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Abstract 

Today, there is an uncertainty regarding idea development, and a lack of knowledge in the 

existing literature regarding early idea maturation in development projects has been found. While 

previous research within the area of innovation mainly investigating ideas within the Fuzzy Front 

End, this master thesis focus on the management of ideas in the early phases of development 

projects.  

This master thesis strives to map the current way of working with ideas and methods used to 

develop ideas in the beginning of product and knowledge development projects at Sandvik 

Coromant. The aim is to shed light upon the gap regarding early idea development, with the 

long-term objective to improve the management of ideas in the beginning of projects to foster 

innovation. Five larger projects, that have used facilitated idea generation workshops, were 

selected to be part of the study. Interviews and a validation workshop were conducted in order to 

examine the development of ideas early in the projects. The differences between rejected ideas 

and further developed ideas, the belief in, and the fate of rejected ideas in development projects 

were investigated. 

The findings showed that the maturation of rejected and further developed ideas occurs at 

different times of the projects, as well as in different core elements. Further, the result indicates 

that ideas aiming to solve sub-problem in development projects do not mature to the same extent 

in all core elements comparing to earlier research on maturation of product ideas. There were no 

differences found between rejected and further developed ideas regarding documentation and the 

spreading of ideas. Neither did the belief in an idea in the beginning of the projects differ 

between the rejected and the further developed ideas.  
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Sammanfattning 

Idag råder det en osäkerhet kring idéutveckling och brister i litteraturen rörande kunskap kring 

idéer i början av utvecklingsprojekt har identifierats. Tidigare forskning inom området fokuserar 

mestadels på idéer under fasen innan projektinitiering, det vill säga Fuzzy Front End. Detta 

examensarbete fokuserar därför på hanteringen av idéer i början av utvecklingsprojekt.  

Målet var att kartlägga det nuvarande sättet att arbeta med idéer, samt de idéutvecklingsmetoder 

som används i början av produkt- och kunskapsutvecklingsprojekt på Sandvik Coromant. 

Arbetet syftade till att bringa klarhet i och bygga kunskap kring tidig idéhantering då brister 

upptäckts, men även att förbättra hanteringen av idéer i början av projekt och på så sätt fostra 

innovation. Fem stycken större projekt som använt sig av faciliterade idégenereringsworkshops i 

början av projektet deltog i studien. Intervjuer samt en valideringsworkshop genomfördes med 

målet att undersöka utvecklingen av idéer tidigt i projekt. Skillnader mellan avfärdade idéer och 

vidarerutvecklad idéer i utvecklingsprojekt undersöktes, liksom tron på avfärdade idéer och 

deras utveckling.  

Resultaten visade att mognaden av avvisade idéer och vidareutvecklade idéer sker vid olika 

tidpunkter under projektets gång samt inom olika kärnelement. Vidare indikerade resultaten att 

idéer som syftar till att lösa delproblem under projektets gång inte mognar i samma utsträckning 

inom alla kärnelement, vilket teorin hävdar att en produktidé gör. Inga skillnader kunde 

identifieras gällande dokumentation samt spridning av idéer mellan avvisade idéer och idéer som 

gått vidare. Inte heller upptäcktes det några skillnader gällande tron på avvisade idéer eller idéer 

som gått vidare i början av projekten. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents the background, problem description, purpose and delimitations of the 

master thesis. 

Idea development and management of ideas during new product development is an essential part 

in the work to enable innovative products. Therefore, this master thesis maps early idea 

development in a research and development department within a global industrial company. The 

aim with this research is to present how ideas develop in product and knowledge development 

projects, and to clarify what happens to rejected ideas.  

1.1 BACKGROUND 

Sandvik AB was founded in 1862 (Sandvik, 2012a) and is a global industrial group specialized 

in advanced, high technology products. The Sandvik group has today 49 000 employees in 130 

countries, and operate in five different business areas of which Sandvik Machining Solutions is 

one. Each business area is responsible for research and development, production as well as sales 

(Sandvik, 2012b). Sandvik Coromant – a brand within Sandvik Machining Solutions – was 

founded in 1942 (Sandvik, 2012c). The revolutionary idea to produce indexable tools in 

cemented carbide to the manufacturing industry was the beginning of what today has become an 

independent strong multinational enterprise (Sandvik Coromant, 1999). Sandvik Coromant is 

perceived as a innovative company and in 2012 they were appointed as the 74:e most innovative 

company in the world by the American business magazine Fobes (Sandvik, 2012d). Sandvik 

Coromant is a supplier of tools, tooling solutions and knowledge regarding metalworking to 

major automotive, aerospace and energy industries (Sandvik Coromant, 2012a).  

Increased competition, the accelerating pace of technology change, and the need to time a 

narrow opportunity window, leads to the demand to develop more new products and reach fast to 

the market (Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1993). One great challenge for technology firms is 

therefore to constantly explore new possibilities within a short timeframe (March, 1991). 

However, it is not only essential with speed and quality. Products generated must also obtain 

innovative values (Hsiao & Chou, 2004). Therefore, a steady stream of ideas entering the 

product development process is necessary (Björk & Magnusson, 2009; Nilsson, Elg, & Bergman, 

2002; Stevens & Burley, 1997). According to Chaturvedi and Rajan (2000) the actual success of 

new products is very much depending on the New Product Development (NPD) process and its 

management. NPD is the phase where the product is developed (Koen et al. 2002). To keep the 

position as a market leader, Sandvik Coromant attains a strong focus on research and 

development. As a result, almost twice the resources are assigned for R&D (Research and 

Development) compared to competing companies in their business, (Sandvik Coromant, 2012 b). 

Consequently, the R&D department has a strong focus on product development and application 

knowledge, both contributory to the success of the company. 

Managing innovation is a very complex task, and methods that are effective in one organization 

will not necessary be successful in another. Instead, methods need to be adapted to each specific 

situation (Goffin & Mitchell, 2010). To improve knowledge and new products, Sandvik 

Coromant continuously undertakes different projects within product and knowledge 
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development. Further, the success of new products is to a large extent influenced by the early 

stages when ideas become more pronounced (Lauche, 2007). Since two years Sandvik Coromant 

has therefore actively facilitated idea generation workshops in the early phases of development 

projects. The workshops aim to stimulate creativity and support idea generation in order to 

achieve a higher degree of innovation. Out of all ideas, an essential task is to select which ideas 

and market opportunities that are worth to proceed with (Hansen & Andreasen, 2006). Previous 

research have also found that ideas not only got rejected due to its content but more because of 

the ideas’ organizational context, lack of legitimization, and sometimes due to bad timing 

(Bakker, Boersma, & Oreel, 2006; Nilsson et al., 2002). The ideas generated at the workshops 

are selected and implemented as the project leader and project team considers it appropriate, and 

no determined approach exists. Since it is up to each project team to determine how ideas should 

be managed after completed workshop, there is an uncertainty regarding what have happened to 

the ideas generated at the workshops. 

1.2 PROBLEM DESCRIPTION 

It is unclear how ideas develop i.e. how idea maturing occurs in practice and what happens to 

rejected ideas. An assessment of the current situation is necessary in order to see whether 

organizational support is needed or not. A great deal of previous research concern important 

factors for innovation in the Fuzzy Front End (FFE) of product development and research 

regarding ideas has focused on product ideas (Hansen & Andreasen, 2005). FFE is the phase 

where ideas are created and developed leading to a project initiation (Florén & Frishammar, 

2012), i.e. the NPD starts (Koen et al. 2002). To a large extent, existing literature only concern a 

few activities out of many involved in idea work (Gish, 2011), and there is a lack of knowledge 

regarding information use in NPD (Frishammar & Ylinenpää, 2007; Zahay, Griffin, & 

Fredericks, 2011). 

1.3 PURPOSE 

The purpose of this master thesis is to map Sandvik Coromant’s present way of work and 

methods used to develop ideas in early phases i.e. ideas that aim to solve sub-problems in 

projects. Further, the purpose is to identify differences between rejected and further developed 

ideas during the idea development in product development projects (PDP) and knowledge 

development projects (KDP). The focus is on ideas developed in early phases of the projects i.e. 

after the facilitated workshop. The long-term objective of the work is to investigate how the 

current way to work with ideas at the beginning of projects can be improved. Further, this thesis 

will contribute to the current research regarding early idea maturation in development projects. 

1.4 DELIMITATIONS 

This master thesis is delimited to an interview study and a workshop with respondents from five 

large projects where at least one facilitated idea generation workshop were conducted. 

Limitations regarding the scope of this thesis are due to restricted time and resources. The 

chosen projects are either product or knowledge development projects, initiated after the actively 

facilitated idea generation workshops were introduced. The interview study is delimited to a 
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maximum of five participants from each project as a basis for the analysis. The analysis only 

concerns how ideas are developed from the project initiation. How ideas are developed in FFE 

(Fuzzy Front End) i.e. the phase before a project is initiated, is not taken into consideration. 

Further, the study is delimited to idea development early in projects before becoming more 

mature and complex, i.e. advanced physical prototypes. 

1.5 REPORT STRUCTURE 

The report will be structured as follows: 

 Introduction 

In order to clarify the focus area of this master thesis a brief background are presented, 

followed by problem description, purpose and limitations. 

 

 Theoretical Framework 

This chapter presents previous research on innovation, idea development and 

management of ideas in order to describe existing knowledge and understand the gaps in 

knowledge and the existing dilemmas. 

 

 Methodology 

A presentation and motivations of methods used can be found in the methodology 

section.  

 

 Empirical Findings 

Results and collected data from the interview study as well as the validation workshop 

are presented in this chapter.  

 

 Discussion and Conclusions 

A discussion and analysis regarding the empirical findings is presented. Further, the 

chapter comprises drawn conclusions, and recommendations to Sandvik Coromant 

regarding future work. 
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This chapter presents an exposition of relevant research to identify gap in literature and thereby 

define the theoretical purpose of this thesis. 

2.1 INNOVATION 

According to Chaturvedi and Rajan (2000) the actual success of new products is very much 

depending on the new product development process used as well as the management of the 

process. The success is also to a large extent influenced by the early stages when the ideas 

become more pronounced (Lauche, 2007), and the corporate management within this area is 

crucial since this phase is a critical factor whether or not a market success is reached (Brem & 

Voigt, 2009). The importance of innovation became clear early. Already in 1967 did Knight state 

that “innovation is the adaption of a change which is new to an organization and to the relevant 

environment”, rather than characterized as a new product (Knight, 1967, p.478). Innovation can 

also be seen as the process of turning different ideas into practice and to capture actual value of 

them (Tidd & Bessant, 2009). Ritzén et al. (2008) adds that innovation includes the creation and 

realization of both new products and services as long as value is created for the organization. 

Further can innovation per se be classified dependent on the degree of novelty of the change 

(Flynn, Dooley, O'Sullivan, & Cormican, 2003).  

Commonly innovation is associated with breakthroughs and referred to as radical innovations; 

that may create new markets or make a complete change of the existing one (Goffin & Mitchell, 

2010). Radical innovation implies new products and service categories, alternatively production 

and delivery systems (Burgelman, Maidique, & Wheelwright, 2004) and therefore often involve 

extreme degrees of technology uncertainty (Florén & Frishammar, 2012). However, all 

innovations does not necessary comprise new markets and extreme technology uncertainty; there 

is also such thing as incremental innovation. Incremental innovations involves adaption, 

refinement and enhancement of the existing product, service or process (Burgelman et al., 2004; 

Goffin & Mitchell, 2010), but is still just as important (Goffin & Mitchell, 2010). In fact, it has 

been found that incremental innovations should not be categorized as low-impact innovations 

(Manimala, Jose, & Thomas, 2005). Most companies need to constantly generate  incremental 

innovations to operate more efficiently and to generate customer value (O'Reilly & Tushman, 

1997). Further do O'Reilly and Tushman (1997) higlight the need of different types of 

innovations, since they all have different targets. 

2.1.1 MANAGEMENT OF INNOVATION 

Most R&D managers would argue that it is necessary with an innovative environment where 

creativity can prosper (Bakker et al., 2006). However, innovation cannot be seen as a random 

process (Thamhain, 2003) or a spontaneous feature that occurs in organizations, in fact it is a 

process that has to be enabled through active management (Bessant, Lamming, Noke, & Phillips, 

2005). In addition, a successful R&D management does not only generate innovative ideas, but 

do also transfer these into organizational value (Thamhain, 2003). Innovation management often 

require technical expertise skills, along with soft skills to be able to manage people and 
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creativity. This is a mix of skills seldom found in one manager (Goffin & Mitchell, 2010) 

making an already complex situation even harder to manage (Thamhain, 2003).  

Innovation management is a cross-functional task that involve all departments within an 

organization; R&D, production, selling as well as organization, financing and controlling 

(Bullinger, 2009). The Innovation Pentathlon framework, shown in figure 1, identifies elements 

which all have key topics that needs to be managed in order to foster innovation (Goffin & 

Mitchell, 2010). So, to achieve an effective organization regarding innovation, all parts of the 

organization needs to contribute (Goffin & Mitchell, 2010). Further has cross-functional work 

between marketing and R&D within organizations been recognized, both theoretically and 

empirically, as a key success factor in NPD (Ernst, Hoyer, & Rübsaamen, 2010). However, it is 

important to highlight differences between literature and reality. What literature suggests when it 

comes to process models for NPD, is far from what most firms actually do (Cooper & 

Kleinschmidt, 1986). Van de Ven (1989) states that too many innovation scholars have jumped 

to prescriptions with only little, or no factual evidence on how inventions develop over time and 

what processes are successful or not. 

 

 

Figure 1. The innovation Pentathlon Framework with important areas involved (Goffin & 

Mitchell, 2010) 
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2.1.2 INNOVATION PROCESS 

According to Koen et al. (2002) the innovation process can be divided into three different stages; 

the FFE, NPD and commercialization, areas which can be seen in figure 2. The different stages 

involve different activities and developing phases of the creation of products within an 

organization. At the front end stage ideas are created and developed, and subsequently brought 

further into the formal NPD, if prioritized and accepted (Florén & Frishammar, 2012). One big 

difference between FFE and NPD is the effect of the iteration between activities. While iterations 

and back-loops during FFE usually shortens the total cycle time of product development, looping 

back and redirecting activities during NPD often contributes to delays and added costs (Koen et 

al., 2002). 

Figure 2. The innovation process divided into the stages; FFE, NPD and Commercialization 

(Koen et al., 2002) 

Fuzzy Front End 

The term Fuzzy Front End was popularized by Reinertsen and Smith (1991) and is today used by 

many authors to describe the lack of accountability and the amount of mysteriousness connected 

to the stage (Koen et al., 2002). Nevertheless, the phase is also referred to by other names, such 

as the pre-development phase (Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1993), to name one. Activities that take 

place during this stage are often unstructured, complex, uncertain, creative and chaotic (Brem & 

Voigt, 2009; Bullinger, 2009; Florén & Frishammar, 2012; Koen et al., 2002). To actually 

manage the FFE is the most important, but also the most difficult, challenge for an innovation 

manager (Brem & Voigt, 2009; Kim & Wilemon, 2002).  

The FFE usually starts with an opportunity that are considered worthy further exploration, and if 

the opportunity after advance reach the approval level, a development phase is initiated (Kim & 

Wilemon, 2002). During the FFE several elements need to be taken into consideration and 

investigated before NPD begins. According to Koen et al. (2002) organizations’ capabilities, 

customer and competitors effect, as well as new technology influencing factors during this phase. 

In turn, these factors affect the idea generation, opportunity identification, opportunity analysis, 

idea selection and concept definition during an iterative process. Moreover, there is an ongoing 

disagreement regarding whether activities during this phase should be structured or not 
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(Backman, Börjesson, & Setterberg, 2007; Bullinger, 2009) although formalization of activities 

during this early stage has been proved by empirical research to foster innovation (Bullinger, 

2009).  

New Product Development 

The most common type of innovation projects for organizations today is NPD projects (Goffin & 

Mitchell, 2010). To successfully develop new products, three important goals need to be 

achieved; maximized product fit with customer requirements, minimized development cycle 

time, and controlled development cost (Schilling, 2010). To manage the development phase, 

many companies has adopted Cooper and Kleinschmidt’s recommendations on how to 

implement the phase (Goffin & Mitchell, 2010). They recommend a stage-gate system where 

each stage has activities that are highly recommended to fulfill, and each gate implies a go/kill 

decision whether the project should continue to next stage or not (Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 

1993). During each stage, parallel activities are conducted to avoid unnecessary lead time and 

move the project forward, while the gates are designed to ensure the quality and effectiveness of 

the project (Schilling, 2010), see figure 3. Except a stage-gate process, the most distinguished 

tools for NPD do also include quality function deployment – house of quality, design for 

marketing, as well as computer-aided design/manufacturing; all methods to develop and 

structure the project (Ibid).  

Figure 3. Stage-gate system for NPD, outlined by Cooper and Kleinschmidt (1993) 
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Even though methods and tools for FFE and NPD are recommended, there are different views 

and definitions regarding the innovation process and where the FFE is actually located. Most 

authors argue that the fuzziness, i.e. FFE, takes place before the product development starts and a 

project is initiated (Florén & Frishammar, 2012; Kijkuit & Van Den Ende, 2007; Koen et al., 

2002; Lauche, 2007; Zahay et al., 2011) while Bullinger (2009) presents a view where the FFE is 

extended as far as to prototyping, see figure 4.  

 

Figure 4. The product development process outlined by Bullinger (2009) 

2.2 IDEAS AS A FOUNDATION TO INNOVATION 

An innovative idea is a starting point for any innovative activity (Bullinger, 2009) as all 

innovations originate from ideas (Boeddrich, 2004). It is evident that ideas are strongly 

connected to innovation since Hansen and Andreasen (2005) consider ideas and concepts as the 

carrier of innovation, and the creation of innovative ideas as the core of innovation. If an 

innovative idea is seen as a vague perception of a combination of purpose and means that might 

become a novel solution, an innovative concept can be seen as the predevelopment of an 

innovative idea (Bullinger, 2009). However, innovation require more than new ideas, the right 

conditions must be created and resources as well as expertise are needed to implement ideas into 

new devices and processes (Schilling, 2010). As Amabile (1996) states, “Innovation is the 

successful implementation of creative ideas within an organization” (Amabile, 1996, p.1).  

However, the lack of a common terminology in the area of ideation hampers the outlooks of 

producing innovative ideas (Hansen & Andreasen 2005). Shilling (2010) identifies two different 

ways of translating creativity into innovation; innovation by the inventor and innovation by the 

user. The inventor’s interest lies within in the problems rather than the actual solution, while the 

user often creates innovative solutions for their own needs. Further, it can be claimed that 

creativity always origin from a knowledge base; a person is never creative in general but only in 

an area where he or she possess a certain amount of knowledge creativity may arise (Bakker et 

al., 2006). In fact, expertise can be seen as the base from which all creative work originates 

(Amabile, 1996) where the inventor possesses a basic knowledge within a field but also has a 

curiosity that encourages him or her to question previously assumptions and seeking global 

solutions, connecting knowledge and findings from different fields (Schilling, 2010). Users on 

the other hand have the advantage of having deep insight as well as understanding of the 

problem, and their needs, and have incentives to come up with innovative solutions to solve the 
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problem (Schilling, 2010). According to Goffin and Michell (2010) users might not be able to 

identify or communicate their needs; or at least not all of them. Traditional market research, like 

surveys, focus groups or interviews, are not effective when the goal is to identify hidden needs 

and pass beyond incremental improvements to reaching the breakthroughs.   

2.2.1 THE COMPLEXITY OF IDEAS 

The increased focus on ideas, due to the insight that ideas act as a starting point of innovation, 

has resulted in more research addressing the question of how to find better ideas (Gish, 2011). 

Ideas itself can be defined, according to Schilling (2010), as “Something imagined or pictured in 

the mind” (Schilling, 2012, p 19) while Bakker et al. (2006) define ideas as complex units of 

interrelated elements, that in turn form a part of a greater unit. Hansen and Andreasen (2005) 

states that a product idea, i.e.a mental construct, articulating both a design and the project for 

achieving that design, needs to be present in order to begin the design process. To explain what 

constitutes a product idea they have created a framework with different dimensions, which can 

be seen in figure 5. Technology, product, task, goal specification, user and customer, need, 

business, and strategy are the core elements, distinguished in the framework, that needs to be 

considered when developing ideas (Gish, 2011).  

 

Figure 5. A framework of the dimensions of a product idea (Hansen & Andreasen, 2005) 
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The product idea needs to be gradually developed within the different dimensions over time, and 

specifications in all dimensions need to be added to create merit of the product idea as illustrated 

in figure 6 (Hansen & Andreasen, 2005). To develop these dimensions information is needed 

within each area. Additionally, Frishammar and Ylinenpää (2007) stress the importance of 

information use during NPD. According to Zahay et al. (2011) the important information 

categories used in all stages of NPD are: strategic, project management, needs, financial, market, 

customer, technical, competitive and regulatory. The categories are all used to a greater extent 

later in the process, with technology information as the only exception (Zahay et al., 2011). 

Although information is important, there is a lack of knowledge regarding information needed in 

each phase of NPD to create a successful product (Frishammar & Ylinenpää, 2007) and it seems 

to be several gaps about how information should be used in NPD in literature (Zahay et al., 

2011). Further, ideas can be differentiated based on how far they have reached in the 

development process. Gish (2011) refer ideas to as embryonic, raw or mature but stress a 

problem and using the metaphor embryo for an immature idea, since it implies that the idea is 

still the same when becoming the final product. Instead it was shown that ideas were combined 

over time before becoming the final product (Gish, 2011).  

 

 

Figure 6. The gradually development of a product idea (Hansen & Andreasen, 2005) 

2.2.2 MANAGEMENT OF IDEAS 

According to Stevens and Burley (1997) only one idea out of three thousand lead to a 

commercial success. It is therefore crucial - to ensure long term competitiveness - to have a 

steady stream of ideas (Björk & Magnusson, 2009). Out of all ideas, an essential task for the 

design team in the initial and uncertain design phase, is to select which product ideas and market 

opportunities that are worth to proceed with (Hansen & Andreasen, 2006). Bakker et al. (2006) 

found that ideas can be rejected because of its content, but more likely because of the ideas’ 

organizational context i.e. budget problems, priority of other ideas, organizational policy etc. 

Ideas can also be rejected due to bad timing, or the need of more work in order to develop 

(Nilsson et al., 2002).  
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There is also a risk for good ideas to be rejected or ignored due to lack of legitimization, while 

bad ideas might linger too long and develop too far thanks to support by powerful individuals 

(Florén & Frishammar, 2012). Florén and Frishammar (2012) do also emphasize that people 

become attached to ideas over time and therefore push the idea so far that other become 

convinced of its importance, which might lead to resources devoted to development of poor 

ideas. According to Gish (2011) literature emphasize the importance of having persons, known 

as champions, that convince others of an ideas greatness. It is also acknowledged that these 

persons act outside formal organizational processes to push the idea forth. However, Markham 

and Markham and Griffin (1998) question the anecdotes about NPD success due to champions, 

and do not find a direct connection between champions and successful NPD. Instead, they 

highlight the complexity of champions and find that the existence of champions seem to relate to 

the organizations commitment to innovation (Markham & Griffin, 1998).  

Recently, idea management system have become popular to affect the flow of ideas and to store 

ideas (Gish, 2011). Nilsson et al. (2002) argue that an idea management system should be used to 

collect, evaluate and develop ideas generated outside the formal product development process. 

They stress the importance of immediately storage of ideas, or they might be lost forever. 

Literature regarding idea management emphasize that these systems have the advantage of 

providing feedback, facilitates to make accurate decisions, increase the idea flow, and saves 

ideas for future use (Gish, 2011). However, idea management system needs to become more 

complex to enable management of different types of innovation (Sandström & Björk, 2010). 

Sandström and Björk (2010) found that literature on idea management viewed idea management 

systems as methods to generate, absorb and evaluate incremental innovations, missing radical 

ideas that need to be evaluated according to other criteria. Depending on the ideas character they 

will take different routes, which put certain demands on the idea management (Florén & 

Frishammar, 2012). 

2.2.3 NETWORKS TO PROSPER IDEAS 

The possibility to retrieve information and knowledge within a network creates better conditions 

for generating high quality innovation ideas (Björk & Magnusson, 2009). Investigations between 

physical working environment and creativity shows that employees with the most useful new 

ideas are the ones most commonly involved in interactions with other people (Lehrer, 2012). 

Bakker, Boersma and Oreel (2006) add that ideas do not emerge in isolation but are a social 

process and an outcome of information sharing and negotiation. However, in order to get in 

touch with the person that possesses the desired knowledge to gain help, the idea provider needs 

to know who to turn to (i.e. a name and the level of expertise) (Simon & Tellier, 2011). Further, 

the contact has to be willing to share the knowledge and engage in the idea’s development 

(Simon & Tellier, 2011). When the idea provider is well connected more sources are available to 

draw on when innovating, and a linear correlation has been found between the quality of the idea 

and the connectivity in a network, i.e. centrality degree (Björk & Magnusson, 2009). However, a 

different pattern is found when looking at groups. The generation of high-quality ideas were 

most prominent in groups with most connections, contrary to the findings regarding ideas 

provided by single individuals, and these differences indicate the necessity to consider a 

multitude of factors when managing ideas (Björk & Magnusson, 2009). Lehrer (2012) adds that 

a working environment that creates interactions among the employees leads to more useful new 



12 

ideas. These findings indicate that the possibilities to interact and create a network should be 

supported and facilitated (Björk & Magnusson, 2009). Kijkuit and Ende (2007) add that 

managers should encourage employees to discuss ideas generated in the front end of NPD. 

Simon and Tellier (2011) add that larger teams are prone to have fewer contacts and a less active 

network than small teams, which have a negative impact on the generation of ideas. The ideation 

process appears to be more complex for groups than for individuals regarding connections to the 

network (Björk & Magnusson, 2009).  

Furthermore, Kijkuit and Ende (2007) highlight a new perspective when they focus on the 

adaptive effects social networks can have on ideas in the front end process. A proper social 

network may increase the chances of company fit, quality improvement and acceptance of the 

idea. In order to subsequently integrate the idea provider, he or she often needs help to develop 

and concretize the idea, as well as build awareness and legitimization to avoid ignorance and 

rejection (Florén & Frishammar, 2012). Simon and Tellier (2011) add that individuals shall 

strive to develop their relationships in order to gain support for their ideas in the front end. 

However, this process of integration and sense making are not only restricted to the front end but 

should also be taken into consideration in all steps of the formalized phases of development, 

since ideas may become uncertain or ambiguous at any stage of their development (Gutierrez, 

Kihlander, & Eriksson, 2009)  

2.2.4 IDEA SUPPORT 

Florén and Frishammar (2012) states that the level of innovation has been found to increase by 

senior management support, and employees may be more likely to produce creative ideas when 

management encourage creative problem solving (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 

1996). Florén and Frishammar (2012) identified three key activities that are critical to consider 

when handling ideas and concepts in the FFE, Idea/concept development, Idea/concept 

alignment, and Idea/concept legitimization, and states that structure and support at an 

organizational level can increase the generation of creative ideas. However, incentives to 

enhance the network development can also be contra productive if the results increased 

competition among employees (Simon & Tellier, 2011). According to Amabile (1996) intrinsic 

motivation, i.e. the motivation that springs from deep personal interest, curiosity or enjoyment, is 

more conductive to creativity than extrinsic motivation, such as monetary awards, winning or 

meeting deadlines. Woodman et. al (1993) add that monetary awards can sometimes undermine 

creativity. According to Thamhain (2003) the organizational components that have most effect 

on innovative performance of a R&D team is the ones satisfying personal and professional 

needs. Schilling (2010) adds that the right organizational culture can often be more motivating 

than monetary rewards and a sense of community across a whole enterprise can be found in 

successful innovative organizations (Thamhain, 2003). 

Bullinger (2009) states that from the moment an idea is born it is evaluated. This selection of 

ideas is a critical part of product development projects, and decisions based on poor information 

and lack of clarification can affect a whole project and result in a product with no business 

potential (Hansen & Andreasen, 2006). Bullinger (2009) adds that it is advisable to initially 

collect and carefully screen and select a large number of ideas, but points out that the idea 

assessment in the FFE tends to be intuitive and ad hoc. According to Gutiérrez et al. (2009) 
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certain factors are used as criteria when individuals evaluate an idea, the factors can be explicit 

or implicit but each of them can be seen as a connection, mirroring different dimensions of the 

company’s context. This is further explored by Bakker et al. (2006) who adds “idea evolution is 

strongly shaped (and judged) by the organizational context; in the end not all ideas are equal” 

(Bakker et al., 2006, p. 299). In other words, an idea is evaluated with the company context in 

mind and depending on which factors chosen the idea is considered good or bad (Gutierrez et al., 

2009). Additionally, Bullinger (2009) refer to the current state of research on the early 

assessment of innovation as insufficient and unacceptable. She propose a development of support 

method(s) and highlights the importance of qualitative and quantitative assessment as well as the 

integration of strategic, technical, and economic information in order to conduct a holistic 

evaluation. 

Even though creativity within an organization is the foundation of innovation (Amabile et al., 

1996) it is complex to measure and describe since it consist of a variety of different individuals’ 

creativity, social processes, and contextual factors (Schilling, 2010). The social aspects of the 

working environment are crucial in order to develop creative ideas, and the organizational 

context can hamper or support the generation of those ideas (Amabile et al., 1996). Ekvall (1996) 

identifies 10 factors that can stimulate or impede the generation of creative ideas in an 

organization where idea support, debates, risk taking, and idea time are considered to be 

specially connected to creativity and innovation. Amabile et al. (1996) propose five work 

environment dimensions that have been found to be significant in the generation of ideas in 

organizations: challenge, organizational encouragement, work group supports, supervisory 

encouragement, and organizational impediments. Furthermore, the physical facilities can be seen 

as one part of the contextual factors, i.e. the work environment and its surroundings, including 

factors like noise, air, temperature and common rooms etc. (Ibid).  
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2.3 RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 

As stated above, innovation is today crucial for companies in order to stay competitive (Hsiao 

(Hsiao & Chou, 2004). Ideas are seen as a starting point for innovation (Boeddrich, 2004; 

Bullinger, 2009; Hansen & Andreasen, 2005), where a steady stream of ideas is needed to reach 

innovation (Björk & Magnusson, 2009; Nilsson et al., 2002; Stevens & Burley, 1997). A great 

deal of previous research concern important factors for innovation in FFE (Brem & Voigt, 2009; 

Bullinger, 2009; Florén & Frishammar, 2012; Koen et al., 2002), and research regarding ideas 

has focused on product ideas i.e. that need to be present in order to initiate the design process 

(Hansen & Andreasen, 2005). To a large extent, existing literature only concern a few activities 

out of many involved in idea work (Gish, 2011), and there is a gap in literature regarding 

information use in NPD (Frishammar & Ylinenpää, 2007; Zahay et al., 2011). Thereby, this 

study complement previous research by focusing on the development of ideas in NPD. 

Additionally, a comparison between the development of accepted contra rejected ideas, is 

covered by the study. The work will be guided by the following research questions: 

 

RQ1: How are ideas developed early in development projects? 

RQ2: Does early idea development distinguishes between rejected and further developed ideas in 

development projects? 

RQ3: What happens to ideas rejected in development projects? 
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METHODOLOGY  

The methods used throughout this master thesis were carefully selected to fulfill the specific 

purpose of this thesis. The aim of each method was to gather relevant data. In the section below, 

the research process is presented and motivated. 

3.1  RESEARCH PROCESS 

The research process can be divided into four stages, each representing an important stage 

towards reaching the final result and answering the stated research questions. 

 Initial Understanding 

The research began with a period of investigations, aiming to get familiar with Sandvik 

Coromant and their way of working in projects. This was achieved by using the intranet 

and meeting with relevant people.    

 

 Problem definition 

The initial problem defined by Sandvik Coromant was adapted and reformulated to fit 

within the frame of this master thesis work. The reformulation allowed the research 

design to be more focused on the stated problem. 

 

 Literature study 

An literature study has been conducted. The aim was to examine results from previous 

research within the area of innovation and idea development in order to create a solid 

background and context.  

 

 Empirical study  

The aim of the empirical study was to collect a set of data comprehensive enough to 

function as a base for the following analysis. The data was collected using semi-

structured interviews. In order to increase the validity of the research an internal 

workshop was conducted at Sandvik Coromant. 
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Figure 7 provide an overview of the chosen research process. Even though each step is presented 

in a linear manner, it was an iterative process. More in-depth descriptions of the process are 

provided in the following sections. 

 

Figure 7.  Overview of the research process during this master thesis 

3.2 INITIAL UNDERSTANDING 

The research began with information gathering, aiming to get an overview and an initial 

understanding of Sandvik Coromant and their way of working in projects. This was done by 

using mainly internal sources like the company’s intranet, informal conversations and 

presentations. Information gathered from the intranet facilitated the understanding of the 

organizational structure and provided information that functioned as the foundation for the 

background and the empirical setting chapter. This knowledge was further deepened during 

meetings and informal conversations with Anna Karlsson (industrial supervisor). Along the way 

to become familiar with the project processes used at Sandvik Coromant, Anna Karlsson 

contributed with existing documentation. Stefan Hedström (Senior Product Portfolio Manager) 

contributed with knowledge regarding their different types of projects as well as insight of the 

different phases within each process. Further, the master thesis was organized and a planning 

report complied. 

3.3 PROBLEM DEFINITION 

When the master thesis was initiated the scope of the research had already been defined and 

agreed upon. Sandvik Coromant formulated three research questions within this scope. After an 

initial working period, where an understanding for the underlying problem was achieved, the aim 

of the research was clarified and the research questions were redefined. However, these 

questions still reflected the initial problem, only adapted to fit within the frame of a master 

thesis, and allowing a more focused study. 
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3.4 LITERATURE STUDY 

A literature study was conducted in order to build a theoretical framework for the subsequent 

research. This was achieved by investigating the scope of previous research within the area of 

innovation and idea development in order to provide a solid background and context. The 

developed theoretical framework formed a basis for the interview guide.  

A two-stage approach was used when reading and evaluating the material. The first step included 

skimming the material with the goal to gain an initial understanding and an evaluation whether 

or not the material would contribute to the work. The second step aimed to gather additional 

information and to gain a deeper insight of the material by examining the relevant material 

closer. (Williamson, 2002) 

The literature study included research articles, conference papers as well as books with the aim 

to build a logical framework and create an understanding within the area. In order to verify the 

reliability of chosen articles and assure that the information gathered were correct, only reviewed 

research articles from well known databases were used. Different combinations of key terms 

were carefully selected in order to find relevant information at the databases. Additionally, these 

key terms also functioned as a guide when searching for relevant books and doctoral 

dissertations. 

Further, the literature study was an ongoing process through a larger part of the master thesis 

process. In order to prepare for the validation workshop, suitable methods to form a workshop 

were collected by studying support methods and guidelines for facilitators. 

3.5 EMPIRICAL STUDY 

The aim of the empirical study was to collect data comprehensive enough to function as a base 

for the analysis. The methods used for the data collection should according to Marshall and 

Rossman (2006) relate to the type of information sought. They divide the information into three 

different types; frequently distributions, incidents/histories, and institutionalized norms and 

statuses. By carefully considering the research questions, a suitable method for data collection 

was chosen. Since the study aims to understand each respondent’s point of view, it was 

necessary to have a retrospective outlook, where qualitative data that reflects the institutionalized 

norms and statuses, are gathered. With that purpose, interviews were considered the most 

efficient and suitable form (Marshall & Rossman, 2006). 

3.5.1 MOTIVATION FOR SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS 

According to Westlander (2000) there are four types of interview methods; unstructured personal 

interviews, semi-structured personal interviews, structured interviews where the conversation is 

managed in detail by the interviewer, and printed questionnaires. Further Williamson (2002) 

argue that the interview study should aim to collect information that cannot be obtained in any 

other way. In other words, straight forward information that can be received from, for example, 

annual reports or a questionnaire, should not be a part of an interview guide. Since the character 

of the present research questions require detailed, in depth answers to capture each respondents’ 

perspective, an interview study are preferable above a self-administered questionnaire, where the 
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data outcome is much poorer (Williamson, 2002). When conducting a qualitative interview an 

awareness of the consequence of the chosen language is important. According to Kvale (1989) 

language is the basic tool of interviewing and it is crucial to build an understanding between the 

interviewer and the respondent. In order to advance the discussion comments, responses, and 

additional questions might be used. 

Furthermore, Westlander (2000) and Williamson (2002) have similar views of unstructured, 

structured and semi-structured interviews. Unstructured personal interviews are useful when an 

insight of the respondents own opinion, in a given area, is required. Even though the interviewer 

is responsible to keep the discussion within the defined framework, the respondent more or less 

decide the theme within this framework and his/her answer basically generates the next question 

(Williamson, 2002). This is in contrast to a structured interview where the questions are prepared 

in advance and exactly the same questions are asked in the same order to all of the respondents. 

This structured form of interviews generates data suitable for finding explanations to specific 

events and data that is easy to evaluate and compare across the respondents (Westlander, 2000). 

In contrast, the semi-structured personal interview is suitable when trying to investigate the 

respondent’s view of a situation. When conducting a semi-structured interview the respondents 

are allowed to articulate their concerns and specific needs, even though an interview guide with a 

standard list of questions compose a base from which the interviewer is free to follow up on 

leads that was of interest (Williamson, 2002). However, this approach does not offer easy 

comparable quantitative data compared to structured interviews (Westlander, 2000; Williamson, 

2002). 

For the reasons stated above, semi-structured interviews where used in this study. Yin (1994) 

propose that focused interviews should continue for about an hour, a recommendation which was 

applied. Open-ended questions and a conversational manner enable insight to the respondents’ 

opinions about specific events and situations, as well as the possibility to generate new questions 

based on the given answer (Yin, 1994). The interviews were conducted in Sandviken at Sandvik 

Coromant, and transcribed in the immediate future. Both Kvale (1989) and Starrin and Svensson 

(1994) emphasize the importance of saving the data by transcribing it. Kvale (1989) states that 

the interaction as a whole, both tapes and transcripts, function as the object of further analysis. 

Also, Starrin and Svensson (1994) show that the transcribing is important, claiming that the first 

part of analysis should be to become familiar with the data and create an overall impression by 

reading them through. 

By using semi-structured interviews in a two-stage approach a deeper understanding for the 

current situation was developed and resulted in a comprehensive and widespread amount of 

qualitative empiric data. This led to a demanding and time consuming analysis where the empiric 

data continuously was compared, and coupled back to the theoretical framework.   
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3.5.2 PROCESS OVERVIEW 

The empirical study can be divided into four main steps; selection, interviews, validation, and 

analysis. In order to provide an overview a short presentation of the empirical process is given 

and then followed by a more thoroughly description of each step. 

 Selection of Sample  

The interview study was limited to comprise five larger development projects at Sandvik 

Coromant. In the first stage the project leaders or project member responsible for the idea 

generation part of the project, were interviewed and then asked to recommend other 

respondents for the interviews in stage 2.  

 

 Interviews, preparation and execution 

The interview phase consisted of two stages where the first step was to get an initial 

understanding of each project, test question formulations for the interview guide and 

establishing routines for the actual execution. Step two, the execution, aimed to gather 

data comprehensive enough to answer the stated research questions.   

 

 Validation of data 

To validate the analyzed material gained from interviews, and to provide feedback to the 

respondents, a workshop was facilitated. 

 

 Data Analysis 

The last task during the empirical study was to further analyze the gathered data. This 

was partially conducted during the whole interview study in order to get familiar with the 

data. A comprehensive analysis aiming to find patterns and draw conclusions based upon 

the frame of reference followed.  
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Selection of Samples 

It was possible to find suitable projects for the interview study with help and advice from the 

supervisor at Sandvik Coromant i.e. purposive sampling (Bryman, 2008). Five major 

development projects where a facilitated idea generation workshop had been conducted, was 

identified. It was decided that the respondents should be chosen in a two stage approach. 

Primarily the project leader of each project (in one case the person responsible for the idea 

generation workshop) was interviewed. In the end of the interview the project leader was asked 

to recommend respondents from their project, in table 1 is each project and number of 

respondents listed. This procedure of chain-of-referral ensured that information-rich informants 

were pointed out (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

Table 1. The five projects in the interview study and the number of respondents.   

PROJECT 
TYPE OF 

PROJECT 

NUMBER OF 

RESPONDENTS 

A KDP 4 

B PDP 3 

C PDP 3 

D PDP 3 

E KDP 2 

 

Following, around five persons from each project were recommended by the project leaders to be 

respondents in the next round of interviews. By carefully selecting the respondents, a range of 

variation was created and preconditions to identify different perceptions and beliefs were 

created. According to Starrin and Svensson (1994) is this approach preferable since all research-

oriented activities should strive to maximize the informational value within the study.  

Interviews, Preparation and Execution 

Conversations with the supervisor at Sandvik Coromant and screening the information available 

at the intranet were valuable to form an initial understanding and become familiar with each 

project participating in the interview study. Thereby enable the interview focusing less on getting 

an overview of the projects and instead formulating questions aiming to answer the stated 

research questions. Further, in order to gather more comparable data, create a more creative and 

relaxed atmosphere, and to invite the respondent to interact during the interview, five different 

graphs were created and served as a basis during a large part of the interviews. With the 

information gathered in the literature study as a starting point, the graphs were designed to 

investigate the number of ideas generated during the different phases of each projects and how 

the respondent´s belief differed between a rejected idea and an idea that had have been 

developed further. Additionally, two more graphs where designed based upon the framework of 

the different dimensions of a product idea suggested by Hansen and Andreasen (2005). The 

original framework consisting of eight core elements were simplified by merging categories 
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together and creating a frame work constituted of six categories, which can be seen in Appendix 

1. The aim was to better fulfill its purpose as an interview support, and to achieve a greater 

understanding of how each dimension affects the perceived quality of a rejected idea and of a 

further developed idea. The possibility that two respondents referred to the same idea have not 

been taken into consideration since the aim was to investigate the respondents’ view of an idea 

rather than the idea per se. The graphs can be seen in Appendix 2.  

After the preparation phase semi-structured interviews were conducted in a two-stage approach. 

In stage one five projects leaders where interviewed from the selected projects followed by stage 

two where project members recommended by the project leaders participated. The interview 

guide from stage one functioned (Appendix 3) as a base to build upon but was updated and 

adjusted to stage two (Appendix 4). For example questions judged to be unnecessary or already 

answered, were taken away and the layup as well as the order was change to obtain a better flow 

and usage of the graphs.  

Validation of Data  

To validate the analyzed material gained from interviews, to obtain further information, and to 

provide feedback to the respondents, a workshop was conducted to which all the respondents 

were invited. The workshop was planned according to appropriate workshop methods gained 

through the literature study. Theory regarding different facilitation techniques was collected and 

discussed with the supervisors at Sandvik Coromant and KTH, and used in order to achieve a 

higher standard at the workshop session. 

The workshop lasted for two and a half hour and consisted of three major phases, see Appendix 

5. The purpose of the workshop was to validate the gathered data and further deepen the 

knowledge within selected areas hence the first phase was a short presentation of selected result 

gathered in the interview study. The phase ended with an opportunity for the participants to 

discuss the result and to provide feedback. Views that were highlighted were documented by the 

facilitator on a flipboard. Next, negative and positive brainstorming was used to investigate the 

dilemma of how ideas and knowledge should be spread and at the same time protected. The 

exercise is called “Kill/Birth”. In the first step the whole group used negative brainstorming 

trying to come up with as many things as possible that kill collaboration around ideas. In step 

two the group was divided into two, and was told to use positive brainstorming to solve the 

problem with collaboration around ideas. All suggestions where written down on post-its by the 

participants and put on a wall easily viewed by everybody. The last phase was an exercise with 

the aim to validate and add additional result to the result gathered from the graphs. In the 

exercise the participants were divided into smaller groups, each were handed two categories and 

asked to write down questions that could bring an idea forward within the specific area. The 

workshop ended with the feedback exercise “I Like, I Wish” where the participants were asked 

to write down two things they liked about the workshop and one thing that they wished for. This 

activity aimed to gather response on the workshop and the methods used. The material gathered 

at the workshop was documented and analyzed immediately afterwards in order to obtain the 

best preconditions where all information and different details were remembered.      
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Data Analysis  

The result of the interview study as well as the workshop was analyzed with a bottom-up 

approach. A bottom-up approach starts with an analysis of the data with the aim to find different 

patterns (Williamson, 2002). A reflective and self-critical approach is necessary and the analysis 

should be seen as an active phase where qualitative arguments are stated (Yu, 2011). In order to 

answer the research question adequately, it is important that the gathered data provides the 

amount of depth and breadth necessary. One way to achieve this when working with qualitative 

data, is to analyze the data while it is collected (Williamson, 2002). Williamson (2002) claims 

that by doing this it is possible to stop collecting data when enough information is gathered in 

order to answer the research question. This was practiced by carefully excluding selected 

questions in stage two of the interviews and steer the conversation towards areas where 

information was lacking.   

Furthermore, analysis of large amount of qualitative data can be time consuming and difficult to 

compare, in contrast to quantitative data where more well-established methods can be found. 

Even though there are no strict rules how to analyze large amount of qualitative data 

(Williamson, 2002), there are guidelines to follow as a support. According to Starrin and 

Svensson (1994) there are four phases in the work of analysis- and interpretation; become 

familiar with the data and create an overall impression, acknowledge similarities as well as 

differences, categorize, and investigate the underlying structure of the categorizing system. 

Bryman (2009) propose the method Grounded theory, which is a general strategy for analysis of 

qualitative data and function as a reference frame for the analysis. The Grounded theory is the 

most common view for analyzing qualitative data and the encoding is its most important process 

which includes a review of the gathered data aiming to label, compile, separate, and organize 

(Bryman, 2009).  

The first part of the analysis, to become familiar with the data and creating an overall 

impression, started already during the interviews and the transcription. This was followed by a 

full analysis aiming to detect patterns and dissimilarities within the data in order to cluster the 

data into different categories. The approach open encoding was used which is a process that aims 

to break down, study, comparing, conceptualize, and categorize data (Alan Bryman, 2009).This 

was done by using a matrix where the data was categorized in columns under different labels 

based upon the interview guide. However, this was an iterative work and after the data was 

studied and compared, the categories changed and new labels developed over time. Moreover, in 

order to be able to separate answers from different projects and to compare differences between 

them, the respondents from each project were grouped together. Additionally, the results from 

the graphs were compiled by finding patterns, generalized and categorized.   

  



23 

3.6 VALIDITY OF METHOD 

The methods used where carefully considered in order to reach the desired result and avoid 

biases. To attain a high validity, i.e. secure that the investigation met the stated questions 

(Bohgard, 2008) a two-step approach was used (Williamson, 2002). Further, only reviewed 

articles from well-known databases were chosen to ensure the reliability. Since the interviews 

served as the main source of data during the study, much effort were put to ensure the reliability 

of the study. An interview guide were designed, evaluated and developed to ensure that the right 

questions were asked and the validity retained. The reliability, i.e. how reliable the investigation 

is, does also involve ensuring that the result is replicable (Bohgard, 2008). This was achieved by 

using an interview guide to ensure that the semi-structured interviews were conducted in a 

similar way each time. To further increase the reliability the respondents were given the same 

background information before the interviews, further all interviews were recorded and 

transcribed. 
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EMPIRICAL SETTINGS 

This chapter presents specific circumstances at Sandvik Coromant affecting the research 

questions investigated in this master thesis. 

Five larger development projects have contributed to the interview study during this master 

thesis and two different types of projects can be found among them, Product Development 

Projects (PDP) and Knowledge Development Projects (KDP). Along with the Product 

Introduction Process (PIP) and the Application Development Process (ADP) these four projects 

and processes are actions to address needs identified by the Product Portfolio Management 

(PPM) of Sandvik Coromant, see figure 8.  

 

Figure 8. The Product Portfolio Management used by Sandvik Coromant (Forsström, 2012) 

The PPM is a part of the New Product Process (NPP) that was initiated in connection with the 

HIT (Half in Three) initiative. HIT was introduced in the beginning of 2006 with the purpose to 

halving the time for product development projects within three years. The initiative focused on 

speed and innovation, aiming to create customer value as well as commitment and motivation of 

the employees at Sandvik Coromant. The new process resulted in a PDPs aiming to match the 

introduction plan. The PIP takes time and to be able to release the products in CoroPaks i.e. 

introduction packages two times in a year, the process has to be run along with the development 

processes. In other words, the process preparing for product introduction has to be run 

simultaneously as the PDP. This could only be done if necessary knowledge were available 

before the project started, why the KDP was initiated to enable the opportunity to build 

knowledge within selected areas. In contrast to the PDP these project do not have to deliver 

according to the introduction plan and have thereby been given more resources to explore 

different opportunities, investigate new technology and generate innovative solutions. However, 

KDP still have to leverage necessary generic knowledge to PDP within a certain time frame.  
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By continuously gaining knowledge during generic KDPs, a knowledge platform is created as a 

foundation for PDPs. The two processes will nurse each other and the aim is to continuously 

increase the overall knowledge at Sandvik Coromant, which is illustrated by the arrow in figure 

9. 

 

Figure 9. The correlation between PDP and KDP (Forsström, 2012) 

 

The layout in the PDP, ADP and KDP is in general the same and begins with a pre study 

followed by an execution- and a closure phase. This process is further divided and described in 

the project management model. Its’ purpose is to ensure a business-focused and efficient project 

management by describing the project management activities. From the start of the planning 

phase to the closure of the project the project manager is responsible for all project management 

activities and to achieve high-quality project performance and shortened project lead-time.    

Before the pre study formally starts it is preceded by an initiating phase where the project frame 

is set. In this phase the project charter, which describes the scope and the outcome of the project 

and conditions of the pre-study, is prepared. Before continuing to the planning phase where the 

pre study takes place the steering group has to take the decision to start the project, which is done 

in Decision Point 1 (DP1). The pre study aiming to analyzing the technical and commercial 

conditions and prepare a project plan which forms the basis for the agreement between the 

project owner and the project manager. The project plan has to be approved at DP2 before the 

project can enter the executing phase. The executing phase can differ between the development 

projects but all three have to pass DP3, where a decision to carry on with the project execution is 
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taken, and then continue to DP4 where the achieved result is approved before entering the 

closure phase. An outcome of the closing phase is the final report where the project experience 

and outcome against project plan are analyzed and reported. The phase ends in DP5 with the 

decision to close the project. A general layout of the projects can be seen in figure 10 where the 

light blue layer represents all project manager activities and the purple the activities executed in 

the project during each phase. The pink squares represent the five different decision points and 

the dark blue triangles important milestones.  

 

Figure 10. The project management model with its different phases (Forsström, 2012)  
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EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

This chapter presents empirical findings from the interview study as well as the validation 

workshop. 

Five larger product development projects have been a part of the interview study conducted, with 

the aim to map Sandvik Coromant’s present way to work with idea development in new product 

development projects. A total of five respondents were interviewed in the first interview stage, 

and additional ten in the second interview stage. The project members’ affiliation varied, and the 

teams comprised of 2 to 10 members. Three PDPs and two KDPs have been part of the study. In 

table 2 the five projects, the type, project members and their affiliation are listed. When 

discussing the projects, the respondents often referred to the team members from R&D as the 

project team, even though persons from other units placed in other locations, was a part of the 

project. The product developer and project leaders that were placed and worked together daily, 

also referred to themselves as the core team. 

 

Table 2. The five projects, which type and the number of members and their affiliation 

PROJECT TYPE OF 

PROJECT 

NUMBER OF PROJECT 

MEMBERS 

PARTICIPANTS OF 

AFFILIATION 

A KDP 8-10, changed during time R&D, Production,     

Product Management 

B PDP  8, changed during time R&D, Production,   

Reference Group 

C PDP 7-8 R&D, Production 

D PDP 5 R&D, Production 

E KDP 3-4 R&D, Production 
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Description of the projects 

 Project A was a KDP within turning tools that aimed to develop a new innovative 

solution for cutting.  

 

 Project B is an ongoing PDP within turning tools, in the field of parting and grooving 

operations. 

 

 Project C was a PDP within milling that aimed to develop a solution perceived as 

innovative. The system shall be insensitive to tolerances and small loose items should be 

avoided.  

 

 Project D was a KDP in the field of long-hole drilling that was later terminated. 

 

 Project E is an ongoing KDP aiming to develop a new indexable insert drill that will 

replace a current product. 

5.1 INNOVATION 

Different definitions of innovation were used among the respondents. Some saw innovation only 

as new products, while others also added new solutions to their definition. One respondent 

pointed out that the simplest solution often is the best solution. The view of innovation was also 

connected to the company and its customer, “Innovation is something extra that implies an 

advantage, an advantage for our customer”. However, innovation was not always seen as 

positive, “Lately it has become a buzz word here, unfortunately”. The respondent clarified 

further that Sandvik Coromant gives the impression to identify innovations as “flashy new things 

that look innovative”, a definition that was not shared with the respondent. Other respondents 

did not know how Sandvik Coromant relates to innovation but assumed the company has a 

similar definition as themselves, i.e. new products and solutions, or thought about it as a sell 

argument to make business. According to the respondents the view on innovation varies among 

the employees depending on which function he or she belongs to. Nevertheless, the importance 

of innovations at Sandvik Coromant became clear during the interview study, as can be 

understood from the following quote: “For a technology company as Sandvik, innovation is 

vital!”. 

The perception of an idea among the respondents was also probed, and overall there was a 

common view. They agreed upon that an idea could be just about anything, that it is a first draft 

of something that should be developed further. Most respondents got ideas during non-working 

related activities, and highlighted the value of the process that occurs from the point when 

something “is triggered in the head” and lasts until it becomes something that could be 

explained by words. In contrast to the respondents own view of an idea, they thought Sandvik 

Coromant would categorize an idea as something that is patentable, and something that can make 

money. 
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5.1.1 ENVIRONMENT 

Project members in four projects (out of five) experienced an open climate and a positive 

atmosphere, “It is a very open climate”. One respondent stressed that although individual tasks 

are the most common, they worked in pairs from time to time to support each other. One project 

leader added that teamwork “is not always painless” although this was seen as something 

positive and a result of an open climate. Only team members from one project were not satisfied 

with the working atmosphere. They admitted that it had been tensions between team members 

and a negative environment from time to time. Several respondents also added that production 

issues have negatively impact on the innovative environment. One respondent stated that these 

could be very limiting since they knew from start that several ideas were going to meet 

resistance. To counteract that tension, one respondent stressed that greater collaboration between 

different units should occur earlier in the projects.  

All respondents stated they feel free to come up with crazy ideas; ideas which were positively 

welcomed among fellow team members: “You really get the chance to explore crazy ideas”. 

Further, the respondents did feel that innovation and innovative solutions are encouraged by the 

company and several respondents felt joy when working with ideas, much because of the support 

and encouragement from the company. However, not all projects get the same innovation 

support, “How much support you get, depends on which project you are working with”. In 

addition, one respondent pointed out that the goal for some projects is not to come up with 

ground breaking products but rather to develop existing products hence innovative support is not 

needed in those particular projects. Even in projects where innovation is supported, not all 

projects result in new innovative products, and according to the respondents the main reason is 

time pressure. It is difficult to fully develop innovative ideas under time pressure generated by 

the introduction plan; where several products are realized at the same time. Time to complete 

and develop innovative solutions is missing, “You have to rush, rush, rush – all the time!”. To 

facilitate the development of innovative ideas, a shortening in manufacturing time for prototypes 

was requested. Moreover, the view of how innovation is supported differed among the 

respondents. Some argued that the support of innovation only extent to development of short-

term products and not revolutionary products, while other felt greater freedom to develop 

innovative products. One project leader noted that in the order from product management, it was 

not explicit expressed that the project should be innovative. 

5.2 COMMUNICATION 

When it comes to goals and targets, respondents from three out of five projects experienced clear 

goals when the project started. Respondents from the other two projects referred to the initial 

targets as vague, and as something the project team had to develop themselves. One product 

manager pointed out that it is difficult to set goals and targets for a project “You want to 

establish a framework, and at the same time maintain freedom”. Goals and targets are usually 

communicated through requirement specifications that are discussed during project meetings, 

something that is considered to be a good way to communicate. The requirement specification is 

allowed to be changed to a certain extent, but only during the beginning of the project. If changes 

are done they are up for discussion during meetings to make sure the whole project team is aware 

of them. 
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The general communication was also explored during the interview study and the ability to 

communicate seems to differ between how the core team, i.e. the team members from research 

and development, communicated compared to how the extended project team communicated. 

The core team was always placed together during the project, with the only exception of one 

project where the project leader was located in another room. The extended project team could 

have team members from different units and be located all over the world. Communication 

between the core team was according to the respondents done effortless through daily contact. 

The situation was quite the opposite when the project team was not located in the same building, 

city or country; “It only takes a single wall between two members to impair the communication”. 

5.2.1 KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER 

The question if lessons were learned from earlier projects and how existing knowledge within 

the company was obtained when a new project started was asked to all respondents. The answers 

differed and some project members did not know if any information from earlier projects had 

been obtained, while others referred to personal knowledge as to how knowledge transfer within 

the company. When asking the project leaders, five out of five projects was depending on 

personal knowledge when initiating the project. In three projects the team had been looking at 

earlier products or prototypes to obtain ideas and knowledge, but only in one project documents 

from earlier projects had been examined, “What I should do as a project leader is to look at final 

documentations from earlier projects, but what I did do was talking to other project leaders”. A 

common view among the respondents was that documentation from earlier projects was difficult 

to find and additionally not everyone have access to the documentation, “You have to know 

exactly what you are looking for in order to find it”. There was a request to improve the 

documentation system, making information more generally accessible. Several respondents saw 

the advantage of sharing knowledge with other departments, which is not done systematically 

today. This was seen as an area with great improvement possibilities for knowledge sharing. 

Furthermore, it was indicated that it is natural for an engineer to develop new things while 

looking back at old projects is not even close to being as exciting. 
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5.3 MANAGEMENT OF IDEAS 

When talking about idea generation and the phase where ideas are developed, most respondents 

agreed upon that it is an exciting phase with a lot of joy, although some felt a little frustration 

since it is a lot to handle when developing several ideas in parallel. The phase was also referred 

to as difficult with many uncertainty factors. Nevertheless, there was an overall positive attitude 

towards the idea development, “As a product developer, it feels as if you are playing while 

working!”. 

All projects had at least one idea generation workshop at the beginning of the projects, but two 

or three additional idea generation workshops did take place later on in some projects. These 

workshops were seen as a positive start of the projects, and the respondents got inspiration for 

further idea generation. A lesson learned from the idea generation workshops was to have a clear 

and distinct problem description, in order to avoid a diverging result. Several respondents argued 

that limited conditions should be used more wisely, which to a larger extent would lead to a 

requested result and more relevant ideas. The timing of the workshop was also valued as 

important and according to the respondents they should carried out when a problem occurs in 

order to get the most out of them. Today ideas are generated in order to fit a product plan, but the 

reverse was asked for i.e. forming product plans based on ideas already developed. 

5.3.1 IDEA CHAMPIONS 

The product developers in the project teams were all responsible for developing one or two 

ideas. These ideas were either created by themselves or adopted from others. In most projects it 

was up to each product developer to decide which ideas he or she wished to further develop. 

Only if there were ideas no one freely chose, they became assigned. The time spent on each idea 

was meant to be equivalent, but depending on gut-feeling and the interest of each product 

developer the actual time differed. The majority of the respondents admitted that ideas they 

created by themselves were prioritized, “You easily fall in love with your own ideas”. This way 

to prioritize ideas was regarded with both pros and cons, but mostly seen as something positive 

and necessary. Gut-feeling was perceived as a simple way to screen and select ideas based on 

earlier knowledge. However, as one respondent stated the working methods used today give own 

ideas a great advantage.  

Since the ideas were divided between the product developers, the product developers also acted 

as ideas champions. From several sources, it was pointed out that it is up to each product 

developer to enforce their ideas. Those who nurture and emphasis their ideas have a greater 

chance to develop them further, “The most determined person, get more ideas further in the 

process”. One respondent even pointed out that when an idea was created it was not the team’s 

idea, but it was the respondent’s and the company’s idea. Even though this view on idea 

ownership exists, not everyone did agree upon it. Another respondent from a different project 

argued that when developing an idea, several product developers get engaged and when finally 

finished everyone feels that the idea is the team’s idea.  
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5.3.2 IDEA SELECTION 

After the idea generation workshop an idea selection was conducted by all projects. Bad or 

irrelevant ideas were rejected based on gut-feeling and ideas that were considered good were 

chosen to be further developed. The ideas were compared with each other and it was estimated if 

the ideas were feasible in practice. The ideas the team had the highest belief in were selected, 

“The selection was completely based on gut-instinct and to a large extent an individual choice”. 

In other words, the ideas the product developers believed in and wanted to develop further were 

chosen. Different views regarding how this act should be performed existed and there was a 

request of a more structured idea selection. In most projects it was the core team who performed 

this selection, “It is something we do together in the project team. It is a quite simple process but 

I think it is working” (respondent referring to the selection methods used today). At this 

selection, ideas were usually presented as simple sketches on post its, papers or even napkins, 

although there were exceptions. Some ideas were presented as CAD models (Computer Aided 

Design). The difference of how they were presented was very much depending on the amount of 

time spent on the development of the ideas. It became clear that the maturity level differed 

between the ideas when the selection was conducted and some respondents emphasized that 

there were preferential treatment of a few ideas.  

After developing ideas further, an additional selection was conducted. At this point the ideas 

were presented as CAD models. Results from prototype tests, FEM-calculations (Finite Element 

Method) as well as different selection methods were used as support for the selections. However, 

at the end of this selection, the gut-feeling still had the final say. The usage of the gut-instinct 

was seen by the respondents as a good, fast approach to make decisions. They pointed out that in 

some cases there are no other alternatives than to rely on your own knowledge. Overall, most of 

the judgment was subjective and only few calculated values were used. As one respondent 

pointed out, “There is some kind of matrix you can use, but it was not something we evaluated 

the ideas by. At the end we only used our gut feeling”. The majority of the projects conducted the 

selection in the core team with “those who, as usual, were available”. There were selections 

where project management was present, however, the value of having them there and their actual 

impact was questioned. Meetings like this were considered boring and as one respondent 

clarified, “25 persons present are unnecessary, 3-4 persons would be more than enough because 

in the end, it is the ones most active or more experienced that choose candidates”. The maturity 

of the ideas differed at this selection, very much depending on the time and effort each product 

developer had put into the different ideas. 

In most of the projects it was up to each product developer to present the ideas during these 

selections. One respondent even saw the situation as a negotiation where you had to promote 

your ideas. Other respondents referred to the selection as discussions where pros and cons where 

weighted. Furthermore, it was mentioned that crazy ideas had more bias during selection and 

seemed to be rejected easier than others. One respondent argued that it could depend on the 

culture of the company, but also on working methods used during the project. 
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5.3.3 COLLABORATION ON IDEAS 

If obstacles are encountered, the respondents had no problem with asking for help. Primarily, one 

turns to the rest of the project team, and secondly to someone at the department. Face-to-face 

contact is often preferred and it is often the more experienced employees the respondents turn to. 

Most respondents have a feeling that it is seen as a good thing to be able to help. One respondent 

pointed out that it is easy to ask for help and it is utilized when encountering problems, but the 

possibility to ask for help is often not exploited until it is too late. To ask for help in order to 

further develop ideas is up to each product developer. It was stressed that it could be very 

personal whether you ask for help or not and to whom you turn to, “It is up to each one of us to 

ask for help, the climate is that open. It is just laziness if you don’t do it”. It was also emphasized 

that ideas develop by sharing and collection of feedback. However, not all respondents agreed 

upon this. Especially in one project, fear existed for the possibility that ideas should be 

“kidnapped" if sharing them, and thereby not be given the deserved credibility. From time to 

time, disputes arose and situations became immature in the project due to uncertainty within the 

project team. Today, no established incentive system for innovative ideas exist other than 

rewards at patentable ideas and credit by fellow employees. One respondent did suggest that an 

incentive system, including everyone that had been participating to develop an innovative idea, 

should be implemented. Otherwise, helping and sharing ideas was a part of the daily work in 

order to develop the ideas further. Feedback on the ideas was also given, mostly at project 

meetings. 

Regarding sharing of ideas between employees outside the project group and to other 

departments, “it is only good luck if you run into something good!”. There are no established 

routines for how ideas should be shared within the company. Some respondents have colleagues 

who have prototypes at display at their desk and some had heard about ideas from other projects. 

When the projects were initiated, at least one team member in three projects did investigate old 

products or prototypes to get ideas. In total, three out of fifteen respondents looked at old 

products and only one of them did look at old sketches. One respondent did look at 

documentation from earlier projects, while the rest relied on ideas known by the team members. 

No greater effort was made in any project to collect or find ideas already generated. Further, it 

was investigated how collaboration could be used to develop ideas; what “kills” collaboration 

respectively what “fosters” collaboration. Important factors to “foster” and “kill” collaboration, 

according to the respondents, are shown in table 3. 
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Table 3. The respondents’ opinions of how collaboration on ideas could be “killed” or 

“fostered” 

What kills idea collaboration? What fosters idea collaboration? 

Distance between persons Project team placed together 

Communication difficulties Team building 

Restrictions within production Usage of different competencies 

Keeping ideas to oneself More time to gain knowledge 

Lack of time Shortening the manufacturing time for 

prototypes 

Poor requirements Accessible documentation 

Difficult systems Easy documentation 

Idea that does not fit the production plan Changes of product plan to functionality plan 

High costs Sharing ideas 

Restricted idea generation possibilities Getting rid of distracting tasks 

Strict steering Common goals 

Criticizing ideas Get/give feedback 

Individual incentives Incentives for collaboration 

Slander Communication 

 

5.3.4 IDEA DOCUMENTATION 

The documentation requested when ending a project is in general overall information regarding 

the performed tasks and their results. A template is filled in by the project leader, and stored in a 

project database. When a project is finished the documentation is moved to the finished projects 

database, and where the project leader is the only one with access to the documentation. 

Gathering and saving other documentation than the template is up to each and every project 

leader. Further, the documentation is not considered to be easy to use later on, and one 

respondent stated that “If you do not know which specific project you should look at, you will not 

find what you are looking for”. When asking the respondents about documentation of ideas, the 

response was “I think something is documented but I do not know where or what”. The only 

documentation of ideas when a project was finished was according to the project leaders the 

documentation already done, saved at the project database i.e. some CAD models with related 

explanations. No further documentation regarding why the idea was rejected, when it was 

rejected, or if it has other application areas was made. Rough sketches of ideas, for example from 

an idea generation workshop, could be saved in an excel sheet, but other than that there was no 

documentation of rejected ideas. Hence, no difference was made between developed ideas or 

immature ideas since none of them where specifically documented. Even though it was an 

interest in saving and sharing ideas, no one did know where or how it was meant to be done. 
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Some physical prototypes was saved, but not for display. Like knowledge sharing, sharing ideas 

did depend on individuals.  

However, an easy way to document and share ideas was requested by the respondents, although 

it was considered as a matter of time and resources. Proposals for an easy idea database were 

mentioned by several respondents, something accessible for all employees. The documentation 

should not be demanding or time consuming. It should be easy to find relevant ideas, which 

could be done by using keywords. Several respondents did also highlight the advantage of 

displaying ideas, and sketches should therefore be documented in the idea database. They agreed 

upon that a sketch and additional contact information to the person who generated the idea, was 

everything they actually needed. Another solution for sharing ideas was to put prototypes for 

display with contact information. One respondent stressed that it was easier to show prototypes 

than showing CAD models. Several respondents mentioned that idea collaboration is facilitated 

if it possible to communicate ideas to others by showing them. However, this was seen as an 

obstacle since ideas up to a certain immature level are difficult to display to others.  

5.4 IDEA DEVELOPMENT 

The respondents were asked to fill in a number of graphs during the interviews. The reason was 

to clarify the changes of ideas during the projects, their belief in ideas that advance in the 

process, their belief in ideas that was rejected, and how mature the idea was with regard to the 

different dimensions. In total 28 ideas were investigated, 14 further developed ideas and 14 

rejected ideas.  

5.4.1 CHANGES OF IDEA QUANTITY OVER TIME 

Most ideas were created in the projects during the first idea generation workshop, and the 

amount of ideas did vary between 20 and 150. These ideas were usually simple sketches but 

could also be rough prototypes made by paper, play-dough or similar materials. It was not 

uncommon that a few ideas already had been developed before the idea generation workshop; 

these were usually shown at the end of the workshop as printed CAD models to avoid affecting 

the other participants’ ideas. Since a rough selection took place after the idea generation 

workshop, the amount of ideas quickly decreased into approximately 10 ideas that was further 

developed. From there on the amount of ideas differed between the projects. One or two 

additional idea generation workshops took place and led to an increasing amount of ideas. As 

before these were screened in order to decrease the amount of ideas for further development. The 

10 ideas they eventually ended up with, was further developed by developing CAD models, 

prototypes and in some cases FEM-calculation to measure performance. Four to seven ideas did 

further advance in the process and became concepts, where advanced calculations as well as tests 

were made.   
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5.4.2 BELIEF IN IDEAS 

To distinguish differences between ideas that were rejected and those which did advance in the 

process into the next phase, the respondent plotted their belief in the ideas in two different 

graphs; one graph for a rejected idea and one for an idea that had been chosen to be further 

developed. In both cases, the reason for a change in their belief in an idea – rejected and further 

developed – was a test result or an obstacle within the needed technology. It was shown that the 

belief of the ideas did to a large extent vary over time. Only 10 % of the ideas that were further 

developed were believed strongly in. For those ideas that were further developed, a total of 65% 

of the respondents got a higher belief in the idea over time, even though 80% of the respondents 

already had a high belief in the idea from the start. For rejected ideas, 70% of the respondents 

had high belief in the idea at the start. However this changed, and for 90% the belief in the idea 

decreased over time. A visualization of the differences of the belief in rejected and further 

developed ideas is shown in figure 11. 

Figure 11. Visualization of the belief in rejected and further developed ideas 
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5.4.3 CORE ELEMENTS 

The respondents also plotted in two different graphs how mature the rejected respectively the 

further developed idea was regarding the different core elements, and how the maturity changed 

over time. Several factors that were considered important in order to develop ideas within the 

different core elements were also suggested by the respondents. The six core elements that were 

investigated were technology (i.e. production methods and production knowledge), product (i.e. 

working principles, design and construction knowledge), task and goal specification (i.e. 

properties, performance, coast goal and problem), customer need and value (i.e. customer 

problems, behavior and values), business (i.e. target markets, business goal and market 

potential), and strategy (i.e. mission and vision), see figure 12. The idea maturation is presented 

in percent to show the proportion of the response rate regarding the maturation within the 

different core elements. 

 

Figure 12. The six core elements of an idea that were investigated 
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Further Developed Ideas 

For the majority of the ideas that did advance, the maturity within technology increased. A total 

of 80% of the ideas that was chosen to be developed further did mature regarding the technology. 

However, it was not a distinct trend when technology was taken into consideration during the 

time the idea was developed. When it comes to the core element product, 60% of the further 

developed ideas did mature over time. No obvious trend when product were taken into account 

during the idea develop time existed. Further, 85% of the ideas did mature regarding the core 

element task and goal specification. Of these ideas, 40% had a continuous development while 

35% did mature late in project i.e. when prototypes had been made. Development within 

customer need and value did apply to 65% of the ideas. For those ideas a total of 60% had 

continuously development, while 30% matured late in the project. When it comes to the core 

element business, only 35% of the ideas did mature with regard to the element during the project 

and this occurred late in the project. For a total of 60% of these ideas, business was only taken in 

regard when prototypes had been tested. The trend was similar within the core element strategy. 

Only 35% of the ideas did mature in regard to the strategy and of these ideas, 80% did develop 

late in the project. The development of ideas that was chosen to be further developed during the 

projects is visualized in figure 13. 

Figure 13. Ideas maturation within the six core elements of further developed ideas 
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Rejected Ideas 

The maturation of ideas until they were dismissed before a final concept was chosen, here called 

rejected ideas, was also investigated. The idea maturation with regard to technology did apply to 

50%, of the ideas and a total of 70% of those ideas did mature continuously during the project. 

When it comes to the core element product, 45% of the ideas did develop within the area. A sum 

of 50% of those developed ideas did mature late in the project. Among the ideas that were 

rejected, the greatest maturation was within task and goal specification. A total of 85% of the 

ideas did develop within the specific element, whereof 65% of them matured late in the project. 

Further, the development regarding customer need and value was examined. 50% of the rejected 

ideas did mature within the area. The majority, 85% of those that did mature within the element, 

did mature late during the execution of the project. Only 50% of the ideas did mature regarding 

to business, whereof 60% of those ideas did mature late in the project. Finally, a total of 35% of 

the ideas did develop regarding the strategy and 80% of them during the end of the project. The 

development of rejected ideas is visualized in figure 14. 

Figure 14. Idea maturation within the six core elements of rejected ideas 
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Differences between Further Developed and Rejected Ideas 

Differences between the developments of rejected ideas compared to further developed ideas did 

exist. Overall, ideas that were further developed were more mature within the core elements 

technology, product, and customer need and value compared to rejected ideas. Maturation of 

further developed ideas did also occur earlier or continuously during the project while rejected 

ideas had a great amount of late development. Additionally rejected ideas did only mature to a 

greater percentage than further developed ideas within the core element business. Still the 

rejected ideas did mature late in the project within the area. The maturation differences of 

rejected and further developed ideas are visualized in figure 15. 

 

Figure 15. Idea maturation within the six core elements 
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In order to improve the maturation of ideas within the different core elements, several important 

questions to take into consideration was proposed by the respondents during the validation 

workshop, which can be seen in figure 16. 

 

 
 

Figure 16. Important factors to foster idea development according the respondents 
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DISCUSSION 

In this chapter the empirical findings are discussed, analysed and connected to the theoretical 

framework. Further, limitations of the work are highlighted.  

It has been found that the existing literature lack to describe all activities involved in idea work 

(Gish, 2011), hence this study focuses on the development of ideas early in NPD comparing the 

development and management of rejected and accepted ideas. Further, the belief and the fate of 

rejected ideas in development projects were investigated. In order to successfully analyze this 

area the empirical findings from the interview study and the workshop have been compared and 

analyzed against the existing theory.  

6.1 INNOVATION MANAGEMENT 

The interview study has shown that a common definition of innovation is lacking among the 

respondents depending on their function belongings. This applied to both the respondents’ 

definition, but more importantly no shared understanding of Sandvik Coromant’s definition of 

innovation was found. According to Hansen and Andreasen (2005) the lack of a common 

terminology in the area of idea development is an obstacle to produce innovative ideas. The fact 

that no consensus is found among the respondents of how Sandvik Coromant defines innovation 

the fact that the term innovation in some cases is experienced as a buzz word confirm what 

Thamhain (2003) states, that the complexity of innovation makes its hard to manage. All parts of 

the organization should be involved in order to achieve an effective innovative organization 

(Goffin & Mitchell, 2010) and a common terminology in the area is a start to accomplish this. 

6.2 EARLY IDEA DEVELOPMENT IN PROJECTS  

A common view on the definition of an idea was found among the respondents who agreed that 

an idea can be just about anything, emphasizing its novelty and need to be further developed. 

Gish (2011) shows that the idea development process consists of ideas combined over time. She 

refers to the different stages as embryonic, raw or mature but stress that the immature idea is not 

the same when becoming the final product, which the metaphor embryo implies. This complexity 

of the idea content was strengthened when asking the respondents to draw the changes of idea 

quantity over time. Some of the respondents did consider it as one idea that was further 

developed over time, but instead argued that an idea becomes a new one when attributes are 

added i.e. the initial idea becomes a new one when developed. Especially in the beginning of the 

project, where most ideas were developed, it seemed to be hard to distinguish what was a new 

idea and what was an improvement of an old.  

6.2.1 THE COMPLEXITY OF IDEAS 

The approach that ideas can be considered as the starting point and carrier of innovation (Hansen 

& Andreasen, 2005) results in an insight of the importance of a well-developed system to 

identify and select the ”right” ideas. This highlights the need to define what the right idea is and 

what it consists of. Hansen and Andreasen’s (2005) framework with different dimensions of a 
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product idea is an attempt to describe an idea as consisting of different core elements, each with 

the need to be gradually developed. They also highlight that a product idea needs to be present in 

order to start a design process. The thought of an idea composed of different core elements is not 

averse, but a way to bring structure to the complexity of ideas. Although their framework applies 

on product ideas, similarities can be drawn to ideas developed in the beginning of development 

projects which aims to solve sub-problems. The result from this study shows that the core 

elements technology, product, task and goal specification, customer need and value, business, 

and strategy are relevant for ideas in early phases of a development project. Moreover, activities 

that occur during the FFE are often described as unstructured (Brem & Voigt, 2009; Bullinger, 

2009; Florén & Frishammar, 2012; Koen et al., 2002) which coincide to the respondents 

perception of early development projects as a phase with many uncertainty factors. Even though 

most authors argue that the fuzziness, i.e. FFE, takes place before project is initiated (Florén & 

Frishammar, 2012; Kijkuit & Van Den Ende, 2007; Koen et al., 2002; Lauche, 2007; Zahay et 

al., 2011) ideas may become uncertain at any stage of their development (Gutierrez et al., 2009). 

Since the respondents perceive the early phase of the project as unstructured with a great 

uncertainty, it can be argued that similar conditions apply to the early phase of a development 

project as in the FFE. This is consistent with Bullingers (2009) view of FFE; that extend as far as 

to prototyping. This proves that even if the framework developed by Hansen and Andreasen 

(2005) is applied on product ideas developed in FFE, it can also be applied on ideas developed 

early in development projects, aiming to solve sub-problems. Though, not all core elements seem 

to be as relevant for sub-problems as for product ideas. Business- and strategy showed less idea 

maturation and these graphs were generally more difficult for the respondents to draw, indicating 

less investigation and time spent on these areas early in projects. However, more research is 

necessary to understand why the maturation of some core elements is less developed in the 

beginning of projects and when this development actually occurs. 

Ideas can further be categorized based on how far they reached in the development process 

(Gish, 2011). Hence, ideas can be divided into the categories; rejected ideas and ideas that 

advanced in the process and later became further developed and more mature. When looking at 

the graphs drawn by the respondents, differences between the development of rejected ideas and 

further developed ideas have been found within all of the six different core elements; technology, 

product, task and goal specification, customer need and value, business, and strategy. 

Viewing the different core elements it can be seen that the rejected ideas to a large extent have 

developed late in their life cycle, except within the core element technology where the 

development was more continuous in nature. Among the further developed ideas more dispersion 

is shown in the development of the different core elements and a greater emphasis is generally 

found within early and continuously development. The largest differences in maturation between 

rejected ideas and ideas that have been further developed was found in the following core 

elements; technology, product, customer need and value, and in business. Technology showed 

the greatest differential and 80% of the further developed ideas mature within this area, which 

mainly occurs continuously, although late and early development can be found. Compared to the 

rejected ideas, where only 50% were developed in the technology element and mainly 

continuously over time. The result indicates that the rejected ideas did not have the same time to 

develop and mature compared to the further developed ideas, and according to (Hansen & 

Andreasen, 2005) it is necessary to allow an idea to be gradually developed over time, within all 
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the different dimensions, by gaining information of each area. This requires access to the right 

information at the right time.  

It seems to be a gap in the literature regarding information use in NPD (Zahay et al., 2011) and a 

which type of information that is needed in the different phases of the process (Frishammar & 

Ylinenpää, 2007). This study aimed to clarify which information was used in order to develop 

the ideas. When looking at the development in the different core elements of rejected ideas, less 

maturation occurred, compared to further developed ideas. For further developed ideas, more 

maturation can be found within the different core elements. To mature ideas in general, greater 

emphasis was put on technology, product, task and goal specification, and customer need and 

value than business and strategy. Ideas did especially develop within technology, and task and 

goal specification. It can be assumed that this is an effected by the saying “what you measure is 

what you get”, indicating that Sandvik Coromant in the NPD process emphasize technology and 

that the projects are working to fulfill the stated requirements. However, the specification of 

requirements are allowed to develop and change early in a project and whether the ideas are 

changed to fit the requirements or the requirements are changed to fit the ideas can be further 

investigated. Further the respondents did propose several important factors within each core 

element to take into consideration in order to enhance idea development, see figure 16.   

6.2.2 REJECTED IDEAS 

The fact that the rejected ideas mature later in the projects does not affect the belief in the idea. 

In the beginning of projects the respondents showed high belief in both rejected ideas (70%) and 

further developed ideas (80%). However, the belief in rejected ideas decreased drastically later in 

the project before being rejected due to either test results or obstacles with the needed 

technology. It should be added that even though an idea can be rejected because of its content, 

rejection because of organizational context is more likely, i.e. budget problems, priority of other 

ideas, organizational policy and routines is also very common (Bakker et al., 2006). This 

emerged through routine in most projects where each product developer had to present the idea/s 

he/she was working on at the idea selection. One respondent saw the selection as a negotiation 

where you had to promote ideas while another considered it to be more of a discussion. The 

respondents stated that it was easy to share crazy ideas although they seemed to be rejected 

easier than others. This did occur, even though they were welcomed among fellow team 

members, and the organization encourages examination of ideas. One respondent stated that this 

phenomenon could be due to the culture of the company, which thereby could be connected to 

the organizational context as Bakker et al. (2006) mention.  

No account was taken to the degree of maturity of the ideas during selection and the maturity of 

the ideas does differ when being selected since it is up to each product developer to prioritize 

which idea to work on. A concerning fact since ideas that need more work in order to develop 

can be rejected (Nilsson et al., 2002). The risk that ideas with potential of further development 

are rejected should be kept in mind and the used routines and working methods should strive to 

prevent it. One possible action for improvement is as Nilsson et al. (2002) propose; that ideas 

should be collected and stored immediately. Thereby avoiding the risk of losing and forget good 

ideas, that otherwise might be the case. 
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6.3 Environmental Aspects  

Many ideas seem to emerge when the respondents are relaxed and in a non-working 

environment. Still, idea generation activities are valuable since they are considered to trigger the 

emergence of ideas and function as inspiration. This can be applied both to novel and further 

developed ideas where an innovative idea can be seen as the beginning of the activity generating 

an innovation (Bullinger, 2009) since all innovations originate from ideas (Boeddrich, 2004). 

However, it is more to innovation than new ideas (Schilling, 2010), the social aspects of the 

working environment and the organization must also be taken into consideration (Amabile et al., 

1996). The respondents participating in the study testify about an overall good working 

environment where the communication within the core team is done effortless where it is easy to 

go and ask for help when obstacles occur. One project leader stated that team work is not done 

without obstacles but saw this as something positive; a proof of an open climate where ideas and 

thoughts are challenged and where members freely express their thoughts. Both Ekvall (1996) 

and Amabile et al.(1996) mention the challenges and debates as significant dimensions to the 

contribution to an environment supporting creativity and an open climate.  

6.3.1 IDEA SUPPORT 

The importance of organizational encouragement or idea support is also mentioned (Amabile et 

al., 1996; Ekvall, 1996). While looking at the different projects, the opinions of the organizations 

encouragement of innovation diverge. It seems that not all projects get the same innovative 

support and even if supported, not all projects ended in an innovative product. According to the 

respondents this was mostly due to time pressure from the introduction plan. In order to foster 

innovation the right working conditions must be created and idea time is one factor that can 

simulate or hamper the generation of creative ideas (Ekvall, 1996). Resources as well as 

expertise are needed to develop ideas and implement them into new devices and processes 

(Schilling, 2010). This was highlighted in the study since a shortening of manufacturing time for 

prototypes were requested from several respondents to facilitate the development of innovative 

ideas.  

Another negative impact on the innovative environment mentioned was production issues and 

several respondents testify about a narrow minded response to new ideas that limited the 

creativity and idea development. By involving all relevant units earlier in the project the situation 

may turn according to one respondent. The importance of interaction between people and sharing 

information is also stated by Lehrer (2012), and Bakker et al. (2006) since that is when the most 

useful ideas are generated. The importance of sharing ideas and later develop them were also 

emphasized by several respondents. In one project reluctance for sharing ideas were found due to 

the risk of ideas being “stolen”. Different incentive systems were suggested by the respondents 

in order to prevent this situation. However, this could also be contra productive increasing the 

competition among the employees (Simon & Tellier, 2011) and should thereby be implemented 

wisely. According to Schilling (2010) the right organizational climate is often more motivating 

than monetary rewards, which can be counterproductive and undermine creativity (Simon & 

Tellier, 2011; Woodman et al., 1993). 
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6.4 IDEA SELECTION 

From the moment an idea is born it is evaluated (Bullinger, 2009) and since only one idea out of 

three thousand develops to a commercial success (Stevens & Burley, 1997) it is crucial for a 

company to have a steady stream of ideas to stay competitiveness (Björk & Magnusson, 2009). 

Looking at the five projects within this study, a large width of the amount of ideas was found. A 

variation from 20 to 150 ideas which were mostly generated during the idea generation 

workshops. The selection procedure is a critical part of the PDP and Hansen and Andreasen 

(2006) states that the selection of ideas is an essential task for the design team, especially in the 

initial and uncertain design phase. The importance and difficulties of this task is also found 

among the respondents who stress the need of a more structured idea selection. Hansen and 

Andreasen (2006) emphasizes the importance of informed choices, meaning that an idea 

evaluation based on poor information and lack of clarification can affect the outcome of a project 

and its business potential. Thamhain (2003) states that a successful management does not only 

generate innovative ideas but do also transfer these into organizational value. This requires an 

idea selection based on the organization as a whole and not on individual choices based on gut-

feeling. However, the danger of adding to many methods has to be stressed since it is a risk 

adding another step that is time consuming without adding any value, as one respondent stated 

“There is some kind of matrix you can use, but it was not something we evaluated the ideas by. 

At the end we only used our gut feeling”. Gutiérrez et al. (2009) adds that certain factors are used 

when individuals evaluate an idea and each of these factors can be seen as a mirroring of the 

different dimensions in the company’s context. A common opinion among the respondents is 

that in some cases there are no other alternatives than to rely on the gut-feeling; you have to rely 

on your own knowledge. The evaluation process as a whole has to be taken into consideration 

and managed since not all ideas are equal. It will be strongly shaped and judged by the 

organizational context and could thereby in some extent be unfair.  

The idea selection is less formal in the early stages of Sandvik Coromant’s NPD. In this stage 

most of the ideas are presented as simple sketches although simple handmade prototypes also 

occur. However, a few ideas have from time to time already been developed before the initial 

workshop, coming a long way ahead compared to the simple sketches. Since the selection at this 

phase is less formal the fact that not all ideas are at the same mature level is not highlighted 

during the process. This constitutes a risk of misleading result and ideas might be rejected 

unfairly. After the idea generation workshop a first selection of the ideas is conducted, usually by 

the project members. Ideas that progress are to a large extent based on which ideas the members 

like to proceed to work with, i.e. decisions based on gut-feeling. It can be argued that it is more 

likely to choose an idea that you have been working with the most, and by then presumably more 

mature. In other words: more time have most likely been spent on the ideas that are selected. The 

ideas that proceed are shortly afterwards visualized as CAD-models in order to be further 

developed and to improve the ideas. The next selection becomes more comprehensive, including 

CAD-models, tests of prototypes, FEM-calculations and different selection methods. 

Nevertheless, the respondents stated that the gut feeling also here has the final say, meaning that 

relaying on your own knowledge is a good and fast way to make decisions. The danger with this 

mentality is that factors needed to successfully develop new products, such as fulfilled 

requirements, minimized development cycle time, and controlled development cost (Schilling, 

2010), can be overlooked.  
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Cooper and Kleinschmidt (1993) recommend the usage of a stage-gate system in NPD projects, 

and according to Chaturvedi and Rajan (2000) the actual success of a product is depending on 

the NPD process and how it is managed. Even though a PPM with stage-gate system is used by 

Sandvik Coromant, the selection methods available are not used to evaluate the ideas by but 

instead the gut-feeling dominates. It seem as the existing support methods are not entrenched 

within the organization, hence gut-feeling dominate. Support methods, where both qualitative 

and quantitative assessment are included, striving to achieve a holistic evaluation integrating 

strategic, technical, and economic information, is suggested by Bullinger (2009). By developing 

and integrate comprehensive support methods – although still easy to use – the possibility for 

Sandvik Coromant to achieve equal and fair idea selections increases.  

6.5 IDEA SHARING 

A lack of knowledge usage when starting a new project has been found. There are a no set 

routines on how to learn from previous projects, neither old mistakes nor successes. Respondents 

referred to personal knowledge or did not know how information had been obtained from earlier 

projects. All five project leaders answered that they are relying on personal knowledge. Only in 

one project documentations from earlier projects had been looked upon. This is a cause of 

concern since one condition for staying competitive is the generation of innovative ideas, and 

thereby the need of creativity. A person is never creative in general but within an area he/she 

possesses a certain amount of knowledge or expertise (Amabile, 1996). If implementing a system 

that encourages easy documentation and to share ideas, knowledge among the employees will 

increase. Although set routines for knowledge sharing are missing, the respondent easily 

retrieves help if needed. This is advantageously for creating innovative ideas. Björk and 

Magnusson (2009) state that good conditions for generating high quality innovative ideas 

correlate to the possibility to retrieve information and knowledge within a network. 

6.5.1 DOCUMENTATION 

Further, a lack of documentation routines of ideas was found and no special effort was putted to 

save or spread rejected ideas to other possible areas of application or use. This implies that no 

difference was made whether the idea had been developed during longer period of time or 

rejected early. The respondents agreed upon the difficulties to find the right information and that 

it is a problem that not everyone has access to the documentation of projects and ideas. One 

respondent stated that it is more or less impossible to find what you are looking for if you do not 

know which specific project to look into, which loops back to the reliance of personal 

knowledge. An idea management system is one way to solve this and affect the flow and storage 

of ideas in a positive direction (Gish, 2011). A common view among the respondents was the 

need to improve the project and the idea documentation system making information more 

accessible; both when sharing and receiving knowledge. However, it is important to keep in 

mind that depending on the character of the idea different demands are placed on the idea 

management system (Florén & Frishammar, 2012) and it is today a need of a complex system in 

order to manage different types of innovation (Sandström & Björk, 2010). Several respondents 

proposed an easy and accessible idea database where the documentation would be easy and not 

time consuming. A sketch and contact information to the person generating the idea was 
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mentioned as the most important information showing that the personal contact is preferred 

before reading large amounts of data. It was mentioned that it was easier to show prototypes 

rather than CAD models which also speaks to the advantages of an easy exchange of knowledge. 

By putting a name on each idea the ownership of the idea, who came up with it, will be more 

pronounced and disagreements upon the ownership can be prevented. Further, it will be easier to 

contact the idea creator and begin a knowledge exchange. An additional advantage of a more 

developed idea management system is its possibility to provide feedback, save ideas for the 

future, and facilitation of idea selection (Gish, 2011). 

Further, sharing knowledge and ideas with other departments was seen as an area with great 

possibilities for improvements by several respondents. This is not done systematically today but 

it is desirable to enable information to flow throughout the company, sharing knowledge and 

learning from each other. It is by adding information to a knowledge base that innovations are 

made, connecting findings and data from different fields to find new solutions (Schilling, 2010). 

What really was agreed upon was the importance of innovation at Sandvik Coromant, as one 

respondent said, “For a technology company as Sandvik, innovation is vital!” 

6.6 QUALITY OF USED METHODS 

Uncertainties that can affect the research quality need to be taken into consideration. Limitations 

of the performed work have been identified. The view of what an idea is and when it becomes a 

new one (while adding attributes) differed between the respondents. The view of an idea, in 

combination with the uncertainty factors created when the graphs were assessed, might have 

affected the result. Further, the sample of respondents did origin from projects with different 

status and purposes; hence their apprehension of their working methods and management of 

ideas may differ. The possibility of leading questions during the interviews might also have 

affected the respondents answer. Additionally, with a more extensive timeframe, it would have 

been preferable to interview a larger sample of respondents to get more comprehensive data. 

Today the respondents only represent three PDP and two KDP, by involving more projects a 

more thoroughly comparison between the two project types could have been done. Although this 

study cannot be generalized and applied to all organizations, it contributes to the research area 

since it originates from empirical data. It could also be discussed whether the gathered data 

would differ if it had been collected during the projects executions, instead of having the 

retrospective outlook. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter presents conclusions found when comparing and analyzing the theoretical 

framework against the empirical findings. Recommendations for future work and future research 

is also presented. 

The purpose of this master thesis was to map Sandvik Coromant’s present way of work and 

methods used to develop ideas. The focus was on how ideas developed early in projects, if the 

idea development distinguished between rejected and further developed ideas, and what 

happened to ideas that were rejected. To answer these questions, an interview study was 

conducted and a workshop facilitated in order to validate the result. Additionally, the thesis has 

contributed to the existing gap in the literature regarding early idea development. Based on the 

empirical findings analyzed and compared to the theoretical framework, conclusions have been 

made. 

 The majority of the ideas mature within the core elements technology, product, customer 

need and value, as well as task and goal specification, while less maturation occurs 

within business and strategy.  

 

 Further developed ideas do mature early or continuously during the project, compared to 

rejected ideas which to greater extent develop late in the project, before they get rejected. 

 

 Further developed ideas mature to a greater extent within the core elements technology, 

product, customer need and value, compared to rejected ideas.  

 

 Rejected ideas do mature to a larger extent within the core element business compared to 

further developed ideas. 

 

 No clear difference regarding the belief in rejected ideas compared to further developed 

ideas is present early in the projects. 

 

 Prioritization and selection of ideas does to a great extent rely on individuals’ interest and 

gut-feeling. 

 

 The possibility for an idea to be further developed seems to coincide to its maturity level.  

 

 No special effort is put on saving or spreading rejected ideas. 
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7.1 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER WORK 

The empirical findings that were analyzed resulted in several possible areas for future work. 

More research is needed regarding idea development in development projects. Further, an active 

management of idea development should be used by Sandvik Coromant.  

7.1.1 FUTURE RESEARCH 

The study has shown differences regarding the development of rejected and further developed 

ideas in development project. However, no distinction is made between the two when it comes to 

documentation and spreading ideas. The result indicates that differences between product ideas 

and ideas that aim to solve sub-problems in development projects exist, where ideas in 

development projects do not mature to the same extent in all core elements. Still, more research 

is needed to fill the gap of knowledge regarding the development of sub-problem ideas within 

projects. Deeper knowledge regarding why some core elements are developed to a greater 

extend, and when this occur should be explored. Research regarding which core elements that 

are needed to be taken into consideration when developing ideas should be conducted. Further, 

an important area to investigate is why some core elements might not be needed during 

development projects. Further, to gain insight in which questions a product developer need to 

answer in order to help ideas to mature during development projects would contribute to the 

existing literature.  

7.1.2 SANDVIK COROMANT 

The recommendation for Sandvik Coromant is to involve all parts of the organization to achieve 

an effective organization regarding innovation. This could be done by starting to define 

innovation in order to get a common view on what to be achieved. Further, a greater 

collaboration between the different units during idea generation and product development should 

be encouraged. By involving all relevant organizational units at an early stage of the 

development projects, many obstacles might be overcome. 

By a structured system to share and spread ideas, knowledge and ideas will easier be transferred 

within the company and the risk of losing good ideas when rejected is prevented. With a clear 

idea ownership, contact can easily be made and integration between persons from different units 

is encouraged. It will also lead to a greater desire to share ideas since the ideas will not be stolen 

when clear ownership is stated.  

Further effort should be made to develop ideas in parallel to achieve equal development and 

prevent different maturity levels of ideas at selection. Today CAD is the main tool to develop 

ideas early in projects, whereof all ideas should be constructed in CAD. This would enhance the 

possibility to mature ideas in parallel and facilitate a fair selection of ideas. Further, by using 

explicit selection categories during idea selections, the situation where the selection of ideas 

depends on each person’s ability to persuade will be overcome. Therefore, selection methods and 

categories should be embraced by the employees, whereof the need should be recognized by the 

management.  



51 

REFERENCES 

Amabile, T. (1996). Creativity and innovation in organizations (pp. 1-15): Harvard Business 

School. 

 

Amabile, T. M., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J., & Herron, M. (1996). Assessing the Work 

Environment for Creativity. The Academy of Management Journal, 39(5), 1154-1184.  

 

Backman, M., Börjesson, S., & Setterberg, S. (2007). Working with concepts in the fuzzy front 

end: exploring the context for innovation for different types of concepts at Volvo Cars. 

R&D Management, 37(1), 17-28. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9310.2007.00455.x 

 

Bakker, H., Boersma, K., & Oreel, S. (2006). Creativity (Ideas)  Management in Industrial R&D 

Organizations: A Crea-Political Process  Model and an Empirical Illustration of Corus 

RD&T. Creativity and Innovation Management, 15(3), 296–309.  

 

Bessant, J., Lamming, R., Noke, H., & Phillips, W. (2005). Managing innovation beyond the 

steady state. Technovation, 25(12), 1366-1376. doi: 10.1016/j.technovation.2005.04.007 

 

Björk, J., & Magnusson, M. (2009). Where Do Good Innovation Ideas Come From? Exploring 

the Influence of Network Connectivity on Innovation Idea Quality. Journal of Product 

Innovation Management, 26, 662-670. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5885.2009.00691.x 

 

Boeddrich, H. j. (2004). Ideas in the Workplace: A New Approach Towards Organizing the 

Fuzzy Front End of the Innovation Process. Creativity and Innovation Management, 

13(4), 274-285. doi: 10.1111/j.0963-1690.2004.00316.x 

 

Bohgard, M. (2008). Arbete och teknik på människans villkor. Stockholm: Prevent 

Brem, A., & Voigt, K.-I. (2009). Integration of market pull and technology push in the corporate 

front end and innovation management—Insights from the German software industry. 

Technovation, 29(5), 351-367. doi: 10.1016/j.technovation.2008.06.003 

 

Bryman, A. (2008). Social Research Methods (3rd ed.). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Bryman, A. (2009). Samhällsvetenskapliga metoder (1:5 ed.). Malmö: Liber. 

 

Bullinger, A. C. (2009). Innovation and Ontologies (1 ed.). Wiesbaden: Gabler. 

 

Burgelman, R., Maidique, M., & Wheelwright, S. (2004). Strategic Management of Technology 

and Innovation (4 ed.). Boston: McGraw-Hill. 

 

Chaturvedi, K. J., & Rajan, Y. S. (2000). New product development: challenges of globalization. 

International Journal of Technology Management, 19(7-8), 788-805.  

 

Cooper, R. G., & Kleinschmidt, E. J. (1986). An Investigation into the New Product Process: 

Steps, Deficiencies, and Impact. Journal Product Innovation Managment, 3(71).  

 

Cooper, R. G., & Kleinschmidt, E. J. (1993). Screening new products for potential winners. Long 

Range Planning, 26(6), 74-81. doi: 10.1016/0024-6301(93)90208-W 

 



52 

Ekvall, G. (1996). Organizational climate for creativity and innovation. European Journal of 

Work and Organizational Psychology, 5(1), 105-123. doi: 10.1080/13594329608414845 

 

Ernst, H., Hoyer, W. D., & Rübsaamen, C. (2010). Sales, Marketing, and Research-and-

Development Cooperation Across New Product Development Stages: Implications for 

Success. Journal of Marketing, 74(5), 80-92. doi: 10.1509/jmkg.74.5.80 

 

Florén, H., & Frishammar, J. (2012). From Preliminary Ideas to Corroborated Product 

Definitions: Managing the Front End of New Product Development. California 

Management Review, 54(4).  

 

Flynn, M., Dooley, L., O'Sullivan, D., & Cormican, K. (2003). Idea Management for 

Organisational Innovation. International Journal of Innovation Management, 7(4), 000-

000.  

 

Forsström, K. (2012). Sandvik Operational Manual, Sandvik Coromant global Intranet 

 

Frishammar, J., & Ylinenpää, H. (2007). Managing information in new product development: 

a conceptual review, research propositions and tentative Model. International Journal Of 

Innovation Management, 11(4).  

 

Gish, L. (2011). Socio-technical, organizational and political dimensions of idea work in a 

mature industrial R&D setting: DTU Management Engineering. 

 

Goffin, K., & Mitchell, R. (2010). Innovation Management - Strategy and Implementation Using 

the Pentathlon Framework (2 ed.). New York, USA: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Gutierrez, E., Kihlander, I., & Eriksson, J. (2009a). What's a good idea? : understanding 

evalaution and selection of new product ideas. Paper presented at the International 

Conference on Engineering Design, STANFORD, CA, USA.  

 

Hansen, T. C., & Andreasen, M. M. (2005). On the Content of a Product Idea (pp. 1079-1092): 

Barton, A.C.T.: Engineers Australia. 

 

Hansen, T. C., & Andreasen, M. M. (2006). Conceiving product ideas in an initial uncertain 

design situation. Paper presented at the NordDesign, Reykjavik, Iceland.  

 

Hsiao, S.-W., & Chou, J.-R. (2004). A creativity-based design process for innovative product 

design. International Journal of Industrial Ergonomics, 34(5), 421-443. doi: 

10.1016/j.ergon.2004.05.005 

 

Kijkuit, B., & Van Den Ende, J. (2007). The Organizational Life of an Idea: Integrating Social 

Network, Creativity and Decision‐Making Perspectives*. Journal of Management 

Studies, 44(6), 863-882. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00695.x 

 

Kim, J., & Wilemon, D. (2002). Focusing the fuzzy front– end in new product development. 

R&D Management, 32(4), 269-279. doi: 10.1111/1467-9310.00259 

 

Knight, K. E. (1967). A Descriptive Model of the Intra-Firm Innovation Process. The Journal of 

Business, 40(4), 478-496. doi: 10.2307/2351630 

 



53 

Koen, P., Ajamian, G., Boyce, S., Clamen, A., Fisher, E., Fountoulaksi, S., . . . Seibert, R. 

(2002). Fuzzy Front End: Effective Methods, Tools, and Techniques. In P. Belliveau, A. 

Griffin & S. Somermeyer (Eds.), The PDMA Toolbook for New Product Development 

(pp. 5-35). New York: John Wiley and Sons. 

 

Kvale, S. (1989). Issues of Validity in Qualitative Research. Lund, Sweden: Studentlitteratur. 

 

Lauche, K. (2007). Sketching the product strategy: team processes in early design innovation. J. 

of Design Research, 6(1/2). doi: 10.1504/JDR.2007.015562 

 

Lehrer, J. (2012). Imagine How Creativity Works. New York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt 

Publishing Company. 

 

Manimala, M., Jose, P., & Thomas, R. (2005). Organizational Design for Enhancing the Impact 

of Incremental  Innovations: A Qualitative Analysis of Innovative Cases in the Context  

of a Developing Economy. Creativity and Innovation Management, 14(4), 413-424.  

 

March, J. (1991). Exploration and Exploitation in Organizational Learning. Organization 

Science, 2(1), 78-87.  

 

Markham, S. K., & Griffin, A. (1998). The Breakfast of Champions: Associations Between 

Champions and Product Development Environments, Practices and Performance. Journal 

of Product Innovation Management, 15(5), 436-454. doi: 10.1111/1540-5885.1550436 

 

Marshall, C., & Rossman, G. B. (2006). Designing Qualitative Research (4:nd ed.). United 

States of America: Sage Publications   

 

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative Data Analysis: An Expanded Sourcebook.: 

SAGE Publication Inc., Thousand Oaks. 

 

Nilsson, L., Elg, M., & Bergman, B. (2002). Managing ideas for the development of new 

products. International Journal Of Technology Management, 24(5-6), 498-513. doi: 

10.1504/IJTM.2002.003067 

 

O'Reilly, C., & Tushman, M. (1997). The ambidextrous organization. Harvard business review, 

82(4), 74.  

 

Reinertsen, D., & Smith, P. (1991). The Strategist's Role in Shortening Product Development. 

Journal of Business Strategy, 12(4), 18-22. doi: 10.1108/eb039425 

 

Ritzén, S., Bergendahl, M., Andersson, H., Lindström, G., Holm, S., Anderson, H., Olsson, A. 

(2008). Innovationsförmåga: PIEp, Product Innovation Engineering Program, 

Maskinkonstruktion, KTH. 

 

Sandström, C., & Björk, J. (2010). Idea management systems for a changing innovation 

landscape. Int. J. of Product Development, 11(3/4). doi: 10.1504/IJPD.2010.033964 

 

Sandvik (2012 a). Historia. Received from: http://www.sandvik.com/sv/om-sandvik/om-

 foretaget/historia/, 2013-01-30 

 

Sandvik (2012 b). Om Sandvik. Received from:  http://www.sandvik.com/sv/om-sandvik/ ,  

2013-01-30 

http://www.sandvik.com/sv/om-sandvik/om-
http://www.sandvik.com/sv/om-sandvik/om-


54 

Sandvik (2012 c). Annual Report 2011. Sandviken: Sandvik (publ). Recieved from:  

http://www.sandvik.com/Global/Investor%20relations/%C3%85rsredovisningar/%C3%8 

5rsredovisning%202011.pdf, 2013-01-27 

 

Sandvik (2012 d) Möt Sandvik - Sandviks-koncerns Tidning till Aktieägare och Medarbetare,  

 3, 4-9.   

 

Sandvik Coromant (2012 a). Sandvik Coromant in Brief. Received from:  

http://www.sandvik.coromant.com/engb/aboutus/sandvik_coromant_in_brief/pages/defau

lt.aspx, 2013-01-29 

 

Sandvik Coromant (2012 b). Research and Development. Received from:   

http://www.sandvik.coromant.com/en-

gb/aboutus/research_and_development/pages/default.asp/, 2013-01-28 

 

Sandvik Coromant AB (1999), C som i Coromant – en marknadsledande  

utveckling,CMSE/Sjöströms grafisk produktion AB, Sandviken, Sweden  

 

Schilling, A. M. (2010). Management of Technological Innovation (Third Edition ed.). New 

York, United States: McGraw-Hill/Irwin. 

 

Simon, F., & Tellier, A. (2011). How do actors shape social networks during the process of new 

product development? European Management Journal, 29(5), 414-430. doi: 

10.1016/j.emj.2011.05.001 

 

Starrin, B., & Svensson, P.-G. (1994). Kvalitativ metod och vetenskapsteori  Lund: 

Studentlitteratur. 

 

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

TECHNOLOGY MANAGEMENT, 40(3), 16-27.  

 

Thamhain, H. J. (2003). Managing innovative R&D teams. R&D Management, 33(3), 297-311. 

doi: 10.1111/1467-9310.00299 

 

Tidd, J., & Blessant, J. (2009). Managing Innovation: Integrating Technological, Market and 

Organizational Change (4 ed.). Chichester: John Wiley & Sins Ltd. 

 

Van De Ven, H. A., Angle, L. H., & Scott, P. M. (1989). Research on the Management of 

Innovation (1 ed. Vol. 1). Minnesota: Harper & Row. 

 

Westlander, G. (2000). Data collection methods by question-asking - The use of semistructured 

interviews in research. Stockholm: Kungliga Tekniska Högskolan. 

 

Williamson, K. (2002). Research methods for students, academics and professional: information 

management and systems (2:nd ed.). Charles Sturt University: Centre for Information 

Studies (CiS). 

 

Woodman, R. W., Sawyer, J. E., & Griffin, R. W. (1993). Toward a Theory of Organizational 

Creativity. The Academy of Management Review, 18(2), 293-321.  

 

http://www.sandvik.com/Global/Investor%20relations/%C3%85rsredovisningar/%C3%258
http://www.sandvik.coromant.com/en-
http://www.sandvik.coromant.com/en-


55 

Yin, K., Robert. (1994). Case Study Research (2:nd ed. Vol. 5). United states of America: Sage 

Publications. 

 

Yu, F. (2011). Designing qualitative research. Organization Management Journal, 8(3), 193. 

doi: 10.1057/omj.2011.23 

 

Zahay, D., Griffin, A., & Fredericks, E. (2011). Information use in new product development: an 

initial exploratory investigation in the Chemical Industry. Journal Product Innovation 

Managment, 28, 485-502.  

 

 

  



56 

 



 

APPENDIX 1 – IDEA COMPONENTS 

 



58 

APPENDIX 2 - GRAPHS 
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- Idén ansåg vid tillfället vara mogen (med avseende på..) 
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Tron på idén 

- Övertygad att idén skulle lyckas 

Stämmer 

 inte alls 

Stämmer helt  
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WS 
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IDÉ SOM AVFÄRDATS 
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 inte alls 
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”Nästa Fas” 

 

IDÉ SOM AVFÄRDATS 
Idékvalitet 

- Idén ansåg vid tillfället vara mogen (med avseende på..) 
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Antalet idéer 

 

WS 

 

Tid 

 



 

APPENDIX 3 – INTERVIEW GUIDE 1 

 

INTERVJUFRÅGOR 

Presentation av oss och exjobbet, syfte med intervjun. 

Är det okej att vi spelar in intervjun? 

Frågor som stöd för att inte glömma. 

 

Inledning 

Skulle du kunna berätta lite om dig själv? 

- Vad har du för position inom företaget? 

- Vad är dina huvudsakliga arbetsuppgifter? 

- Hur länge har du arbetat inom företaget? 

 

Kan du berätta kort om vad innovation är för dig? 

-För Sandvik Coromant? 

Kan du berätta lite om innovationsarbetet på Sandvik Coromant? 

 -Vad anser du om de prioriteringar som görs?   

Kan du berätta kort om vaden idé är för dig? 

-För Sandvik Coromant? 
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Projekt 

Berätta lite kort om projektet 

- Hur stor grupp?  

- Hur valdes projektmedlemmar ut? 

- Skiftar projektets medlemmar vid olika faser?  

- Vilka avdelningar är representerade?  

Vilka faser gick projektet igenom? 

- Skiljer sig detta från normen på R&D Sandvik Coromant?  

Arbetar projektdeltagarna med flera projekt samtidigt?  

 

Har projektdeltagarna alltid samma roller under de olika projekten? 

 

Hur var ni placerade under projektets gång, dvs fysisk placering? (möjlighet 

att träffas?) 

Kan du beskriva stämningen i projektgruppen under tiden mellan WS till dess 

att ni började bestämma designen mer på detaljnivå? 

- Klimat i gruppen?  

- Acceptans?  

- Tillit? 

- Trygghet? 

- Utmanande miljö? 

- Får påverka? 

Uppmuntrades du till att stötta innovation under projektets gång? 

-  Berätta mer.  

- Hur då? (Stöd från management? Acceptans, tolereras galna 

idéer?  

 



 

Hur tar ni tillvara på lärdomar från föregående projekt i detta projekt? 

-Hur dokumenteras projekt/idéer? 

- Användes idéer (dvs idéer från tiden mellan WS till dess att ni 

började bestämma designen mer på detaljnivå) från tidigare 

projekt?   

-Ser du förbättringsmöjligheter? 

Fanns tydliga direktiv och mål vid projektinitiering? (Mål, Requirementsetc) 

 - Hur kommunicerades dessa? 
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Diskussions underlag 

Grafer 

Hur skulle du beskriva att antal idéer har förändrats mellan WS tills det att ni 

började göra en mer detaljerad design. Illustrera detta genom att rita hur 

antalet idéer har ökat/ minskat under tidens gång.  

Ställ frågor om vad som hände i utvärderingspunkter. 

Ställ frågor om vad som hände emellan utvärderingar. 

Ställer frågor angående avfärdade idéer (se intervjuguide). 

 

Markerar viktiga hållpunkter som framkommit under illustration övningen innan 

frågor angående grafer ställs. 

 

Skulle du kunna beskriva hur tron på den idén som togs vidare har förändrats 

mellan WS och ”nästa fas” genom att fylla i denna graf.  

Ställ frågor om idéhanteringen, se intervjuguide. 

 

Skulle du kunna beskriva hur idén som togs vidare har mognat med avseende 

på xxxxxx mellan WS och ”nästa fas” genom att fylla i denna graf.  

 

Skulle du kunna beskriva hur tron på den idén som avfärdats har förändrats 

mellan WS och ”nästa fas” genom att fylla i denna graf.  

Skulle du kunna beskriva hur idén som avfärdats har mognat med avseende 

på xxxxxx mellan WS och ”nästa fas” genom att fylla i denna graf.  

 

 

  



 

Utvärdering 

Hur prioritiseras idéer/koncept?  

-Tillräckligt med information? 

Berätta om hur idéer som ska gå vidare väljs ut? 

-Utvärderas efter vilka kriterier? 

- Behandlas olika idéer lika? (Väljs på samma permisser?) 

- Vilka utvärderar idéerna? 

-Vilka faktorer vägs in? (Kopplar till marknad, strategi etc?) 

-Under hur lång tid pågår utvärdering? 

När väljs idéer ut?  

Flera urvalssteg?  

Hur presenteras de då?  

Hur kommuniceras idéer vid utvärderingen?  

HUR UPPLEVER DU URVALSPROCESSEN? (LITAR PÅ?) 

 

Dokumenteras idéer som generas under idéutvecklingsfasen?  

- Hur?  

- Vilka? 

Vad händer med avfärdade idéer?  

-Tas de tillvara på?  

- Vilka?  

Hur skulle idéhanteringen av de avfärdade idéerna kunna förbättras? 
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Idéhantering 

Hur gick idégenereringen till? 

- Vilka var delaktiga i WS:en, etc? 

- Hur många idégenererings tillfällen skedde? (efter WS:en?)  

 

Hur gick idéutvecklingen till? 

- Vem kom på idén? (som respondenten berättar om)  

- Driver personen idén för att den ska tas vidare? 

- Tog någon annan över idén och drev den vidare? 

 

Hur kommuniceras idén mellan projektmedlemmarna?  

- Är det lätt att delge idéer inom projektgruppen? (förstår ni 

varandra?) 

- Hur kommuniceras idéer till ledning? 

- Andra intressenter? 

 

Är det lätt att vända sig till andra utanför projektet för att få tillgång till 

kunskap för att utveckla idéer? 

-Vilka tar man hjälp av? (Olika avdelningar, kunder, konkurrenter) 

-Vad vill man veta?  

-När tar man hjälp?  

-Relation till dessa människor? 

-Hur går det till? (Finns det nätverk, tydliga vägar? Informellt, 

formellt?) 

Hur ges det feedback på idéer i idéutvecklingsfasen? 

- Hur ges det feedback på avfärdade idéer under 

idéutvecklingsfasen? 



 

Behandlas olika idéer lika? (Olika vägar för olika idéer?) 

- Hur och varför? 

Hur ser du på den här fasen? (Otydlig, osäker eller enkel okomplicerad?) 

 - Hur ändras din känsla över tid? 

Vad skulle kunna förbättras vid idéhanteringen? 

- Vad saknar du?  

Vill du lägga till något som vi har missat att ta upp? 

 

Vilka projektmedlemmar i projekt XX har varit involverade i idéutvecklingen 

och som du tycker att vi bör intervjua, rangordna. (3-5st) 

 

Avsluta och fråga om det är okej att kontakta för komplettering 
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APPENDIX 4 – INTERVIEW GUIDE 2 

 

INTERVJUFRÅGOR 

Presentation av oss och exjobbet, syfte med intervjun. 

Är det okej att vi spelar in intervjun? 

Frågor som stöd för att inte glömma. 

 

Inledning 

Skulle du kunna berätta lite om dig själv? 

-Vad har du för position inom företaget? 

-Vad är dina huvudsakliga arbetsuppgifter? 

-Hur länge har du arbetat inom företaget? 

 

Kan du berätta kort om vad innovation är för dig? 

-För Sandvik Coromant? 

Kan du berätta lite om innovationsarbetet på Sandvik Coromant? 

 -Vad anser du om de prioriteringar som görs? 

Kan du berätta kort om vaden idé är för dig? 

-För SandvikCoromant? 

 

 

  



 

Projekt 

Berätta lite kort om projektet 

Vilka faser gick projektet igenom? 

 

Fanns tydliga direktiv och mål vid projektinitiering? (Mål, Requirements etc) 

 - Hur kommunicerades dessa? 

Kan du beskriva stämningen i projektgruppen under tiden mellan WS till dess 

att ni började bestämma designen mer på detaljnivå? 

- Hur ställer sig projektmedlemmarna sig till utmanande idéer som 

kommer fram? 

 

Hur upplevdes miljön? 

-Hur bidrog du till den? 

- Blev du stöttad till att vara innovativ? 

- Hur då? (Stöd från projektledare? managment?) 

 

Hur drogs lärdom från tidigare projekt vid detta projekt? 

- Användes idéer från tidigare projekt?   

-Ser du förbättringsmöjligheter? 
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Antal idéer graf 

Hur gick idégenereringen till? 

- Vilka var delaktiga i WS:en, etc? 

- Hur många idégenererings tillfällen skedde? (efter WS:en?) 

När väljs idéer ut: 

Flera urvalssteg?  

Hur presenteras de då?  

Hur kommuniceras idéer vid utvärderingen?  

Berätta om hur idéer som ska gå vidare väljs ut? 

-Utvärderas efter vilka kriterier? 

- Behandlas olika idéer lika? (Väljs på samma permisser?) 

- Vilka utvärderar idéerna? 

-Vilka faktorer vägs in? (Kopplar till marknad, strategi etc?) 

-Under hur lång tid pågår utvärdering? 

Hur prioritiseras idéer/koncept?  

-Tillräckligt med information? 

Hur mycket resurser lades på de olika idéerna? 

Dokumenteras idéer som generas under idéutvecklingsfasen?  

- Hur?  

- Vilka? 

 



 

Idé som gått vidare grafer 

Vem kom på idén? (som respondenten berättar om)  

- Driver personen idén för att den ska tas vidare? 

- Tog någon annan över idén och drev den vidare? 

Hur kommuniceras idén mellan projektmedlemmarna?  

- Är det lätt att delge idéer inom projektgruppen? (förstår ni 

varandra?) 

- Hur kommuniceras idéer vid decision points? 

Är det lätt att vända sig till andra utanför projektet för att få tillgång till 

kunskap för att utveckla idéer? 

-Vilka tar man hjälp av? (Olika avdelningar, kunder, konkurrenter) 

-Vad vill man veta?  

-När tar man hjälp?  

-Relation till dessa människor? 

-Hur går det till?  

Hur ges det feedback på idéer i idéutvecklingsfasen? 

 

Idé som avfärdats grafer 

Vad hände med den här idén när den avfärdades?  

Vad hände med de andra avfärdade idéerna?  

-Tas de tillvara på? (dokumenteras de?) 

- Vilka?  

Vad händer med avfärdade idéer som inte uppfyller projektets krav men som 

ni ändå ser potential hos? (system/individberoende?) 

Hur skulle idéhanteringen av de avfärdade idéerna kunna förbättras? 
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Avslutning 

Hur ser du på den här fasen? (Otydlig, osäker eller enkel okomplicerad?) 

 - Hur ändras din känsla över tid? 

Vad skulle kunna förbättras vid idéhanteringen? 

- Vad saknar du?  

Vill du lägga till något som vi har missat att ta upp? 

Avsluta och fråga om det är okej att kontakta för komplettering 

  



 

 

WORKSHOP manus  

 Presentation av oss och exjobbet. 

o Ämnet för dagen, mål, regler, 

parkera frågor. 

 

 Sammanfattning av intervjustudien  

o Definitioner av innovation 

o Öppet klimat 

o WS 

o Vissa projekt mer 

innovationsstöd  

o Idéresurser -> idéägare 

Prata med sin granne i 1min håller 

med/håller inte med? Vad beror 

det på? Vill någon dela med sig i 

helgrupp. 

 Informera om dilemmat delge vs 

skydda idé 

o Hur ska idéer och kunskap 

spridas/delges. 

Övning: Brainstormning.  

Grupper om 3-4 pers. Mall med två 

sidor; 

1, Hur vill jag få kunskap? 

2, Hur vill jag delge/sprida min 

kunskap? 

Presentation 3 min/grupp. 

Diskussion efter 5-10 min. 

 PAUS 

 

 Vad består en idé av- Informera.  

Övning: I den bästa av alla världar, 

vad önskar du att du visste för att 

kunna skapa den nya wow-produkten? 

Samma grupper om 3-4 pers. 2 

kategorier var. En stor cirkel med de 6 

kategorierna, delas ut så varje grupp 

får fylla på viktiga punkter i sina bitar. 

Varje grupp presenterar 2 min och 3 

min diskuterar i grupp. Cirkeln byggs 

ihop igen.  

 Avslut, feedback. 2 I like, 1 I wish. På 

papper. 

 

APPENDIX 5 - WS 
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