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SAMMANFATTNING 
Denna rapport söker att utforska ett nytt sätt att organisera front-end innovation. Därmed 

förbättra modeller av aktuell forskning som ger belägg för framgångsrika sociala nätstrukturer 
eller heterogenitetförhållanden, målet med denna studie är att hitta idealiska 
personlighetskonstellationer inom projektteam - för att göra dem kraftfulla och användbara. 

Det finns begränsad forskning som beskriver hur individers personlighetsdrag i team 
påverkar förmågan att innovera, dock vet man att personligheten är en absolut nödvändigt för 
att matcha ihop rätt personer för att skapa rätt resultat. Inledande research påvisade fyra idé-
nytto-dimensioner som gör en idé värdefull; kundorientering, genomförbarhet, 
marknadsmöjligheter och strategisk passform. Den teoretiska referensramen tyder på att var 
och en av de fyra personlighetsarketyperna (rationals, guardians, idealists och artisans) är 
naturligt benägna för att producera idéer inom dessa dimensioner. Att känna till den 
dominerande typen av idéer som enskilda personer producerar möjliggör organisering för att 
förbättra flödet av idéer. 

En noggrann metodik har genomfördes där ett initialt personlighetstest med 96 deltagare 
genomfördes, följt av en idégenereringssession i skräddarsydda personlighets-team med de 
nämnda deltagarna, det medförde att 179 idéer producerades. Samarbeten med externa 
yrkesmän underlättade kategorisering av idéerna enligt de fyra idé-nytto-dimensionerna. 

Vid korrelation- och regressionsanalys av datan påvisades att personligheter har en prediktiv 
effekt, som kan utnyttjas. Arketypen rationals, var benägna att producera genomförbara och 
kundorienterade idéer. Fortsättningsvis kan idealister och artisanier porträtteras som motsatser, 
eftersom deras idéer var mindre genomförbara men rik på möjligheter på marknaden. Ett 
företag kan därför vertikalt översätta en kortsiktig lågrisk innovationsstrategi genom att 
sysselsätta rationella arketyper lämpligt. Likaså idealister och artisanier spelar in för att passa 
en långsiktig framtidsorienterad innovationsstrategi. 

 

Nyckelord: Organisation, Front End Innovation, Personlighet, Team, Idea Management 
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ABSTRACT 
This report embarks to explore a new way to organise front-end innovation. Enhancing the 

models of current research that conclude to beneficial social network structures or 
heterogeneity ratios, this study aim to find ideal personality constellations within project teams 
- to make them powerful and useful.  

There is limited research given to how an individual’s personality traits in the context of a 
team impacts the potential of that team to innovate, yet it is vital to match up the right 
individuals in order to create desirable outcomes. Initial exploration provided insights to the 
key dimensions that makes an idea valuable; customer orientation, feasibility, market 
opportunity and strategic fit. The theoretical framework suggests that each of four personality 
archetypes (rationals, guardians, idealist and artisans) is naturally prone to produce ideas within 
one or more of those specific dimensions. Knowing the predominant type of ideas, which teams 
produce will allow for a better organisational structure to improve the flow of ideas. 

A meticulous methodology was designed to supply the quantitative and qualitative data 
needed for such conclusions. A personality test with 96 participants, followed by an ideation 
session granted for a sample of 179 ideas to be produced. Collaborations with external industry 
professionals facilitated for the categorisation of ideas according to the four idea utility 
dimensions. 

The empirical data was analysed within correlations and regressions to show that 
personalities have, in fact, a predictive impact that can be exploited. The archetype of rationals, 
on the one hand, was prone to produce feasible and customer orientated ideas. Alternatively, 
the idealist and artisan archetypes portrayed to opposite as their ideas were less feasible but 
rich in market opportunities. A firm can therefore vertically translate a short-term, low risk 
innovation strategy into tasking rationals appropriately. Likewise, idealists and artisans come 
into play to suit a long-term and future oriented innovation strategy. 

 

Keywords: Organisation, Front-End Innovation, Personality, Team, Idea Management 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

This thesis anticipates to explore an entirely new approach to organise the Front-end of 
Innovation within a company. Front-End Innovation refers to the ultimate starting point to new 
product development endeavors; an activity that happens before any stage-gate approaches 
takes effect. While the demands to what a Front-End Innovation team shall realise differs from 
one firm to another, there is the common deliverable among all; everything orbits around 
having ideas. More specifically, it is an imperative for companies to have good ideas above all 
others – this is how they innovate. How these ideas come to be and how they are developed, is 
the broad theme of this thesis. 

Established models such as the social network theory act as an inspiration to what is 
proposed within here. The social network theory essentially created a new perspective to 
examine idea creation in an organisation. It defines the influences that act upon an idea creator 
(Michelfelder & Kratzer, 2013). For instance, engineers that socially interact with colleagues 
from the other departments will be prone to integrate those perspectives into their ideas than 
equivalent engineers whom only interact with like-minded people of their own department. 
The social network theory looks at how positions and roles within a firm’s network can be 
connected optimally to achieve better ideas. We believe that there is more to characterise 
different influencers than just job titles or departmental categorisations. We believe the 
influencers can be characterised by their individual personality.  

Fundamentally this thesis is about correlating ideas with the idea creators, to investigate 
how to improve the flow of ideas. Hence, by systematically engaging the right individuals to 
constellate project teams, will R&D teams be tailored to produce specific kinds of ideas from 
the beginning onwards - with less resources spent on undesirable propositions. 

To draw conclusions for how project teams should be constellated, we have conducted an 
ideation session within the Alten Sweden AB network to test and analyse different personality 
pairings.  

1.2 Purpose 
The intention of this thesis is to outline how personality traits within a team can influence 

its creative performance and how that can be exploited. It is intended to show how different 
team constellations, according to individual personality traits can alter the group's utility in the 
context to a firm. Thus, we analyse how different manipulation groups yield different ideas in 
respect to the utility they bring to the company. Knowing this allows managers to tailor project 
teams to distinct, and utilisable outcomes. This will inevitably reduce the amount of off-target 
innovations and consequently also improve the effectiveness of any following NPD process.  

1.3 Delimitations 

The roles, relationships and experiences of and between participants are not relevant in this 
thesis. This is uniquely and purposefully different to common organisational models. This 
study takes only the mindset into consideration, which is evident through the personality traits 
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of participants. Furthermore, the exact origin of personality traits, as a product of consecutive 
experiences and life-choices that are unique to every person is out of the question in this thesis. 
We acknowledge that one’s personality traits can change over time, though do not regard the 
factor of this alteration.  

The dimensions used to categorise ideas on their utility are gathered from interviews and 
academic research and are specifically chosen to be representative of the common-practice 
variables used for assessing early staged ideas. Hence, the dimensions and variables needed to 
assess ideas at further stages are disregarded from the evaluation.  

1.4 Project Organisation 
The thesis is conducted at KTH Royal Institute of Technology and in partnership with Alten 

Sweden AB. 

1.4.1 Alten Sweden AB 
Alten Sweden AB, with headquarters in Göteborg, is part of Alten Group that is specialized 

in Technology- and IT consulting. The group has over 20,000 employees worldwide with 
around 1,300 of them situated in Sweden. The vast majority of these employees operate as 
experts in their respective fields which calls for them to be at the cutting edge of innovation. 
By supporting this thesis, the company seeks to enhance their internal processes specifically 
on how to organize client projects, in order to provide more value to them.  

1.4.2 Integration of Industry Professionals 
Coaching Business Manager, Peter Ankréus, was the industry supervisor for this thesis and 

acted as the link between academic- and industry environment. Mr. Ankréus has a concrete 
part in organising and managing client projects, specifically in consulting clients to different 
work package solutions. He therefore seeks to explore how these work packages can more 
accurately mirror the expectations of his clients. This means his experiences are highly relevant 
to this thesis. 

1.4.3 Academic Supervisor 
Similarly to Mr. Ankréus’s position to this thesis, Mr. Jens Hemphäla , P.hD. at KTH 

Institute of Industrial Economics & Management, seeks to ensure that this study maintains a 
scientific level of correctness.  

1.4.4 Project Leadership 
After completing this thesis, Mr. F. Hygerth and Mr. H. Ramoser obtained a Master of 

Science diploma at KTH Royal Institute of Technology within the field of Product Innovation 
Management. The idea to this thesis derived during their academical studies, and is due to the 
mere curiosity of exploring how to induce the right kinds of idea. Homogeneity and 
heterogeneity are often key words to this subject. Yet, our quest implies finding out precisely 
what makes a team either heterogeneous or homogenous, which can be pinpointed to the 
individuals within it and their individual contributions in the form of themselves. 
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Essentially, there are two variables to this project; the variable of people and the variable of 

ideas. These variables are explained in the following sections. Moreover, the following 
subsections present support for a successive chain of theoretical claims up to the formulation 
of hypotheses to test for.  

2.1 Diversity in Teams enables Innovation 
Knowledge is often considered the basis to innovation within a firm (Nonaka, 1994; 

Plattner, Meinel, Leifer, 2012). This suggests that a firm shall therefore anticipate to generate 
new knowledge as a bridge to form new innovation (Scott & Bruce, 1994; Luecke & Katz, 
2003; Frimpong & Agyemang, 2010). There are several processes and strategies that promote 
and improve knowledge creation within a firm. For instance, it is common for a company to 
distribute innovation, particularly front-end innovation, as a group activity composing of 
several employees (West & Hirst, 2005). Doing so enhances perforamance since a group will 
naturally project multiple perspectives onto a certain problem area or objective. This allows 
for a far greater creative potential and consequently raises the efficacy of problem solving. 
Researchers often account this to the factor of diversity, as a ratio of heterogeneity and 
homogeneity. Various sources have confirmed that altering this ratio will in fact produce 
different outputs (Phillips, Liljenquist, & Neale, 2008; Reilly, Lynn and Aronson, 2002). Hence 
previous research has specifically proven that the factor of diversity is also a way of controlling 
innovation.  

One way of defining diversity is by looking into social networks - the surrounding 
individuals that inspire into our thoughts by social exchanges. A diverse and strong network of 
influencers will lead to similarly thoughtful ideas, yet Michelfelder & Kratzer (2013) found 
evidence that weak ties are important as well; “Weak ties foster idea generation and exploration 
of new innovative opportunities, strong ties are needed to take action, transfer complex 
knowledge, implement ideas and exploit them via technology refinement and product 
development”. However, the actual combination of weak and strong ties makes a network most 
effective – by creating a “dual network architecture” (Capaldo, 2007). In essence, strong ties 
induce good ideas on their own but the weak ties provide the groundbreaking ideas – which 
strong ties do not; “an individual who adds weak ties to his own portfolio of ties can benefit 
from innovation exploration potential” (Michelfelder & Kratzer, 2013).  

Another definition of diversity originates from Jackson, May, and Whitney (1995) who 
regard it on a project team level, as opposed to larger perspective of the social network theory. 
Yet, it integrates the same principles of diversity. They describe how people can be diverse 
through the roles they provide. Jackson, May, and Whitney differ between “Task-related” and 
“Relations-oriented” kinds of heterogeneity. The main differences hereby are the roles that 
individuals fit into. Task-related diversity implies that individuals have somewhat additive sets 
of knowledge, skills or abilities that result in better quality decisions. Relations-oriented 
diversity focuses on the interaction of individuals, which concerns the internal culture of 
decision making on a personal level rather than a rational one. This is where personality traits 
can directly be associated to. 

Lastly, diversity can also be controlled as a function of task-ambiguity – team members can 
be induced to think diversely. A project manager can choose to be ambiguous rather than to 
give clear instructions to his or her team. Particularly in ultra-explorative creative teams will 
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one often find an initial unclarity in “task definitions” such as “problem definitions, solutions 
and goals” and “team elements” such as “roles, processes and relationships” (Skilton & 
Dooley, 2010). This is natural since exploring means to seek a degree of newness, which one 
cannot know of beforehand. Yet this unclarity is considered to be beneficial for a team as it 
encourages idea generation and constructive conflicts that inevitably lead to conclusive 
convergences. These three effects are termed “creative abrasion” (Hirshberg, 1993; Leonard & 
Swap, 1999).  

2.1.1 Teams are only as powerful as the Individuals within 
Innovation is often regarded as an intangible activity that is complex to manage and control 

(Björk, Boccardelli and Magnusson, 2010). As mentioned, diversity is generally a compelling 
resource to a team that can be exploited to improve the team’s performance. Though we have 
already defined different levels of diversity, we still lack the concrete origin of diversity. 
Irrespective of how diversity can be manifested, on the grounds of social encounters, skills or 
interpersonal qualities, or the mere factor of ambiguity that causes divergent thinking, one 
might find that all of these accord to the respective entity of the individuals within the team. 
This is to say that a team’s diversity is made up by individual team members be different 
relative to each other. In other words, a team can only be diverse when its team members have 
relative diversity. 

Individuals alone or in group setting are the source of where ideas are created and processed, 
as a result of creative thinking (Boeddrich, 2004). Supporting the concept of relative diversity, 
most studies that approached the topic of ideation turn to emphasise the “role of the individual” 
as the prime cause to the effect of making a team powerful (Spender, 1996; Howells, 2002; 
Scott & Bruce, 1994). Every team member is only be able think for themselves, with their own 
mind. Hence, a group or an organisation “cannot create knowledge” (Nonaka, 1994). The most 
a group can do is “support” creative individuals to think (individually) by creating a “context” 
for those individuals to interact. 

This highlights the importance of the externalising thoughts to progress in a group setting. 
Thereby, a thought that was created by an individual will inspire a progressive thought within 
a co-member when shared. This is what the SECI-model describes (Nonaka, 1994). Moreover, 
the characteristics of internalizing other people’s thoughts are equally important as to 
externalize own thoughts. Both of these are abilities that are exclusively controlled by an 
individual by means of expression and understanding, not the team.  

Another way to look at the “role of the individual” is to refer to culture and how it is 
established since that is vital for successful teamwork as well. Morgeson, Reider & Campion 
(2005) exemplify how the performance traits of an individual influence the performance traits 
on a team-level. Social skills, for instance are referred to as team-level traits that induce 
superior team cultures (Crossan, 1998). These can be associated to more cooperation and the 
ability to “communicate with others, listen to others, influence others” (Mohrman & Cohen, 
1995). The authors found that to create those social skills on a team-level, an individual should 
carry the trait of consciousness on their individual-level (Morgeson, Reider & Campion, 2005; 
LePine & Van Dyne, 2001). Ergo, an individual's characteristics directly and wholly influence 
how effective or powerful a team is. 
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2.1.2 Some possess traits that are favorable to Innovation 
An important question to ask at this point is what precisely makes an individual such a 

valuable asset to a team. Research suggests that the answer to that question lies in 
understanding the cognitive skills a person holds. Personality traits make an impact on team 
work since they affect how one perceives and how one makes judgements (Ainslie, 2003). For 
example, Durand et al. (2013) found that when financial investors had traits such as 
consciousness and agreeableness, were they more likely to “realise a gain”. Diverse authors 
have given insights to how specific personality traits have a concrete influence on the 
characteristics needed for ideation (Reilly, Lynn & Aronson, 2002; Durand et al., 2013; 
Boeddrich, 2004; Furnham, 1996; Chaiburu, 2010; Donavan, Brown, & Mowen, 2004). One 
can learn that it is not solely about the fact that an individual brings an additive share of 
knowledge to a team, but rather how that knowledge is shared - the “interpersonal 
characteristics”, such as “personality variables” (Reilly, Lynn, & Aronson, 2002). For example, 
Carlgren, Elmquist, & Rauth (2013) argue that empathic people can and will relate to the 
customer better, and are therefore more user-centered. Scott & Bruce (1994) also assessed the 
influence of the personality traits and categorised personality traits into two groups; systematic 
problem-solving and the intuitive problem-solving. They too could empirically conclude that 
there is a difference in the innovative outcome between those two kinds. Scott & Bruce (1994), 
Treffinger (1995) and Goldsmith (1986) all found empirical data that link the personality traits 
within every person to having distinct styles of problem solving.  

Goldsmith refers to the theories of Kirton (1975) who specifies two types of problem solvers 
that dependent on how well or poorly an individual conforms to three personality 
characteristics; originality, conformity and efficiency. Being rich in originality and efficiency, 
yet low on conformity makes an individual prone to take an “innovator’s” approach to problem 
solving as opposed to that of an “adaptor”. From Goldsmith’s data, one can deduce that 
individual-level traits such as “arousal seeking tendency”, “sensing” and “risk-taking” are 
indicators of innovators.  

Linking to the specific act of innovating, Montequín et al. (2013) explored how personality 
traits, specifically using the personality indicator MBTI, influence behavior in project based 
learning approaches. They found that such cognitive pre-settings did indeed have an influence. 
More specifically they found that certain profiles such as ENTJ had a “gift for handling 
complexity and often excel at problem-solving”. ENTJ’s were usually associated with 
creativity and gave their group the most innovative solutions of all test subjects (ibid). 
Supporting to that, other authors have also concluded that profiles that include the “intuition” 
(N) component produce superior innovativeness (Harrington & Loffredo, 2010; Macgregor, 
2000; Reynierse et al., 2000). These different problem solving approaches inevitably lead to 
different kinds of thinking and consequently to ideas, which have certain characteristics.  

Conclusively, one can note that having distinct characteristics, evident through personality 
traits, seems to influence one’s behavior and one’s innovative potential.  

2.1.3 Measuring Soft Skills for Innovation 
Nonetheless, the influence of personality traits on a person’s behaviour rises and falls with 

how it's measured. It is found that many authors resort to the five-factor model of personality 
traits (Durand, Newby, & Sanghani, 2008; Furnham, 1996), which approaches personality as 
a composition of five independent variables. There have been several studies that have 
comparatively assessed the differences of the FFM to the alternate and similarly wide-spread 
Myer Briggs Type indicator, which bases on the psychological theories of Carl Jung. While 
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there are “impressive convergences” (McCrae & Costa, 1989) between the two tests, we find 
that there are concrete differences that make one superior to the other. The later test, commonly 
referred to as the MBTI, assesses according to the four cognitive functions that Jung declared 
in his work. The resultant pattern of these four dichotomies make up and place an individual 
in one of 16 possible personality types. It is concluded that the MBTI has distinct advantages 
over the FFM (Vacha-Haase & Thompson, 2002; Carlson, 1985; McCrae & Costa, 1989) on 
the basis that is more predictive and specifically “considers the whole pattern of traits”, while 
the FFM is “purely descriptive” and lacks the “interrelationships” among the dimensions 
(Whitbourne & Weinstock, 1984). Hicks (1984) noted that “more discontinuous empirical 
relationships are needed for each of the multiple criteria relevant to each of the four MBTI 
variables before the MBTI user is fully justified in alluding to persons falling into the 16 
possible score patterns”. Similarly do Frazier, Douglass & Douglass (1993) argue that the 
MBTI is too detailed for validity. Yet, it is not disputed that the MBTI is the most popular 
method in the business world which suggests it has sufficient informative value (Pittenger, 
1993; Stevens & Swogger, 2009; Saggino, Cooper, & Kline, 2001). Prof. Keirsey and M. Bates 
responded to this and created the Keirsey Temperament Sorter (KTS). These 16 personalities 
can also be compiled into four major categories or archetypes, see table 1. 

Table 1. Categorisation of MBTI personality types (Myers & Myers, 1980; Keirsey & Bates, 1984). 

MBTI	 Common	Traits	 KTS	Archetype	

INTJ	

INTP	

ENTP	

ENTJ	

	

N	-	Intuitive	

T	-	Thinking	

	

Rationals	

INFJ	

INFP	

ENFP	

ENFJ	

	

N	-	Intuitive	

F	-	Feeling	

	

Guardians	

ISTJ	

ISFJ	

ESTJ	

ESFJ	

	

S	-	Sensing	

J	-	Judging	

	

Idealists	

ESTP	

ESFP	

ISTP	

ISFP	

	

S	-	Sensing	

P	-	Perceiving	

	

Artisans	

The Personality Type: Rationals 
Rationals are fascinated by acquiring knowledge. They urge to “understand, control, predict 

and explain realities” (Keirsey & Bates, 1984). This reflects into being self-critical that often 
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develops to having outstanding proficiency in their field. Rationals therefore do not shy away 
from complexity and enjoy developing models and exploring ideas. As long as ideas seem 
reasonable, they can “listen attentively to new ideas and accept changes”. In a study that 
empirically explored the strengths and weaknesses of rationals, Schullery & Schullery (2002) 
found that organisation and the tendency to work and think independently are key 
differentiators (Güngör, Kurt & Ekici, 2014). However, they can act controlling and lack 
motivational focus (Stokes, 2001). 

The Personality Type: Guardians 
Guardians are described to have almost a parental attitude (Keirsey & Bates, 1984), they 

appreciate and desire hierarchy and see that as an imperative to a functioning society. Hence, 
they can appear to have stoical ethics and believe that “status must be earned”, opposing to 
artisanian archetype. Guardians can be pessimistic in making great efforts to be prepared for 
the worst, however they deeply urge to be useful and tend to be “incapable of refusing added 
responsibility”. Overall they can be regarded as the “stabilizers of the social and economic 
world”, from being suspicious of change (ibid). Empirical evidence points to guardians being 
loyal (Güngör, Kurt & Ekici, 2014), good listeners and adoptable to others or authority (Stokes, 
2001), yet lack creativity and shy away from externalising thoughts (Schullery & Schullery, 
2002). 

The Personality Type: Idealists 
Idealists are highly adaptive to environments and the people they work with (Keirsey & 

Bates, 1984). They are so versatile in their personality that they can never truly be themselves. 
Idealists are highly empathetic, self-reflective, seek harmony and can easily associate with 
differing viewpoints (Stokes, 2001). They value meaning, ethics and intuition (Güngör, Kurt 
& Ekici, 2014; Schuller & Schuller, 2002), this makes them great listeners who have the ability 
to ease tension. They express their thoughts by urging to actualise themselves. Their 
perspective, opposing to guardians, is forward looking or future-oriented, similar to the rational 
archetype. 

The Personality Type: Artisans 
Artisans are characterised as being opportunistic and compulsive to the point of seeming 

excessive (Keirsey & Bates, 1984). They are the great risk-takers that do as they wish (Güngör, 
Kurt & Ekici, 2014). Artisans are highly actionable, meaning that they restrict from preparatory 
work and prefer to just “do”, naturally. Karl Bühler (1927) described this as a form of 
“Functional Lust”, and can very well seem impulsive. Keirsey and Bates (1984) suggest these 
individuals to thrive on situations where the outcome is not known, profiting from their urge 
for freedom. Schullery and Schullery (2002) found these characters to be creative 
brainstormers who enjoy people and group settings and can negotiate compromises effectively. 

Extroversion 
Extroversion cannot be deemed a full archetype like previous four that are named in this 

section, it does however have a unique significance. This can be outlined by addressing how 
the KTS archetypes are formed. As briefly stated, the MBTI evolves around every person 
having certain performances concretely along Jungs’s four pairs of cognitive functions: 
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introversion/extroversion, sensing/intuition, thinking/feeling, and judging/perceiving. A 
person will always find to be somewhere in-between those pairs, giving them four unique 
characteristics. For instance, an INTP (Rational) is thereby introverted, intuitive, thinking, and 
perceptive as opposed to an ESFJ (Idealist) who is extroverted, sensitive, empathetic, and 
judgmental. Though the four KTS archetypes are made up by considering most of the four 
MBTI dichotomies, it neglects the introversion/extroversion dichotomy as can be observed 
from consulting table 1. Being either introverted or extroverted is therefore never accounted to 
any of the KTS archetypes. None-the-less the fact that extroverted people are different to 
introverted people is almost undisputed. It is commonly found that extraverted individuals 
outperform introverted individuals (Gorla & Lam, 2004; Aronson, Reilly, & Lynn, 2006). 
Extraversion is often a very obvious personality trait. One finds that extraverted people are 
very quick to share thoughts and collaborate with others (Barrick et al., 1998). Extroversion 
can even be associated to predicting superior leadership capabilities (Neuman, Wagner, & 
Christiansen, 1999). We believe this personality trait seems strong enough to take into 
consideration aside of the the complete set of KTS archetypes.   

2.2 What makes an Idea Useful? 
The important take-away until now is that personality traits can explain why there are 

differences in creative performance within individuals, which in turn impact the creative 
performance of the team that they are placed in; following the concept of relative diversity. 
Personality traits force individuals to think within distinctive mindsets and the MBTI indicator 
is a good way of wholly capturing those different mindsets. This theory also suggests that 
individuals with alike personality traits (i.e. cognitive mindsets) will be prone to come up with 
similar or comparable ideas, simply because they adhere to similar thinking processes and 
consider similar things. This suggests that an organisation can improve how project teams are 
staffed by considering the personality traits of potential project team members. To do so in an 
effective manner means one must be able to tailor project teams to produce desirable outcomes. 
To control that behavior, one must know which personality archetypes correspond to which 
desirable outcomes. 

The question to ask at this point is what makes an idea “good”, and how that degree of 
“goodness” can be measured. This calls for an important definition of how an idea can bring 
utility to a company. To find out, one needs to investigate the industry-applied metrics of ideas. 
In most cases, assessing ideas is a highly subjective task, and many authors have resorted to 
using measures such as usefulness and novelty (Björk & Magnusson, 2009; Bergendahl et al., 
2015; Gatignon et al., 2002) - the State of Research (figure 1). Researchers thereby define the 
concept of a “perfect idea” to only be composed of those two parts. It has to be useful and 
novel. However, we have learned that these variables only cover a part of the required spectrum 
in industry.  

Sukhov, Magnusson & Olsson (2015) clearly describes that far more measurements, other 
than novelty and usefulness need to be considered when assessing an idea; particularly in the 
early stages of an idea. Novelty, for instance, is generally misinterpreted to the point of failing 
to consider the firm and its future ambitions (Levitt, 2002). Levitt (2002) argues further that 
ideas cannot be considered useful until they are used. This suggests the importance of 
actualisation and the question for whom it may be useful. Similarly, Besemer and O’Quin 
(1987) found that usefulness does not capture the extent to which a product “responds to or 
solves a problem” that is vital to its user. Amabile (1982) and Kristensson, Gustafsson & 
Archer (2004) additionally argue that these variables are simply not sufficient. The common 
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measures of ideas that researchers use therefore do not harmonise with industry’s conduct. 
Common measures look at the creativity of the idea without any context and not its utility to a 
specific context (Smith, Paradice, & Smith, 2000). Yet the potential of utilisation should in fact 
be the underlying assessment. 

What industry demands is a far more indicative assessment of utility than what the 
previously named measures provide. This is to say that it is far less important to measure 
performance than it is to measure potential. This suggests that a company will demand a more 
multifaceted spectrum of measures, or better referred to as “idea utility dimensions”. Each of 
these dimension outlines one area that an idea can provide utility in. We have compiled a vast 
series of scientific literature that all applied a case study approach to pinpoint what dimensions 
are used in industry. Semi-structured interviews with industry professionals allowed specific 
definitions to each dimension. We can therefore present the State of Industry (figure 1) 
consisting of: Customer Orientation, Feasibility, Market Opportunity and Strategic Fit. The 
“perfect idea”, according to industry, will thereby be customer oriented, feasible, provide 
attractive market potential, and be strategically appropriate. These parameters are therefore 
more relevant to the purpose of this thesis than the parameters outlined by the state of research, 
and constitute the basis of its experimentation. 

 

Figure 1. Idea utility dimensions. 

2.2.1 The Idea Utility Dimension: Customer Orientation 
Customer orientation is an important part of the NPD process since understanding the user 

or customer is a crucial component to judge the subsequent success of a product (Hart et al., 
2003; Magnusson, Netz, & Wästlund, 2014). One can specifically point out two qualities that 
make up for customer orientation; having a specific need to be solved and meeting that need in 
regards to living up to the customer-founded expectations (Carbonell-Foulquie, 2002). 
Importantly, the current needs as well as the future needs of a customer factor into this 
assessment; an idea might have a diminishing user-need or it might only just be unfolding to a 
far greater need.  

Customer Orientation therefore implies taking on the perspective of the end-user and how 
well an idea is tuned to it. This measure is commonly applied by innovation managers and 
directors in NPD divisions (M. Bergendahl, personal communication, January 28, 2016; C. 
Thunberg, personal communication, January 22, 2016). More specifically, the “voice of 
customer” is being regarded more intensively and increasingly earlier on in NPD projects 
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because it gives a qualitative perspective to understand the spoken and unspoken needs of a 
user, thereby critically increasing the probability of market success. This often goes as far as 
integrating the user into the actual development process (Bosch-Sijtsema & Bosch, 2015).  

2.2.2 The Idea Utility Dimension: Feasibility 
Feasibility (also referred to as technical feasibility) approaches the mere question of ability. 

It regards the technological aspects such as the availability of required technologies, and the 
complexity of implementing these (Martinsuo & Poskela, 2011; Magnusson, Netz, & 
Wästlund, 2014; Balachandra and Friar, 1997). Hence, the assessor anticipates to judge a 
project’s potential for realisation. This includes the availability of tangible and intangible 
resources, as well as human resources such as the competences needed for realisation. 
Effectiveness, as touched on by the subcategory of complexity is the more defining component 
to feasibility (Hart et al., 2003; Carbonell-Foulquie, 2002). A complex project, for example, 
which incorporates complex designs and requires a lot of resources expenditures has a lesser 
feasibility even if these are available than a simpler project.  

Feasibility is the most common measure in industry and is often referred to as particularly 
vital in early NPD stages since a project is redundant if its feasibility is not given (M. 
Bergendahl, personal communication, January 28, 2016; M. Karlsson, personal 
communication, January 12, 2016; C. Thunberg, personal communication, January 22, 2016).  

2.2.3 The Idea Utility Dimension: Market Opportunity 
Market opportunity, similarly to customer orientation is gaining in popularity in the early 

stages of NPD projects (Schmidt et al., 2009; Hart et al, 2003; Carbonell-Foulquie, 2002;). 
Essentially this measure speculates if an idea has prospects on the market (S. Sander-Tavallaey, 
personal communication, January 29, 2016). This includes judging prospective market shares, 
market growth forecasts (Balachandra and Friar, 1997) and the impact of competitors. Often 
the familiarity or uncertainty of it is additionally regarded to assess if the assumptions are 
realistic (Martinsuo & Poskela, 2011). Blue Oceans are often used to term attractive market 
opportunities. These present an “untapped market space” that “demand creation”, and provide 
the “opportunity for highly profitable growth” (Kim & Mauborgne, 2005). Market opportunity 
also refers to the timely placement of an idea - whether it conforms to corporate plans such as 
a technological roadmap. 

2.2.4 The Idea Utility Dimension: Strategic Fit 
Strategic fit concerns how well an idea fits to a vision or to the future (C. Thunberg, personal 

communication, January 22, 2016; M. Karlsson, personal communication, January 12, 2016; 
M. Magnusson, personal communication, February 3, 2016). As with the other dimensions, it 
can be decomposed into two themes; the window of opportunity and the alignment to the 
company’s ambitions (Saggino, Cooper & Kline, 2001). The later of these, the alignment, 
questions if pursuing a particular idea is at all favorable to the company. This generally 
compares an idea to the company’s corporate strategy. Not only will this consider how an idea 
will bring a company to tap into anticipated industries, markets, or customer segments but also 
regards how it will influence the development of a company (Rao, 2010; Gatignon et al., 2002). 
To adjust for its future competitiveness, a company may choose to develop certain enabling 
technologies, through certain projects, early on. The window of opportunity (Carbonell-
Foulquie et al, 2003) refers to the timely placement of the proposition - questioning if there is 
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a current trend to support a proposed idea, if the required resources are currently exposable, 
and if the company currently lies in a favorable market position to back the proposition.  

In extension to strategic fit we have termed “task fit” as a more tangible and measurable 
aspect to it. This concerns the ability to follow latent guidances or instructions, as can be 
portrayed by a company’s corporate strategy and vision. Not lastly due to hierarchical 
structures can those corporate strategies and visions be translated and facilitated to the idea 
creators less as factors of market, time and future but more as guidelines, instructions, or even 
requirements from their superiors. The latent and ambiguous nature of such strategic 
guidelines, as picked up by non-executive employees, which most idea creators are, can 
thenafter cause for disturbances. The ambiguity and vagueness of these guidelines naturally 
place those idea creators in a position where information is perceived as missing. Following 
human psychology, the ambiguity effect and the omission heuristic (Ritov & Baron, 1990; 
Ellsberg, 1961) prescribe that idea creators will distinctly choose to follow or, more commonly, 
to omit those guidelines. Whether or not an idea creator chooses to adhere and conform to what 
is latently asked of them can therefore be considered an observable aspect of strategic fit.  

2.3 Synthesis 
At this point one can conclude that personality traits have a distinct influence on an 

individual’s thinking, and consequently on the creative performance of the team he or she is 
place in. More specifically, one can conclude that this creative performance is only useful when 
the ideas it produces correspond to four utility dimensions. The main purpose of this thesis 
now remains to match those personality traits to the idea utility dimensions. By integrating the 
empirical conclusions of other researchers, one can now generate a set of substantiated and 
relatable hypotheses to examine how personality traits to explore this rather new field in a 
structured approach. These hypotheses establish the boundaries and scope of the explorative 
experimentation. 

The study of Donavan, Brown, & Mowen (2004) can be used to extrapolate that customer 
orientation is influenced by the traits of agreeability, activity needs and emotional stability. It 
was found that these traits positively influence the enjoyment a person has of addressing 
customer needs. These functions of the five factor model criteria can be correlated to Jung’s 
cognitive functions. Namely, agreeability is positively correlated to the function of “Feeling” 
and emotional stability to “Intuition” (Furnham, 1996; Renner & Bendele, 2014) as personified 
by guardians. Therefore; 
 

H1: Homogenous compositions of Guardians are expected to have ideas with a higher 
degree of Customer Orientation.  

 

Likewise, Chiaburu (2010) as well as Peterson et al. (2003) and Chatterjee & Hambrick 
(2007) have all researched the characteristics of executives. All agree that the traits of 
consciousness (Peterson et al., 2003) and narcissism (Chatterjee & Hambrick, 2007) are 
predictors of strategic thinking abilities that lead to strategy-based outcomes. This also implies 
a distinct strategically-inclined mindset and motivation to be present within individuals of those 
traits. Once more, one can translate these traits to this corresponds to Jung’s functions. 
Consciousness is therefore correlated to Jung’s trait of “Judging” (Furnham, 1996; MacDonald 
et al., 1994). Narcissism, on the other hand, is a personality disorder that has slight but 
significant correlations with Jung’s “Thinking” function (Furnham & Crump, 2005; Furnham, 
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1996). Judging and thinking are found as core-traits in the both rationalists and idealists (table 
1), therefore; 

 
H2: Combining Rationalists with Idealists in a team will exert Strategic Fit inclined ideas. 
 
Zhao and Seibert (2006) studied the interrelationship of personality traits and 

entrepreneurial spirit. Zhao and Seibert hereby contrasted the characteristics of managers 
against the characteristics of entrepreneurs and found that the strongest indicators to 
“entrepreneurial status” were high levels of “Consciousness” and “Openness to Experience”. 
Entrepreneurs are described to have a multi-faceted profile and a pronounced level of self-
confidence that lets them deal with high-stakes ventures and unstructured environments (Chen, 
Greene & Crick, 1998; Crant, 1996; Dyer, 1994). The primary goal of an entrepreneur, as 
defined by the interviewees of the study as well as supported by other researchers, is market 
growth (Zhao & Seibert, 2006; Rauch & Frese, 2000; Stewart & Roth, 2001). Ergo, one can 
correlate market success to teams where the equivalent traits of consciousness and openness is 
given – personified by idealists and artisans (Furnham, 1996; Furnham & Crump, 2005), 
therefore; 

 

H3: Idealists and Artisans in combination, will produce ideas with superior Market 
Opportunity. 

On a more holistic level, Scott & Bruce (1994) already showed that depending on the ratio 
of heterogeneity in teams, different kinds of ideas are due to be generated. In more detail, Björk 
& Magnusson (2009) found that being more centrally connected, meaning raising the 
heterogeneity of your social environment, will result in higher-quality ideas. This implies that 
idea quality rises propositional when more diverse perspectives are considered in their 
development (Tsai, 2001). These perspectives originate from individuals that convey them in 
a team setting, therefore; 

 

H4: Heterogeneous teams, who consist of different personality types, will generally have 
higher quality ideas across all Dimensions than Homogenous teams. 

 
Reilly, Lynn, & Aronson (2002) have expanded on the theory of heterogeneity and found 

that group homogeneity is not an undesirable asset despite of it. Specifically, “heterogeneous 
groups generate radical processes, while homogenous groups yield incremental processes”. 
The respective nature of an idea, being incremental or radical, can also be associated to its 
potential on a market. “Incremental innovation teams work within a well-established 
framework where both the technology and the market are known” (ibid). This is a risk-averse 
behavior that makes such individuals prone to go for certainties and object to uncertainties. 
Tangibility is therefore something homogenous teams are expected to pursue and support. 
Feasibility, as the most tangible dimension to an idea (Hart et al., 2003), is therefore expected 
to be pronounced, therefore; 

 

H5: Homogenous teams, whom consist of the same personality type, will tend to have 
higher scores in Feasibility in comparison to the other dimensions. 
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3 THE PROCESS 
In order to test these hypotheses, a comprehensive methodology was applied, consisting of 

three phases. Phase one includes sending out an online personality test to a group of industry 
professionals at the partnered firm, Alten Sweden AB. The participants were then placed into 
groups that correspond to their personality traits. 

Phase two entails conducting an ideation session with these groups. This resulted in 24 teams 
with 96 representative participants. In these teams, the participants were asked to brainstorm 
product ideas to a common task.  

In phase three, the resultant ideas were analysed by a controlled panel of professionals to 
judge all ideas according to their inclusion of the four dimensions (see 2.2). Hereafter, the ideas 
were analysed by correlations and regressions. This will allow a scientific validation of the 
hypotheses. The following subsections explain how this study applies and supports this rather 
unique approach. 

3.1 Personality Testing 
In effort to tailor the MBTI to our application as an assessor to making representative group 

constellations, we approached the criticisms of Hicks (1984), Frazier, Douglass, & Douglass 
(1993) and Pittenger (1993). This means that we only employed the four personality 
“temperaments”, as accord to Prof. Keirsey and M. Bates (1984). This left us to disregard the 
spectrum of 16 personality types and resort to only the four primary archetypes of rationals, 
guardians, idealists and artisans. This essentially takes out the unjustified depth and raises its 
instrument validity.  

We have further adjusted the point scheme, as originally defined by Katharine C. Briggs & 
Isabel Briggs Myers and used by Maxon (1985). We used the Form H MBTI test, which 
includes 50 questions and is substantially shorter and therefore more usable than the original 
166-item test. To prove its validity, Leiden, Veach & Herring (1986) did a comparative test of 
the two forms on 81 college students and found that “Chi-square analyses of the frequencies 
of the personality typologies obtained from original and abbreviated forms showed significant 
relationships between the two forms on all four scales of characteristics”.  

Additionally, the scheme was altered so that one can assess how a subject conforms to 
several archetypes (KTS) at once. This raises the construct validity as one can now measure 
the degree of blend that a person may have between the four personality archetypes. For 
instance, one may primarily possess rational traits, yet what the original MBTI test fails to 
measure is how much the other traits are in effect as well - one may also be partly guardian and 
idealist to a smaller degree. To measure this blend, one can alter the question’s point scheme 
to allow an equal presence of both of the two extremes in each dichotomy. This allows us to 
assess of the eight opposites equally and as proportions that make up for the whole personality. 
To validate those alterations, a test with over 20 students was carried out to find that all test 
subjects were categorised into the same personality archetype, regardless of using the original 
or altered point scheme.  

Lastly we altered the wording of several questions and provided a Swedish translation. By 
consulting with a group of peers, it was assured that every question was interpreted correctly. 
All discrepancies were altered so that a common understanding was given. This was motivated 
by assuring the test's face validity. 
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The final step of phase one is to build team groupings that correspond to the four personality 
archetypes. In order to gain external validity we tested all possible constellations, both 
homogenous and heterogeneous alike. This compiles to having 10 distinct groups, see figure 2 
below. 

 

Figure 2. Group constellations during ideation session. 

3.2 Ideation Testing 
Phase two of the study makes up for the actual experimentation that tests for the idea 

generation variable. Doing so is something rather unique and therefore does not fit into the 
regular framework of other methodologies. An approach was therefore chosen that inspired 
from similar experiments in effort to achieve a similar scientific validity. In particular, we 
found that there are three distinct studies that have had a similar scope and are therefore 
applicable to this case. Bergendahl et al. (2015) is the primary inspiration to this phase while 
the other two, Björk & Magnusson (2009) and Kristensson & Magnusson (2010) were 
additionally applied to the subsequent analytical phase. Bergendahl and his colleagues analysed 
the effects of competition and collaboration on ideation performance. An explorative approach 
led the authors to design an experiment in which all possible variations were tested, i.e. an 
experiment that is designed to test different “manipulation groups”. Experiment participants 
were placed in different group constellations and given a common task to perform.  

This present study also performed such an experiment, in which participants were placed 
into different manipulation groups (outlined in figure 2). Within these groups their task was to 
imagine themselves as entrepreneurs and brainstorm product ideas within a controlled time of 
15 minutes. The resultant concepts were then assessed by a panel of experts to reveal any 
correlated similarities.  

To ensure validity, the lessons of Bryman & Bell (2007) were applied. These lessons were 
also considered in the referenced study of Bergendahl et al. (2015). Bryman & Bell defined a 
series of variables to consider in order to deem a method as valid, those parts are; construct-, 
instrumental-, face-, internal- and external validity. 

Similar to Bergendahl et al. (2015), manipulation groups of four people were constructed. 
All ten possible group constellations (figure 2) were tested in the same session which ensures 
that all groups were exposed to the same contextual effects. The ideation participants were 
asked to use post-it notes to describe their ideas. These forced participants to keep their 
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concepts brief but to the point. In order to scientifically compare the ideas, all groups were 
given the same task. 

To determine the dimensions to which each idea shall be judged, scientific research and five 
semi-structured interviews were held with industry professionals; this resulted in the four idea 
utility dimensions described in 2.2.  

The instructions of the task were designed in a way to implicitly inspire ideas into the four 
idea utility dimensions (see appendix B). This was performed by providing discrete starting 
points to think about. To name only two of the four, we recommended to think about changes 
in consumer needs or recent technological changes, in order to start the group brainstorming 
process. To make sure that none of the four was promoted more than the others, the task was 
sent to 20 independent people beforehand. Asking for their interpretation of the text, as well 
asking for the ideas that the text inspired of them gave insights to which of the four dimensions 
stood out. While a mutual understanding of its interpretation was given to 100%, the feedback 
pointed out that the first draft overly-advertised the dimension of “customer orientation”. Thus, 
the final instructions were adjusted in their formulation to promote the other areas equally. 

Importantly, a causal relationship of the variables was given by the fact that personality was 
a trait with which the participants walked into the experimentation room. Specifically, the 
participants did not know of the outcome of the personality test before the experiment had 
ended. Thus, the participants were not influenced by knowing to which personality group they 
belonged to. 

The ideation session included 96 participants of which the majority were Alten Sweden AB 
employees and had a function as consultants within the fields of IT and technology. The fact 
that the participants worked in the same environment, and had work relations with each other, 
was beneficial as it removed the initial inhibitions that come naturally when being new to a 
group. The experiment therefore realistically examined working environments, making it 
representative of it. Both genders were represented to industry norm in Europe (European 
Engineering Report, 2010) and with a comprehensive age span of 18-65, which implies diverse 
professional backgrounds. This gives a factor of external validity to generalise the findings 
onto professional workforce in the engineering industry. Within the 96 individuals that 
participated all possible group constellations were tested. The majority of constellations were 
represented several times, generalisations are therefore granted. 

3.3 Post-Ideation Analysis 
The post-ideation analysis makes up for the third phase. By using a series of analytical tools, 

this phase produces the quantitative data to conclude upon. Firstly, the variable of personality 
is already given quantitatively from phase one – the results of the online MBTI test. These 
describe how well, quantitatively as a percentage, each participant resembled the four KTS 
personality archetypes and allows the formulation of a personality blend that is unique to every 
participant. The average personality blend of all four teammates in one group translate to one 
personality blend of each team. This is taken as the independent variable to each of the ideas 
that they produced. The dependent variable, the ideas themselves, have to be categorised 
according to their performance within the four dimensions; customer orientation, feasibility, 
market opportunity & strategic fit.  

The methods of Kristensson & Magnusson (2010) were applied to measure that aspect. 
These authors employed a panel of industry experts to represent each of their distinct 
dimensions independently. Each juror represented a separate dimension following the 
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principles of the “Consensual Assessment Technique” (Amabile, 1996). This ensures a 
comparative rating of one idea to another in each domain (Baer & Mckool, 2009). Following 
those principles, this study integrates the use of external experts to form a panel. The panel of 
judges used in this study exclusively consisted of industrial professionals with considerable 
experience in each of the four dimensions. This raises the overall construct validity. 

After recruiting each juror individually, the project leaders of this thesis met with each 
person independently (face-to-face) to provide sufficient personal contact and explanations to 
the aim of the assessment. After briefing each juror (see appendix A), they were asked to go 
through the bundle of unsorted ideas, as were resultant of phase two, and assess them to the 
assigned dimension. The four dimensions were divided into more tangible questions that cover 
a series of sub-themes, according to the cornerstones that each dimension is made up of (see 
2.2). This made the task of analysing more accurate and relatable to the panel members. This 
is also similar to industry-normed innovation scorecards that are used to screen ideas in NPD 
processes. The panel graded each dimension on a 7-point Likert scale, as was also used by 
Björk and Magnusson (2009).  

The individual panel members were picked with great consideration. Customer orientation 
was assessed by the co-founder of a berlin-based product design consultancy. Having 
internalised the design philosophy that product desirability starts with customer need, makes 
this person an ideal fit. Feasibility was judged by a representative of a Patent office, who deals 
with assessing ideas for feasibility on an everyday basis. Market opportunity was considered 
by an entrepreneur and managing director at a startup incubator. Supporting and guiding 
startups to attractive market opportunities is imperative and comes natural with the vast 
experience of this individual. Strategic fit and task fit were judged by a board member at a 
global consultancy firm, making that person highly suitable for dealing long-term investment 
decisions. 

To test all of the five hypotheses, the collected data was tested by means of a linear 
regression analysis (enter method), and two Pearson correlations using SPSS. The variables 
tested were not only the team’s personality blend, which quantitatively describes the average 
proportions each team had of the KTS archetypes - “rational”, “guardian”, “idealist”, and 
“artisan”, but also the team’s average percentage of “extroversion”, the “heterogeneity index” 
and the “no. of ideas” that a group yielded. Importantly, “no. of ideas” is used as a control 
variable. The variable “heterogeneity index” was formulated specifically to examine the factor 
of heterogeneity, in order to test for H4 and H5. This index is simply equated to the standard 
deviation that the team had across all of the four KTS archetypes. A low index, resultant of a 
low standard deviation, means that the team personality blend was even – each of the four KTS 
archetypes is represented equally. A high index, on the other hand, results when the proportion 
of one KTS archetype is greatly dominant over the other three. 
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4 RESULTS  
The data was accumulated by the input from phases one and two and is analysed with 

statistical tools in phase three. This study incorporated 96 participants of which 22% were 
women and 78% men. All participants were currently employed at the same company, an IT- 
and technology consultancy of which the majority are employed as engineering consultants. 
Most of the participants were between 26-35 years old, as can be seen by the compiled 
demographics in table 2. This gives the data adequate characteristics to form generalisations. 
These 96 participants produced 181 ideas in the ideation session of phase two. Merely two 
ideas (no. 69 and 70) were taken out of the assessment for being ethically borderlined to being 
reviewed by the panel of experts. This still left a sample size of 179 ideas.  

Table 2. Demographics of participants. 

 Sample 

Gender 22%	(21)	Females 78%	(75)	Males    

Age 9%	(9)	18-25	yr. 58%	(56)	26-35	yr. 17%	(16)	36-45	yr. 8%	(8)	46-55	yr. 7%	(7)	56-65	yr. 

Occupancy 84%	(81)	Consultants 9%	(9)	Business	Managers 2%	(2)	HR 2%	(2)	Assistants 2%	(2)	Other 

Personality	
Category 42%	(41)	Rationals 26%	(25)	Guardians 21%	(20)	Idealists 10%	(10)	Artisans  

(In	brackets	are	the	actual	number	of	participants	to	the	respective	category). 

4.1 Primary Analyses 
The primary analysis of the raw data was conducted as a regression to see how the 

cumulative personalities within a team impacts the nature of ideas it produces. The personality 
blend that each individual carried into their team, as calculated in phase one, translated into a 
mean score for the team. Thus, every idea was then accounted as a product of the team's 
cumulative personality scores. 

Five individual linear regression analyses looked at how conforming to these personality 
archetypes impacted a team's performance on each of the idea utility dimensions; customer 
orientation, market opportunity, strategic fit and task fit. Hence, the idea utility dimensions 
were taken as the dependent variables (columns). Table 3 compiles the calculations of those 
initial Pearson correlation, with all resultant correlation coefficients and significance levels. 
Such correlations can be interpreted fairly easily. A coefficient can vary between -1 and +1, 
and symbolizes the strength and direction of a relationship between two variables. Scientific 
significance, given by both one or two stars, highlights that the certain relationship is valid and 
unlikely to have occurred from randomness. 
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Table 3. Compilation of correlation coefficients (by Pearson correlation). 

 Customer	
Orientation 

Feasibility Market	
Opportunity 

Strategic	Fit Task	Fit 

Extroversion 0.106 0.121 -0.014 -0.010 -0.051 

Rational 0.106 0.246** -0.364** -0.011 -0.106 

Guardian -0.066 0.040 -0.024 0.033 -0.024 

Idealist 0.073 -0.095 0.193* 0.026 0.108 

Artisan -0.187** -0.254** 0.243** -0.070 0.006 

No.	Of	Ideas 0.035 0.120 -0.035 0.013 -0.092 

*.	Correlation	is	significant	at	the	0.05	level	(1-tailed). 
**.	Correlation	is	significant	at	the	0.01	level	(1-tailed). 

Table 4 compiles the regression-resultant beta coefficients. Beta coefficients are used due 
to their ability “to compare the relative strength of the various predictors within the model” 
(Idre, 2016). The correlation coefficient only measures how closely values are related to each 
other, while beta values actually indicate how large of a change within the independent variable 
is caused by a change in the dependent variable. A larger and positive beta means that the two 
variables relate tandemly; a large change in one will effect a large and proportional change in 
the other variable. Similar to correlation coefficients, a larger and negative beta value suggests 
an inversely proportional relationship. 

Table 4. Compilation of Beta-coefficients (by regression). 

 Customer	
Orientation 

Feasibility Market	
Opportunity 

Strategic	Fit Task	Fit 

Extroversion 0.098 0.100 0.119 -0.059 -0.078 

Rational -0.142 0.081 -0.420** -0.129 -0.178 

Guardian -0.181 -0.065 -0.101 0.035 0.011 

Idealist -excluded- -excluded- -excluded- -excluded- -excluded- 

Artisan -0.225* -0.185* 0.034 -0.104 -0.068 

No.	of	Ideas 0.087 0.097 0.116 0.023 -0.061 

r2 0.069 0.093 0.152 0.015 0.027 

*.	Significance	at	the	0.05	level. 
**.	Significance	at	the	0.01	level.	 

Table 4 shows one very apparent anomaly since idealists were excluded in every of the five 
regressions. They have been chosen not to have a contribution to any statistical conclusions as 
they showed to have extreme multicollinearity within the bundle of independent variables. This 
implies that the standard error for the coefficient is very high, and explains why idealists were 
excluded. It also strengthens the validity of the other five variables which remained included. 
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4.2 Supplementary Analyses 
An additional 2-tailed Pearson correlation investigates how the heterogeneity of a team 

further impacts its performance to the idea utility dimensions. Heterogeneity can be measured 
by calculating the dispersion of a team’s cumulative personality blend within the four 
personality archetypes – making the heterogeneity index. A team with an even blend across all 
four archetypes will score low on the heterogeneity index, while a team that has a clear 
predominant trait will score highly. Using the standard deviation allows us to assess this factor 
of “personality diversity” on a scale. Table 5 summarises how each idea utility dimension is 
affected. 

Table 5. Correlations with the heterogeneity index. 

 
Customer	
Orientation Feasibility Market	

Opportunity Strategic	Fit Task	Fit Heterogeneity	
Index 

No.	of	
ideas 

Customer	
Orientation 1 0.228** 0.131 0.256** 0.284** 0.161* 0.035 

Feasibility  1 -0.247** 0.194** 0.13 0.188* 0.12 

Market	
Opportunity   1 0.082 0.226** -0.197** -0.035 

Strategic	Fit    1 0.701** 0.045 0.013 

Task	Fit     1 -0.01 -0.092 

Heterogeneity	
Index      1 0.097 

No.	Of	Ideas       1 

*.	Correlation	is	significant	at	the	0.05	level	(2-tailed). 
**.	Correlation	is	significant	at	the	0.01	level	(2-tailed). 

 

The nature of the experiment, in phase two, caused a variance in how different constellations 
were represented in the data. A team could have an unfair presence over other teams by having 
more ideas, and potentially skew the analyses. To ensure that this did not have an impact to the 
calculation, the regression included a controller variable, “no. of ideas”. As can be seen, table 
3, 4, and 5 showed that the quantity of ideas did not yield any scientific significance at any 
instance. A potential skew can therefore be eliminated. Table 6 visualises a second Pearson 
correlation showing how the personality archetypes are interlinked.   
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Table 6. Inter-archetypical correlations. 

 Extroversion Rational Guardian Idealist Artisan Heterogeneity	
Index 

Extroversion 1 0.188* 0.507** -0.452** -0.193** 0.353** 

Rational  1 0.001 -0.547** -0.553** 0.623** 

Guardian   1 -0.679** -0.189* 0.04 

Idealist    1 0.034 -0.348** 

Artisan     1 -0.386** 

Heterogeneity	
Index      1 

*.	Correlation	is	significant	at	the	0.05	level	(2-tailed). 
**.	Correlation	is	significant	at	the	0.01	level	(2-tailed). 
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5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
The applied array of analytical instruments (correlations and regression) have shown many 

results that can be used to formulate clear conclusions that explain and define the utility of 
personality traits in association to innovative potential. The following subsections guide 
through these distinct conclusions. 

5.1 Rationalism shifts idea-focus towards the Customer and 

Feasibility 

 

Figure 3. Scatter plot showing the performance of raw ideas as rationalism increases. 

Hypothesis 1 predicts that guardians tend to have a higher degree in the field of customer 
orientation. The synthesis builds on the findings from Donavan, Brown & Mowen (2004), 
Furnham (1996) and Renner & Bendele (2014) that suggest that the personality traits of 
guardians share similarities to the requirements of customer orientation, a distinct interest in 
users. However, our collected data does not show this correlation. Thus, H1 remains 
unsupported.  

Yet, an interesting observation can be made. Our data suggests a significant and inversely 
proportional relationship that suggests that the artisanian trait strongly and negatively impacts 
a team’s performance to customer orientation (table 4). Furthermore, the inter-personality 
correlations (table 6) indicates strongly and significantly that artisans and rationals are 



 36 

statistical opposites or counterparts. One can therefore extrapolate that the rational trait, being 
strongly negatively correlated with artisans, could actually improve customer orientation. This 
is also supported by the raw data, as visualised in figure 3. 

This makes sense since rationals are arguably superior over artisans due to their ability to 
act independently and be more emotionally stable, which are desirable attributes for relating to 
the needs of the customer. More importantly, rationals also have the ability to connect with the 
customer by their ability to understand and explain complex scenarios (Keirsey & Bates, 1984; 
Güngör, Kurt & Ekici, 2014). Undoubtedly, the customer can be regarded as highly intangible 
and complex variable in this regard (Sharif Ullah & Tamaki, 2011). Understanding the 
customer is simply felt as a difficult undertaking for many people. The ambiguity effect and 
the omission heuristic (Ritov & Baron, 1990; Ellsberg, 1961) can come into effect once more 
since these will drive many people to ignore the customer for it being ambiguous. Rationals 
seem to be able to handle and translate this ambiguity into meaningful and customer-
considerate ideas. 

One could presume that their analytical mindset also benefits feasibility. This is not directly 
evident from the regression, but can also be seen from the scatterplot in figure 3. Yet this claim 
would also seem understandable by their characteristics of being scientifical and critical 
(Keirsey & Bates, 1984). Being scientifical implies a high sense of logic, making them ideal 
for assessing efficiency or effectiveness, which are the primary considerations to feasibility 
(Hart et al., 2003; Carbonell-Foulquie, 2002). A direct proof for that, presented by a significant 
positive beta coefficient was not given. However, the regression does directly infer that having 
strong artisanian traits is inversely beneficial to achieving feasibility. By the logic of 
extrapolating through the inter-personality correlations, having established that the rational 
trait is opposite to the artisanian trait, one can conclude that rational people are prone to produce 
more feasible ideas than others.  
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5.2 Idealistic and Artisan traits find Market Opportunities 

 

Figure 4. Scatterplot showing the market opportunity of raw ideas as idealist / artisan proportions increase. 

We assumed that idealists and artisans tend to perform better in finding market 
opportunities, as per hypothesis 3. This assumption was proven true when consulting table 3, 
the Pearson correlations. Hence, H3 can be deemed true as well, meaning that having idealistic 
and artisanian traits positively influence a team to generate ideas with attractive market 
opportunities (figure 4). 

Furthermore, this claim can additionally be supported by means of the regression (table 4). 
It is evident that the rational personality archetype has a strong and negative influence on 
finding ideas with market opportunities. Acknowledging that rationals are also strongly and 
negatively correlated to both the idealists and artisanian archetype (table 6), one can reflect on 
the utility of these two in the category of market opportunity. H3 is therefore supported in two 
different and independent perspectives. 

Idealists are capable of finding market opportunities because of their ability to listen and be 
self-reflective and thereby use their intuition to find new markets. Artisans constructively fit 
aside idealists by contributing and encouraging creative thinking (Stokes, 2001; Güngör, Kurt 
& Ekici, 2014; Schuller & Schuller, 2002). Artisans are willing to take risks and are 
characterised as quickly developing boredom with the status quo (Keirsey & Bates, 1984). This 
appears to lead them to think beyond their current realm and into new markets. Similarly, 
idealists are “future-oriented” making them an ideal companion to artisans. These two 
personality types appear to benefit off of each other in a valuable way. 
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5.3 Heterogeneous teams achieve Higher Quality Ideas 

That heterogeneous team achieve higher quality ideas is a frequently assumed theory, which 
also has been proven multiple times (Björk & Magnusson, 2009; Tsai, 2001; Drach-Zahavy & 
Somech, 2001). This study investigates this as well as part of the fourth hypothesis. Taking 
only at the significant correlations to the heterogeneity index into considerations, one can point 
out that two out of the three significant idea utility dimensions (customer orientation and 
feasibility) were positively correlated to the heterogeneity index (figure 5). Hence, H4 is mostly 
supported and H5, which predicted homogeneity to be a driver to feasibility is unsupported.  

 

 

Figure 5. Scatterplot showing the performance of raw ideas as heterogeneity increases. 

The only variable that was found to be inconsistent with the concept of H4 was market 
opportunity (figure 6). Here one can see that the homogenous teams, who had an even blend 
of all personality archetypes, appear to have been beneficial to finding attractive market 
opportunities. We can further assess that while customer orientation and feasibility are 
statistically correlated to each other (table 5), market opportunity seems to be the statistical 
trade-off to feasibility. In other words, attractive market opportunities as defined to be on the 
grounds of needs, market possibilities, and the density of competition within that market are 
often deemed unfeasible. This is quite significant since feasibility is cited to be the most 
common measure of ideas - not lastly due to its tangibility (Hart et al, 2003). Yet promoting 
feasible ideas without market opportunities seems redundant.  
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Figure 6. Scatterplot showing the market opportunity of raw ideas as heterogeneity increases. 

So why is homogeneity a driver towards finding market opportunities? One could explain 
this effect to be due from the high uncertainties that are associated to markets. As explained, 
attractive market opportunities are proportionally unfeasible and doubtful. To outbalance those 
doubts, a particularly high level of confidence and support to those ideas must be given in order 
for the team to agree and push them forward. Baer et al. (2008) specifically support this in 
finding that creative confidence encourages creative synergies. Homogenous teams will be 
more likely to synergise than heterogeneous teams, since team members are similarly diverse 
and share a greater common understanding. This infers that homogenous teams will also benefit 
of having greater creative confidence which allows them to generate more risk-taking ideas, 
that would otherwise be killed for being unfeasible. 
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5.4 Dealing with Strategic Fit 
Another objective of this study aimed to explore how strategic fit can be measured and 

pronounced. Defining the specific criteria to measure it was a major topic to which external 
experts were consulted. The final inclusion of a second, more tangible dimension titled task fit 
was the result. The data shows that these two are strongly and positively correlated. This 
highlights the importance of giving clear project instructions and leadership. 

However, the primary objective was to observe how certain personality traits may be 
beneficial to strategic fit/task fit. In other words, we predicted that certain individuals have a 
natural tendency to think of the bigger picture of and have that inspire into their ideas. 
Hypothesis 2, H2, finds that rationals and idealists are responsible for such thinking. This 
assumption expands on the work of Chatterjee and Hambrick (2007) who surveyed over 100 
CEO’s to find that strategic decisions are often manifested by narcissistic and disciplined or 
dutiful attitudes. However, their study critically fails to look at which strategies these 
individuals follow. This is to say that one’s ideas could either follow one’s own strategic 
ambitions or the strategic ambitions of the company, as defined by superiors. H2 assumes that 
these are one and the same objective as well, yet the perception of the “correct” strategy can 
be different between individuals who adhere to their superiors and those who do not.  

This factor was not in the scope of measurement and understandably the data of this study 
showed that no significant correlations can be drawn to strategic fit. Task fit was introduced to 
bypass this potential conflict, and provide a more objective measurement. However, no 
scientific statement in association with task fit can be formulated either. This raises questions 
about the measurability of strategic fit and whether there is value in measuring it. 

Our data suggests a new perspective to the definition and measurement of strategic fit. 
Rather than to regard it as a separate performance measure, we find that ideas that are customer 
oriented, feasible, and have potential on the market can be considered as strategically 
appropriate. In evidence to that, one can tell from table 5 that all idea utility dimensions are 
positively correlated to strategic fit and to task fit. All of these are highly significant to either 
strategic or task fit as well. We therefore propose that strategic fit should not be considered as 
a separate measure but rather as the collective sum of all other measures. Strategic fit appears 
to be the overarching dimension to all others. A modified Venn diagram illustrating the 
interrelationships among all idea utility dimensions can be seen on the right side of figure 7. 

 

Figure 7. Strategic fit as an overarching dimension. 
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5.5 Extroversion is Misleading 
Another observation that can be made is that extroversion did not play any role for any idea 

utility dimension. It did not show any influence in regards to effecting specific kinds of ideas. 
This contrasts the common practice in industry where firms think extroversion is good because 
of it implies traits such as being social, emotionally stable and implies that employees are open 
to meet new people (Costa Jr & McCrae, 1992). We also see that extroversion is an easy trait 
to measure and sense. Arguably it even is the easiest personality trait to evaluate. However, the 
ease of measurement should not encourage misinterpretations and over-extrapolation since 
being extroverted did not result in any significant added utility in the resultant ideas. This is to 
say that while we acknowledge that extroversion improves internal communication, meaning 
the exchange of information within a team (Chiang, Hsu & Shih, 2015) we cannot conclude 
that this translates into any betterment of the resultant ideas in this setting. To that extent 
extroversion, as also introversion, does not deliver an added utility. Companies should 
therefore restrain from over-evaluating that personality trait and be careful not to be misled 
from the fact that is being easily measurable by being unsolicitedly apparent. 

5.6 Criticism of Unsupported Theories 
In addition to the criticism of hypothesis two and potential misinterpretation of the concept 

of strategic fit in section 5.4, one finds that the hypotheses one and five were unsupported by 
our data as well. Hypothesis one argues that certain types of people, namely guardians, 
experience a unique sense of enjoyment when fulfilling customer needs. This mostly interprets 
the study of Donavan, Brown, & Mowen (2004) who base their conclusions upon a series of 
prior-experiments in 2002, by Brown et al., and in 1999, by Mowen and Spears. The main 
experiment that led to their conclusions was a quantitative study of workers in the service 
industry, mainly serving in restaurants. They specifically concluded upon how personality 
traits can empirically predict the enjoyment a worker experiences in serving customers. 
Hypothesis two forecasted that this factor of enjoyment also indicates an interest to serve the 
customer, thus also implying that such a person will always aim to care for the customer. Yet, 
the main misassumption in this was that a distinct interest to serve customers does not 
necessarily prescribe any ability of that person to know of the hidden and unserved needs of a 
customer. A restaurant waiter may, indeed, enjoy fulfilling customer wishes yet cannot 
necessarily tell those wishes before they are verbalised by the customer. This is the key 
distinction that explains why H1 was found unsupported. For a person to be customer oriented 
as an idea creator, he or she must be able to sense those unspoken needs (see 2.2.1). 

 
The third inaccuracy concerns hypothesis five. The theories of Hart et al. (2002) suggest 

that homogeneous teams should be more prone to come up with feasible ideas, since these will 
think more incrementally. This builds on the potentially risk-averse mindsets that come 
forward within homogenous teams and is supported by various other authors that have found 
how homogenous teams empirically create incremental ideas. On the one side, one may realise 
in hindsight how the assumption that incremental ideas are always feasible to the same degree 
seems over-exaggerated. Yet, more significantly we find that the methodology of this study 
might not have been ideal to prove or disprove this hypothesis. The instructions that were given 
to all participants of phase two explicitly states to come up with “new ideas”. The teams may 
thereby have unintendedly been encouraged to think solely of game-changer ideas and 
disregard any incremental ones. 
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6 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FUTURE WORK 
At this point we have formulated distinct take-aways from the data. One must now explain 

how these conclusions impact the conduct of business.  

6.1 Implications 
Firstly, this study successfully proved the most holistic objective to this thesis; that 

personality traits have a distinct utility to innovation work. Hence, a company should aim to 
measure their employees in that regard. Better more, we see that many companies already have 
the data that is needed for constellating project teams in the fashion that we propose (Stevens 
& Swogger, 2009; Coe, 1992). The MBTI test is often specifically used during the recruitment 
processes of a company, anticipating to find suitable employees. It is therefore evident that 
companies already have the systems in place to collect personality data about their employees 
and should be urged to continue using that data after its attainment in recruitment.  

This present study shows how teams can be constellated optimally to encourage the 
generation of good-fit ideas. Having less off-target ideas, termed false-positives and true-
negatives in idea screening processes, will result in having more on-target ideas. This also 
implies that the proportion of successful ideas, true positives, will increase. Essentially this 
concept allows more desired ideas and less undesirable ideas to flow through the innovation 
funnel. This desirability can be equated to the idea utility dimensions, all of which are distinctly 
resultant from pronouncing a particular personality trait within the personality blend of a 
team.  This can be achieved simply by constellating a team with individuals that have that 
particular trait. 

The direct implications of our conclusions are simple. Depending on the market 
environment of a company, it commonly chooses to invest in short term or long term innovation 
projects on the grounds of risk and reward, commonly referred to as incremental and 
transformational projects (Herzog & Leker, 2010; Nagji & Tuff, 2012). This can be rephrased 
to either investing in feasibility or market opportunities, since incremental ideas do not carry 
significant risks and market opportunities imply aiming for new customers and markets, as 
defined by transformational innovation.  

In other words, if the top management of a company decides to invest in incremental 
projects, they will seek to encourage primarily feasible projects. Knowing that rationals are 
prone to come up with feasible projects, they should be tasked appropriately. Similarly, 
idealists and artisans come into play to support a company’s investments in transformational 
or radical innovations. A company can therefore maintain a ratio of project teams with rationals 
and other project teams with idealists and artisans to mirror its desired ratio of incremental and 
transformational innovations.  

6.1.1 Personality as a Parameter of Project Leadership 
Though the data and the conclusions that are presented within this report can well be 

considered as reliable and valid, we recognise that implementing such a project configuration 
system is a great transition with understandable doubts. During the conduct of this study, we 
have found that while most industry professionals were positively intrigued by the idea of 
utilising personalities to direct and control the flow of good-fit ideas, they found that it would 
compromise on other aspects.  
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Companies currently constellate project teams with individuals that carry vital competences 
to the respective project (Snow et al., 1996; Turner & Müller, 2003). For instance, the nature 
of one project might require the competences of a marketing expert while another calls for 
engineering expertise. However, one should note the difference between product development 
ambitions and FEI ambitions. The main difference is that when an innovation idea reaches the 
stage of going into the NPD process, it is already adequately defined to know which 
competences are needed for its thorough completion. This enables NPD projects to be 
organised very systematically since those aspects can be distributed functionally to the 
appropriately competent staff. Competent individuals, appropriate to those specific aspect, can 
then be applied efficiently. Stage-gate models generally provide a framework to work through 
those required tasks. The final outcome of an FE projects, on the other hand, is often a very 
undefined object. Knowing it also defeats the purpose of the FE. The objective of a FE project 
is rather to come up with meaningful propositions to be further developed (Aagaard & Gertsen, 
2011) if they suit the company’s position and strategy. That being said, one cannot know which 
competences are needed prior to those ideas being proposed for further development as NPD 
projects. 

 
Nonetheless, we find that FE teams are still composed with such a competence-driven 

perspective (Snow et al., 1996; Turner & Müller, 2003). As pointed out, though, there is no 
substance to support such decisions. Moreover, doing so can potentially compromise the 
effectiveness of FE Innovations. Because if employees are repeatedly tasked in similar and 
competence-based roles, then they are prone to think solely within their realm or comfort zone 
and are not forced to think beyond it. This repetitive stability and long-tenured dynamic leads 
to the “Not-invented-here” syndrome (Katz & Allen, 1982) - individuals increasingly think of 
how “they have always done it”, rather than what “should be done”. Additionally, the defined 
boundaries of competences can react to a lower team cooperation. Secondary opinions are less 
sought after since everyone has their assigned role of expertise that they are responsible for, to 
which fellow team mates are not (Olsson, 1988). 

 
The important question to ask is what function FEI departments shall provide. This study 

defines the objective of an FE team to generate knowledge in order to enable innovative 
propositions - this is in line with many other researchers and experts. Moreover, these 
propositions should be utilisable to provide a value for the company. This is where many 
alternate FE models fail. The FE model that this study proposes bases precisely on the different 
utilities that an idea can bring - the idea utility dimensions. A perfect idea will thereby score 
high on all dimensions. It will be user-focused, feasible, and provide market potential thereby 
also being strategic.  

As to its implementation, we agree with the feedback that we received from industry that 
state it would be a drastic transition from the competence-based model. As for an abstracted 
and alternative implementation model, we therefore propose that employee personalities must 
not necessarily be the sole measure to staffing a team. Rather than to have to pick less 
competent staff for them having the desirable personality traits, we propose that leadership can 
be given to the person who dominantly possesses the desired personality traits - corresponding 
to what utility a project should bring, as per this study’s conclusions. This will keep 
competence-based staff within a project team while the team leader can control the output of 
the team. This is based upon that a leader's mindset will permeate to his or her team members 
and influence them to come up with propositions that adhere to the leadership; as was found 
that “leaders act as role models, and inculcate innovation values, followers look towards them 
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and try and embrace their values” (Ryan & Tipu, 2013; Yukl, 2002). Importantly, Yukl (2002) 
describes this effect to be attributed to leaders who cater a transformational leadership style. 
For practice, this also means that only individuals who possess such a leadership style should 
be taken into consideration.  

Specific implications to Alten Sverige AB, the partner to this thesis, can be specified as 
well. The greatest proportion of Alten’s business is on the grounds of project work for different 
clients. Alten functions as an external, and in some cases in-house consultant to clients’ project 
teams. Thus, the company is dedicated to deliver and contribute with good-fit ideas to the 
client. Naturally, all clients have a different demand for what is good-fitting or reliable for 
them. It is therefore important for Alten to understand and acknowledge those differences and 
set up their consultants to deliver accordingly. As a successful company, Alten already has a 
process in place where the requirements and expectations of each client are matched to the 
competences that Alten can offer, in order to design a client-specific work package team. The 
“Delivery Center”, as it is called, currently includes all of the nine service areas. One of these, 
the “project management” service area provides a client with competent and experienced 
consultants who can lead a team from start to end.  

 

Figure 8. Alten’s current delivery center. 

This service area can be improved by means of this study. As mentioned, the personality 
traits of a team’s leader can permeate to fellow team members and encourage ideas within the 
idea utility dimensions of this report. Alten can therefore expand the project management 
service area to include utility-driven project management services (figure 9).  

 

 

Figure 9. Improved delivery center. 
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The proposed delivery center keeps the current form of project managers as a “generic” 
form and adds three more service areas of project management, depending on the type of 
outcome the project is demanding. These outcomes are interlinked with the personalities of 
Altens project management consultants, so that a specific consultant can be chosen to lead the 
project. For instance, if a client demands customer-driven ideas, then Alten should be advised 
to integrate the customer-driven project management service area to the client’s work package 
team. Accordingly, a project manager that corresponds to the rational-archetype can be tasked 
with this specific project. This outlines how Alten can deliver more value to their clients. 

6.2 Future Work 
The data suggests that rationals are seemingly good for two idea utility dimensions; 

feasibility and customer orientation. However, these claims are based on extrapolations of 
significant data and not solely on the direct regressions and correlations. It should come natural 
that more empirical proof to these relationships will result if more research with greater sample 
sizes is addressed to this matter. This will verify the importance of having rationals in a team 
in order to contribute with feasible and customer oriented ideas. 

Additionally, the guardian archetype yielded no specific conclusions in this thesis. It did not 
yield any significant results so as to attribute them with a distinct utility to the generation of 
valuable ideas. This should not necessarily mean that these individuals have no utility at all, 
but rather means that this present study could not scientifically justify it. This can be due to a 
range of errors, the most probable being that the guardian trait, as also the trait of extroversion, 
was not covered by a large enough sample size to present their stake in FEI.  We therefore 
encourage the exploration of this personality archetype in future work. 

Strategic fit was concluded to be a dimension that overarches the collective of all other 
measures. This conclusion derived instinctively by identifying how it related to the other idea 
utility dimensions. Furthermore, we have conclusively found that strategic fit is difficult to 
measure as an individual dimension since it could not yield any apparent relationships to 
personality traits. Although seemingly evident, we urge the careful observation this concept in 
practice with qualitative research to empirically evaluate it. We specifically suggest to conduct 
a long-term case study within an appropriate company to examine if strategic fit can, in fact, 
be measured as a product of different dimensions. Moreover, conducting such study will also 
allow the observation of all other conclusions that are outlined in this thesis in a more realistic 
setting. This translates the criticisms described in 5.6. 
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APPENDIX A: BRIEFING OF PANEL MEMBERS 
The following was given to every member of the panel (the judges): 

“ 
We asked groups of people to brainstorm product ideas to a brief or problem description. We asked 

them to imagine they were a startup company that wants to create the ultimate user experience. They 
were asked to consider customer needs, market opportunities, and technical feasibility, while achieving 
the ultimate vision of creating a second-to-none product experience. This implies that the startup should 
leave a positive and lasting impression upon being involved with the product. Their ideas are described 
on post-it notes. What we want to find out is how heavy each idea weighs on each of these four 
dimensions. You are asked to judge the ideas according to your expertise in one of the four fields. Please 
use the guiding questions below to understand what is meant with each category. This are the four 
dimensions; 

• Customer Orientation 
o Think of how big the need for that proposed idea is 
o Think how well the idea will solve that need  

• Feasibility 
o Is the idea technically possible to realise? 

§ do the needed resources/technologies exist? 
o Is it simple enough to be feasible? 

• Market Opportunity 
o Will this idea create a blue ocean for itself? 

§ Think how radically the product will change its market? Is it in its own 
“league”? 

• is it novel to the current market? 
§ Think of competitive advantage 

• can it be sustained in the long term? 
• Fit 

o Strategic Fit 
§ Strategic fit looks at how this proposition can yield value in the long term. 

• Would you, as an experienced executive, invest into the proposed 
idea? 

o Task Fit 
§ Task Fit refers to how the idea conforms to what we asked from the 

participants. Hence, 
• Does this idea offer “the ultimate user experience” and leave the 

customer with a positive and lasting impression of the startup? 

OBS: Much of it this assessment is very qualitative and subjective. So essentially, if you think that 
the idea is heavily focussed on the customer and their needs, for instance, give it a high score there. We 
we just want to differentiate between the four categories, not the specifics within each. Feel free to use 
your intuition if you feel like this framework does not capture the entire picture. Likert scale, 1-7 (1= 
strongly disagree and 7= strongly agree) and be as consistent as possible with the scores you give. Judge 
only from what was written on the post it - don’t add any of your own thoughts to the ideas (to fill for 
the missing information) eg. if the idea does not give information to how it should be realised, and it is 
not obvious, then it should not score that high on feasibility, some ideas may be a follow up of the 
previous idea. 

 
“ 
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APPENDIX B: PARTICIPANT INSTRUCTIONS 

 
 
 

Tänk dig att du startar upp ett företag med dina team-medlemmar, det 
nystartade företagets vision är att framtiden kommer att vara fullständigt 
anpassad efter konsumenten - ‘Att ge den ultimata kundupplevelsen’. 

Ditt uppdrag är att utveckla potentiella koncept för det tidigare nämnda 
ändamålet. Mer specifikt så ber vi dig att brainstorma produktidéer - så 
släpp lös din kreativa sida! 

Använd post-it-lapparna för att beskriva dina idéer, skriv och rita dina 
koncept så koncist som möjligt. Det finns inga dåliga idéer - så generera 
så många ni kan och skriv ner alla idéer. Fäst sedan post-it-lapparna på 
pappret.

Kom igång!
Tänk på de produkter och aktiviteter du tillämpar i vardagen, och hur de 
kan anpassas mer efter dig. Du kan även välja att tänka på befintliga 
produkter som du känner till, som kan skapa värde i en annan marknad, 
t.ex. utanför Sveriges gränser, det skulle medföra nya användare till en 
befintlig lösning. Eller tänk på hur teknologiska framsteg banar väg för 
nya typer av produkter.
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