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• How do project managers perceive the importance of success criteria in NPD activities? What 
are the characteristics of the managers that influence their differing perceptions of the 
importance of the NPD success criteria? 

• Our recommendations are derived from the survey responses of 16 product managers from 
different functional orientations of a company and looked through their attributes and roles 
such as management level, experience, age, geographical situation, etc. Prior to the survey 10 
interviews were carried out to assess and complement the list of success criteria. 

2. Research scope 
In this section we will define the research scope of this paper both in terms of success criteria and 
success factors and a description of the company case. 

2.1 Success criteria 

Measuring success of NPD processes has always attracted the attention of academics and industrials 
and many lists can be found in literature and are reported in the review presented in [Ernst 2002]. 
From the perspective of profit, five specific criteria are generally used to assess the performance of 
product development effort, namely: product quality, product cost, development time, development 
cost, and development ability [Ulrich and Eppinger 2008]. These criteria focus mainly on the product, 
both technically and economically, discarding the importance of behavioural and organizational 
aspects related to the product. Griffin and Page [1993] put together an extensive list of NPD success 
criteria, where 75 success/failure metrics where reported [Griffin and Page 1993], and they classified 
them in three dimensions namely: Customer acceptance, Financial performance and Product-level 
metrics. However this is too large of a list to be used in this study, as the managers would not find the 
time to either participate or answer correctly. Furthermore, several of these metrics presented where 
reported to be very similar in nature [Kazerouni et al. 2011] which would confuse the surveyed 
managers. Aaron, J.S. et al. put forward a shorter list of eighteen criteria of project success based on 
an analysis of a large and detailed database ranging over several technological projects, they were later 
on classified into four success perspectives in terms of  pre-completion of the project, short term, 
medium-term, and long-term goals [Aaron et al. 1996]. These 18 success criteria are the ones 
considered in this research and are listed in Table 1 with an additional two criteria (bold italics). 

Table 1. Success criteria and their success dimensions 
Success Perspectives Measurable Success Criteria 
Internal Project 
Objectives 
(Pre-completion) 

1. The project team meets the schedule objectives 
2. The project team succeeds in reducing product complexity 
3. The project team expresses the overall satisfaction   
4. The project team meets its budget objectives 
5. The project team successfully manages other resource constraints 

Benefit to Customer 
(Short term) 

1. The new product meets its functional performance. 
2. The new product meets its technical specifications and standards 
3. The new product fulfils customers' needs 
4. The customer expresses satisfaction about the new product 
5. The new product solves customers' problems 
6. The new product has a favourable impact on the customer 
7. The customer is actually using the new product 

Direct Contribution 
(Medium Term) 

1. The new product has created or is expected to create a larger market share 
2. The new product has generated immediate revenues and profits 
3. The new product has become an immediate business and/or commercial success 

Future Opportunity 
(Long term) 

1. The new product will help creating new opportunities for the future 
2. The new product (project) will contribute to the capabilities or competences of the company 
3. The new product will contribute into aligning the company with its vision 
4. The new product will create a new market or other new potential products 
5. The new product (project) will assist in developing a new technology 

A valid question that can be asked at this stage is whether these success criteria are complete and 
relevant in the context of the organization used here as a case study? In order to answer this, a set of 
ten interviews with managers from China (3), China and USA (5) and Denmark (2) were carried out to 
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validate it and explore possible extra criteria to add to the list. The managers went through the list and 
discussed the different criteria and tried to add to them when needed. 
The outcome was unanimous agreement of their relevance; two extra criteria (one tangible and one 
intangible) came forward belonging to the pre-completion perspective highlighted in bolded italics 
inTable 1. This brings the total number of criteria to assess to twenty which respects the 15-20 range 
proposed as a balanced scoreboard in [Davila et al. 2005]. 

2.2 Success factors 

As stated above, success factors are the facts and situations that influence the outcome of the NPD 
process success, and ultimately to overall successful NPD activities. In this paper we will use the 
frame proposed by the research presented in [Cooke-Davies 2002]. Cooke-Davies [2002] proposes 5 
main factors and his findings are based on a detailed analysis of 136 (mainly) European projects that 
were executed between 1994 and 2000 by a total of 23 organizations. The five proposed factors and 
how they will be used in the context of this study are as follows: 

1. The project managers: this will be the main focus of this study where the surveyed 
stakeholders are all managers at different levels within the case company. 

2. The project team: this will only be partially addressed as one of the success criteria. 
3. The project itself: we are using a single case study approach where this dimension is not 

investigated as the case company doesn’t run a very diversified portfolio and is very 
specialized, which makes this dimension of lower relevance to the work presented here. 

4. The organisation: this will be indirectly addressed through the geographical location of the 
managers and their functional affiliation. 

5. The external Environment: this will only be indirectly addressed through the geographical 
location of the managers. 

To summarise, we will mainly consider the factor of the project managers and their attributes in order 
to draw a clear picture of the relationships between their characteristics and their perception of project 
success criteria in NPD activities, as well as trying to understand the reasons for the agreements and 
disagreements among them. 

3. Research objectives 
In this research, the influence of project managers’ attributes on measuring/perceiving NPD success 
through the pre-completion, short term, medium term and long term views are investigated. The 
investigated attributes of the NPD managers are namely: Function, Geographical situation, 
Management Level, Years of Experience in PD (in the company and at the actual position), and Age, 
these are illustrated in Figure 1. It is worth noting that because of the limitation in length; only the first 
three attributes related to the organisational structure are discussed. 

4. Research methodology 
The basis of this research was an empirical investigation among 26 managers of NPD from one 
company. 

4.1 Sample of managers 

The project is carried out in a large Chinese owned company of about 1000 employees (including 
subsidiaries). The company deals with technologically orientated projects, as it is a worldwide 
provider and manufacturer of sensor technology. 
The population of managers collected for this study belongs to several departments very close to NPD, 
namely: Marketing, Technology Research, Product Design, and Manufacturing. These departments are 
distributed in the USA (100 employees), Denmark (22 employees), and China (500 employees). The 
company has it’s headquarter situated in the U. S; and the R&D centre and manufacturing are based in 
China, whereas the branch situated in Denmark is specialised in sales and the market hub in Europe.  
In total there are 30 managers who were identified as relevant to this research. Ten of these managers 
already participated in the preliminary study aimed at validating the success criteria. The remaining 20 
were contacted of which 16 participated in the research. 
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The criteria were analysed in regard to their perceived importance in New Product Development 
success from managers with different company roles. In general, they have been perceived by 
managers as important measurements in new product development activities. 
The findings show that success factors related to managers have all to a certain extent a significant 
influence on how success criteria are perceived at company level. The bigger disparities tended to be 
on the criteria that were more intangible, such as the vision, this is quite an important point as the 
intangible success criteria are reported in literature as being both critical in success measurement and 
hard to asses, while having a large influence on the output of the NPD process of companies, while the 
tangible ones have been, traditionally, already in the success measurement systems of companies for 
decades. Furthermore, these results also means that the background of the managers (success factors) 
will influence the perception of a success criteria scoreboard which contrasts with its very objective 
“raison d’être”. 
In the prospect of having a balanced scoreboard for an effectives success measurement system, the 
importance of success criteria should be seen similarly across the company’s management team, if 
they are to fulfil their roles of monitoring success, learning from success and help the communication 
between the top management and the organisation. 
“What gets measured gets done”, “what has to be measured becomes crucial”, as one doesn’t want the 
company’s NPD activities to be aligned to an ill defined measurement system. 
However, it is important to state that this research is limited to results obtained from one single 
company and only from the NPD managers; it could be interesting to compare results if we compared 
the viewpoints from engineers of the core design team to the ones from the managers, as design 
engineers are the ones taking decisions on the daily basis when it comes to developing new products. 
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