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It is known that awareness and use of methods and processes for NPD raise 
the success rate of NPD projects. PDMA’s studies indicate that the use of 
NPD processes is increasing. However, their sample covers only large firms 
and addresses samples of only US firms. The present paper focuses on the 
use of methods and processes in medium sized firms. The study is a repeat 
study of a survey presented at the EIASM conference in Sofia Antipolis in 
2002 and later published in 2004.  This survey will be repeated in Swedish 
firms every fifth year. It was originally motivated by the repeated PDMA 
survey of NPD practices.  
  The survey of 2007 has a general purpose to describe practices for NPD in 
medium sized firms and make a comparison over time possible in order to 
find trends or changes. But as a special theme the 2007 survey maps:  
a) sources for new ideas (“the fuzzy front end”), and  
b) methods and practices for collaboration when outsourcing NPD. 
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INTRODUCTION 
A number of descriptions of the  NPD process, from idea generation phase through 

the product launch phase, has been presented by many researchers to create 
descriptive models (e.g. Booz et al, 1968, 1982; Anderson and Klein, 1987; Cooper, 
1994; Yasdani and Holmes, 1999). There has also been conducted many studies to 
investigate the use of these processes. However most of these studies are conducted in 
a US context (e.g. Griffin, 1997; Cooper and Kleinschmidt, 2004a, 2004b; Kahn et al, 
2006; and Kahn and Barczak, , 2007). 

In 2002 a study questionnaire was posted targeting Swedish medium sized firms 
(Rundquist and Chibba, 2004). The ambition was to repeat this study in order to 
follow the development and awareness of NPD processes in this context. 

 
This paper presents the results of the second survey study conducted in medium-

sized Swedish firms during autumn 2007. The goal of the present study was two-fold, 
namely to: 
   determine the current status of NPD practice in Swedish firms (for example use 

of formal NPD-processes, type of process, and use of outsourcing of NPD) 
   compare the results with those of the 2002 study (Rundquist and Chibba, 2004). 
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To define a framework for the topics developed in the questionnaire, a review of 
previous research in the areas was made. In the following section, the theoretical base 
of the present study will be presented. 

 
FRAME OF REFERENCE 

The study is related to four areas of research. These are; (formal) NPD-processes, 
NPD Strategies, and Outsourcing of NPD activities. In the following section key 
issues and concepts will be described and defined. 

 
 Formal NPD-processes 

A New Product Development (NPD) Process can be defined as the process from a 
new product idea to the promotion and sale of the product (McDermott and Handfield, 
2000). The process contains activities such as concept generation, user tests, 
construction, design and development for manufacturability. A formal NPD-process 
defined as “a formal blueprint, roadmap, template or thought process for driving a 
new product project from the idea stage to market launch and beyond” by Cooper 
(1994). This implies a formal NPD-process must be documented in some recognized 
form and be implemented to knowledge of the relevant parties, such as management, 
NPD-department and other departments involved in new product development. The 
following discussion will show that a formal NPD-process does not have to be rigid 
and inflexible. It could even be argued that the trend among theorists has moved from 
ad-hoc to a formal and rigid process and than turned back to a formal but flexible 
process. This is supported by Kahn et. al. (2006). 

One finding from studies of NPD processes is that the development process varies 
depending on the degree of newness to the product. PDMA uses a categorization 
scheme to make it clear to what extent a product is radically new or incremental 
(Kahn et al, 2005): New-to-the-world products or really new products, New-to-the-
firm products or new product lines, Additions to existing product lines, Improvements 
and revisions to existing products, Repositioning, and Cost reductions. In the present 
study NPD refers to the development of in the first three categories; New-to-the-world 
products or really new products, New-to-the-firm products or new product lines, and 
Additions to existing product lines. This is defined in the questionnaire used in the 
study. 

Cooper (1994) describes three types (“generations”) of NPD-processes. The first 
generation is a serial process aiming at minimizing technical risks through an system 
of checklists and stage-gates. A stage-gate is defined as a decision point at which 
specific criteria must be fulfilled before the go-ahead can be given for the next stage 
of the NPD-process (Booz et al., 1968). In the present study these models will be 
categorized as functional and sequential. Business aspects were not really considered 
in these early models, and the process ends with delivery of a project result to a 
marketing department. 

In the second-generation process the process expands to include non-technological 
steps and also to include a cross-functional approach to NPD. This means that 
functions as marketing and manufacturing are integrated at all stages. The decision 
points or gates are also cross-functional, which is important in terms of gaining 
acceptance for decisions within the organization. Two results of a cross-functional 
stage-gate process are a stronger market orientation and the possibility of concurrent 
processing (Griffin, 1997). The gates of the second-generation process are normally 
described as being formal and rigorous. This means that all sub-processes within a 
stage must be completed before a go/stop decision can be made. 
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The third-generation process, suggested by Cooper (1994), introduces the 
possibility of overlapping the stages for greater speed and a less rigid stage-gate 
system. Cooper introduced the term “fuzzy gates”, which means that go-decisions can 
be conditional or situational. A project can be given a go ahead even if sub-processes 
are not ready, on the understanding that the missing information is gathered later 
before a fixed date. This means that every decisions and the timing of decisions are 
negotiable between the decision-maker and the team (Cooper, 1994). Wheter using a 
2nd or third generation still there are studies showing the effect of cross-functionality 
on the efficiency of NPD projects (e.g. Swink et. al., 2006) 

The respondents were asked whether they used no NPD-process, an informal NPD-
process or a formal NPD-process based on the different types described above. 

Idea Generation is often called the "fuzzy front end" of the NPD process. Ideas for 
new products can be obtained from basic research, customers, the company's R&D 
department, competitors, employees, marketing, or many other sources. Cooper and 
Kleinschmidt (1988) define fuzzy front end as the time from the creation of an idea 
till the point where the firm chooses a concept. Di Benedetto (2002) suggests a similar 
definition and Kim and Wilemon (2002) defines the fuzzy front end as “the phase 
between first consideration of an opportunity and when it is judged ready to enter the 
structured development process” (Kim and Wilemon, 2002). In this stage it is 
relatively easy and cheap to close projects and turn ideas down. 

In this study the respondents were asked from where the original idea to a new 
product came. The suggested alternatives stem from earlier studies (e.g. Boeddrich, 
2004; Verworn, 2006) 

 
NPD Strategies 

A second study by Booz et al. (1982) was published in 1982. They suggested a new 
step in the NPD process which was the formation of a new product strategy. Booz, 
Allen and Hamilton defined new product strategy as a strategy for deciding, which 
new products are to be developed. This approach is also the most frequently studied 
strategy in a product development context (e.g. Kelley and Rice, 2002). Cooper and 
Kleinschmidt (1995) point out that “a clear and well-communicated new product 
strategy” is the second most important performance driver that separates the top 
performers from the rest. They also conclude that the strategies of the leading firms 
focused on and showed synergy with existing market strategies as well as existing in-
house technology. This is confirmed in a benchmark from 2004 (Cooper et. al., 
2004b) where is concluded that a formal portfolio approach improves NPD 
performance. 

New strategic issues connected to the NPD-process suggested in recent years 
include strategic outsourcing of innovation (Quinn, 2000) and product platform 
strategies (Meyer and Lehnerd, 1997). Meyer and Lehnerd (1997) define a product 
platform as “the development of a set of subsystems and interfaces that form a 
common structure from which a stream of derivative products can be efficiently 
developed and produced”. The issue of innovation outsourcing will be described in a 
subsequent section of this article, but is discussed from a strategic perspective by 
McIvor (2008). 

According to Cooper and Kleinschmidt (1995), a high quality NPD-process is also 
dependent on continuous improvements to the process. The authors argue that too 
many firms just formalize the activities that are already being performed instead of 
focusing on learning from previous processes. Their study concludes that this issue is 
the most important difference between the leading firms and the rest and that, 
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therefore, a strategy for continuously improving the NPD-process would be valuable 
(Liu et. al., 2005). These four strategies are all addressed in the questionnaire. 

 
Outsourcing of NPD 

Outsourcing can be defined as the “purchase of an externally produced good or 
service that was previously internally produced” (Lacity and Hirscheim, 1993). This 
implies that, to be defined as outsourcing, an activity must previously have been 
produced internally.  

In this study outsourcing of NPD refers to the outsourcing of development 
activities for developing new products (goods and/or service), where all or the 
innovative part of the NPD process is purchased externally according to a contract 
from organizational units separate from the outsourcing firm (Rundquist, 2006). This 
definition implies that (A) the activity shall be an innovative (strongly contributing to 
the newness) part of the NPD process, (B) the activity shall earlier have been 
conducted internally, and (C) the activity shall be purchased in a contractual 
agreement between the organizations.  

In a conceptual article in 2000, Quinn (2000) argues that strategic outsourcing of 
innovation is a necessary action to gather sufficient knowledge and manage the 
insecurities of a rapidly changing world. Almost any stage of the NPD-process can, 
according to Quinn, be profitably outsourced. Basic research and early stage 
development could be outsourced to universities or government laboratories, and 
advanced development and product innovation should, according to Quinn, preferably 
be outsourced to suppliers. Even later stages of the NPD-process such as business 
processes or new product launches could be outsourced to distributors or wholesalers.  

From a theoretical perspective transaction cost perspective and resource based 
perspective is often revisited (e.g. Zhao and Calantone, 2006; Rundquist, 2006), but 
the phenomena can also be seen from a knowledge based perspective, agency cost,or 
institutional theory perspective (Rundquist, 2006).  

Given that a firm needs to expand or improve its NPD efforts by outsourcing NPD, 
the decision process can be divided into three steps. The first decision is on whether to 
outsource or to build the capacity in-house (buy or make). The second decision 
concerns which activities in the NPD process to outsource. This decision includes an 
evaluation of which competencies are central to the organization. The third decision is 
which firm will be the outsourcing partner in the NPD process. 

The first decision can be seen as strategic in nature and may be taken at a higher 
level in the organization. The second decision is a mid-level decision taken by R&D 
department managers or similar. The third decision is more of an operational one, and 
may therefore often be taken on a lower level in the organization (Rundquist, 2007).  

The first decision is based on an analysis of benefits and risks. The outsourcing 
decision is always a trade off between advantages and disadvantages. There can be 
benefits of cost saving, access to new knowledge, but also a risk of knowledge drain, 
increased transaction costs and lower morale among the in-house staff. The 
respondents in the study are asked for rationales behind the decision to outsource 
NPD or why outsourcing of NPD is not a practice in the firm. It is also interesting to 
know what function of the firm that is central when the decision to outsource NPF id 
made. 

The next decision, choice of outsourcing partner, depends on which activity is 
chosen for outsourcing. Four factors are used to evaluate potential partners. These are 
cost, knowledge level, trust and institutional factors. Cost refers both to direct costs 
and to transaction costs. Knowledge level refers to whether the partner can fill an 
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identified knowledge gap, but also to the firm’s possibilities to gain world class 
knowledge that can lead to future competitive advantage. Trust refers primarily to the 
dependency factors. A high level of trust leading to good long term relations may 
yield a positive outsourcing decision, as in such a situation dependency is not so hard 
to bear. Finally, the institutional factors refer to international agreements, federations, 
and governmental decisions such as regional subventions or tax discounts for certain 
industries. The respondents are asked which factors that are the most important when 
choosing partner for the outsourcing activity. 

The study address the following questions; to what extent outsourcing of NPD is 
used, the rationales behind the outsourcing/non-outsourcing of NPD, to whom NPD is 
outsourced and which function within the firm decide on the outsourcing of NPD. 

 
METHOD 

In the present study a survey questionnaire published on internet was used. 
Compared to the earlier study (Rundquist and Chibba, 2004) the procedure is however 
very similar to using a questionnaire sent by letter. The internet survey was used to 
determine the current status of product development practices in medium-sized 
Swedish firms. The main reason for using an internet survey was the possibility of 
reaching a large number of respondents on a short time with a broad range of 
questions. As shown in the example from the survey questionnaire (see figure 1) the 
layout is very much the same as in a printer paper survey. The survey is also 
translated to English and used successfully in Malaysia (Al-Shalabi, Omar and 
Rundquist, 2008). 

The advantages is that a) the results are directly stored in a database and need no 
coding, b) it is immediately registered when a respondent has answered and reminders 
can be sent automatically (Strengthening the anonymity), c) the respondent can fill out 
the form faster and do not need to post the paper survey in snail mail letter. The 
disadvantage is the respondent must answer the survey when being at his computer, 
why he can not bring it home and answer under less stressful situations at his spare 
time. In this study the response rate was relatively high at 77,3% (382 valid answers) 
out of the full sample of 494 firms. Our follow up interviews have indicated that the 
respondent found the formal positive and that it felt quicker to answer than a paper 
questionnaire. 

 

 
Figure 1. Example of a likert scale question from the questionnaire. 
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The firms targeted in the study were medium-sized, Swedish manufacturing firms 
of between 200 and 800 employees. The targeted firms covered products of varying 
complexity as well as varying production processes and markets. A database search at 
Affärsdata (Swedish database over firms) in 4 industries resulted in a selection of 494 
respondents registered as manufacturing firms with between 200 and 800 employees. 
Each firm in the sample was contacted by phone, and the person responsible for 
product development was identified, informed about the survey and agreed to respond 
to it him/herself. Directly after the phone call an e-mail was sent with a link to the 
survey questionnaire. This method gave an interestingly high immediate answering 
rate, as more than 50% of the respondents gave their answer the same day as the e-
mail was sent out.  

Three reminders were sent out automatically and the response rate climbed to the 
final value. It is however interesting that more than 2/3 of the answers were given the 
same day. 

 
Table 1. The respondents divided into industries. 

Industry 
No of 

respondents Percentage 

Mechanical 221 45 % 

Food 41 8 % 

Plastic and rubber 145 29 % 

Wood and paper 87 18 % 

Total 494 100% 

 
The nine-page survey, which came with a list of instructions, was divided into five 

parts covering issues surrounding the NPD-process;  
 Questions to categorize the responding organization  
 NPD strategies  
 NPD-processes within the organization  
 Processes for outsourcing NPD  
 Organizing NPD (Not presented in this paper) 
 
The first category of questions was used to classify respondents according to 

industry and to categorize them in two ways. The first category distinguishes between 
firms with a high and those with a low emphasis on NPD. For this purpose, seven 
success criteria were used according to the questionnaire in the PDMA study (Griffin, 
1997). The seven variables cover three issues (Overall, relative, and market/financial 
success) according to the same measures as in the PDMA study. Overall success is 
obtained from a single item measure (position in your industry) that can be answered 
most successful, top 1/3, middle 1/3, or bottom 1/3. Relative success is measured as to 
which degree the NPD activity meets its objective and to which degree the NPD 
program is a success. These two questions are answered on a 9 step likert scale. The 
last issue of market and financial success is measured as four questions like “% of 
products categorized as financial successes in the last five years”. These three issues 
(seven variable) represents different aspects of success, but are well correlated 
(Griffin, 1997). 

To perform the second categorization, the firms were asked to rate twelve 
competitive factors for winning new customers (order winners). The factors in the 
survey were lower price, better product design, higher product quality, long term 
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relation with customer, reliable deliveries, faster deliveries, geographical proximity to 
customer, better after sale, similar language/culture as customer, broader product line, 
frequency of new product launch, and close personal relations with customer. 
Respondents were asked to rate each competitive factor on a five-step Likert scale 
from not important (1) to very important (5). These results are only presented as a 
base for discussion in this paper.  

 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In the following part the results from the present study is presented and discussed 
compared to the theory. The discussion on similarities and differences with the earlier 
study is presented in the next part of the paper. 

 
Use of formal NPD-processes 

Many studies indicate that the use of a formal NPD-process has proved to be the 
difference between success and failure at project level (i.e. Tatikonda and Rosenthal, 
2000; Cooper et. al., 2004a). The results of this study also show that the awareness of 
this has really penetrated most firms. Of the total sample only 13,9% do not use a 
formal process (response: “none” or “informal”). This is less than half of the 29% of 
the firms not using a formal process in 2002 (Rundquist and Chibba, 2004). One 
strong reason for this may still be that almost all firms in the sample are certified in 
accordance with ISO 9000 and that another five years of standard have past. The ISO 
standard calls for the firm to document their processes including the NPD process. 
This is also supported by the interviews in the firms followed during a long term 
period.  

The best firm group uses formal NPD-processes only to a slightly higher extent 
than the rest (table 2). In the best firms 87% use a formal NPD-process, compared to 
85% of the rest (functional sequential, XF stage gate or XF 3rd generation as 
illustrated in table 2). The difference between the two groups is in what type of formal 
process is used. The best firms use a cross-functional third generation process three 
times as often as the rest. This difference is significant to a level of p<.01. 

 
 The best The rest 
None 2,9 5,9 
Informal 10,1 9,4 
Functional sequential 26,2 27,6 
XF stage gate 29,9* 46,7* 
XF 3rd generation 30,8** 10,3** 

Table 2. NPD-processes: The best versus the rest. The categories “None” and 
“Informal” indicate no formal processes. XF=Cross-functional teams.  
** Chi-square p<.01, *Chi-square p<.05 

 
The interviews with the long term firms also indicate a very high awareness of 

organizational matters. CEOs and R&D managers for rather small firms show a high 
knowledge of different models, Stage-gates are often mentioned and discussed, and 
there is also a high level of understanding of the need for flexibility and adjustment in 
the NPD-process.  

Most firms have also developed their formal process for many years. The median 
value since implementing the formal NPD process is 6-10 years among the best 
groups, and 2-3 years among the rest. This supports the result that the firms in the rest 
group have implemented their processes more recently and now reached the same 
high rate of formal process. There is however no differences between the two groups 
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regarding how often they evaluate and improve their processes. The mean value is 
approximately once a year, but there are no differences between the groups. 

 
 
 
 
 

Table 3. Sources for ideas to new products. 
** Chi-square p<.01, *Chi-square p<.05 

 
Coworkers 
in the firm 

Users or 
customers 

Competitors 
R&D 

function ** 

Collaboration 
with other 

firms 
Suppliers * 

Market 
function ** 

The Best 3,6 4,1 3,2 4,1 3,0 4,1 4,3 

The Rest 3,7 4,1 3,3 3,3 2,9 3,7 3,5 

 
Consultants 

* 
Internet 

Board of 
directors ** 

Universities 
and 

institutes * 

Production 
function 

Suppliers of 
equipment 

Journals 

The Best 2,2 2,3 3,6 2,3 2,8 2,5 2,6 

The Rest 1,8 2,2 3,0 2,7 3,0 2,7 2,4 

 
  The results show that users/customers, suppliers, and R&D function are the three 
most frequent sources for new product ideas (Table 3). More surprising is that 
consultants and universities/institutes qualify as the least frequent. Also collaboration 
with other firms score very low considering the recent trends towards closer networks 
and clusters. There are three significant differences between the best firms and the 
rest. The best group gets considerably more ideas for new products from the internal 
functions of Marketing, R&D, and board of directors.  
 
NPD strategies  

The firms were asked if they had any documented strategies for different types of 
situations. The strategy aspects examined in the present study were product line, 
supplier involvement, product platforms and continuous improvements of the NPD-
process (Table 5). These aspects are the same as in the study of 2002 (Rundquist and 
Chibba, 2004). 

 
Table 5. The existence of a documented strategy for different aspects of NPD. 

 The firm has a documented strategy for … 

 Product line Outsourcing 

of NPD ** 

Product Platforms Continuous 
improvements of 

NPD-process* 

The Best 87% 30% 74% 78% 

The Rest 76% 17% 69% 41% 

** Chi-square p<.01, * Chi-square p<.05 

 
Compared to the earlier study two aspects are significant; the higher degree of 

strategies for outsourcing NPD and for continuous improvements of the NPD-process. 
But remarkable is that the best firms actually have higher degree of strategies on all 
four aspects. 
 
Outsourcing of NPD 

Outsourcing of production was a trend during the nineties and the early years of the 
twenties, which has led to increased supplier involvement in the NPD-process. It is 
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therefore interesting to note that only 37% of the firms in our sample outsourced 
activities in their NPD-process. This is corresponding to the result that 25% of the 
firms have a documented strategy for outsourcing of NPD.  

The group answering “yes” on the question whether outsourcing NPD was asked to 
state the most important reasons for this decision (See table 6). The respondents were 
able to answer with more than one alternative. 
 

Table 6. What criteria are the most important when a decision to outsource NPD is made.  
Only firms that use outsourcing of NPD activities were included. ** Chi-square p<.01. 

 The best The rest 
The NPD activity calls for technological 
knowledge that does not exist within 
the firm 

69,3% 55,6% 

The component/product will be 
manufactured by the same supplier, 
therefore it is more effective if the 
same supplier do the NPD 

37,5% 45,2% 

The NPD activity will be cheaper 
produced by the partner ** 5,3% 27,2% 

It is of strategic importance that the 
activity is conducted by a firm with 
world class technology knowledge ** 

54,1% 6,7% 

 
Four different criteria were suggested as possible reasons for outsourcing NPD 

activities (See table 6). The far most important reason for outsourcing NPD activities 
was that the firm needed knowledge that did not exist within the firm (63,2 %) while 
40% mentioned greater effectiveness in the production phase. There are however big 
differences between the best firms and the rest. Among the best firms the strategic 
importance of being in cooperation with firms of world class knowledge was almost 
as high (54,1 %) as the general need for technological knowledge, while among the 
rest this variable was much lower. The contrary is the case when discussing the 
variable of price, which was significantly more important among the rest firms. These 
results are logic as the measure of the best is based on the firms focus on product 
innovation, and the connection between product innovation and technological 
knowledge. Meanwhile the rest firms with a smaller focus on product innovation can 
be expected to have higher focus on effectiveness and volume, where price is an 
important factor. 
 

Table 7. Reason for NOT outsourcing activities in the NPD-process.  
Only firms that do not use outsourcing of NPD activities were included. 

 Answered 
Competence will be drained from our 
firm 51,5% 

Cheaper in the long run to build own 
NPD function 12,1% 

Too many mistakes will be made 
during communication 

21,2% 

Strategic decision from the board 57,6% 
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As described in the introduction, far from every situation call for outsourcing. 
There are also many reasons not to outsource activities. Four of these reasons were 
presented to the firms in the sample and they were asked to answer on a five graded 
likert scale if they agree or not with the following reasons (see table 7). Two reasons 
were strongly present; strategic decision from the board and risk of competence 
drainage. These factors could be expected to be high as competence drainage is a 
frequent discussion within the field of outsourcing. 
  Firms that outsource NPD activities most frequently chose to collaborate with 
present or possible future suppliers. The firms were asked how often they used 
different types of partners for outsourcing NPD activities. A 5 step scale was used 
ranging from never to always. The results (see table 8) reveal that the firms most 
frequently use suppliers and possible future suppliers, while customers and possible 
future customers are rarely used. Universities and institutes are used in close to half of 
the projects. As universities and institutes are very low as a source for new product 
ideas, it was assumed that universities and institutes were mainly used for later stages 
in the process. This impression was also amplified in interviews with selected 
respondents. 
  There is however a big difference between the best and the rest group, where the best 
group to a much higher extent choose to cooperate with universities/institutes, while 
the rest group have more cooperation with customers and possible future customers. 

 
Table 8. With what type of partner does the firm cooperate when outsourcing NPD activities? 

Only firms that use outsourcing of NPD activities were included. 
 The best The rest Total 
Present supplier 3,8 3,8 3,8 
Possible supplier 2,4 4,0 3,3 
Present customer 1,4 2,1 1,8 
Possible customer 1,0 2,4 1,8 
Consultants 2,3 1,7 2,0 
Universities and institutes 2,8 2,2 2,5 

 
The previous questions map the question of outsourcing or not. The second 

question is whom to outsource to; the choice of outsourcing partner. The following 
question maps to what degree competence, price, trust and proximity affect the choice 
of outsourcing partner. A 5 step scale was used, ranging from not important to very 
important (see table 9). The result support the results presented in table 6; that 
competence or knowledge is in focus for the outsourcing decisions. Access to enough 
technology knowledge to solve the problem is the most important factor for choosing 
a certain outsourcing partner. This factor is ranked highest both among the best and 
the rest groups. The mean value of 4,47 indicates that the factor is considered close to 
very important by all firms. The two closest factors are also connected to the access to 
knowledge. The factor outside knowledge ranked as the highest is the personal 
relation between key persons in the two collaboration organizations. Factors on trust 
and proximity were all ranked lower in both groups. 

Some significant differences can be detected between the two groups; Knowledge is 
ranked higher in the best firms group, while trust, proximity, and personal relation are 
ranked higher in the rest firm group. This is also in correspondence with table 6, as 
knowledge was higher ranked in the best firms group, while synchronizing with 
suppliers was higher ranked among the rest. 

 
 



11 (16) 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 9. Which factors are the most important when choosing partner for outsourcing of 

NPD. Only firms that use outsourcing of NPD activities are included.  
** Chi-square p<.01.;* Chi-square p<.05. 

 The Best The Rest 

The partner has access to world class technology 
knowledge * 

4,1 3,7 

The partner has access to world class marketing 
knowledge 

3,4 3,1 

The partner has enough technology knowledge to 
solve our problem 

4,5 4,4 

The partner offers the lowest price * 3,0 3,3 

The partner is located geographically close to our 
R&D function 

2,3 2,6 

The partner is from the same cultural region as our 
firm ** 

2,0 2,5 

The partner has a high language knowledge in the 
languages spoken in our firm 

2,0 2,0 

The partner has a long history of cooperation with 
our firm ** 

2,0 3,1 

Key persons with the partner have a good personal 
relation to some key persons in our firm * 

3,1 3,5 

 
The functions most frequently employed to initiate outsourcing of NPD are 

Marketing, R&D and Production. These three are very close (see table 10). It is 
interesting that the purchasing function is the least frequent function to initiate 
outsourcing of NPD. Our respondents in the interviews meant that their responsibility 
would have been much higher if manufacturing was the object for outsourcing. In the 
early phases the functions participating in the NPD process will also be the functions 
with the larger networks and the knowledge of which suppliers are needed for a 
specific NPD activity. Barragan et al. (2003) took their theoretical basis from Quinn 
and Hilmer (1994) and operationalized their model in a three-case study. Some of 
their findings partly support the results of the present study. For example, they 
conclude that the R&D function is normally responsible for the decisions associated 
with the outsourcing of NPD. This is explained by the fact that this function is also, 
all in all, responsible for the NPD process. 

 
Table 10. Functions most frequently initiating the outsourcing of NPD. 

 Frequency 
Purchasing 1,9 
Production 3,3 
R&D/Construction 3,4 
Marketing 3,7 
Distribution/Logistics 2,6 
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The previous questions have all addressed different decisions in the process of 
outsourcing NPD activities. The last question tries to map the practices for 
transferring knowledge and information after the outsourcing project is finished. The 
four alternatives describe two dimensions; focus on technical knowledge or process 
knowledge, and degree of personal interaction in the knowledge transfer process.  

The results reveal a personal interaction with a focus on technical knowledge as the 
most common in both groups (about 75%). Only a small difference can be detected 
from the results. The significant differences are still interesting. The best firms group 
has a much higher use of personal interaction for transferring process knowledge, 
while the rest firms group has a higher use of pure information transfer without any 
personal interaction. 
 

Table 11. How do you transfer the result and knowledge after finishing a project that was 
object to outsourcing of NPD. Only firms that use outsourcing of NPD activities were 

included. * Chi-square p<.05. 
 The best The rest 
Drawing and reports are sent to our firm 
and filed * 9,8% 27,3% 

Our R&D function has a meeting with the 
partner firm where results and 
technological information are transferred 

75,0% 72,3% 

Our R&D function has a meeting with the 
partner firm where experiences and 
knowledge are analyzed and transferred * 

64,5% 24,3% 

The senior group has a meeting that 
officially closes the project 13,3% 45,4% 

 
The results in this part have revealed that in many aspects the rest firms have caught 

up with the best firms when it comes to the use of documented NPD processes. This 
could indicate that the knowledge has spread through the full sample of firms. The 
best firms instead show higher degree of search and access to technological and/or 
market knowledge. Meanwhile the rest firms show a higher interest in improving 
effectiveness in manufacturing. This is somehow self-proving evidence as the best 
firms are defined as those with high emphases on innovation and NPD.  

In the questionnaire there is a variable that identifies which are the most important 
order winners for the firm. The only significant differences between the best firms and 
the rest firms is that the best firms rank “better design” and “higher frequency of new 
product launch” highest. Meanwhile the rest firms rank “reliable deliveries” and 
“short delivery time” as their most important order winners.  
 
COMPARISON WITH THE FORMER STUDY 

In this part the results from this study will be compared with the results from the 
earlier study of 2002 (Rundquist and Chibba, 2004). The results are presented in table 
12 below. 

All the results from the earlier study (2001) that were based on comparing firms 
with a formal NPD process with those firms that have none are not conducted in the 
present study. As 89% of the sample has a formal NPD process the group with no 
formal process will be too small. 

 
 



13 (16) 

 
 
 
 
 

Table 12. Comparison of the results of the first study (Rundquist & Chibba, 2004) 
The findings of the first study (Rundquist & Chibba, 
2004)) 

The present study (2007/2008) 

Use of NPD-processes 

The best firm group uses formal NPD-processes to a 
greater extent than the rest (87% versus 63%). 

 

The two groups use formal NPD-processes to almost 
the same extent (87% versus 85%) 

 

Strategies for NPD 

73.3% of the total sample had a strategy for new product
activities. 

No significant differences between the two groups. 

 

96,1% of the total sample had a strategy for new 
product activities.  

The best firm group has strategies for Outsourcing 
NPD and for continuous improvements of the NPD 
process to a significantly higher extent. 

 

Outsourcing of NPD 

The two most important reasons for outsourcing NPD 
were 1) need for technological competence, and 2) more 
effective manufacturing. 

The three most frequent types of partner were 1) 
supplier, 2) Consultants, and 3) Universities/institutes. 

The three most frequent for initiating the outsourcing 
decision were 1) R&D, 2) Purchasing, and 3) 
Production. R&D much more frequent. 

The two most important reasons for outsourcing NPD 
were 1) need for technological competence, and 2) 
strategic search for world class competence. 

The three most frequent types of partner were 1) 
supplier, 2) Universities/institutes, and 3) Consultants.

The three most frequent for initiating the outsourcing 
decision were 1) Marketing, 2) R&D, and 3) 
Production. Very small differences. 

 
The results compared indicate that the processes for NPD have been fully 

established in Swedish medium sized firms. The number of firms using a formal NPD 
is 86% and the use of formal NPD processes is equally established in the two groups 
of firms. One explanation could be that quality standards (as well as environmental 
standards) have spread down to cover the great majority of medium sized firms. These 
standards also recommend the need of documentation of the NPD process. These 
results are supported by the following interviews, where the introduction and 
establishment of standards are confirmed as an important incitement for documenting 
the NPD process. 

The results regarding outsourcing of NPD activities are not as extensive as only a 
few of the questions on this issue were present in the earlier survey. However it could 
be interpreted that the focus on competence as a reason for outsourcing is getting 
stronger as Universities/Institutes have become amore frequent outsourcing partner. It 
is also interesting to note that the R&D function has lost it’s completely dominant 
position when it comes to initiating outsourcing of outsourcing activities. This could 
be explained by the higher degree of formalization and documented processes, where 
R&D is the spontaneous function to initiate, while marketing and production will have 
a greater influence in a formally decided process. The later explanation was suggested 
by respondents to the following-up interviews. 

 
MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

It is always difficult to give general recommendation based on statistic material. 
The managerial implications of the present study are presented here in the form of 
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three recommendations, based on the findings from the best group of firms. It is 
however, necessary to evaluate the recommendations in order to find the best 
organization for every situation and context.  

 
 

Use of a 3rd generation NPD-processes.  
The use of a 3rd generation NPD process is much higher in the best firms group. 

Even though the use of formal NPD-processes seems to be similar in the two groups 
the best firms seam to have a higher degree of flexibility in the gates. By using a more 
flexible approach to the formal process the creativity and the entrepreneurial 
momentum of the project groups can be taken to use without loosing the control of the 
process. The formal process can be seen as a way of controlling and measuring the 
results produced in the process, in order to offer senior management an opportunity to 
evaluate and compare projects. The formal process is often also initiated by the 
introduction of a quality system.  

The cross-functional 3rd generation NPD-processes typically have a flexible 
approach to activities and decision gates. Cooper (1994) suggests that all activities are 
not always essential and that all gates do not need to be passed. The project team must 
decide how to use the models in meeting the particular needs of the specific project. 
This means that the formal NPD-process should be seen more as a roadmap than a 
rulebook. It is, however, important to remember that the decision to exclude an 
activity or decision gate must not be made ad hoc or for the wrong reason. A reason 
could be lack of competence, which should instead lead to a careful decision in 
agreement with the team and the gatekeepers at the preceding gate, taking many 
aspects into consideration. 

 
Listen to the users and the marketing department.  

The single most important source for new ideas is customers/users. This source of 
ideas scores highest both in the best and the rest groups. Identifying the significant 
differences between the two groups, the best firms seem to get more ideas from the 
market function and from the R&D function, while the rest firms get more from co-
workers.  

 
Keep a knowledge focus in collaborative NPD  

The best firms have a much higher focus on knowledge aspects when outsourcing 
NPD. The main reason for outsourcing is need for knowledge not to be found inside 
the firm, or search for world class knowledge. The most important factors for 
choosing an outsourcing partner are high technological and marketing knowledge, and 
access to strategically important knowledge. Among the rest firms price, close 
geographical access, and personal relations are more important. 
 
Exchange process knowledge as well as systematic knowledge with partners 

The single most significantly different variable between the best firms and the rest is 
the way knowledge is transferred and exchanged after closing a joint development 
effort. The best firms use meetings on the operational level in R&D apartments, where 
not only technical results are exchanged. Instead they have personal meetings where 
experiences and details in the NPD process are evaluated and analyzed. This type of 
knowledge sharing makes not only results add to the knowledge base of the firm, but 
also the knowledge on how to run the process of collaborative NPD. 
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FINAL REMARKS 
The present study will be repeated every five years in order to track development 

over time. Some questions will be irrelevant in future questionnaires because a 
concept becomes completely established. It appears for example as almost every firm 
today use a formal NPD process. It will therefore be more interesting to investigate 
specific applications, as use of information in the NPD process (e.g. Zahay et. al., 
2004; Frishammar and Hörte, 2005).  

It is also our ambition to give research groups in different countries and regions the 
opportunity to do comparative studies. The questionnaire will develop over time to 
absorb new questions that develop and leave questions that have become of lower 
interest. 
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