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Summary / Abstract 

How can scores from a concept tested in Germany be reliably compared to those from the 
same concept tested in China? Measured and true concept scores can vary widely between 
countries due to e.g. cultural response behavior, response styles, time of measurement or 
consumer innovation profile. Based on a 14-country study covering Europe, the Americas 
and Asia-Pacific, the authors have developed a framework for assessing ‘pure’ concept 
performance independent of contextual or biasing factors, providing an alternative approach 
to the often criticized traditional benchmarking of concepts. 
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Introduction 

Innovation is more than ever a key differentiator in the 

marketplace, critical for the future prosperity of 
companies and taking up ever increasing amounts of 

corporate spending (Cohen, Eliashberg and Ho 
2000). A recent study of the Boston Consulting Group 
(2007) including the responses from 2,468 senior 

executives in 58 countries revealed that 66% included 
innovation in their top three strategic priorities and 
that 67% intends to increase spending on innovation.  

In an effort to streamline the ‘innovation-to-cash’ 
process, companies typically have a more or less 

disciplined way of optimizing investment options and 
making decisions (Andrew et al. 2007; Kahn, Barczak 
and Moss 2006). Nevertheless, when asked about 

what senior executives thought was preventing their 
companies from achieving a higher return on 
innovation, not less than 33% responded they were 

having difficulties in choosing the right ideas to 
commercialize. Allocating resources at the early stage 
of the innovation process is indeed quite a challenge 

considering the inherent uncertainty involved in 
determining the commercial potential of new products 
(Dahan and Mendelson 2001; Herzenstein, Posavac 

and Brakus 2007). Considering the globalizing 
economy this task becomes even more difficult. 

The role of concept screening in 
innovation research 

Organizations employ a variety of market research 

techniques involving the customer in the product 
development process (Kahn, Barczak and Moss 
2006). One of the commonly applied steps in this 

process consists of understanding which concepts to 
take further down the innovation funnel via a concept 
test approach (Dahl and Moreau 2002; Jagpal, Jedidi 

and Jamil 2007; Wind 1973). Concept tests provide 
useful information about, among others, the appeal, 
uniqueness, relevance and buying intention related to 

different new product ideas. They help avoid costly 
errors, reduce uncertainty and provide directions for 
redesigning products before actual launch (Dahan 

and Mendelson 2001; Duke 1994; Iuso 1975). While 
concept tests are relatively cheap, they have a high 
leverage on later, much more expensive phases of 

product development (Dahan and Mendelson 2001; 
Klink and Athaide 2006). As such, it is essential to be 
able to take correct go/no go decisions, minimizing 

type I and type II errors (Iuso 1975; Klink and Athaide 
2006; Schmidt and Calantone 1997; Wind 1973). 

As the extremely high rate of failure of new products 
cannot be fully attributed to poor executions of 

apparently good concepts, the reliability and 
predictive validity of concept screening has been 
questioned many times (Duke 1994; Griffin 1997; Iuso 

1975; Tauber 1975; Trebbi and Flesch 1983). 
Consequently, a wide range of studies has focused 
on this topic: alternative ways of aggregating 

individual responses as a basis for estimating sales 
potential or trial (Dubas, Dubas and Atwong 1999), 
the effect of concept execution or stimuli design on 

predictive quality (Haley and Gatty 1971; Klink and 
Athaide 2006; Lees and Wright 2004), the impact of 
respondent characteristics on concept screening 

outcomes (Duke 1994; Klink and Athaide 2006; 
Mahajan and Muller 1998; Wind 1973), the biases 
inherent in scalar measures of intention (Jagpal, 

Jedidi and Jamil 2007; Kalwani and Silk 1982), the 
effect of the research design (Cabaniss 2003; Iuso 
1975; Trebbi and Flesch 1983), the relationship 

between stated intentions and actual behavior 
(Chandon, Morwitz and Reinartz 2005; Kalwani and 
Silk 1982; Tauber 1975), and so on.  

Buying intention as a key 
performance indicator in 
concept screening 

In any concept screening project, unpriced and/or 

priced buying intent is regarded as one of the key 
performance indicators of a particular concept 

(Jamieson and Bass 1989). It is believed to have a 
strong relationship with actual purchase as the 
respondent can independently incorporate all possible 

factors that may contribute to a purchase decision 
(Iuso 1975; Kalwani and Silk 1981; Klink and Athaide 
2006; Morwitz and Schmittlein 1992). The most 

commonly applied purchase intention question is a 
five-point Likert scale comprising the following answer 
options: definitely buy, probably buy, not sure, 

probably not buy and definitely not buy (Dubas, 
Dubas and Atwong 1999; Jagpal, Jedidi and Jamil 
2007). Different aggregation rules are typically applied 

on these intent scales in order to predict real trial 
purchases: percentage of top box or top two box, 
percentage of top box plus half the percentage of the 

second box or a weighted combination of all item 
scales (Chandon, Morwitz and Reinartz 2005; Dubas, 
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Dubas and Atwong 1999; Jamieson and Bass 1989; 
Morwitz and Schmittlein 1992).  

Benchmarking 

When testing a set of innovations, marketers are not 

only interested in the absolute score of the concept 
but also want to know how good or bad the concept 

performs in comparison with other concepts in the 
product category. The market research industry has 
addressed this issue by using benchmark databases 

including results from previous studies, providing a 
norm or a ‘relevant’ historical comparison to help 
interpret a concept score (Duke 1994; Iuso 1975; 

Lewis 1984). The outcomes from a concept test are 
then compared with the benchmark data of a certain 
target group, country and/or product category. Based 

on action standards derived from benchmarks, 
researchers can consequently provide an indication 
whether concept performance in a particular country 

is ‘weak’, ‘average’ or ‘high’. However, there are 
several flaws or dangers to this approach: 

(1) First of all, data in benchmark databases are not 

always measured in a consistent way and may 
therefore contain several forms of bias. Data 

from different countries and/or categories are 
directly compared or data suffer from method 
and research design bias. 

(2) A second issue is that benchmark databases are 
reflections of the past. Purchase intentions are 

not stable over time as new players and 
technologies change market dynamics. 
Changing demographics (e.g. age, social class) 

and life style trends (e.g. health) affect 
consumer attitudes, expectations and behaviors 
towards products as well. It is unsure at what 

point in time data become invalid and outdated. 
Databases are also often incomplete as 
emerging markets like China, Russia, India or 

even Eastern European countries (Smurthwaite 
2002) are seldom represented, while they are 
important markets for new product development. 

In this respect, the ‘Innovation 2007’ report from 
the Boston Consulting Group indicated that 38 
percent of senior executives intend to increase 

innovation spending in new rapidly developing 
economies. 

(3) Third, benchmark data can be distorted by 

sampling strategy. In advanced benchmarking 

exercises, managers require detailed levels of 
data which require robust sample composition 

and sample sizes. For example, comparing 
social demographic groups in Eastern Europe 
who possess a specific electronic device may be 

flawed due to the fact that such groups are hard 
to find. In addition, sampling designs are 
different from study to study. Data are collected 

via e.g. quota, snowball or random samples, but 
strictly speaking only data collected via the 
same sampling technique can be contrasted. 

Research participants may also differ in terms of 
personal characteristics that are not accounted 
for in screeners and/or the benchmark database. 

There may be differences in early adoptership, 
product involvement and product usage between 
samples (Steenkamp, Hofstede and Wendel 

1999).  

(4) Finally, measurement error at the individual level 

may lower comparability. For example, response 
styles represent a tendency to answer items in a 
certain way regardless of content. The essence 

of the response style problem is that the same 
response to a measurement scale can have 
different meanings for different respondents. By 

definition, response styles are not limited to 
specific content domains, such as socially 
sensitive variables, and can therefore be 

expected to be omnipresent in survey research 
(Baumgartner and Steenkamp 2001). Response 
styles which lead to different scores between 

individuals that have a similar evaluation of 
concepts are not taken into account (De Jong et 
al. 2008).  

International benchmarking  

Due to intensifying competition and saturated 

markets, several companies are adding new countries 
to their list of markets, generating questions such as: 
which product should be introduced in which market, 

should the innovation approach be country specific ... 
(Helsen, Jedidi and DeSarbo 1993). Also from an 
organizational perspective, company subunits are 

separated by various cultural and social boundaries, 
inhibiting meaningful assimilation of country-specific 
knowledge on new product development outcomes 

(Subramaniam 2006).While some attention has been 
paid to differences in diffusion mechanisms between 
countries (Helsen, Jedidi and DeSarbo 1993), 
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relatively limited attention has been paid to the 
problems related to evaluating innovation options for 

potential launch in multiple markets. Independent of 
the type of innovation or product category, concept 
scores in some countries (e.g. China) seem 

structurally higher than in other countries (e.g. 
Netherlands). While some of these differences are 
‘real’, for instance as a result of scarcity in certain 

markets affecting purchase intent (Wu and Hsing 
2006), other differences can be explained as a result 
of deviations between measured and true value. One 

potential source of deviation is cultural bias. Some 
cultures might have a tendency to answer any new 
concept test in a certain way. For example, in some 

countries, it is socially unacceptable to disagree with 
the group which might lead to higher scores on buying 
intention by default. 

An alternative to benchmarking 
concepts between countries: 
International Innovation Matrix 

In this study, we introduce an alternative approach to 

benchmarking concepts which is aimed at finding a 
solution for the limitations mentioned above. More 

specifically, we use the “International Innovation 
Matrix” (IIM) as a way of assessing true concept 
potential independent of contextual, cultural or other 

biasing factors.  

A first dimension of the matrix is the individual 

innovation potential of a concept. The individual 
Innovation Potential Index (IPI) reflects how well a 
specific concept performs for a consumer compared 

to that consumers’ natural tendency to adopt a new 

Figure 1 – International Innovation Matrix 
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product within the product category. In other words, 
the IPI is a within-subjects measure of “unpriced 

buying intention” that directly contrasts claimed 
buying intention for a specific concept with an a priori 
purchase intention for a new product, within a specific 

domain or product category.  In technical terms the 
IPI is calculated as follows: 

  (1) 

 

with: 

 = innovation potential 

index of concept i for individual j 

 = measured buying 

intention for concept i for individual j 
(concept score) 

 = a priori purchase 

intention of new product in category z 
for individual j 

Framing the a priori purchase intention (API) domain 

within a specific product category is important as the 
API might be different between categories for one 

consumer. Previous research indicates that 
consumers learn faster about new products and make 
fewer mistakes in judging them if they are provided 

with background information about the relevant 
product categories (Moreau, Markman and Lehman 
2001). We believe that, by asking respondents their 

natural propensity to buy an innovation in a certain 
category, we set an anchor in their mind that allows 
normalizing scores across individuals, thus increasing 

the validity of the measure. As both variables are 
rated by the same consumer, we assume that the 
eventual biases in the API and CS are the same. By 

taking into account the deviations between both 
scores, we thus remove noise from concept scores 
merely caused by study (e.g. sampling), personal 

(e.g. response style, involvement, frequency …) or 
time effects. Such a normalized score therefore 
allows marketers to benchmark concepts measured at 

different moments, with a different research design 
among different individuals.   

Following this reasoning, we formulate the following 

research propositions: 
� � ��� � � � � � � � � � 	� � 
 � � �� 
�� � � � � � � � � � �� � �� �� � � ��


 � � � � � � � �� � � �� � ��� �� �� �� ��� 
 �� � � �

� � ��� 	� 	� � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	� � � � � � �� �� � � � � � � �� � � �
� � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � 
 � � � �� �� �� � 

 � � � � 
� � ���
� �� � �
 � � � �� �� � �

 � � �
 � � � � � � � �� � � �� � �

� � �� 	� 	� �� � �� � � � � � � � � � � � 
� � � 
 � � � � ��
� � � 
 � � � � 
 �� � �� � � �� � � � 
 � � � � 
�� � � � � � � � �� � �
� � � � � � � �� �� � � � � � 
 � � � �� � � � � 
 � � � � 
 �� � �� � �
�� �� �� �� � � �� � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � �
� � � � � � 
 � ��� 
 � � � � � �� � � � � � 
 � �� � � � � ��� � 
 �� �
� � � � � � 
 � � �� � � � � � � � � ��  � � � � � 
 � � � �� �
� � 
 �� � �� � !�

From daily practice in concept testing we know that 

certain countries have a systematic tendency to be 
more or less open to new concepts. This may 
however not reflect reality, and thus buying intentions 

need correction at the market level as well. The 
second dimension of the matrix reflects the true 
market potential of a certain concept in a country. The 

Market Potential Index (MPI) indicates how well a new 
concept performs against the average level of buying 
intentions across concepts in a specific market. MPI is 

a within-country measure of individual unpriced 
buying intention which is controlled for a country’s 
propensity to buy regardless of the innovation. This 

country buying propensity (CBP) is defined as a 
tendency of a specific country to respond 
(un)favorably to new product concepts.  

  (2) 

 

with: 

 = market potential index of concept 

i for individual j 

 = measured buying intention for 

concept i for individual j (concept score) 

 = country y’s buying 

propensity of new products across 
categories 

CBP can be operationalized by calculating the 

average buying intention across a series of concepts 
and product categories within a country. If CBP truly 

exists, it needs to be consistent across studies and 
countries and must be reflected by different cultural 
values as well. While undoubtedly a priori intentions 

to buy at the individual and country level share some 
variance, CBP is different from API in a number of 
aspects. First, CBP is country-specific, while API is 
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individual. Second, CBP is general and independent 
of product category, while API is domain and product 

category specific. 

Following the above we wish to test the following 

propositions to validate the CBP measure: 

P4:  CBP can be measured in a reliable way 

P5:  CBP is strongly related to cultural values 

P6: There is a low correlation between CBP and 
API 

The aim of the MPI is to correct measured buying 

intention in order to reflect true concept success in a 
market. Departing from unbalanced and 
systematically biased concept buying intentions per 

country, the MPI normalizes purchase intentions by 
taking these systematic country buying propensities 
into account. In other words, the measured buying 

intentions of different products will be systematically 
higher or lower in certain countries, but the MPI will 
show a more balanced and variable ranking of 

product concept performance. If this manipulation for 
country bias is correct, it implies that the average 
market potential across concepts is equal in each 

country. In other words, if systematic country 
differences are successfully neutralized than there 
should not be systematic country differences any 

more, only product (category) differences. Besides, 
the MPI still needs to reflect true buying intentions. In 
other words, we need to avoid that the correction 

takes away any true differences in buying intention 
between countries. Several research propositions 
result from this reasoning which will validate the MPI 

measure: 

P7:  While the original buying intentions are 
biased due to CBP, the MPI generates a 
more balanced variability in performance 
across concepts (i.e. a ranking which does 
not put certain countries systematically on 
top or at the bottom) 

P8:  The MPI country average across all concepts 
is equal in all countries as the index corrects 
for all cultural bias 

P9: There is a high correlation between MPI and 
the original CS per individual, which 
indicates true market differences are 
maintained 

 

4 quadrants of new concepts 

Based on the performance of a specific concept on 

both dimensions, new product ideas can be classified 
in 4 groups with each their specific management 
implications (see Figure 1).  

(1) True winners. These concepts score high on 
innovation and market potential. Consequently, 

they deserve further development or 
implementation as they thrive on market 
preference as well as individual taste. These 

concepts need to be launched to as broad a 
public as possible with a suitable consumer 
insight in these countries where they appeal the 

most. 

(2) Extrinsic winners. Market-driven concepts are 

driven by market performance rather than by the 
inherent consumer appreciation. As such, 
concepts in this quadrant are expected to enjoy 

relatively strong trial rates. However, as the 
market for such concepts is relatively appealing, 
it is likely that competitors will flood this market 

soon. By consequence, considerable attention 
should be paid to enhancing perceived 
uniqueness versus potential alternatives.  

(3) Intrinsic winners. Ideas that score high on 
innovation potential and low on market potential 

are getting their success intrinsically from the 
individual consumer. These concepts do not 
necessarily benefit from market conditions and 

can be leveraged as a result of it, but exceed 
consumers’ natural propensity to adopt an 
innovation in this category. The reasons for this 

may be varied: e.g. the product category may be 
in development, the concept may be extremely 
unique, there may only be specific consumer 

segments interested, and so on. Further market 
assessment may be needed for these concepts 
to assess why the market structure is not 

favorable (e.g. lack of market education or 
knowledge). 

(4) Low downs. Ideas that score low on innovation 

and market potential have no future. Concepts in 
this segment should obviously not be taken 

further down the innovation funnel. 
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Method 
 
Data collection & sample characteristics 

An online survey was conducted in 14 different 
countries (Belgium, the Netherlands, France, UK, 

Germany, Spain, Italy, Russia, Canada, Australia, 
China, Brazil and Hungary). Data were representative 
for the general population of the country on age, 

gender and language (if applicable). Data were 
collected via the opt-in Internet access panel of XL 
Online Panels (www.xlonlinepanels.com).  

 
Concepts 

Within each market, 95 different new product ideas 

were tested from 4 different product categories, 
namely coffee, tea, human food, and snack food. The 

unbranded product ideas were provided by our 
partner companies Heinz, McCain, Sara Lee and 

another large food manufacturing company. The 
concepts had been tested previously in particular 

countries which allowed us to select a spread of 
weak, mediocre and strong ideas. Each concept was 
presented to 150 respondents. 

 
Measurement & procedure 

Respondents were randomly assigned to a product 

category they did not reject. Each respondent 
evaluated 10 product ideas. Respondents completed 

questions about their usage and involvement of the 
product category, early adoptership, socio-
demographic data (gender, age, social class), and 

response style. Social class was measured by the 
ESOMAR social class methodology based on age of 
finishing highest education, profession (active 

population) and number of durables (passive 
population). Response style was captured by the 
shortened Greenleaf scale (Greenleaf 1992). The 

Table 1: Country Buying Propensity in our study versus in the benchmark database 
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Brazil 3,84  na 

Russia 3,49  na 

Spain 3,41  3,53 

Hungary 3,34  3,60 

Australia 3,30  3,30 

Canada 3,28  na 

Italy 3,20  na 

France 3,17  3,44 

Germany 3,16  3,30 

UK 3,10  3,53 

US 3,09  3,30 

Belgium 3,01  3,20 

Netherlands 2,86  3,05 
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most relevant response style was used here, namely 
the individual intra-subject mean (ISM) across the 16-

item scale. All respondents also scored the API for 
the different categories. 

Results 
 
Innovation Potential Index 

We assumed that the API and measured buying 

intention are equally biased by study characteristics, 
time effects and bias at the respondent level (e.g. 

response style). Since both measures are part of the 
same study completed at the same moment in time, 
we are confident that they were influenced in the 

same way by the first two types of bias. In order to 
test our first research proposition and assess the 
impact of response style (ISM) on the a priori and 

concept scores, two regression analyses with 
response style as independent variable and API or 
buying intent as dependent variable were conducted. 

Although the explained variance of response style on 
both scores was very limited, both regressions were 
significant and the effect of response styles was 

similar (API R² = 3% -  buying intention R² = 4%). 
Hence, the API and buying intentions are affected by 

response styles in a similar way and we accept P1. 

Next, the Innovation Potential Index (IPI) was 

calculated according to equation (1). Since the IPI is 
supposed to be a within-subject measurement that is 
free of bias due to personal characteristics, response 

styles should no longer have an effect on the IPI. IPI 
was regressed on response styles and the explained 
variance by response style was reduced to 0%. 

Hence, we accept P2 as we have indications that the 
index is free from bias coming from individual 
response style.  

The aim of our manipulation for the IPI was to be able 
to compare concept scores measured with different 

participants, regardless of consumer background. If 
the operation was successful and we wish to compare 
IPI over time, from different research designs and 

individuals than the index should be independent of 
personal characteristics like age, gender, social class, 
country and consumption patterns (buying frequency, 

category involvement, early adoptership). A general 

Table 2: Correlations between CBP and cultural values 
 

Country PDI IDV MAS UAI LTO CBP 

Correlation between 
cultural value and CBP 0,61 - 0,85 0,20 - 0,04 0,85 

 

United States 40 91 62 46 29 3,09 

Australia 36 90 61 51 31 3,3 

United Kingdom 35 89 66 35 25 3,1 

Netherlands 38 80 14 53 44 2,86 

Italy 50 76 70 75 3,2 

Belgium 65 75 54 94 3,01 

France 68 71 43 86 3,17 

Germany 35 67 66 65 31 3,16 

Hungary 46 55 88 82 3,34 

Spain 57 51 42 86 3,41 

Brazil 69 38 49 76 65 3,84 

China 80 20 66 40 118 4,15 

Canada 39 80 52 48 23 3,28 

Russia 93 39 36 95 3,49 
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linear model was estimated containing age, gender, 
social class, country as fixed factors and buying 

frequency, category involvement and early 
adoptership as covariates and the IPI as dependent 
variable. The R² of the model was only 3% indicating 

low fit. With 7 independent variables this points to the 
fact that the index is hardly influenced by personal 
characteristics. We accept P3 and IPI can be used for 

benchmarking across individuals. 
 
Market Potential Index 

Proposition 4 stated that country buying 

propensi(CBP) could be measured adequately by 
means of calculating the average buying intention 

across 95i different concepts per country. The CBP 
scores per country are depicted in table 1. We notice 
that the CBP is highest for China, Brazil, and Russia 

and CBP is lowest for Belgium and the Netherlands. 
Although the scores are calculated over 95 concepts, 
representing a reliable sample size, we double-

checked the reliability of the measure by calculating 
the correlation between the country values obtained in 
this study and the country values obtained from our 

benchmark database including more than 5.500 
concepts. The correlation between the two scores 
was r = 0.77. This indicates that our measure of CBP 

is reliable and consistent, hence we accept P4. 

If CBP has face validity, it would imply it is related to 
cultural dimensions. The correlations between the 

CBP for each country with Hofstede’s (2001) cultural 
values were calculated. Hofstede identified and 
validated four independent dimensions of national 

culture differences, with a fifth dimension added later. 
Power distance (extent to which the less powerful 
members of organizations and institutions accept and 

expect that power is distributed unequally), 
individualism (ties between individuals are loose), 
masculinity (distribution of roles between the 

genders), uncertainty avoidance (society’s tolerance 
for uncertainty and ambiguity), and long-term 
orientation (society has a pragmatic future oriented 

view). The correlations between CBP and Hofstede’s 
cultural values are shown in table 2.  

Table 3: Country ranks based on measured buying intentions 
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We see a strong correlation with two dimensions, 
namely individualism and long-term orientation. The 

higher a country values individualism, the lower the 
country buying proneness. This is logical as 
collectivistic societies stress identities based on the 

group they belong to, while individualistic cultures put 
more emphasis on private opinions and self-
actualization. Long-term orientation is also highly 

correlated. Societies which have a pragmatic future 
oriented view and do not focus on instant gratification 
have a higher country buying proneness. We also 

observe a moderate to strong correlation with power 
distance. In societies with high power distance, 
everyone has a rightful place in society. All these 

effects of cultural values and CBP can be explained 
by the fact that in collectivistic, long-term and power-
distant cultures, people are less critical towards 

innovations because they tend to see more value in it, 
if not for themselves than for others or for society as a 
whole in the long run. Since there is no correlation 

with masculinity and uncertainty avoidance, we 
partially accept P5. 

As a final measurement of the construct validity, P6 

stated that the correlation between the CBP and the 
API was low. As the correlation of the two measures 

is r = 0.24, we accept P6.  

All in all, we can conclude that the measure of CBP is 
reliable and valid and can be used for calculating the 

true market potential.  

For testing P7, we assessed the variability in 

measured buying intention across innovations 
between countries. Purchase Potential Indices (PPI)1 
were calculated for the 95 concepts tested in 14 

countries. Next, countries were ranked from high to 
low PPI for all concepts and counts were made for 
every country of how many times the country ranked 

first in buying intention, second … across concepts. 
The results can be found in table 3.  

 

                                                           

 

1 PPI is calculated by assigning a value of 70 to 
respondents that indicated that they were definitely 
going to buy and a value of 30 to respondents that 
indicated that they would probably buy the concept. 
All other respondents got a value of 0. Next, we 
calculated the PPI by taking the average for a concept 
across respondents in a country. 

 

Table 4: Country ranks based on true market potential (corrected for CBP) 
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One clearly observes that certain countries like China, 

Russia, and Brazil consistently have among the 
highest PPI scores for all concepts that have been 
evaluated. Similarly, almost all concepts perform less 

well in Belgium and the Netherlands. With testing 95 
different innovations in different categories, the lack in 
variability in country ranks across concepts between 

countries is again a clear indication of the fact that 
CBP does exist. In a next phase, the measured 
concept scores were corrected using the formula of 

equation (2). With a similar procedure, the variability 
between the countries across product ideas is 
assessed by calculating how many times a country 

was ranked first, second … The results are shown in 
table 4.  

We observe a much larger variability across concepts 

between countries based on the MPI (corrected for 
CBP). For instance, when just taking PPI into 

account, all concepts tested in China scored in the top 

3 all the time. With the correction for CBP, we see a 
nice spread across places for China. Therefore, we 

accept P7.  

If the manipulation of the measured buying intention 

with the CBP was correct, while keeping good and 
bad product ideas in each country, we expect the 
country averages across concepts to be equal. The 

results are depicted in figure 2.  

We observe a standard deviation of almost 0 between 

countries in terms of the average market potential 
across product concepts. This implies that our 
normalization procedure was successful and product 

concepts can be compared across countries without 
problem. P8 is thus accepted. 

The last fundamental test of the validity of MPI lies in 

the fact that the MPI aims at removing all cultural 
bias, while maintaining the true market potential. 

Therefore, we want to maintain a strong correlation 

Figure 2: International Innovation Matrix 
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with the measured buying intent. P9 is confirmed as 
the correlation between measured buying intention 

and the MPI is r = 0.96.  
 
International Innovation Matrix 

In a final step, we wanted to assess the implications 
of classifying innovations via the new method. 

Therefore, we compared traditional ways of 
benchmarking with the insights generated through 
using the International Innovation Matrix.  We picked 

a human food concept (a sauce) as example. 

A first way of classifying concepts is to define action 

standards based on the different concept scores per 
product category across countries. This type of 
benchmarking is often applied when a sufficiently 

large sample of observations per country is missing.  
Per product category, we calculated the quartiles on 

buying intention. New concepts in the first quartile 
score weak in comparison to other concepts in this 
category. New concepts in the second and third 

quartile perform on average. 

Concepts that are situated in the fourth quartile are 

successful innovations and would generally been 
taken further down the innovation funnel. When 
applying this first method to the human food example, 

we see that the innovation would get a go in China, 
Russia and the UK.  Because we have defined our 
cut-offs across countries, we observe that almost all 

concepts do well in China and Brazil, while doing 
badly in the Netherlands and Belgium.  

Figure 3: International Innovation Matrix example 
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A more advanced way of classifying concepts is to 
apply action standards within a certain product 

category for each country. By doing so, we take into 
account structural cultural differences. For each 
country, we defined quartiles on buying intention. 

When looking at the same human food example, we 
observe that the concept is successful in Germany, 
the Netherlands, Russia, UK and Belgium. Although 

this is a more sophisticated way of classifying 
concepts, CBP can still bias the data. Moreover, 
differences in research design and sampling could 

affect the action standards applied (this is not the 
case in this study as we applied a consistent design 
and sampling strategy). 

Finally, we plotted the new concept in the 
International Innovation Matrix. Again, action 

standards for both MPI and IPI were defined based on 
the quartiles. Since the MPI takes into account 
different market conditions and the IPI is independent 

of individual characteristics including country, we can 
determine the action standards for both dimensions 
across countries. We have two true winners: UK and 

the Netherlands. In these countries, the product idea 
is perceived as truly innovative, showing clear market 
potential. We observe that the other successful 

product launches based on the traditional way of 
benchmarking can be found in other quadrants. While 
Russians seem to embrace the concept idea from an 

individual perspective, the Russian market does not 
seem to be ready for this type of concept. On the 
other hand, the success of the new concept in 

Belgium and Germany is more a result of the specific 
market situation than of the intrinsic concept 
performance.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summarizing, we assessed the impact of applying the 
International Innovation Matrix by comparing the go 

versus no go decision between the traditional 
benchmarking method per country and the 
International Innovation Matrix. In 84% of the cases, 

both classifications lead to a similar recommendation: 
70% of the new concepts would be rejected and 14% 
of the product ideas would be taken further down the 

innovation funnel. However, 13% of the innovations 
would have been considered further for launch via the 
traditional way of benchmarking but would not have 

gotten a ‘green light’ based on the International 
Innovation Matrix. Moreover, 3% of the innovations 
would be regarded as true winners based on the 

International Innovation Matrix, whereas based on 
traditional benchmarking these concepts would not 
have been considered further. 
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Implications 
The implications of our study are far-reaching. We 

have developed a framework for assessing ‘pure’ 
concept performance independent of contextual or 

biasing factors, providing an alternative approach to 
the often criticized traditional benchmarking of 
concepts. One of the major implications related to the 

results of our study is that benchmarking is possible 
across countries, eliminating the need for country-
specific benchmarking and related action standards. 

In case a new concept would be tested via a concept 
screening approach in a country in which no country-
specific benchmarking information is available for a 

specific product category (e.g. Vietnam), the IPI 
benchmark data can be reliably used for assessing 
whether or not the scores generated by this concept 

are good, average or weak. By consequence, the 
International Innovation Matrix can directly be used to 
assess concept performance in new emerging 

markets for which no benchmarking information is 
available. A second important implication of our study 
is that IPI information can be reliably compared 

between target groups. In other words, results from 
concept screening studies that were targeted at 
different segments (e.g. female only versus natural 

spread in terms of gender) can be directly compared. 
This is critical as we know from experience that 
existing benchmarking databases are filled with 

information derived from various target groups. A third 
major implication is that personal characteristics 
which are not accounted for in screeners and/or the 

benchmark database do not have an impact on IPI 
scores. In other words, scores from an early adopter 
who is heavily involved with the product category and 

who is a heavy category user can be directly 
compared with scores from a laggard who is not 
involved and not using the product category at all. 

Finally, our method clearly shows the limitations of 
current benchmarking practices as the go or no go 
recommendations for our concept example were 

different in 16% of the cases. Given the large 
investments related to new product introductions, 
applying the International Innovation Matrix 

methodology can hopefully lower the rate of failure of 
new products. 
 

Limitations 
First, the usage of API implies the formulation of a 

relevant product category. However, respondents 
may have a different view on the category to which a 

new concept belongs, potentially undermining the 
validity of the API measure (Duke 1994). A second 
limitation is related to the aspect of timing. Whether or 

not IPI information can be reliably compared between 
different periods needs to be checked further as our 
cross-sectional research design did not allow testing 

for this. This is important as new players and 
technologies may change market dynamics over time. 
A longitudinal design or a follow-up study will make 

clear whether our assumption that IPI scores to 
remain comparable over time based on our within-
subject measurement method. Finally, although we 

see a difference in classification of 16% between 
classical benchmarking and the International 
Innovation Matrix, we have no clear evidence that the 

concept classification method based on the 
International Innovation Matrix is better than the 
alternative method. Therefore, future research should 

investigate the relationship between the position in 
the different quadrants and actual market 
performance in terms of sales results after product 

launch. 
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