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CHAPTER 7
RESEARCH RESULTS

Based on the research objectives and the literature review, four main research
propositions and hypotheses are evaluated to answer the objectives of this study. The
results of data analysis and hypotheses testing are presented as below.

1.1 The General Background of Respondents

According to questionnaire section 1, the demographic of respondents such as age,
gender, education, working experiences, department, and task were included in the study
providing a descriptive profile of the survey respondents. A general overview of the
demographics of the respondents is as follows:

7.1.1 Gender

Survey respondents were simply asked their gender. The majority of the
repondents were male, 60.5% and the rest 39.55% were female.

Table 7.1: Gender of the respondents

Gender

Valid ~ Cumulativ
Frequencg Percent ~ Percent e Percent
4 395 395 395

Valid  Female .
Male 69 60.5 60.5 100.0
Total 114 100.0 100.0

112 Age

Survey respondents were simply asked their age in an close-ended question. The
majority of the repondents belonged to the 25-29 years old group (58.8%),
followed by the 20-24 years old group (18.4%), the 30-34 years old group
(18.4%), the 40 years old and over group (2.6%), and the 35-39 years old group
(1.8%).



Table 7.2: Age of the respondents
Age

Freque Percent P\e/?‘IiOI e Percent
Vld - PR, P, R

25-29 \ear 6/ 8.8 8.8 112
30- 34 year il 184 184 9%.6
35 -39 Vear 2 18 18 974
40 andl over 3 20 20 1000
Tota 14 1000 1000

7.1.3 Education

Repondents were asked to provide information regarding the level of education
they had completed. The majority of the repondents were had Master’s degree
(47.4%), followed by Bachelor’s degree (45.6%), and Doctorate (7.0%).

Table 7.3: Education of the respondents

Educat
Frequency  Percent P\e/?"%t e ré%tr%\/
Viid Baelors | ey PRl PG € FErGEy
Vester's 5 474 474 93.0
Doctoral 8 7.0 70 1000
Total 114 1000 1000

1.1.4 Experience

Repondents were asked to provide information regarding their experience. The
majority of the repondents were had experience lower than 1 year (50.9%),
followed by 1-3 years (32.5%), 4-6 years (15.8%), and 10 years and over
(0.9%).

Table 7.4: Experience of the respondents

Experience
Frequency  Percent P\e/?"%t e erlativ
Valid  Lower 1year ™ % 0.9 C80.9 %%n&
1-3year 37 25 325 833
e 1 BB
ar and over . . |
Tod w000



7.1.5 Department

Repondents were asked to provide information regarding their department. The
majority of the repondents are from Process Engineering Department (72.8%),
followed by Quality Assurance (14.9%), Manufacturing (7.9%), and Tooling
design (4.4%).

Table 7.5: Department of the respondents

Department

\Alid |ativ
. Frequency  Percent Percent e Percen
\iid My Ry I 1 el
Process 83 728 728 80.7
?Jal 17 149 149 956
|ng Design 5 44 44 1000

114 1000 1000

7.1.6 Project Type
Repondents were asked to provide information regarding their project type. The
majority of the repondents are working in Optical Active Component Project
(33.3%), followed by optical Passive Component Project (32.5%), Data
Communication (21.1%), Optical Amplifier (8.8%), and Automotive (4.4%).

Table 7.6: Project type of the respondents

Project type

. i
Freguency  Percent P\e/ﬁlcgjnt e ercer%/
VA P toptic ¥ RS N5 RS
Active component/optical R 33 333 65.8
ical anplifiers 10 88 88 146
Data communication 2 211 ZLl %6
Automotive 5 44 1000

Total 14 1000 1(1)0

1.1.7 Project in Experience

Repondents were asked to provide information regarding their new product
introduction project in experience. The majority of the repondents have been
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working for 1-2 project in experience (72.8%), followed by 3-4 projects
(17.5%), 7 projects and more (8.8%), and 5-6 project (2.6%).

Tahle 7.7: Project in experience of the respondents
Project in experience

Frequency  Percent PV?"Orl]t rrulat|\t/
Viid 12 prjects ™ §1V o e e
3-4 projects 175 175 .
5 - 6 projects 3 20 20 91.2
7 projects and more 10 83 88 1000
Tota w1000 1000

7.1.8 Peoplein Team

Repondents were asked to provide information regarding their people getting
involve in new product introduction project. The majority of the repondents
having people in team 4-6 people (31.6%), and 7-9 people (31.6%), followed by
13 people and more (15.8%), 10-12 people (12.3%), and 1-3 people (8.8%).

Table 7.8: People in team of the respondents
People in team

Frequency  Perce P\e/?lcieOI i
\Alid 13peop|e - % ?8 E[B C%
I QBSSBIS R I
%g plegple and more %g %g %g 1%'.6
Total 14 1000 1000

7.1.9 Project take time

Repondents were asked to provide information regarding their new product
introduction project take time. The majority of the repondents answered that
their project take time is around 4-6 months (33.3%), followed by 7-9 months
(25.4%), 13 months (22.8%), over 1 year (10.5%), and 10-12 months (7.9%).



Table 7.9: Project take time of the respondents

Project take time

\id Oty
\eid 1-3 months Freq“eng% ey P %@é

4 -6 months 33 33 %.1
7-9 months 29 54 254 8L6
10-12 months 9 19 19 895
over 1year IV 105 105 1000
Total 114 1000 1000

7.2 New Product Introduction Success Factor Evaluation

Based on the research obljectives_ and the literature review, four main success factors
which are Knowledge [ntegration, Problem Solving and Uncertainty Reduction,
Continuous Concurrency, and Simplicity were selected"to stud.

In order to evaluate the factors that contribute to succession of new product
Introduction in the case company, questionnaires in section 4 were designed to study
and evaluate the agreement level of the respondents in each factor.

To assess the agreement level from each factor, descriptive statistics was performed on
all questions to obtain ranges, frequencies, and percentage.

1.2.1. Factor 1: Knowledge Integration

Factor 1. A company's ability to integrate and embed in shared knowledge,
learning and communication and information evaluation.

7.2.1.1. Sub-factor; X

Xi ;A team's ability to integrate and embed in shared knowledge and
understanding of current customers' needs and future value to customer
among product development members.

Respondents were asked to ranking their agreement on team's ability to
integrate and embed in shared knowledge and understanding of current
customers' needs and future value to customer among product development
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members whether it can be contributed to succession of NPI project or not.
}/ery ?ltghllevel of agreement to very low level of agreement will be scoring
rom510 L,

Tahle 7.10: Agreement level of knowledge integration success factor, Xi
Knowledge Success FactoM

Frequency  Percent P\e/raclgj t QJFmrjlativ
Valid  Disagree | % §.8 %.8 ¢ {5
Undecided 43 317 31 465
Agree A 212 212 131
Strongly agree 3 263 26.3 1000
Total 14 1000 1000
Knowlecke Success Fector
STy i
X3
Ui

31.1%

21.2%

Figure 7.1: Agreement level of knowledge integration success factor, Xi

The results of the questionnaire showed that 27.2% of respondents are agree, 26.3%are
strongly agree while only 8.8% are disagree and 37.7% are undecided.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 53.5% of re5ﬁondents have positive
agreement on team's ability to integrate and embed in shared knowledge and
understanding of current customers’ needs and future valug to customer among product
development members can be contributed to succession of NPI project.



7.2.1.2. Sub-factor: X2

X2 Ateam's ability to integrate and embed in shared understanding of
suppliers' design, process, and manufacturing capabilities among product
development team members.

Respondents were asked to ranking their agreement on team's ability to integrate and
embed in shared understandmgi of supPhers' design, process, and manu ac_turmg
capabilities amon E)rodu_ct development team members whether it can be contribute
to succession of NPI project or not. Very high level of agreement to very low level of
agreement will be scoring from 5to 1

Table 7.11: Agreement level of knowledge integration success factor, X 2
Knowledge Success Factor2

Frequency  Percent P\e/?"dnt e rlatri]v
Vi Disgre gy el PG FRIGHL
Undeciced 46 404 404 6.1
Agree 3 Ry Py Kb
Strongly agree 13 114 114 1000

Totl 114 1000 1000

Krowlecke Success Factor?
Siatyayee Dee

L1.4% 15.8%

Uckackl

40.4%

Figure 7.2: Agreement level of knowledge integration success factor, X 2

The results of the questionnaire showed that 32.5% of respondents are agree, 11.4% are
strongly agree while only 15.8% are disagree and 40.4% are undeciced.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 43.9% of respondents have positive
agreement on team's ability to integrate and embed in shared understanding of
stppliers" design, process, and manufacturing capabilities among product development
team members can be contributed to succession of NPI project.



7.2.1.3. Sub-factor: X3

Xs  Ateam’s ability to integrate and embed in shared understanding of the
firm’s internal design, process and manufacturing capabilities among
product development members.

Respondents were asked to ranking their agreement on team's ability to integrate and
embed in shared understanding of suppliers’ design, process, and manufacturing
capabilities among product development team members whether it can be contributed
to succession of NP1 project or not. Very high level of agreement to very low level of
agreement will be scoring from 5to 1

Table 7.12: Agreement level of knowledge integration success factor, x s
Knowledge Success Factor3

Frequency  Percent P\e/lalciednt gJPnelrJg:%t i
Vi Digree ey RO P eRel
Undecicled 3 3.3 33 439
étgrreel aqree 51% ﬁzl ﬁzl 1?1%8
Totglngy ! w4 00 1000 '
Knowleae Success Factor3

Cstyee

10.5%

Uckackd

33.3%

Figure 7.3: Agreement level of knowledge integration success factor, x 3

The results of the questionnaire showed that 44.7% of respondents are agree, 11.4% are
strongly agree while only 10.5% are disagree and 33.3% are undecided.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 56.1% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team's ability to integrate and embed in" shared
understanding of the firm’s internal design, process and manufacturing capabilities
amqn% product development members as it can be contributed to succession of NPI
project.



7.2.1.4. Sub-factor: X4

X« Ateam's ability to integrate and embed in sustain si?_nificant
improvements in development over long periods of time rests on the
capability to learn from experience.

Respondents were asked to ranking their agreement on team's ability to integrate and
embed in sustain significant improvements in develogme_nt over lorig periods of time
rests on the ca’Qabnny to learn from experience whether it can be contributed to
succession of NP1 project or not. Very high level of agreement to very low level of
agreement will be scoring from 5to 1

Table 7.13: Agreement level of knowledge integration success factor, x
Knowledge Success Factord

Frequency  Percent P\e/?li%t e rg:%trilv
Vid Diggee ey Ferl, el eRe
Unccicled 4 31 b1 491
Agree 45 395 395 80
Strongly agree 13 114 114 1000

Total 1w 1000 1000

Knowlecke Sucoess Factord
sy ayee Deyee

11.4%

39.5%

Figure 7.4: Agreement level of knowledge integration success factor, X 4

The results of the questionnaire showed that 39.5% of respondents are agree, 11.4% are
strongly agree while only 14.0% are disagree and 35.1% are undecided.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 49.1% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team's ability to integrate and embed in sustain significant
improvements in development over long periods of time rests on the capability to learn
from experience as it can be contributed to succession of NPI project.
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7.2.15. Sub-factor: X5

Xs ;A team's ability to has effectively use of communication and information
flow between the team.

Respondents were asked to ranking their agreement on team's ability to has effectively
use of communication and information flow between the team whether it can be
contributed to succession of NP1 project or not. Very high level of agreement to very
low level of agreement will be scoring from 5to L

Table 7.14: Agreement level of knowledge integration success factor, X 5
Knowledge Success Factors

Frequency  Percent P\e/P"dnt e r(lzaetj I
Vid Disgre ey e PRI
Undeciced R4 3L6 3L6 421
Agree 5 M7 M7 %8
Strongly agree 15 132 132 1000
Total 114 1000 1000
Kiowleofe Suiccess Fectord
Srutyayee D

13.2%

Ay

44.1%

Figure 7.5: Agreement level of knowledge integration success factor, X 5

The results of the _(?uestionnaire showed that 44.7% of respondents are agree, 13.2% are
strongly agree while only 10.5% are disagree and 31.6% are undecided.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 57.9% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team's ability to has effectively use of communication and
information flow between the team as it can be contributed to succession of NP1 project.



1.2.1.6 Factor 1: Knowledge Integration Evaluation Results

To evaluate a%reement level of respondents in contribution of Knowledge Integration
average results from question 1- 5 of each respondent will be calculated and
statistically evaluated the agreement level by using the following concepts;

Agreement Interval = (maximum value - minimum value) / total agreement level

From above concepts, the team agreement levels are as below;

Interval =(5- 1)/ 5=08

VerP]/High 421 to 5.00

Hig 341 to 4.20
Midale 261 to 340
Low 181 to 260

Very Low 100 to 180

Based on the above agreement levels, average result of all respondents were re-scored
and summarized as below table.

Table 7.15: Agreement evaluation of knowledge integration success factors
Success Factor for Knowledge Integration_Sum Q1-Q5
\alid OﬁTeuIaIiv
: Frequency  Perce Percent e Per
Valid  Lowlevel A % @t8 Et8 C%]g
Mockrate level 49 430 430 518

Heh level 36 316 316 833
Very high level 19 16.7 167 1000
Tod 114 1000 1000
Success Factor for Knowlede Integration Sum Q1-(6
\ayHoh iadll Lovied

High level
31.6%

Figure 7.6 Agreement evaluation of knowledge integration success factors
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The results of the evaluation showed that agreement of respondents are 43.0% at
moderate level, 31.6% at high level, and 16.7%at very high level while 8.8%are at low
level and o%at very low level,

Based on the result, it indicated that more_than 59.7% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team's ability to mte%_rate and embed in" shared
knowledge, learning and communication and information evaluation as it can be
contributed to succeSsion of NPL project.

1.2,2 Factor 2: Problem Solving and Uncertainty Reduction

Factor 2. A company's ability to identify and solve problems early and the
ability to avoid and reduce uncertainty already in the early phases by
applying quality management practices such as lean, TQM, and
couritintious improvement principles.

7.2.2.1. Sub-factor: XI

Xi A team's ability to identify and solve problems in the early phases is
essential to succession ofthe NP1 project,

Respondents were asked to ranking their agreement on team's ability to identify and
solve Eroblems in the early phases whether it can be contributed to succession of NPI
project or not. Very high' level of agreement to very low level of agreement will be
scoring from 5to 1

Table 7.16: Agreement level of problem solving and uncertainty reduction
success factor, X,

Problem Solv Success Factorl

Freque Perce P}e/ralcied e erégI i

\alid  Strongly disagree " n% T8 T8 fé
Disagrée /) 18 18 35
Undciced 42 3.8 3.8 404

st % &
I agree \ \ i
T @ 00 100



Problem Solv Success Factorl
strongly dsagyee
; 1%
f?}jy e 1%
Unckoickd

36.8%

41.2%

Figure 7.7: Agreement level of problem solving and uncertainty reduction
success factor, X

The results of the questionnaire showed that 41.2% of respondents are agree, 18.4% are
strgngl g1qree while only 1.8% are strongly disagree, 1.8% are disagree, and 36.8% are
undecide

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 59.6% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team's ability to mteg_rate and embed in" shared
knowledge, learning and communication and information evaluation as it can be
contributed to succeSsion of NPI project.

1.2.2.2. Sub-factor: X2

X2: Ateam's abilit}/_ to avoid and reduce uncertainty already in the early
phases is essential to succession of the NPI project.

Respondents were asked to ranking their agreement on team's ability to avoid and
reduce uncertainty already in the early phases whether it can be "contributed to
succession of NPT project or not. Very high level of agreement to very low level of
agreement will be scoring from 5to 1

Table 7.17: Agreement level of problem solving and uncertainty reduction
success factor, X2

Problem Solv Success Factor2




Problem Solv Success Factor2

Figure 7.8: Agreement level of problem solving and uncertainty reduction
success factor, X2

The results of the questionnaire showed that 39.5% of respondents are agree, 9.6% are
strongly agree while only 15.8% are disagree and 35.1% are undecided.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 49.1% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team's ability to avoid and reduce uncertainty already in
the early phases as it can be contributed to succession of NP1 project.

1.2.23. Sub-factor: X3

X3 Applying quality management practices such as lean, TQM, and
con_tmyous improvement principles will lead to succession of the NPI
project.

Respondents were asked to ranking their agreement on applying quality management
practices such as lean, TQM, and continuous improvement principles whether it can be
contributed to succession of NPI project or not.” Very high' level of agreement to very
low level of agreement will be scoring from 5to L

Table 7.18: Agreement level of problem solving and uncertainty reduction
success factor, X3

Problem Solv Success Factor3

Freque Percgnt P\e/ra"dnt e rlatrl1v
\Alid  Disagree " n% C84.6 C84.6 564(&
Undeciced 4 3.8 3.8 614
Agree 3 289 289 904
Strongly agree il 96 96 1000

Total 14 1000 1000
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Problem Solv Success Factor3

Strongly agree
9.6%
Agree
28.9%
Disagree
24.6%
Undleciced
36.8%

Figure 7.9: Agreement level of problem solving and uncertainty reduction
success factor, X3

The results of the questionnaire showed that 28.9% of respondents are agree, 9.6% are
strongly agree while 24.6% are disagree and 36.8% are undecided.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 38.5% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team's ability in apPIymg qualrty management practices
such as lean, TOM, and continuous improvement principles as it can be contributed to
succession of NPI project.

1.2.24. Factor 2: Problem Solving and Uncertainty Reduction Evaluation Results
To evaluate agreement level of respondents in contribution of problem solving and
uncertainty reduction, average results from question 6 - & of each respondent will_be

calculatted and statistically “evaluated the agreement level by using the following
concepts;

Agreement Interval = (maximum value - minimum value) / total agreement level
From above concepts, the team agreement levels are as below;
Interval - (5- 1)/5=08

VerKHigh 421 to 500

Hig 341 to 4.20
Middle 261 to 340
Low 181 to 260

Very Low 00 to 180
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Table 7.19: Agreement evaluation of problem solving and uncertainty
reduction success factors

Success Factor for Problem Solving Sum Q6-Q8

Valid |atiy
Freque Percent.  Percent. e Perce
R I ) B

Valid  Lowlewel | |
Mbderate level 6 04 404 509
A T
Totd w4 1000 1000 |

Success Fector for ProdlemSohing.— Q68
\ayhchled Lovked

Y.6% 10.5%

High level
39.5%

Middle level
40.4%

Figure 7.10: Agreement evaluation of problem solving and
uncertainty reduction success factors

The results of the evaluation showed that agreement of respondents are 40.4% at
moderate level, 39.5% at high level, and 9.6% at very high level while 10.5% are at low
level and 0%at very low level.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 49.1% of respondents have positive
a%_re_ement on contribution of team's ability to identify and solve problems early and the
ability to avoid and reduce uncertainty already in the early phases by applying quality
management practices such as lean, TéM, and continuous improvement principles as it
can be contributed to succession of NPI project.
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1.2.3 Factor3: Continuous Concurrency

Factor 3: A company's ability to overlap tasks in the early phases and keep
relevant Reo le and functions continuously involved from the
early to the [ate phases under the supportive fromtop
management by the use of cross-functional or multidiscipline
team, close relationship with customers and suppliers, _tolo
management commitment and visible support is essential to
succession of NP1 project.

71.2.3.1. Sub-factor: XI

Xi Ateam's ability to overlap tasks in the early phases is essential to
succession of NP1 project.

Respondents were asked to ranking their a%reement on team's ability to overlap tasks in
the early f)hases whether it can be contributed to succession of NPI project or not. Very
high level of agreement to very low level of agreement will be scoring from 5 to 1
Table 7.20: Agreement level of continuous concurrency success factor, Xi
Uncertainty Success Factor!

Frequency  Percgnt P\e/?"dnt e rflzaetrjlv
Vi Disgee o) PEC PO EPRI)
Undiciced 43 421 21 %.1
Agree T YA - )
Strongly agree 10 83 68 1000
Totd 114 1000 1000
- .
88)0 14.0%
e
35.1% .

Figure 7.11: Agreement level of continuous concurrency success factor, X)
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The results of the questionnaire showed that 35.1% of respondents are agree, s.%are
strongly agree while 14.0% are d|saﬁree and 42.1% are undecided. N
Based on the result, it indicated that more than 43.9% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team's ability to overlap tasks in the early phases as it can
be contributed to succession of NPI project.

1.23.2. Sub-factor: X2

X2: Ateam’s abiIitY to keep relevant people and functions continuously
involved from the early to the late phases by the use of cross-functional or
multidiscipline team is essential to succession of NPI project.

Respondents were asked to ranking their agreement on team’s ability to keeB relevant
people and functions continuously nvolved from the early to the late phases by the use
of cross-functional or multidiscipline team whether it can be contributed to succession
0f NPI project or not. Very high level of agreement to very low level of agreement will
be scoring from 5to L

Table 7.21: Agreement level of continuous concurrency success factor, X2
Uncertainty Success Factor2

Freguency ~ Perce P\elﬁlcledt e eré%n !
Valid  Strongly disagree Y q.t8 r].8 %
Disagree 10 88 88 105
Unceciced 48 421 21 020
Agree 0 %0 ¥ 86
Strongly agree 13 114 114 1000

Totd 14 100 1000

Unoertainty Suiccess Fector2

'
B

Uckackd

42.1%

Figure 7.12: Agreement level of continuous concurrency success factor, X2
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The results of the questionnaire showed that 36.0% of respondents are agree, 11.4% are
strgngl é;lgree while 1.8% are strongly disagree, 8.8% are disagree, and 35.1% are
undecided.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 47.4% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team's ability to keep relevant people and functions
continuously involved from the early to the late phases by the use of cross-functional or
multidiscipline team as it can be contributed to succession of NP1 project.

71.2.3.3. Sub-factor: X3

X3 Supportive from top management or team champion/ leader is essential to
succession of NPI project.

Respondents were asked to ranking their a_ft;reement on _supportive from top
management or team champion/ leader whether it can be contributed to succession of
NPI _pro%ect or not. Very high level of agreement to very low level of agreement will be
scoring from 5to 1

Table 7.22: Agreement level of continuous concurrency success factor, x3
Uncertainty Success Factor3

Freque Percent P\e?lciednt e nl)glri]v
Valid  Strongly disagree A mX 35 35 3.&
Disagree it 123 123 158
Unceciced A 298 298 456
Agree R 281 281 137
Strongly agree Cl)] 263 263 1000
Total 1 1000 1000
Unoertainty Suiccess Fector3

Disagree
Strongly agree

12.3%
26.3%

Undecided
29.8%

Figure 7.13: Agreement level of continuous concurrency success factor, X3
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The results of the questionnaire showed that 28.1% of respondents are agree, 26.3% are
strgngl ggree while 3.5% are strongly disagree, 12.3% are disagree, and 29.8% are
undecided.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 54.4% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of supportive from top management or team champion/
leader as it can be contributed to succession of NPI'project.

1.2.34. Factor 3: Continuous Concurrency Evaluation Results

To evaluate a%reement level of respondents in contribution of continuous concurrency,
average results from question 9 - 11 of each respondent will be calculated and
statistically evaluated the agreement level by using the following concepts;

Agreement Interval = (maximum value - minimum value) / total agreement level
From above concepts, the team agreement levels are as below;

Interval = (5- 1)/5=08

\l_/lerK High 421 to 500

Ig 341 to 420
Middle 261 to 340
Low 181 to 260

Very Low 100 to 1.80

Table 7.23: Agreement evaluation of continuous concurrency success factors

Success Factor for Continuous Concurrent_Sum Q9-Q11

il Ouatv
Vi Lowe Ty Perk PO, %@5

Mocerate level 43 37 37 5.0
b eV . |
Totral}/ 114 l%g 1(1).8
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Success Fector for Continuous Concurrent Sim QBQL
: Loved
y) }Pﬂaﬂl 5 12.3%

Mutkled

31.1%

Hpld

21.2%

Figure 7.14: Agreement evaluation of continuous concurrency success factors

The results of the evaluation showed that a9reement of respondents are 37.7% at
moderate level, 27.2% at high level, and 22.8% at very high level while 12.3% are at
low level and 0% at very low level.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 50% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team's ability to overlap tasks in the early phases and keep
relevant people and functions continuously involved from the early to the late phases
under the supportive from top management by the use of cross-functional or
multidiscipline team, close relationship with custorners and suppliers, top management
commitment and visible support as it can be contributed to succession of NPL project.

1.2.4 Factor 4: Simplicity

Factor 4: A company's ability to reduce complexity in products,
processes, systems, documentation, and organization by
app,ltymg the standardize tools and practices have S|?n| icants
positive effect on successful New Product Introduction.

7241 Sub Factor: XI

Xi . Ateam's ability to reduce complexity in products, processes, s?/stems,
documentation; and organization by “reducing the overall development
}\Ian)If and m?kmg the individual tasks simpleris essential to succession of
project.

Respondents were asked to ranking their agreement on team's ability to reduce
complexity in products, processes, “systems, documentation, and organization by
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reducing the overall development task and making the individual tasks simpler whether
it can be contributed to succession of NPI project or not. Very high level of agreement
to very low level of agreement will be scoring from 5to 1,

Table 7.24: Agreement level of simplicity success factor, Xi

Simplicity Success Factorl

Frequency  Percent P\e/(ra‘"%t gJPnelrJé%trllv
Valid  Disagree ™ l% C?[4.0 C.?4.0 14.6
Unceciced 3 33 3.3 474
Agree 37 25 25 198
strongiy agree JA A2 22 1000

Total 14 1000 1000

Simplicity Success Factorl

32.5%

Figure 7.15: Agreement level of simplicity success factor, Xi

The results of the questionnaire showed that 32.5% of respondents are agree, 20.2% are
strongly agree while 14% are disagree and 33.3% are undecided.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 52.7% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team's ability to reduce complexity in [products, ProCcesses,
systems, documentation, and organization by reducing the overall development task
and mtakmg the individual tasks Simpler as it can be contributed to succession of NPI
project.
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1.2A.2. Sub-factor: X2

X2: Applyin% the standard tools and practices such as Design for
Manufacturability, Design of Experiments, Computer-based tools,
Prototype, etc.

Respondents were asked to ranking their agreement on team's ability in applying the
standard tools and practices such as Design for Manufacturability, esqn of
Experiments, Computer-based tools, Prototype, etc. whether it can be contributed to
succession of NPI project or not. Very high level of agreement to very low level of
agreement will be scoring from 5to L

Table 7.25: Agreement level of simplicity success factor, X2
Simplicity Success Factor2

Freque Perce P)e/?lcgjnt e erclzgtr%v
Valid - Strongly disagree i nCX ?5 35 S.EE
Disagrée 0 5.3 5.3 83
Undeciced 3% 316 3L6 404
Agree 49 430 430 83.3
Strongly agree 19 16.7 167 1000

Total 14 1000 1000

Figure 7.16: Agreement level of simplicity success factor, X2

The results of the questionnaire showed that 43.0% of respondents are agree, 16.7% are
strgngl Ozilgree while 35% are strongly disagree, 5.3% are disagree, and 31.6% are
undecicled.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 59.7% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team’s ability in apPI ing the standard tools and practices
such as Design for Manufactur_abmtg/, Design ot Experiments, Computer-based tools,
Prototype, etc as it can be contributed to succession of NPI project.
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1.24.3 Factor 4: Simplicity Evaluation Results

To evaluate agreement level of respondents in contribution of simplicity, averaﬁe
results from question 12 - 13 of each respondent will be calculated and statistically
evaluated the agreement level by using the following concepts;

Agreement Interval = (maximum value - minimum value) / total agreement level
From above concepts, the team agreement levels are as below;

Interval = (5- 1)/5=0.8

Ver?; High 421 to 5.00

Hig 341 to 4.20
Midale 261 to 340
Low 181 to 260

Very Low 100 to 180

Table 7.26: Agreement evaluation of simplicity success factors
Success Factor for Simplicity_Sum Q12-Q13

Frequency  Perce P\e/?\lcleOI t, e nelrjlanv
Viid Veylowleel T ohey e FRICEf, € PROSE
Low level 8 70 10 96
Mockrate level 25 219 219 316
Hoh level % 432 482 198
Very high level /A 22 202 1000

Toid 114 1000 1000

Success Factor for Simplicity_Sum Q12-Q13

lovied
! 2600
Loved

7.0%

Mk lod

21.9%

nled
g

Hpled

48.2%

Figure 7.17: Agreement evaluation of simplicity success factors

The results of the evaluation showed that agreement of respondents are 21.9% at
moderate level, 48.2% at hquh level, and 20.2%at very high level while 7.0% are at low
level and 2.6% at very low [evel.
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Based on the result, it indicated that more than 68.4% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of team's ability to reduce complexity in products, processes,
systems, documentation, and organization by %Fpplymg the standardize tools and
practices as it can be contributed to succession of NPI project.

7.2.5 Evaluation Results of New Product Introduction Success Factors

To evaluate agreement level of respondents in contribution of the four main success
factors, Knowledge Integration, Problem Solving and Uncertainty Reduction,
Continuous Concurrency, and Simplicity, average results from question 1- 13 of each
respondent will be calculated and statistically evaluated the agreement level by using
the following concepts;

Agreement Interval = (maximum value - minimum value) / total agreement level
From ahove concepts, the team agreement levels are as below;
Interval = (5- 1)/5=08

Verz High 421 to 5.00

Hig 341 to 420
Middle 261 to 340
Low 181 to 260

Very Low 100 to 180

Table 7.27: Agreement evaluation of new product introduction success factors

Success Factor_Sum Q1-Q13

Frequency  Percent P\elﬁlcleerllt e nelrjlairllv
Vi Lowlel el FerCRL e, € Peroq)
Mockrate level 46 404 404 456
Hoh level N B9 B9 85
Very hih level 12 105 105 1000
Total 114 1000 1000
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Success Factor_Sum Q1-Q13

\ayhhled Londed

10.5% 5.3%

Moderate level

Hpled

43.9%

Figure 7.18: Agreement evaluation of new product introduction success factors

The results of the evaluation showed that agreement of respondents are 40.4% at
moderate level, 43.9% at high level, and 10.5% at very high level while 5.3% are at low

level.

Based on the result, it indicated that more than 54.4% of respondents have positive
agreement on contribution of the following factors to succession of NPI project;

Factor 1:

Factor 2;

Factor 3:

Factor 4:

A company's ability to integrate and embed in shared knowledge,
learning and communication and information evaluation.

A company's ability to identify and solve problems early and the
ability to avoid and reduce uncertainty alrea )(]m the early phases by
applying quality mana%ement_ practices such as lean, TQM, and
continuous improvement principles.

A company's ability to overlap tasks in the early phases and keep
relevant people and functions continuously involved from the early
to the late phases under the supportive from top management by the
use of cross-functional or multidiscipline team, close relationship
with customers and suppliers, top management commitment and
visible support.

A company's abilit}/ to reduce complexity in products, lor_ocesses,
sklstems,_ documentation, and organization by applying the
standardize tools and practices.
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7.3 New Product Introduction Performance Evaluation
131 Knowledge Integration Performance Evaluation

Data from section 3, table 1, will be used to evaluate the new product introduction
performance of the team’s in knowledge integration.

To check the knowledge inte%ration_ Ferformance of the team, average results from
uestion 1- 13 of each respondent will be calculated and will be statistically evaluated
the performance level by using the following concepts;

Performance Interval = (maximum value - minimum valug) / total agreement level
From above concepts, the team performance levels are as below;

Interval =(5- 1)/5=0.8

VerK High 421 to 500

Hig 341 to 4.20
Middle 261 to 340
Low 181 to 260

Very Low 100 to 1.80

Table 7.28: Descriptive statistical results of knowledge integration

performance evaluation
Statistics
rformance. Evaluation for Knowted
ﬁletegramn_ r@\%ﬁm ¥
N Id 114
Missing 0
Men 38
Stdl. Deviation il
Minimum 2
Vaxinum 5
Sum 30

Table 7.29: Performance evaluation of knowledge integration
Performance Evaluation for Knowledge Integration_Sum Q1-Q13
latiy

\Aid
Vi Lowlel Ty Perl, PRI e Rerc
Mockrate level 5 439 43, %1
Hoh level 48 01 01 98.2
\ery high level . 18 18 1000
Total 114 1000 1000

©
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formance Evaluation for Knowledge Integration_Sum Q1-

\eytilad
18
Hilod
42.1%
Lovied
12.3%
M o

43.9%

Figure 7.19: Performance evaluation of knowledge integration

The results of the evaluation showed that current performance of respondents are 43.9%
at moderate level, 42.1% at high level, and 1.8% at very high level while 12.3% are at
low level and 0% at very low level.

Based on the result, it indicated that there are 43.9% of resiz)ondents_have team's
;ﬁrformance in knowledge integration higher than moderate level while there are

1% of res‘)ondents have team's performance in knowledge integration lower than
moderate level.

1.3.2 Problem solving and uncertainty reduction Performance Evaluation

Data from section 3, table 2, will be used to evaluate the new product introduction
performance of the team’s in problem solving and uncertainty reduction.

To check problem solving and uncertainty reduction performance of the team, av_eraﬁe
results from question 1 - 13 of each réspondent will be calculated and statistically
evaluated the performance level by using the following concepts;

Performance Interval = (maximum value - minimum value) / total agreement level

From above concepts, the team performance levels are as below;
Interval =(5- 1)/5=0.8

V_erK High 421 to 5.00
Hig 341 to 4.20
Middle 261 to 340
Low 181 to 2.60
Very Low 100 to 1.80
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Table 7.30: Descriptive statistical results of problem solving and uncertainty
reduction performance evaluation

Statistics

Performance Evalugtion for Problem solvingSum Q1-Q13
N Va?ld 114g A

Missing 0
Man 325
stdl. Deviation 63
Minimum 2
Maximum 5
Sum 310

Table 7.31: Performance evaluation of problem solving and
uncertainty reduction

Performance Evaluation for Problem solving Sum Q1-Q13

Frequen% Peroegt8 P\e/?‘lcleoét8 %é%%

\Vaid — Lowlevel \ . .
Mbderate level 0 506 50.6 684
Heh level 3 298 298 93.2
Very high level 2 18 13 1000
Total 114 1000 1000

Performance Evaluation for Problem solving_Sum Q1-Q1

\ery high level
18%
Heh level
298%
Lowlevel
88%
Vbokrate level
6%

Figure 7.20: Performance evaluation of problem solving and uncertainty reduction

The results of the evaluation showed that current performance of resi)ond_ents are 59.6%
at moderate level, 29.8% at high level, and 18% at very high level while 8.8% are at
low level and 0% at very low level.



Based on the result, it indicated that there are only 31.6% of respondents have team's
performance in problem solving and uncertainty reduction higher than moderate level
while there are 10.6% of re3ﬁondents have team's performance in problem solving and
uncertainty reduction lower than moderate level.

7.3.3 Continuous Concurrent Performance Evaluation

Data from section 3, table 3, will be used to evaluate the new product introduction
performance of the team’s in continuous concurrency.

To check continuous concurrency performance of the team, _av_eraFe results from
question 1 - 13 of each respondent will be calculated and statistically evaluated the
performance level by using the following concepts;

Performance Interval = (maximum value - minimum value) / total agreement level
From above concepts, the team performance levels are as below;
Interval =(5- 1)/5=08

V_erKngh 421 to 500
Hig 341 to 4.20
Middle 261 to 340
Low 181 to 260
Very Low 100 to 180
Table 7.32: Descriptive statistical results of continuous concurrency
performance evaluation
Statistics
Performance Fvalugtion for Continuous
Concurrent Sum 8%0
N id 114
Missing 0
Mean 320
stdl. Deviation [
Mninum 2

IVBXImum 5
Sum 365
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Table7.33 Performance evaluation of continuous concurrency

Performance Evaluation for Continuous Concurrent_Sum Q1-Q13
Freque Percent P\e/?lcie%t e erflzaeI )
dd Loneel ”6% W s

Moderate level 60.5 60.5 711
Hoh level 3 2.2 2.2 93.2
Very high level 2 18 18 1000
Tod 114 100, 1000

formance Evaluation for Continuous Concurrent Sum QL

Very high level
1%
High level
21,2%
Low level
10.5%

Moderate level
60,5%

Figure 7.21: Performance evaluation of continuous concurrency

The results of the evaluation showed that current performance of respondents are 60.5%
at moderate level, 27.2% at high level, and 1.8% at very high level while 10.5% are at
low level and 0% at very low level.

Based on the result, it indicated that there are only 29.0% of respondents have team's
performance in continuous concurrent higher than’moderate level and there are 10.5%
?f nlaspondents have team's performance In continuous concurrent lower than moderate
evel,

1.34 Simplicity Performance Evaluation

Data from section 3, table 4, will be used to evaluate the new product introduction
performance of the team’s in simplicity.

To check simplicity performance of the team, average results from question 1 - 13 of
each respondent will be calculated and statistically evaluated the performance level by
using the following concepts;

Performance Interval = (maximum value - minimum value) / total agreement level



From above concepts, the team performance levels are as below;
Interval =(5- 1)/5=08

Verx High 421 to 5.00
Hig 341 to 4.20
Middle 261 to 340
Low 181 to 260
Very Low 100 to 180

Table 7.34: Descriptive statistical results of simplicity performance evaluation

Table 7.35: Performance evaluation of simplicity

Statistics
Performance Evaluation for Simplicity_Sum Q1-Q13
N Valid 114
Missing 0
Mean 3.23
std. Deviation 79
Minimum 2
Maximum 5
Sum 368

Valid

Performance Evaluation for Simplicity Sum Q1-Q13

Frequency
Low level 16
Moderate level 65
High level 24
Very high level 9
Total 114

Percent
14.0

57.0
21.1
7.9
100.0

Valid
Percent
14.0

57.0
21.1
7.9
100.0

Cumulativ
e Percent
14.0

71.1
92.1
100.0
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Performmence Exeluation for Splicty Sm QL-QL3
Very high level
1%
High level
1%
Low level
14.0%

Moderate level

57,0%

Figure 7.22: Performance evaluation of simplicity

The results of the evaluation showed that current performance of respondents are 57.0%
at moderate level, 21.1% at high level, and 7.9% at very high level while 14.0% are at
low level and 0% at very low level.

Based on the result, it indicated that there are onl¥ 29.0% of respondents have team's
performance in simplicity higher than moderate level and there are 14.0% of
respondents have team's performance in simplicity lower than moderate level.

1.4 Propositions and Hypotheses Testing

Based on the research objective and the literature review, four main research
pro(Posmons and hyPotheses are formulated to guide the objective number one of this
study. To check the four propositions and hypotheses of the study, data from section 3
and section 4 will be statistically evaluated.

Results from (t]uestionnaire section 3, table 1 to tabled, and section 4 were used to
evaluate the effect of company capabilities in succession of new product introduction in
the case company.

To check the pr0|oosmon and hypotheses, results of team’s performance in Knowledge
Integration, Problem Solving and Uncertainty Reduction, Continuous Concurrency, and
Simplicity will be statically evaluated against evaluation results of company stccess
factors in order to verify their relationship by using Pearson Product™ Moment
Correlation or Pearson's correlation.
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14.1. Propositions and Hypotheses Testing for Research Question 1

Accordm% to research question 1, results from questionnaire section 3, table 1to tabled,
were used to evaluate the effect of company capabilities (Knowfedge Integration,
Problem Solving and Uncertainty Reduction, Continuous Concurrency, and Simplicity)
against succession of new product introduction in the case company.

Research Question 1.~ Do company’s capabilities have significant affect and
contribute to fast and effective new product
introduction process; thus leading to a successful new
product introduction process?

14.1.1. Propositions 1

Proposition 1 A company's ability to_integrate and embed in shared knowledge,
learning and _comimunication and_ information evaluation have

significant positive effect on successfill New Product Introduction.

Ho A company's ability to integrate and embed in shared knowledge,
learning and communication and information evaluation have o
significant effect on successful New Product Introduction.

Hi: A company's ability to integrate and embed in shared knowledge,
learning and communication and information evaluation have significant
positive effect on successfill New Product Introduction.

To check the proposition and hypotheses, team’s performance in ability to integrate and
embed in shared knowledge, learning and communication and information evaluation
will be statically evaluated against evaluation results of comRﬁmy success factors in
order to verify ‘their relationship by using Pearson Product Moment Correlation or
Pearson's correlation.

Results from Table 6-1 shown that the correlation between team’s performance in
ability to integrate and embed in shared knowledge, IearnmP and communication and
information evaluation has significant positive “linear relationship with company
success factors at Pearson's correlation 0.304.
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Figure 7.23: Scatterplot between com(s)any’s performance in knowledge integration

and new product introduction success factors

14.1.2. Propositions 2

Proposition2: ~ A company's ability to identify and solve problems early and the

ability to avoid and reduce uncertainty already in the early phases by

applying quality management practices such as lean, TQM, and

continugus improvement principles have significant positive effect on

successful New Product Introduction.

Ho A company's ability to identify and solve problems early and the ability

to avoid and reduce uncertainty already in the earIK/Iphases by a

quality management practices such &s lean, TQ

plying
and countintous

improvement principles have significants positive effect on successful

New Product Introduction.

Hi

A company's ability to identify and solve problems early and the ability
to avoid and reduce uncertainty already in the early phases by applying
quality management practices such as lean, TOM, and Contintous
improvement principles have no significant effect on successful New

Product Introduction.

To check the proposition and hypotheses, team’s ability to identify and solve problems

app

earIY and the ability to avoid and reduce uncertainty” already in the early phases by
ying quality Mmanagement practices such as lean, "TQM, and" continuous

improvement principles will be statically evaluated against evaluation results of
company success factors in order to verify their relationship by using Pearson Product

Moment Correlation or Pearson's correlation.
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Results from Table 6-1 shown that the correlation between team’ _ab|I|tY to identify
and solve problems early and the ability to avoid and reduce uncertainty already in the
early phases by applying quality management practices such as lean, TOM, and
confinuous Improvement Prmupes has 3|Ign!f|cant ositive lingar relationship with
company success factors at Pearson's correlation 0.379.
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Figure 7.24: Scatterplot between company’s performance in problem solving and
uncertainty reduction and néw product introduction success factors

14.1.3. Propositions 3

Proposition 3: A company's ability to overlap tasks in the early phases and keep
relevant people and functions cor_\tmuousl¥ involved from the early to
the late phases under the supportive from top managiement by the use
of cross-functional or multidiscipline team, close relationship with
customers and_supphers, top management commitment and visible
?upp%rt rt]_ave significant positive eftect on successful New Product
ntroduction.

Ho A company's ability to overlap tasks in the early phases and keep
relevant people and' functions continuously involved from the early to
the late phases under the supportive from top management by the use of
cross-functional or multidiscipline team, close . relationship with
customers and suppliers, top management commitment and visible
?upp%rt thave significant positive effect on successful New Product
ntroduction.
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H A com{)any's ability to overlap tasks in the early phases and keep
relevant people and” functions continuously involved from the early to
the late phases under the supportive from top management by the use of
cross-functional or multidiscipline team, close” relationship with
customers and suppliers, top mana([lement commitment and visible
?upp%rt t_have no significant effect on successful New Product
ntroduction.

To check the proposition and hypotheses, team’s ability to overlap tasks in the early
Phases and keep relevant people and functions continuously involved from the early to
he late Fhases under the supportive from top _man_a%ement by the use of cross-
functional or multidiscipline team, close relationship with customers and suppliers, top
management commitment and visible support will be staﬂ_calli/ evaluated against
evaluation results of company success factors in order to verify their relationship by
using Pearson Product Moment Correlation or Pearson's correlation.

Results from Table 6-1 shown that the correlation between team’s ability to overlap
tasks in the early phases and keep relevant people and functions continuously involved
from the early t0 the late phases under the supportive from top management by the use
of cross-functional or multidiscipline team, close relationship with customers and
suppliers, top management commitment and visible support has significant positive
linear relationship with company success factors at Pearsons correlation 0.448.
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Figure 7.25: Scatterplot betwegn company’s performance in continuous concurrency
and new product introduction success factors



14.14. Propositions 4

Proposition 4: Acompar&y's ability to reduce complexity in products, processes,
systems, documentation, and organization by applying the standardize
tools and practices have significant positive effect on successful New
Product Introduction.

Ho A company's ab|I|t¥_ to reduce cqmFIexny in Pr_oducts, DrOCesses,
systems, documentation, and organization By applying the standardize
tools and practices have significant positive effect’ on' successful New
Product Introduction.

Hi A company's abilit¥_ to reduce complexity in Fr_oducts, DrOCEsses,
systems, documentation, and organlza lon by applying the standardize
t|0ftJIsdanotI_pract|ces have no significant effect on successful New Product
ntroduction.

To check the proposition and hypotheses, team’s ability to reduce complexity in
products, processes, systems, documentation, and organization by applying the
standardize tools and practices will be statically evaluated against evaluation results of
company success factors in order to verify their relationship by using Pearson Product
Moment Correlation or Pearson's correlation.

Results from Table 6-1 shown that the correlation between team’s ability to reduce
complexity in products, processes, sk/_stems, documentation, and. organization by
applying the standardize tools and practices has si n|f|cant7p03|t|ve linear relationship
with company success factors at Pearson's correlation 0.457.
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Figure 7.26: Scatterplot between company’s performance in simplicity
and new product introduction success factors
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74.1.5. Correlation between each success factor

Results from table 7.36 shown that there are significant positive linear relationship
between success factors as follows;

o« Thereis a sagnlflcant positive linear relationship between “company’s ability to
integrate_ and” embed in shared knowled%_e, learning and communication “and
information evaluation” and “company's ability to identify and solve problems early
and the ab|I|tP( to avoid and reduce uncertainty already in the early phases by
applying quality management practices such “as lean, TQM, and" continuous

improvement principles™at Pearson's correlation 0.505.
Scatterplot of Per_Know_Sum vs Per_Prob_Sum
5.04 e
45
,»/
5 40 . -~ - = e
§ 35 B R
T 53'30 ° .//'/Ja/ ®
/
| 25
‘ 204 e ®
20 25 3.0 35 40 45 5.0
Per_Prob_Sum

Figure 7.27: Scatterplot between company’s performance in knowledge integration
and and problem solving and uncertainty reduction

» Thereis a s:]gnlflcant positive linear relationship between “company’s ability to
integrateand” embed in shared knowledge, Iearnln? and communication “and
information evaluation” and “company’s ability to overlap tasks in the earI){ phases
and keep relevant people and functions contintiously involved from the early to the
late phases under the supportive from top management by the use of cross-
functional or multidiscipline team, close relationship with customers and suppliers,
top management commitment and visible support” at Pearson's correlation 0.453,
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Figure 7.28: Scatterplot between company’s performance in knowledge integration
and continuous concurrency

« Thereisas
integrate an

¢

nificant positive linear relationship between “company’s ability to
embed in shared knowledge, learning and communication “and

information evaluation™ and “company's ability to reduce complexity in products,
Processes, systems, documentation, and organization by applying the standardize
ools and practices” at Pearson’s correlation 0.526.
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Figure 7.29: Scatterplot between company’s performance in

knowledge integration and Simplicity

« There is a significant positive linear relationship between “company’s ability to
identify and solve problems early and the ability to avoid and reducé uncertdinty

already in the early phases by applying quality manag
-and continuous improvemerit principles” and

ement practices such as lean,
company’s_ability to overlap

TQM
_ta%@ in the early phases and keep relevant people and functions continuously
involved from the early to the late phases under the supportive from top
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management by the use of cross-functional or multidiscipline team, close
relat|onsh|P with customers and su ghers, top management commitment and visible
support” at Pearson's correlation 0.554.
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Figure 7.30: Scatterplot between company’s performance in problem solving and
uncertainty reduction and continuous concurrency

* There is a significant positive linear relationship between “company’s ability to
identify and solve problems early and the ability to avoid and reduce uncertainty
already in the early phases by applying quality management practices such as lean,
TQM, and contintous improvement principles” and *“company's ability to reduce
complexnﬁ In products, processes, systems, documentation, and or%amzatmn by

applying the standardize tools and practices” at Pearson's correlation 0.687.
Scatterplot of Per_Prob_Sum vs Per_Simp_Sum

5.04 @

4.5
E 40 G
fn } /
9 35 s
5 T
& 30 e e ®

/
2.5
1
204 e @
2.0 25 30 35 4.0 45 5.0
Per_Simp_Sum

Figure 7.31: Scatterplot between company’s performance in problem solving and
uncertainty reduction and simplicity
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* There is a significant positive linear relationship between “company’s ability to
overlap tasks in the early phases and keep relevant peoRIe and functions
continuously involved fromthe early to the late phases under the supportive from
top managément by the use of cross-functional or multidiscipline team, close
relationship with cuStomers and suppliers, top manaqem_ent commitment and visible
support” and “company's ability to reduce complexity in products, processes,
systems, documentation, and organization by applying the standardize tools and
practices” at Pearson's correlation 0.610.
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Figure 7.32: Scatterplot between company’s performance in continuous
concurrency and simplicity



Table 7.36: Correlation results between each success factor

Success Factor_Sum
Q1-Q13

Performance Evaluation
for Knowledge
Integration_  m Q1-Q13
Performance Evaluation
for Problem solving Sum

Q1-Q13

Performance Evaluation
for Continuous
Concurrent_Sum Q1-Q13

Performance Evaluation
for Simplicity Sum
01-Q13

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Success
Factor Sum

01-013
1.000

114
304

001

114

379
.000

114

448
.000
114
45T
.000
114

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

Correlations

Performance
Evaluation for
Knowledge
Integration Sum

Q1-Q13
304

001
114
1.000

114

505
.000

114

453
.000
114
526
.000
114

Performance

Evaluation
Problem

for

solving Sum

Q1-Q13

379
000
114
505

.000

114
1.000

114

554%
.000
114
687
.000
114

Performance

Evaluation

for

Continuous

Concurrent

Q1-Q13

Sum

4487
.000
114
453

.000

114

H54**
.000

114

1.000

114
610
.000

114

Performance
Evaluation for
Simplicity Sum

Q1-QT3
457
.C00
114
526*

.C00

114

687*
.C00

114

610*
+C00
114
1.C00

114

124
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14.2. Propositions and Hypotheses Testing for Research Question 2

According to research guestlon 2, results from (westmnnawes n Apﬁendlx | section 1,
section 2, and section 3 were used to evaluate the weak points of the team which has
less contribution to succession of new product introduction in the case company.
Improvement points will be suggested upon finding,

Research Question 2. Which improvements should be implemented to improve
these practices?

According to the evaluation results in section 7.3 regarding the effect of company
capabilities in Knowledge Integration, Problem Solving and Uncertainty Reduction,
Continuous Concurrency, and Sim I|C|t5{ in contribution to succession of new product
introduction, the results Indicated that all of the company’s capabilities have significant
ﬁosmve linear relationship to succession of new product introduction. It means that the
igher level of team Ferform_ance will be resulted in the higher level of succession of
new product introduction project.
In order to improve team’s performances for more contribution in fast and effective
new OP_roduct introduction process, questionnaires from Appendix | in section 2 were
asked in order to evaluate the improvement points.

1.4.2.1. Problem facing in Knowledge Integration

Respondents were asked to answer the question, what do you see as the_Iargest problem
within your NP1 project for team ability in knowledge sharing and leaning?

Results are presented in following table.

Table 7.37: Descriptive statistical results of problem facing regarding
knowledge integration

Problem Knowledge
Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Valid Ezg&ngrtggrr:gicallknowldge 13 377 377 377
gunsotﬁ’r'rfgfe sharing with 26 22.8 22.8 60.5
L(un[;)[;/\:iléardge sharing with 27 237 237 Zo
Knowledge sharing wit 18 158 158 100.C

Total 114 100.0 100.0
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Figure 7.33 Evaluation results of problem facing regarding knowledge integration

The results of the questionnaire showed that 37.7% of respondents thought that their
team has low technical/ knowle_d%e background of the project, 22.8% of respondents
thought that their team has less information/ knowledge sharing with customer, 23.7%
of respondents thought that their team has less information/ knowledge sharing with
supplier, 15.8% of respondents thought that their team has less information/ knowledge
sharing within team,

Based on the result, it indicated that the most critical problem that the company is now
facing is low technical or knowledge background of the PijeCt. Sharing information
1tget_ween customer, supplier, and team are the next problems that the company also
acing.

In order to verify the relationship between project in experience and the problem within
S

NPI project for team ability in knowledge sharing and leaning, Chi-square test was
employed.

Table 7.38: The cross-tabulation result between project in experience and the problem
facing regarding knowledge integration

Problem Knowledge *Project  experience Crosstabulation

Count
Project in experience
1-2 3-4 5-6 7 projects
projects projects projects and more Total

Problem Team technicallknowldge
Knowledge  background 34 4 3 2 43

Knowledge sharing with

customer 1 6 4 23

Knowledge sharing with

supplier 19 4 4 21

Knowledge sharing with

in the team 12 6 13
Total 81 ) 3 10 114
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Table 7.39: The re %%%%%{q Inexperience and the problem facing

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 15.3473 9 .082
Likelihood Ratio 17.337 9 044
Linear-by-Linear
Association 04 1 840
N of Valid Cases 114

a- 11 cells (68.8%) have expected count less than 5.
The minimum expected count is .47.

The results in Chi-Square tests table (above) suggest that there is no relationship
between project in_ experience and problem in knowledge background or knowledge
sharing, hasing on Sign (p) value of (B.082).

However, the test results in this instance is not reliable since eleven cells (68.8%) have
exgected count less than 5 as indicated under the table. When the percentage exceeds
20%, the Chi-square result becomes unreliable.

1.42.2. Problem facing in Problem Solving and Uncertainty Reduction

Respondents were asked to answer the question, what do %/ou see as the largest O’oroblem
W|th|Pt yo%% NPI project for team ability in solving problem solving and reduce any
uncertainty’

Results are presented in following table.

Table 7.40: Descriptive statistical results of problem facing regarding problem solving
and uncertainty reduction

Probsolve

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency  Percent Percent e Percent

Valid  Less knowledge in using problem

solving&quality control tool 40 31 3.1 31
Less budget 7 6l 6l 41.2
Less time to improve 32 28.1 28.1 69.3
Notenough people to support 9 7.9 7.9 17.2
No data/information available to improve 12 10.5 10.5 87.7
No tool to support 6 5.3 53 93.0
glr%ttl)lr;%ever encorage to engage in solving 6 53 53 98.2
No risk management is applied 2 ].8 l(DO

18
Total 114 1000 1000
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Figure 7.34: Evaluation results of problem facing regarding problem solving and
uncertainty reduction

The results of the questionnaire showed that 35.1% of respondents thought that their
team has low knowledge background In using problem solving and improvement tools,
28.1% of respondents thou%h that their team has less time to perform any problem
solving and |m_i)rovement, 0.5% of respondents thought that their team has no data/
information avilable to use for problem soIvm? and improvement, 7.9% of respondents
thought that their team has not enough people to perform any problem solving and
improvement, 6.1% of respondents thought that their team has less budget to support
Problem solvmgz and improvement in the prolject, 5.3% of respondents thought that their
eam has no tools to support any problem solving and improvement, 5.3% of
respondents thought that no one ever encour%?e to enga(_ﬁ in problem solving and
improvement, and another 18% of respondents thought that there is no™ risk
management applied.

Based on the result, it indicated that the most critical problem that the company is now
facm%_m low knowledge background in_using problem solving and improvement tools.
Less time to perform any problem solving and improvement and no data/ information
avilable to use for problem solving and improvement are the next critial problems that
the company also facing.

In order to verify the relationship between past experience and the problem within NPI
project f(lJr tegm ability in solving problem and reduce any uncertainty, Chi-square test
was employed.
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Table 741. aciﬁaoss- I@Wﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ@&ﬁ&ﬁm problem

Probsolve * Project inexperience Crosstabulation

Count
Project experience
1-2 3-4 5-6 7 projects
projects projects projects and more Total

Probsolve  Less knowledge in using

problem solving&quality 32 2 2 4 40

control tool

Less budget 6 1 T

Less time to improve 14 14 4 32

Notenough people to

support o e 5 2 2 g

No data/information

available to improve 12 12

No tool to support 6 K]

No one ever encorage to

engage solving 4 2 @

problem

No risk management is ? N

applied ’
Tota 81 X 3 10 114

Table 7.42: The relationship between project in experience and the problem facing
regarding problem solving and uncertainty reduction

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 40.0703 ZI. 007
Likelihood Ratio 44.592
Linear-by-Linear
Association 1236 1 264
N of Valid Cases 114

a' 26 cells (81.3%) have expected count less than 5.
The minimum expected countis .05.

The results in Chi-Square tests table (above%_s_uggest that there IS a strong relationship
between rotj)ect_ in experience and team ability in solving problem and reduce any
uncertainty, basing on Sign (p) value of (0.007).

However, the test results in this instance is not reliable since eleven cells (81.3%) have
exgected count less than 5 as indicated under the table. When the percentage exceeds
20%, the Chi-square result becomes unreliable.
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14.2.3. Problem facing in Continuous Concurrent

Respondents were asked to answer the _o'_uest_ion, what do you see as the largest problem
within Your NPI project for team ability in managing tasks and coordination with
external team and intenal team

Results are presented in following table.

Table 7.43: Descriptive statistical results of problem facing regarding
continuous concurency

Continous concurrent

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency  Percent Percent e Percent

2 02 202 02

Valid  Low performance in task

management
Less coorperation with
customer 30 26.3 26.3 46.5
Less cooperation with
Supplier 6 5.3 5.3 51.8
Less cooperation within
team 14 123 12.3 64.c
Less supportfrom
management/ product 8 7.0 7.0 71.1
champion
Less mutidiscipline team 29 25.4 25.4 96.5
Other 4 3.5 3.5 0
Total 114 1000 1000
Continous concurrent
Other
3.5% Low performance in t

Less mutidiscipline

Figure 735: Evaluation results of problem facing regarding continuous concurrency

The results of the questionnaire showed that 26.3% of respondents thought that their
team has less communication and coorperation between team and customer, 25.4% of
respondents thought that their team has less multi-discipline team or not enough people
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to perform any specific tasks, 20.2% of respondents thought that their team has low
performance in task management, 12.3% of respondents thought that their team has less
communication and coorperation within team, 7.0% of respondents thought that their
team has low support from management or project champion, 5.3% of respondents
thou?_ht that their team has less communication ‘and coorperation between team and
supplier, and another 3.5% of respondents thought that their team has low comunication
or language skills.

Based on the result, it indicated that the most critical problem that the company is now
facing is less communication and coorperation between team and customer. LeSs multi-
discipline team or not enough people to perform an?/ specific tasks and low
Per_formance in task management are the next critial problems that the company also
acing.

In order to verify the relationship between project in experience and the problem within

NPI progect for feam ability in managing tasks and coordination with external team and
intenal feam, Chi-square test was employed.

Table 7.44: The crosstabulation results between project in experience and the problem
facing regarding continuous concurency

Continous concurrent * Project in experience Crosstabulation

Count
Project in experience
1-2 3-4 5-6 7 projects
projects projects projects  and more Total
Continous  Low performance in task
concurrent  management M 2 3 4 23
Less coorperation with
customer 28 2 30
Less cooperation with
supplier 2 4 6
Less cooperation within
team 12 2 14
Less support from
management/ product 6 2 3
champion
Less mutidiscipline team 17 12 29
Other 2 4
Total 81 X 3 10 114
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Table 7.45: The relationship between project in experience and the problem fec
mgoonfruon.s |Jercy A& precmieong
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Value df (2-sid
Pearson Chi-Square 68.238a 18 %
Likelihood Ratio 57.899 18
kgseoacri-abt%lo-#near 31 1 543
N of Valid Cases 114

a- 21 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5.
The minimum expected count is .11.

The results in Chi-Square tests table (above_z suggest that there is a strong _reIa_tionshiﬁ
between project in experience and team ability in managm? tasks and coordination wit
external team and intenal team, basing on Sign (p) value of (0.000).

However, the test results in this instance is not reliable since eleven cells (75.0%) have
exgected count less than 5 as indicated under the table. When the percentage exceeds
20%, the Chi-square result becomes unreliable.

14.24 Problem facing in Simplicity

Respondents were asked to answer the question, what do you see as the largest problem
within your NPI project for team ability to reduce complexity in product, process,
system, ‘documentation, and organization.

Results are presented in following table.

Table 7.46: Descriptive statistical results of problem facing regarding simplicity
Simplicity
Valid Cumulativ

Frequency  Percent Percent e Percent
Valid  Low flexibility and

response to change in 40 35.1 35.1 35.1
design/develope

Organization does not

support in increasing 14 123 123 474
Low support from

management/product 8 7.0 7.0 54.4
champion

ho support tools 18 158 15.8 70,
No standard procedure ]1 9.6 9.6 79.8
No generic method use 61 61 %0

to guide project planning

No project performance
evaluation IS applied 16 140 14.0 1(00

Total 114 1000 1000
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Figure 736: Evaluation results of problem facing regarding simplicity

The results of the questionnaire showed that 35.1% of respondents thought that their
team has low flexibility and low response to change in design and deveIoRment, 15.8%
of respondents thought that their team has no support tools available such as computer
based- tools, prototype, quality tools, etc., 14.0% of respondents thought that there'is no
procedure or method use to evaluate the project performance and status against
customer requirements, 12.3% of respondents “thought that or(Tlamzanon does not
support in mcreasm% decision-making authority and” lower level in team, 9.6% of
respondents thought that there is no standard procedures use for carrying out the NPI
project, 7.0% of respondents thought that their team has low support from management
or PijeCt champion, and another 6.1% of respondents thought that there is no generic
method use to guide project planning.

Based on the result, it indicated that the most critical problem that the company is now
facing is low flexibility and low resPonse to change in design and _develoi)ment. No
support tools avilable such as computer based- tools, prototype, quality tools, etc. and
no procedure or method use to evaluate the PijeCt Performance and status against
customer requirements, are the next critial problems that the company also facing.

In order to verify the relationship between project in experience and the problem within
NPI project for team ability in reducing complexity in product, process, system,
documeitation, and organizaion, Chi-square test was employed.
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Table 747 Fa?i?g I%osri] nrﬁ%ﬁybewmen project in experience and the problem

Simplicity *Project in experience Crosstabulation

Count
Project in experience
1. 3.4 5.6 7 projects
projects projects projects  and more Tota
Simplicity ~ Low flexibility and
response to change in 26 12 2
design/develope
Organization does not
sugport in increasing 12 2
Low support from
management/product 4 4
champion
No supporttools
availagli 10 2 6
No standard procedure 10 1
No ggneric r_nethod use 5 2
to guide project planning
No project performance 1 2
evaluation IS applied
Total 81 20 3 10

Table 7.48: The relationship between project in experience and the problem facing
regarding simplicity

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp.

Value df (2-sided.b
Pearson Chi-Square 50.909a 18 (II)

Likelihood Ratio 48.765 18
Linear-by-Linear

Association 276 1 999
N of Valid Cases 114

a-21 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5.
The minimum expected count is .18.

The results in Chi-Square tests table (abovel)_suggest that there is a strong relationshi
between project in experience and team ability in r_educmg_ cor(ns)lexny in Brggg)c
ign (p 000).

However, the test results in this instance is not reliable since eleven cells (75.0%) have
erected count less than 5 as indicated under the table. When the percentage exceeds
20%, the Chi-square result becomes unreliable.

process, system, documentation, and organization, basing on value of (
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