until implementation or cancelation. The 
name “supplier vision promotor” is chosen because of the promotor’s product 
visionary role and complete focus on the external supplier innovation's 
implementation success. One of the main tasks of the supplier vision promotor 
is counteracting the “not invented here” syndrome. The “not invented here” 
syndrome may occur within the buying company in reaction to external 
innovations and expresses itself through an attitude of blocking and rejecting 
anything from the outside world (Katz & Allen, 1982). The person who takes 
over the supplier vision promotor role has to have substantial expertise 
regarding the supplier market, technology trends, and the buying company's 
corporate and product strategies. To fulfill the intended tasks, the supplier 
vision promotor needs to be a communicative, enthusiastic, and inspiring 
storyteller. The role may be integrated into a purchasing manager's, an 
innovation manager's, or an NPD manager's formal position. Furthermore, it is 
conceivable that the supplier vision promotor could become the explicit 
promotor for the buyer-supplier relationship. Because through the role in 
which the interest of the supplier (by promoting its innovation) is strongly 
represented, the supplier vision promotor contributes to becoming a preferred 
customer of the respective supplier. 
The diplomatic promotor's role should be adopted by a senior manager (the 
affiliation to a particular company department is not seen as relevant) with 
hierarchical power, which is a similar characteristic as for the power promotor 
in the classical model (Hauschildt, 2003; Witte, 1973). However, the profile of 
the diplomatic promotor is complemented by diplomatic and "company 
political" skills. The diplomatic promotor is designed to become involved in 
resolving problematic situations in an innovation management project. 
Another primary mission is creating spaces in the company for being innovative 
(for example, by providing financial support or acting as a "door opener" to the 
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board or top management). The diplomatic promotor acts like a mentor, 
coach, or even mediator, has a good network within the company, and enjoys 
a positive reputation.  
The third newly developed promotor is the customer promotor, bringing the 
urgently needed customer orientation (Appiah‐Adu & Singh, 1998; Desouza et 
al., 2008) in the innovation project. Following the intentions of the experts of 
the World Café workshop (compare chapter 3), the customer promotor should 
be located in the marketing or sales department, and the main intention of this 
role is to convey customer needs to the company. The person who takes over 
this role has to be communicative and persistent and has to have a high level 
of market and industry knowledge and a strong experience with customer 
behavior. Moreover, the customer promotor should be involved in business 
case evaluations (to determine the customer's willingness to pay for the end 
product), appears again at different stages of the innovation process, and 
examines the added customer value.  
 

 
Figure 34: Interaction of the three new promotor roles with the environment 
in contrast to the classic promotor roles 

 

In figure 34, the interaction of the three new promotor roles connected to the 
promotion of supplier innovations and the supplier and customer environment 
is visualized. Based on this dissertation's findings, it is proposed to use different 
promotor teams adapted to the respective kind of innovations, one for 
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internally generated innovations—the classic promotors—and one for 
innovations provided by suppliers—the newly developed ones (compare figure 
32). 

The entire process for superior supplier innovation evaluation, selection, project 
execution, and promotion (compare Figure 28) ends after all four process steps 
(supplier innovation evaluation (1), supplier innovation selection (2), choice of 
execution process (3), and the supplier innovation project execution and promotion 
(4)) are run through with the innovation's successful market launch.  

 

7.3 Future research 

Besides the contributions that this dissertation adds to innovation management 
research concerning supplier innovations and the buyer-supplier relationship, it 
simultaneously opens new paths for future researchers.  

Generally, future researchers are advised to focus on improving the evaluation, 
selection, and execution phases of the innovation process – and especially on the 
inclusion of the supplier in these phases and on the specialties regarding supplier 
innovations compared to internally generated innovations. Furthermore, future 
researchers are advised to elaborate strategies for the operationalization and 
implementation of this dissertation’s findings within organizational processes and 
structures and to set this dissertation’s results into an organization strategy 
context. Especially regarding Tushman and O’Reilly’s theory of organizational 
ambidexterity, it may be beneficial to implement the results of this dissertation in 
company processes, to reach, on the one hand, operational excellence in handling 
supplier innovation projects and on the other hand to set the best conditions to 
continuously receive the most promising supplier innovations to secure long-term 
survive and prosper of a company.  

 

Definition of organizational ambidexterity                                                                         
The ability of an organization to exploit existing assets and positions in a profit-
producing way and simultaneously to explore new technologies and markets, as 
well as to configure and reconfigure a company’s resources to capture existing 
and new opportunities  (March, 1991; O'Reilly & Tushman, 2008). Exploitation is 
about efficiency, increasing productivity, certainty, etc., and exploration is about 
discovery, autonomy, innovation, etc. (March, 1991; O'Reilly & Tushman, 2008). 
The principle of doing both – exploitation and exploration - is referred to as 
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ambidexterity in an organizational context (O'Reilly & Tushman, 1997, 2008; 
Tushman & O'Reilly, 1996). Applying ambidexterity is seen as crucial to ensuring 
an enterprise’s long-run survival (March, 1991; O'Reilly & Tushman, 2008). 
 

All proposed further research subjects regarding the two investigated research 
streams, “supplier innovation evaluation & selection” and “supplier innovation 
execution & promotion,” are summarized in Figure 35.  

Concerning the first research step, “supplier innovation evaluation & selection,” it 
is first recommended to explore the supplier's role and the effect of the unique 
characteristics of external supplier innovations on the future success of an 
innovation project more. A next research direction beyond that might be to 
differentiate not only between internally generated innovations and supplier 
innovations but also to consider the different types of innovations (e.g., 
breakthrough, platform, or derivative innovations) and the impact of their special 
characteristics on the innovation management process and the innovation project 
success. A further dimension regarding the innovation project assessment and 
selection could also be to evaluate the contribution of the buying company's 
project execution performance on the innovation project success. Since this 
dissertation’s focus was mainly on assessing the innovative supplier and the 
innovation idea, in a further step, the buying company’s project execution ability 
should also be explored more. Moreover, it would be interesting to compare which 
aspect affects innovation project success the most: the innovation idea quality, the 
performance of the supplier, or the performance of the buying company itself.  

Secondly, future researchers are encouraged to adjust and repeat the research 
approaches presented in chapters 3 to 5 or customize them to other company 
constellations or industry sectors. The Benchmarking and the World Café workshop 
of chapter 3, in which the basis for the evaluation tool was developed, was, for 
instance, carried out with participants from various German companies. Thus, the 
results may not be generalizable to companies from other countries or continents. 
It would be interesting to repeat, especially the World Café, with participants from 
other nations or maybe with participants from one particular industry sector (e.g., 
only Automotive companies, only Food companies, etc.) and find out if they 
mention the same innovation idea evaluation and supplier evaluation criteria or 
different ones.  

Regarding the research models of chapters 4 and 5, the quantitative survey results 
show that some constructs and certain question items could be improved to 
optimize the explanatory power further.   For example, the items of the composites 
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‘quality of the supplier’ and ‘market potential’ seem not to describe the composite 
construct's characteristics and fit poorly. Whereas the former items need to be 
replaced, the items of the construct ‘market potential’ should be retained – 
because the results show that they are also indicators for innovation project 
success -  but need to be allocated to another new-to-be-defined construct. To fix 
this, it would likely be useful to have another expert workshop to discuss the results 
and perhaps find some better formulations to measure these items or even find 
alternative better-performing items. Because this dissertation focuses on supplier 
innovations, only supplier-generated or co-developed innovations are observed 
within the conducted survey. To test if the innovation assessment criteria also fit 
internally generated innovation ideas, a second survey should be performed, and 
the results should be compared. If a further survey is accomplished, it is also 
suggested to include marketing people due to their more profound understanding 
of customers and customer acceptance. It is advised to do so because of the bad 
performance of the single overarching item of the criteria ‘customer acceptance’ 
(reflecting the interviewees' overall estimation on the expected customer 
acceptance). Simultaneously, the criteria's bad performance is attributed to the 
fact that the participating purchasers, R&D managers, and innovation managers 
seem to be incapable or skilled enough to evaluate the customer’s behavior. As a 
next research step, it is suggested to execute a longitudinal study to prove causality. 
Because the survey presented in this doctoral thesis asks for information about the 
dependent and independent variables simultaneously and from the same people; 
so, only correlation can be determined. As an alternative or further methodology, 
another case study research would be interesting – on the one hand, to test the 
benefit of the tool in practice, and on the other hand to show practical insights on 
the possible layout of a corresponding corporate process flow and the 
implementation of the evaluation tool within the corporate tool landscape. 

Concerning the second research step, “supplier innovation execution & 
promotion,” the first future research field that opens up is the needed further 
analysis of buyer-supplier constellations, primarily focusing on handling supplier 
dominance. The case study shown in chapter 2 contrasts an extreme situation with 
strong supplier dominance and competition between the buyers. It is pointed out 
that if there is low dominance or no monopoly situation, the standard process may 
be suitable. Still, in the case of supplier dominance, the traditional innovation 
process does not work correctly. Hence, another proceeding and, in particular, a 
better understanding of supplier dominance is needed. One approach to 
counteract supplier dominance's adverse effects is to gain preferred customer 
status and receive preferential treatment. Consequently, developing strategies for 
realizing preferred customer status in an innovation setting with dominant 
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Figure 35: Summary of proposed further research subjects 
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suppliers is another future research field. As this thesis focuses regarding the 
innovation project success only on the perspective of the OEM, a further research 
field could also be to consider the perspective of the supplier and how the supplier 
perceives a joint innovation project's success or failure.  

The used methodology – a “two-case” multiple case study - was conducted in a 
large German, Automotive OEM company. The results are not automatically 
transferable to other company types, e.g., SMEs, 1st or 2nd tier suppliers, or 
companies from different industries or other countries. Furthermore, the two 
assessed innovation projects are product innovations, so the results are not 
automatically transferable to other kinds of innovation, e.g., service innovations. In 
future research, different types of organizations (e.g., SMEs or nonprofit 
organizations), companies from other countries and continents, or other kinds of 
industries should be studied. Also, different types of innovations can be assessed 
and evaluated to receive additional insights.  

To optimize and facilitate the project execution of supplier innovations, this 
dissertation expands the existing promotor theory by providing a new promotor 
team (containing three new promotor roles), especially for handling supplier 
innovations. Future researchers are asked to concentrate on refining the concept 
description of the new promotor roles and establishing the two promotor teams 
(the classic promotors for internal innovations and the new promotors for supplier 
innovations). Moreover, research on whether the new promotor roles are useful 
exclusively for external innovations or complement or even replace the classic 
promotors for internally generated innovations is suggested.  

Additionally, research on the needed promotor skills and analysis on the usefulness 
of a promotor's potential formalization should be extended. The results presented 
in chapter 2 show that it is problematic for practitioners that there are no 
straightforward suggestions or implementation guidelines on whether and how to 
officialize promotor roles within a company. It is also suggested to use different 
research methods to explore the role of promotors from other perspectives. For 
instance, it would be interesting to perform a quantitative survey on the use of 
innovation facilitators and promotors to gain more detailed information or 
implement the new promotor model within a company and then conduct case 
study research to analyze the benefits.   

Finally, the remaining innovation process steps, which were only marginally 
considered within this dissertation, are worth to be explored more in-depth by 
future researchers. Two such starting points for this would be to design and 
establish the in chapter 2 mentioned fast track innovation implementation process 
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(compare Figure 8 and 28) or have a closer look at the innovation management 
process's end – the innovation controlling. The fast track implementation process 
is advised to use in situations of supplier monopolies or supplier dominance 
situations, but simultaneously only if the buying company enjoys preferred 
customer status. Therefore, establishing a fast track process may be one 
instrument firms can use to outperform their slower competitors in the race to 
receive a supplier innovation and bring it first-to-market.  

In turn, innovation controlling is responsible for ensuring that innovative activities 
are continuously measured and evaluated (Havlícek, Thalassinos, & Berezkinova, 
2013). Innovations can be considered successful if launched or implemented and 
reached the imposed goals (e.g., a particular commercial success) (Havlícek et al., 
2013). It is also essential to monitor the innovation process to counteract the 
danger of cost explosion and disregarded time scales within the entire innovation 
portfolio (Littkemann, 2005). In conclusion, having a close look at the innovation 
controlling – more precisely on potential specialties of controlling supplier 
innovations and controlling the newly designed process steps – will help secure 
sustainable innovation project success.  
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This dissertation is cumulative in nature and is based on five individual papers 
(chapters 2 to 6). The following list summarizes the included publications: 

 

Chapter 2: 

Goldberg, J. M., Schiele, H., 2020. Innovating with dominant suppliers: Lessons from 
the race for laser light.  

This paper is published in the International Journal of Innovation Management, 
Volume 24, Issue 01, pages 2050008-1 to 2050008-26, 2020. 

This paper's prior version was accepted and presented as a working paper at the 
26th IPSERA conference in Balatonfured, Hungary, in April 2017. 

 

Chapter 3: 

Goldberg, J. M., Schiele, H., 2018. Early Supplier Integration: Assessing Supplier 
Innovation Ideas.  

This paper is published in IEEE Engineering Management Review, Volume 46, Issue 
03, pages 94-102, 2018. 

This paper's prior version was accepted and presented as a competitive paper at 
the 27th IPSERA conference in Athens, Greece, in March 2018. 

 

Chapter 4: 

Goldberg, J. M., Schiele, H., 2020. Assessing supplier quality: Is this supplier good 
for my innovation project? 

This paper is ready for submission.  

Prior versions of this paper were (1) accepted as a competitive paper at the 29th 
IPSERA conference in Knoxville, Tennessee USA, April 2020 (conference has been 
postponed to March 2021 due to the COVID-19 pandemic); (2) accepted and 
presented (working version before data gathering) at the 26th IPDMC conference in 
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Leicester, United Kingdom, June 2019; (3) accepted and presented as a working 
paper (before data gathering) at the 28th IPSERA conference in Milan, Italy, April 
2019. 

 

Chapter 5: 

Goldberg, J. M., Schiele, H., 2020. Assessing innovation ideas in project selection: 
An empirical model. 

This paper will be submitted soon to the journal ‘Creativity and Innovation’.  

This paper's prior version was (1) accepted and presented (working version before 
data gathering) at the 26th IPDMC conference in Leicester, United Kingdom, June 
2019 and (2) accepted and presented as a working paper (before data gathering) at 
the 28th IPSERA conference in Milan, Italy, April 2019. 

 

Chapter 6: 

Goldberg, J. M., Schiele, H., 2021. Boosting supplier innovations by implementing 
new promotor roles. 

This paper is published in IEEE Engineering Management Review, Volume 49, Issue 
01, pages 181-193, 2021. 

A prior version of this paper was accepted and presented as a working paper at the 
28th IPSERA conference in Milan, Italy, in April 2019. 
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APPENDIX 
 

Appendix 1 - Chapter 2 (Table 9-11) 

Table 9: Results of the case study interviews at “Auto A” (company-related factors) 
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Table 10: Results of the case study interviews at “Auto A” (innovation-related 
factors) 

 

 

Table 11: Results of the case study interviews from the perspective of sub-supplier/ 
2nd Tier Z 
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Appendix 2 - Chapter 3 and Chapter 6 (Table 12) 

Table 12:  Information regarding Benchmarking and World Café participants 
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Appendix 3 - Chapter 4 (Table 13 and 14) 

Table 13:  Survey items (Items marked with * were deleted) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Construct

Item name

(Item with* = deleted after 

statistical analysis)

Survey questions Source

Examples for low scores Examples for high scores

SUPPLIER_Endu_1
Please evaluate

...the supplier's financial stability
Unstable financial condition Good solvency - equity ratio available

SUPPLIER_Endu_2 ...the supplier's willingness to share risks Wants to transfer full risk to customer

Willing to share risks (e.g., carries 

development costs armortized through future 

sales)

SUPPLIER_Endu_3
...the availability of references in relation to good or bad reputation in 

the market (from other customers) for the supplier
No references and/or bad reputation 

Many good references/ reputation in the 

industry and part of the network

SUPPLIER_Endu_overall
To summarize: Please evaluate the overall level endurance of the 

supplier. 
Low High

SUPPLIER_InnoMm_1
Please evaluate 

...the quality of the supplier's ideas

Single idea, narrow view, no understanding of 

embededdness 

Several business model-changing ideas 

embedded in a global view, understanding the 

market

SUPPLIER_InnoMm_2 ....the professionalism within the supplier's  innovation management No explicit innovation management
Well documented professional innovation 

management (process, KPI, gates)

SUPPLIER_InnoMm_3 ...the quantity of implemented innovations of the supplier Few innovations actually implemented
High ratio of ideas presented and 

implemented

SUPPLIER_InnoMm_4 ...the the supplier's management of failures
Late abortion of unsuccessful projects, which 

are carried through despite little success

Unsuccessful projects are quickly identified 

and aborted

SUPPLIER_InnoMm_overall
To summarize: Please evaluate the innovation power of the supplier 

overall.
Low High

SUPPLIER_WorkQ_1*
Please evaluate

...the fluctuation of supplier's personnel
Permanent employee turnover Very low fluctuation (e.g. less then 2%) 

SUPPLIER_WorkQ_2 ...the transparancy of the supplier's personnel structure No visibility of the personnel of the supplier
Entire team with CVs was known before start 

of project

SUPPLIER_WorkQ_3 … the use of crossfunctional teams Only sales personnel visible
On the  supplier team multiple functions were 

interacting with the customer

SUPPLIER_WorkQ_4 … the use of a gatekeeper centralising the communication no centralized communication centralized communication

SUPPLIER_WorkQ_overall
To summarize: Please evaluate the quality of the supplier's 

employees overall.
Low High

SUPPLIER_PrefTreat_1*
Please evaluate

… the supplier offers ideas exclusively 

Idea offered to all other customers in the same 

way

Exclusive access to idea for defined time, 

offered first to your company

SUPPLIER_PrefTreat_2 ...this supplier provides your firm with the best access to innovations Ideas offered elsewhere first

Supplier offers good ideas to your company 

first and only then presents to other 

customers

SUPPLIER_PrefTreat_3*
...the level of management attention on the supplier side to innovation 

projects with your company 
No high-level contact person

Your company receives top management 

attention and is a preferred customer with a 

dedicated key account manager

SUPPLIER_PrefTreat_4 ...the breadth of relations of this supplier with us
No other business with your company except 

for this project 

Many other business relationships with your 

company, that the supplier may not want to 

put at risk

SUPPLIER_PrefTreat_5
… if the supplier allocates it's best resources (e.g. best equipment, 

specialists etc.)

The requested resources (e.g. test equiment) 

are allocated elsewhere first. In your project 

work no topic related specialists.

All the requested resources are allocated to 

your company first. In regarded project work 

very experienced specialists (related to the 

project topic)

SUPPLIER_PrefTreat_overall
To summarize: Please evaluate the overall level of preferential 

treatment the supplier provides to your company.
Low High

ProductSucc_Cost_1

Please evaluate: Compared to other projects, this project with this 

supplier, ...

... reduced product costs to a great extent

ProductSucc_Cost_2 ... reduced equipment costs to a great extent

ProductSucc_Cost_3 ... reduced manufacturing cost to a great extent

ProductSucc_InnoPer_1

Please evaluate: Concerning this collaborative development project 

with this supplier, within the project…

… creative deliverables were developed 

ProductSucc_InnoPer_2 … innovative knowledge and know-how were produced 

ProductSucc_InnoPer_3 … new knowledge and problem solving techniques were generated

Control_Supp_RelatLeng_1
How long has your company already been a customer of this 

supplier? 

Control_Supp_RelatLeng_2
How long have you, as a representative of your firm, been 

cooperating with this supplier?

Control_Buying_GenInfo_1 My gender is: Own measure 

Control_Buying_GenInfo_2 My current position in the company is: Own measure 

Control_Buying_GenInfo_3
I would like to be informed about the results of this survey on this e-

mail:
Own measure 

Control_Buying_GenInfo_4 My nationality is: Own measure 

Control items

Fill in an approximately time period in years

Blonska, 2010

Fill in an approximately time period in years

Female / Male

Selection field positions:

"Purchasing" / "New Product Developement Management" / 

"Innovation Management" / "Supply Chain Management" / "R&D" / others (please comment)

Fill in e-Mail adress 

Fill in a country

Product Success

COST

Ranging from 1 “Strongly Disagree” to 5 “Strongly Agree.”

Rauniar, Doll, Rawski and Hong, 

2008.  Journal production 

Economics

Product Success

INNOVATIVENESS
Yang, 2011; International Journal of 

Project Management

Control items Fill in of control items is optional

Quality of 

personnel of the 

supplier

Goldberg and Schiele, 2018, IEEE 

Preferential 

treatment
Goldberg and Schiele, 2018, IEEE 

Dependent constructs: Innovation project success criteria 5-point Likert scale: Ranging from 1 “Strongly Disagree” to 5 “Strongly Agree.”

Measurement scale

Independent constructs: Supplier evaluation criteria
5-point Likert scale: Ranging from 1 “Strongly Disagree” to 5 “Strongly Agree.”

Endurance Goldberg and Schiele, 2018, IEEE 

Innovation 

Management
Goldberg and Schiele, 2018, IEEE 
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Table 14: Comparison PLSc and OLS regression results 

 

Regarding the comparison of the PLSc and OLS regression analyses, it can be stated 

that overall, the SPSS results confirm the PLSc findings. Nevertheless, one minor 

deviation is visible - the slightly lower R² values. The lower R² values can be 

explained by the fact that within the OLS analysis, the mean values for each 

construct are used instead of the individually weighted items that are used in PLSc; 

however, there is a lower variance expressed through the SPSS analysis, which 

explains the lower R² values.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Composite name Path coefficients Path t-value VIF Path coefficients Path t-value VIF Path coefficients Path t-value VIF Path coefficients Path t-value VIF

Endurance 0.154 2.611               1.630    0.150 2.745               1.639    0.159 2.249               1.630    0.148 2.351                 1.639    
Innovation management 0.423 6.235               1.927    0.418 7.277               1.824    0.331 4.228               1.927    0.277 4.171                 1.824    
Quality of personnel 

of the supplier
0.105 1.730               1.452    0.092 1.815               1.431    -0.038 0.583 1.452    -0.013 -0.214 1.431    

Preferential treatment 0.144 2.060               1.633    0.106 1.970               1.603    0.149 2.041               1.633    0.131 2.098                 1.603    

Product success

INNOVATIVENESS PLSc

Product success

INNOVATIVENESS SPSS

Product success

COST PLSc

Product success

COST SPSS
R² = 0.473 R² = 0.411 R² = 0.276 R² = 0.214
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Appendix 4 - Chapter 5 (Table 15 and 16) 

Table 15: Survey items (Items marked with * were deleted) 

 

Construct

Item name

(Item with* = deleted 

after statistical 

analysis)

Survey questions

Examples for low scores Examples for high scores

INNO_MarketPot_1

Please evaluate  

...the innovation idea's expected contribution to 

your firm's market position. 

Will secure the market position 

(market share constant)

Will create market monopoly 

(sole provider)

INNO_MarketPot_2
...the  innovation idea's expected contribution to 

create an USP (Unique Selling Proposition). 

Will offer no differentiation from 

competition

Will create an USP (unique 

selling point / proposition)

INNO_MarketPot_

overarching

To summarize: Please evaluate the overall 

expected score of the market potential of the 

innovation idea

Low High

INNO_BusiMod_1

Please evaluate

...the innovation idea's expected underlying 

business model sustainability (long-term lead). 

Business model will not be 

sustainable (short-term)

Business model will be 

sustainable (long-term lead)

INNO_BusiMod_2*
...the innovation idea's expected potential to 

endanger the current business. 

Innovation has potential to 

destroy the (current) business

Innovation will not endanger 

the (current) business

INNO_BusiMod_3
...the innovation idea's expected product 

scalability. 
Will not be scalable Will easily be scalable

INNO_BusiMod_

overarching

To summarize: Please evaluate the overall 

expected influence of the innovation idea on the 

existing business model.

Low High

INNO_CustomAccept_1

Please evaluate

...the innovation idea's expected cost-benefit ratio 

from customer perspective. 

Will cause high costs and little 

benefits for the customer

Will cause low costs  and 

high benefits for the customer

INNO_CustomAccept_2
...the innovation idea's expected potential to be 

attractive for customers. 

Will be only interesting to 

existing customer groups

Will open up new customer 

groups

INNO_CustomAccept_3*
...the innovation idea's expected potential to 

create value for the customer.

Will not add value to the 

customers

Will solve a central problem 

of all customers

INNO_CustomAccept_

overarching

To summarize: Please evaluate the overall 

expected level of customer acceptance for the 

innovation idea.

Low High

INNO_CostBen_1

Please evaluate

...the innovation idea's expected cost-benefit ratio 

from perspective of your company. 

Will cause high costs and little 

benefits for your company

Will cause lowcosts  and high 

benefits for your company

INNO_CostBen_2*
...the expected investments needed to realize the 

innovation idea. 

High long-term investment will 

be needed

Little investment will be 

needed, short time payback 

will occur

INNO_CostBen_3
...the innovation idea's expected caused sales 

volume increase (e.g. >30% of current). 

Will have limited influence on 

sales

Will cause considerable sales 

volume (>30% of current)

INNO_CostBen_4*
...the innovation idea's expected potential to 

increase sales over the next years. 
No increase will occur 

Will cause multiplication of 

current sales volume over the 

next years

INNO_CostBen_

overarching

To summarize: Please evaluate the overall 

expected commercial benefit for your company 

through the innovation idea.  

Low High

INNO_PoC_1
Please evaluate

…the availability of a prototype. 

No MVP (minimum viable 

product) was available at 

project start

Functioning MVP (minimum 

viable product) was available

INNO_PoC_2 ...the expected time to market. 
Expected time to market - Long 

term in industry comparison

Expected time to market - 

Short term 

INNO_PoC_overarching
To summarize: The proof of concept of the 

innovation idea seemed to be very promising. 
Low High

ProductSucc_Cost_1

Please evaluate: Compared to other projects, this 

project with this supplier, ...

... reduced product costs to a great extent

ProductSucc_Cost_2 ... reduced equipment costs to a great extent

ProductSucc_Cost_3 ... reduced manufacturing cost to a great extent

ProductSucc_InnoPer_1

Please evaluate: Concerning this collaborative 

development project with this supplier, within the 

project…

… creative deliverables were developed 

ProductSucc_InnoPer_2
… innovative knowledge and know-how were 

produced 

ProductSucc_InnoPer_3
… new knowledge and problem solving 

techniques were generated

Control_Buying_

StratCul_1

Your company possesses a clearly formulated 

innovation strategy.

Control_Buying_

StratCul_2

Your company possesses the ability 

(competences) to generate innovations itself.

Control_Buying_

StratCul_3

Your company possesses  the ability 

(competences) to acquire innovations

Control_Buying_

StratCul_4

Your company identifies and assesses the 

organizational core competences.

Control_Buying_

StratCul_5

Cross-functional teams are an organizational 

standard in R&D projects.

Control_Buying_

GenInfo_1
My gender is: Own measure 

Control_Buying_

GenInfo_2
My current position in the company is: Own measure 

Control_Buying_

GenInfo_3

I would like to be informed about the results of 

this survey on this e-mail:
Own measure 

Control_Buying_

GenInfo_4
My nationality is: Own measure 

Female / Male

Selection field positions: "Purchasing" / "New Product 

Developement Management" / "Innovation Management" / 

"Supply Chain Management" / "R&D" / others (please 

comment)

Fill in e-Mail adress 

Independent constructs: 

Innovation idea evaluation criteria

Dependent constructs: Innovation project success criteria

Control items

Ranging from 1 “Strongly Disagree” to 5 “Strongly Agree.”

5-point Likert scale: Ranging from 1 “Strongly Disagree” 

to 5 “Strongly Agree.”

Customer 

acceptance

Control items

Fill in a country

Product success

INNOVATIVENESS

Product success

COST

Yang, 2011, 

International 

Journal of 

Project 

Management

Rauniar, Doll, 

Rawski and 

Hong, 2008.  

Journal 

production 

Business model

Proof of concept

Cost / benefit 

analysis

Goldberg and 

Schiele, 2018, 

IEEE 

Goldberg and

 Schiele, 2018, 

IEEE 

Goldberg and 

Schiele, 2018, 

IEEE 

Goldberg and 

Schiele, 2018, 

IEEE 

Market 

potential

Source

Goldberg and 

Schiele, 2018, 

IEEE 

Measurement scale

5-point Likert scale: Ranging from 1 “Strongly Disagree” 

to 5 “Strongly Agree”

Schenker‐Wicki 

& Inauen, 2011, 

European 

Journal of 

Innovation 

Management

Fill in of control items is optional

Ranging from 1 “Strongly Disagree” to 5 “Strongly Agree.”
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Appendix 

 

Table 16: Comparison PLSc and OLS regression results 

 

Regarding the comparison of the PLSc and OLS regression analyses, it can be stated 

that overall, the SPSS results confirm the PLSc findings. Nevertheless, two minor 

deviations are visible. First, the slightly lower R² values, and second, the path 

coefficient between ‘market potential’ and ‘product success cost’ is not significant 

in PLSc, whereas it is significant in SPSS. The lower R² values can be explained by 

the fact that within the OLS analysis, the mean values for each construct are used 

instead of the individually weighted items that are used in PLSc; however, there is 

a lower variance expressed through the SPSS analysis, which explains the lower R² 

values. Regarding the path coefficient between ‘market potential’ and ‘product 

success cost,’ it is essential to note that both results hint in the same direction 

because both the path coefficients and the t-values are negative; besides, even if 

the t-value in the PLSc analysis is considered not significant, it is considered only 

barely not significant as it has a value of -1.415. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Composite name Path coefficients Path t-value VIF Path coefficients Path t-value VIF Path coefficients Path t-value VIF Path coefficients Path t-value VIF

Market Potential 0.147 2.814            1.111    0.123 2.388            1.164    -0.081 -1.415 1.111    -0.121 -2.299 1.164    
Business Model 0.223 3.118            1.542    0.189 3.260            1.465    -0.019 -0.247 1.542    0.040 0.678 1.465    

Customer Acceptance 0.026 0.360 1.616    0.064 1.064            1.594    0.207 2.834            1.616    0.163 2.642            1.594    

Cost / Benefit Analysis 0.130 1.730            1.611    0.103 1.742            1.525    0.228 3.394            1.611    0.196 3.243            1.525    

Proof of Concept 0.190 2.976            1.096    0.199 4.012            1.079    0.289 5.094            1.096    0.275 5.404            1.079    
Control: Innovation culture & 

strategy at innovative company
0.198 2.963            1.096    0.167 3.342            1.089    0.082 1.179            1.096    0.061 1.187            1.089    

Product Success

INNOVATIVENESS SPSS

Product Success

COST SPSS
R² = 0.293 R² = 0.227 R² = 0.312 R² = 0.260 

Product Success

COST PLSc

Product Success

INNOVATIVENESS PLSc
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SUMMARY 
 

Innovations are central sources of competitive advantage, and effective innovation 
management processes are crucial to ensure that organizations survive and 
prosper. Simultaneously most innovations are no longer developed internally at the 
buying company but are provided and invented by suppliers. This supplier 
involvement increases the number of innovations and the innovation project 
success at buying companies but also carries significant risks due to the high level 
of supplier dependence. Regardless of whether an innovation is developed 
internally or provided from or co-developed with a supplier, a very high percentage 
of all NPD projects fail. As innovation success is uncertain or even unpredictable, 
managing innovations effectively is a tremendous challenge for most companies. 

Prior research shows two main reasons for this high failure rate: (1) Bad innovation 
ideas are selected, and probably good innovation ideas are not selected due to 
insufficient or even no innovation project evaluation and selection and (2) 
inadequate and slow innovation project execution caused by bad project execution 
performance of the supplier or/and the buying company. These two circumstances, 
combined with the fact that existing innovation management approaches mostly 
focus on internally generated innovations and neglect the supplier as the most 
critical source of innovation - form the two research gaps this dissertation aims to 
close. The first gap is that no ready-to-use tool for evaluation and selection of 
supplier innovations is available. The second gap consists of the fact that 
implementing a supplier innovation is poorly executed and takes too long.  

To sum up this dissertation's major contributions, first, nine evaluation criteria for 
supplier innovations (five to evaluate the innovation idea and four to evaluate the 
innovative supplier) are developed. Furthermore, the supplier evaluation criteria 
(‘innovation management’, ‘endurance’, ‘preferential treatment’, and ‘personnel 
of the supplier’) and the innovation idea evaluation criteria (‘market potential’, 
‘influence on the business model’, ‘customer acceptance’, ‘cost/benefit analysis’, 
and ‘proof of concept’) have been tested and empirically validated in a quantitative 
survey. Secondly, this dissertation provides a method, consisting of two tools, to 
execute the evaluation and selection of supplier innovations. The nine evaluation 
criteria are arranged into two operationally usable checklists, which can be 
combined into one scoring model, which assesses the innovation idea from two 
sides – the idea quality and the supplier quality. Moreover, as a second tool, a 
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matrix is provided that visualizes the evaluation scores and can be used to execute 
the selection decision.  

Finally, this dissertation contributes to optimizing the innovation project execution 
and implementation of supplier innovations. On the one hand, by providing 
suggestions for optimizing the innovation implementation process in context with 
supplier innovations and on the other hand through introducing a new promotor 
team of three promotors, which are specifically tailored to execute supplier 
innovations. Concerning the process optimizations, it is suggested to endeavor to 
receive preferred customer status from an innovative supplier, to establish a fast 
track process for innovation implementation (besides the standard project 
execution process), and to install a supplier constellation and preferred customer 
status check-up, and to decide afterward which path to follow (the standard or the 
fast track one). Regarding the innovation promotors, the need to expand and 
empower the established promotor theory in the firm's external environment is 
revealed, and three newly designed promotors for supplier innovations are 
introduced. The three newly developed promotors are the supplier vision 
promotor, the diplomatic promotor, and the customer promotor. Additionally, it is 
concluded to use the different promotor teams adapted to different kinds of 
innovations: the classic promotor team (power, expert, process, and relationship 
promotors) for internally generated innovations and the newly developed 
promotor team for innovations provided by suppliers.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

191 
 

SUMMARY 

 

SAMENVATTING (SUMMARY IN DUTCH) 

 

Innovaties zijn een belangrijke bron voor het behalen van competitief voordeel, en 
het hebben van een effectief innovatiemanagement proces is cruciaal voor het 
zekerstellen van het voortbestaan voor organisaties. Tegelijkertijd worden 
tegenwoordig steeds meer innovaties ontwikkeld en aangedragen door 
leveranciers, in plaats van intern gegenereerd. Deze trend zorgt voor een groter 
aantal innovaties en een groter aantal succesvolle innovatieprojecten voor 
afnemers, maar brengt ook significante risico’s met zich mee omdat bedrijven 
hierdoor afhankelijker zijn van leveranciers. Een groot aantal innovatieprojecten 
mislukt, ongeacht wie de innovatie genereert. Het effectief kunnen managen van 
een innovatieproject is een grote uitdaging voor de meeste bedrijven: 
innovatiesucces is onzeker en vaak onvoorspelbaar. 

Eerder onderzoek noemt twee belangrijke oorzaken voor het mislukken van 
innovatieprojecten: (1) door de afwezigheid van goed werkende evaluatie- en 
selectieprocessen worden de verkeerde ideeën geselecteerd, terwijl goede ideeën 
soms juist niet worden gekozen, en (2) inadequate en trage projectuitvoering, 
veroorzaakt door slecht innovatieprojectmanagement bij de leverancier en/of 
afnemer. Samen met het feit dat bestaande innovatiemanagementmethoden 
vooral gericht zijn op interne innovaties en niet op leveranciersinnovaties vormen 
deze twee redenen de onderzoekskloof die deze dissertatie beoogt de dichten. De 
eerste kloof is het niet beschikbaar zijn van goede evaluatie- en selectiemethoden 
voor leveranciersinnovaties. De tweede kloof is het feit dat implementatie van 
leveranciersinnovaties vaak slecht wordt uitgevoerd en te lang duurt.  

Samenvattend worden in dit proefschrift negen evaluatiecriteria voor 
leveranciersinnovaties ontwikkeld: vijf voor het evalueren van het innovatie-idee, 
en vier voor het evalueren van de innovatieve leverancier. Deze evaluatiecriteria 
voor leveranciers (innovatie management, uithoudingsvermogen, 
voorkeursbehandeling en personeel van de leverancier) en het innovatie-idee 
(markt potentieel, invloed op het business model, klantacceptatie, kosten-baten 
analyse en “proof of concept”) zijn vervolgens empirisch gevalideerd en getest 
middels een kwantitatieve enquête. Bijkomend bevat dit proefschrift een methode 
voor het uitvoeren van een evaluatie- en selectieproces van leveranciersinnovaties, 
bestaande uit twee instrumenten. Allereerst zijn de negen evaluatiecriteria 
ingebed in twee praktisch toepasbare checklists, die gecombineerd kunnen worden 
tot één scoremodel dat het innovatie-idee op twee onderwerpen beoordeelt: de 
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kwaliteit van het idee en de (innovatie)kwaliteit van de leverancier. Het tweede 
instrument is een matrix voor het visualiseren van deze evaluatiescores welke kan 
worden gebruikt om een beslissing te nemen over de te selecteren innovaties. 

Als laatste draagt dit proefschrift bij aan het optimaliseren van de projectuitvoering 
en implementatie van leveranciersinnovaties. Enerzijds door het doen van 
aanbevelingen voor het optimaliseren van het innovatie-implementatieproces in 
relatie tot leveranciersinnovaties, anderzijds door het introduceren van een nieuw 
promotor-team van 3 promotoren, welke specifiek zijn toegesneden op het 
realiseren van leveranciersinnovaties. Optimalisatie van het proces kan op de 
volgende manieren bereikt worden: het ontwikkelen van een voorkeursstatus als 
klant bij innovatieve leveranciers (“preferred customer status”), het instellen van 
een “fast track” proces voor innovatie-implementatie (naast het standaard 
innovatie-implementatietraject), het instellen van controles met betrekking tot de 
voorkeurstatus als klant en de leverancierssamenstelling, om daarna te kiezen welk 
implementatietraject gevolgd gaat worden (“fast track” of standaard). Met 
betrekking tot de promotoren toont dit proefschrift de noodzaak om de bestaande 
promotortheorie te versterken en uit te breiden naar de externe omgeving van een 
organisatie. Drie nieuwe promotor-rollen worden ontwikkeld: de 
leveranciersvisiepromotor (“supplier vision promotor”), de diplomatieke promotor 
(“diplomatic promotor”) en de klantpromotor (“customer promotor”). Afhankelijk 
van het type innovatie moeten verschillende promotorteams gebruikt worden: het 
klassieke team (macht-, expert-, proces- en relatiepromotoren) voor intern 
gegenereerde innovaties, en het nieuw ontwikkelde team voor 
leveranciersinnovaties. 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 


