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1 Introduction 

With market globalisation, more and more international players have entered the Russian 
market, forcing domestic companies ‘to innovate or die’. While the long-term success of 
a firm can depend on developing and introducing new products and services to the 
market, for the firms in transition economies these processes are often related to 
substantial barriers. It is obvious for many of them that their own resources and 
capabilities do not provide a basis for creating positional advantage and contributing to 
their performance (Day and Wensley, 1988), forcing the market local players to search 
for potential partners and to support collaborative practices in new product development 
(NPD). 

New products can be considered as the main outcomes of innovation development 
and a company’s growth engine. NPD includes both combination of knowledge in new 
products, processes, or services (Luecke and Katz, 2003) and commercialisation of new 
product (Freeman, 1982). Based on these definitions, we consider NPD as a holistic 
process of innovation starting from idea generation, a development phase, and technology 
adoption or creation to commercialisation or internal use. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Collaborative approaches to new product development 3    
 

 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

The research on the product innovations developed by Russian firms does not provide 
sufficient evidence for explaining the drivers and performance of the NPD process in the 
context of the Russian economy. Roud (2007) states that the level of innovations in 
Russian firms is four times lower than in some European countries – e.g., Germany and 
Sweden. Comparing the BRIC (Brazil, Russia, India and China) economies and their 
innovation environment, Kaartemo (2009, p.11) reports that “Russia seems to be the 
worst positioned among the BRIC countries on the innovation front”. Both internal issues 
of the NPD process and external collaboration opportunities may be potential reasons for 
the lower product innovation performance. Not only path dependence and reliance on 
planning instead of customer demand, but also lack of infrastructure and financing,  
and the low level of consumer sophistication can lead to a failure of innovation 
development – the environment itself causes potential inhibiting factors for firms aiming 
to develop new products. The reasons for the underperformance of innovation strategies 
in Russia have mostly been studied at the institutional and macro level, while the drivers 
and barriers at the firm level are insufficiently presented in existing research. 

Both product design and development, and marketing activities of bringing the 
product to the market may require external collaboration to join the resources, knowledge 
and competencies of the partners (Amaldoss and Rapoport, 2005). The role of interfirm 
collaboration in product innovation is highlighted in the literature. As there is research 
evidence that firms tend to increase collaboration efforts when developing new products 
(Johnson and Filippini, 2009), there is also evidence that collaboration per se can 
contribute to the development of product innovation (Walter et al., 2006). The main 
driver behind collaboration in the product innovation process is the increasing time and 
cost pressure (Serrano and Fischer, 2007; Kleinsmann and Valkenburg, 2005).The 
collaborating firms may share resources, knowledge, and know how, and contribute to 
introducing new technologies or improving the time-to-market of new products or 
services (Ulaga and Eggert, 2003). While previous studies have focused on the analysis 
of collaboration practices in the Russian business context, there is hardly any evidence on 
collaboration in the NPD sphere. Only a few studies providing empirical evidence on 
collaboration practices exist on the subject. Roud (2007) claims that business groups in 
Russia can reach superior innovation results by integrating their resources and strategies. 

The present study aims at a two-fold contribution. First, it focuses on improving the 
understanding of the role of interfirm collaboration in NPD, and second, it targets the 
research context of the Russian transitional economy, which provides further challenges 
for both NPD and collaboration practices. The research questions of the paper concern 
the following main issues: 

1 Are there any patterns in the behaviour of Russian firms, which would describe their 
attitude to the firm’s openness in interaction with external partners in relation to 
NPD? 

2 Are these patterns related to the type of new product? 

3 Do these patterns reflect the strategic orientation of the firm? 
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2 Literature review 

2.1 Collaboration in NPD 

The research on collaborative innovations addresses the benefits firms can get by relying 
on collaboration as a way to improve the NPD process (McIvor and Humphreys, 2004; 
Marshall, 2004). Researchers differentiate between internal and external collaboration for 
NPD. Internal collaboration focuses mainly on the advantages that can be achieved by 
integrating the efforts in cross-functional teams (Jassawalla and Sashital, 2003; Johnson 
and Filippini, 2009). Johnson and Filippini (2009) argue that internal integration is not 
enough to achieve better results and alignment of internal and external collaboration is 
required to provide the best chances to improve the innovation capabilities and 
performance of a firm. The role of external partners in increasing innovation performance 
is thus crucial for success (Amaldoss and Rapoport, 2005). External cooperation may 
result in a faster time-to-market with less waste and re-work through the integration of 
suppliers and customers, regardless of the firm’s innovation capabilities level (Johnson 
and Filippini, 2009; Berger et al., 2005). External collaboration allows for resource 
contribution by partners, as well as collaborative value creation (Parung and Bititci, 2008; 
Amaldoss and Rapoport, 2005). 

This process of collaboration can be implemented by integrating the contribution of 
interaction, coordination and communication with different partners or stakeholders 
(Elias et al., 2002; Hart and Sharma, 2004). The integration of different functional areas 
is the backbone of innovations (Sarin and Mahajan, 2001), and these functional areas can 
also be integrated when speaking about various external partners involved. Not all 
innovations are patented (Botazzi and Giovanni, 2003), and the contribution of external 
partners is not always easy to assess. 

Companies with high skills in NPD cooperation (cooperation capability) have access 
to a large range of technologies and can manage their resources better (Noori, 1990; 
Torkkeli et al., 2009). Cooperation in NPD may occur on different levels: strategic 
(partner selection and management), executive (teams and processes), or infrastructural 
(Deck and Strom, 2002). Independently from the level of cooperation, firms need to 
develop specific organisational competencies to support this interaction. The cooperation 
capability is about how companies develop and manage partnerships (Dyer and Singh, 
1998). The core of cooperation capability is the integration of skills and tacit knowledge 
with external partners. Therefore, companies with better developed cooperation 
capability are more likely to have stronger relationships with their partners. Companies 
can develop their cooperation capability over time through daily interaction with their 
partners. Accumulated collaborative experience is an important explanatory variable for 
the achievement of successful knowledge flows (Child and Faulkner, 1998). The 
experience of cooperation with one partner is beneficial when the firm starts to cooperate 
with another one. Improved cooperation capability depends on the level of trust, 
knowledge sharing practices, and knowledge absorption capability of partners. 

The role of the contribution of external partners and interfirm collaboration cannot be 
underestimated. Even large companies do not always rely fully on in-house innovations, 
but tend to increase their involvement in strategic collaboration in innovation activities 
(Dodgson, 1993, Freeman and Hagedoorn, 1994), and intend to create their own values of 
cooperation (Smith and Blanck, 2002). Small companies often tend to cooperate in the 
sphere of NPD in order to overcome a shortage of resources or information (Teece, 
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1986), or when they need to outsource some of the production or operational processes, 
or establish networks with external organisations possessing the needed resources 
(Rothwell, 1992; Bull, 1993). However, enrolment into networks can also have some 
disadvantages, like dependency on a weaker partner, or, vice versa, domination by a 
stronger partner, high cooperation costs, time for management and organisation, as well 
as risks of lower secrecy (Biemans, 1992). 

Inter-organisational cooperation means coordinating the functions of NPD with 
partners and working out problems, which will bring new solutions and new ideas into 
the partnership (Uzzi, 1997) and speed up NPD. The synergy effect companies achieve as 
partners in NPD not only saves time and resources, but decreases the risks of 
overproduction of components and leaking of information and new ideas, and increases 
knowledge exchange. The integration of the knowledge of all partners into a unique 
collective knowledge is the result of successful collaboration. However, not all 
partnerships in R&D are successful. Some partnerships fail due to misunderstanding the 
type of close relationship uniting the partners (Hutt et al., 2000). Besides the substantial 
contribution of collaborative innovations, the existing research also reflects upon certain 
barriers in implementing collaborative product innovation, such as dissatisfaction with 
collaborative efforts, physical barriers, organisational and relational barriers, and 
knowledge barriers, etc. (Swink, 2006). 

Companies can cooperate in NPD with a variety of external partners: suppliers 
(Parkinson, 1985; Cunningham and Ford, 1993; Håkansson and Eriksson, 1993), 
competitors (Håkansson, 1989; Clark and Fujimoto, 1991), customers (von Hippel, 1988; 
Foxall, 1989; Rothwell, 1991; Foxall, 1994), and research organisations (Fowler, 1984; 
Gemünden et al., 1996), etc. The existing research provides evidence and conceptual 
development in a number of aspects of interfirm collaboration within the NPD process, 
such as product and market collaboration (Amaldoss and Rapoport, 2005),  
co-design and customer-centric collaboration between customers, retailers, and 
manufacturing (Berger et al., 2005), etc. In particular, client-supplier collaboration has 
been ‘an imperative strategy for NPD’ [Lam et al., (2007), p.688]. As Swink (2006) 
states, while product innovation and supply chain activities have been traditionally 
separated, collaborative innovation efforts require their integration. 

There are a number of classifications of the partners potentially involved in product 
innovation processes – ‘core’ and ‘fringe’ (Hart and Sharma, 2004); vertically forward, 
vertically backward, horizontal and diagonal (von der Heidt, 2008); and many others. 
According to Hart and Sharma (2004), it is possible to differentiate between so called 
‘core’ and ‘fringe’ stakeholders. The role of partners can thus be quite different, although 
it is mostly assumed that the ‘core’ ones can contribute more to innovation development. 
The partners have the opportunity to try, experiment, err, and then seek instruction and 
feedback from each other. Repeated over time, the parties may feel increasingly confident 
in their relationship, begin to share mutual understanding, and become more trusting 
(Ring and Van de Ven, 1994). 

Besides joint development, there can be various levels of involving external partners. 
The relationship marketing literature has contributed to the understanding of the elements 
of such involvement and the value it can create: including new knowledge and know 
how, access to third parties, support in innovation development, etc. (Walter et al., 2001). 
There are some studies which investigate the downstream-upstream cooperation  
(buyer-supplier cooperation) in order to describe cooperation as the relationship between 
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two or more partners in NPD (Appleyard, 2003). Vertical partnerships are project-based 
collaboration between a manufacturer and a customer or a supplier-partner to develop and 
commercialise new products (Anderson and Narus, 1990). 

The question is, how the firm can manage collaboration with external partners 
through coordinating the structure of partnerships, involvement of each side, the strategic 
aims of the firm, and priorities on the level of product innovation (from modifying 
existing products to radical innovations). 

Managing collaborative innovation processes increases the complexity of 
coordination (Marshall, 2004). Other factors of successful collaboration are 
communication patterns and skills matching (Bjelland and Wood, 2008). Bonney et al. 
(2007, p.396) name the following factors of successful collaborative innovation: shared 
vision, compatible structures and processes, opportunities for mutual benefits, presence 
of trust, and commitment. Based on the classification of multiple partners in external 
innovation collaboration, we thus assume that: 

P1 There are certain patterns in the way firms are selecting external partners to be 
involved in NPD processes. 

The partners vary in their ability to contribute to NPD. Kotabe and Swan (1995) have 
investigated the role of strategic alliances in high-technology NPD. They argue that there 
is a difference in the degree of innovativeness of the products that can be explained by 
whether the cooperating partners are associated to the firm by a horizontal linkage or a 
vertical linkage, and hypothesise that the products of horizontally cooperating firms are 
likely to be more innovative than products developed in case of vertical cooperation. 
Kotabe and Swan claim that horizontal collaboration tends to increase the level of 
innovativeness of products more than vertical collaboration or a single-firm strategy. The 
more successful firms collaborate with diverse partners in a range of innovation types. 
When discussing the role of external partners, it is important to mention the dichotomy 
proposed and discussed by Berthon et al. (1999). This approach differentiates between 
firms ‘serving’ existing markets and ‘creating’ new offerings, in many cases exceeding 
market expectations. While the first firms will mostly follow the requests of partners in 
the network to modify existing products or adapt them to partners’ needs, the latter ones 
will mostly use knowledge and insights from partners to foresee the direction of 
innovations that will guarantee future advantages. These innovations will be more radical 
by nature. 

If the sources of innovation are more likely external, the more radical the innovation 
can be (Georghiou et al., 1986; Gobeli and Brown, 1987; Meyers and Athaide, 1991;  
Yli-Renko et al., 2001). Incremental innovations owe most to innovative activity within 
an established line of productive activity. The most novel innovations depend on external 
technological developments which change a given design configuration. Intermediate 
forms of innovation may depend on either internal or external sources (Georghiou et al., 
1986). There is a significant positive association between a firm’s involvement of key 
stakeholders in product innovation and product innovation performance (von der Heidt, 
2008). Therefore, we develop our hypothesis as follows: 

P1a The patterns of external NPD-related collaboration are linked to the type of product 
innovation for the firm: radical new product innovations will require closer 
collaboration with a wider circle of partners. 
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Differences in the technical capabilities, role and objectives between the parties in a 
collaborative innovation process might lead to a potential conflict, and thus these 
differences, conflicts and interdependence are substantial elements of collaboration (Lam 
et al., 2007). Communication and information exchange are particularly important for 
multi-sided collaboration in NPD to achieve the primary objective of risk reduction that 
cannot be performed without risk assessment and communication between the sides 
(Kleinsmann and Valkenburg, 2005). The impact of risk assessment and alignment 
between the parties would lead to an improved speed of decision, expansion of scope of 
collaboration and degree of concurrency (Kayis et al., 2007). Parung and Bititci (2008) 
identify effective support from senior management, understanding the mission and 
objectives of collaboration, leadership, and excellence of partners as key factors of 
innovation collaboration success. The extent of tacit knowledge exchange, necessary for 
joint value creation (Parung and Bititci, 2008) depends on the parties’ ability to apply 
information technology to support interaction and facilitate communication (Seshasai and 
Gupta, 2009). 

2.2 NPD in Russia: challenges and perspectives 

The existing research does not provide sufficient evidence on product innovation 
development in Russia. There is some research, however, focusing on the success factors 
and barriers to product innovation success. According to Kadochnikov et al. (2003), 
product innovations by Russian firms are mainly forced by competition with domestic 
companies, change in market demand or appearance of new segments, and at the same 
time these are product innovations which are reported to have the most significant impact 
on firms’ performance. Analysing the situation with innovations in Russia, Roud (2007, 
p.5) reports that “firms’ innovative activities are constrained by lack of financial 
resources, flourish under the conditions of governmental support, are mainly oriented on 
technology purchasing rather than development and are somewhat constrained by lack of 
human resource.” 

Interfirm collaboration in the context of the Russian market has been more 
substantially studied (Salmi, 2004; Jansson et al., 2007; Johanson, 2008). On the other 
hand, hardly any evidence can be found in the existing literature on collaboration in NPD 
with participation of Russian firms. International companies might find it difficult to 
collaborate with Russian partners in the field of product innovations. Among the main 
problems of cooperating with Russian partners in the international collaboration 
perspective, the following reasons may be named: problems in commercialisation of 
Russian innovations because of weakness of intellectual property rights protection – 
transparency, lack of financing of innovation developments and start-ups, low level of 
English proficiency and international communication, bureaucracy, and corruption 
(Koponen, 2009). Lack of trust and commitment, and low understanding of how the value 
might be distributed provide substantial barriers to collaboration (Bonney et al., 2007). 
Besides, according to a World Bank study, the productivity of Russian R&D is very low 
in international comparison (Schaffer and Kuznetsov, 2007). 

In previous studies, the authors have investigated the differences in NPD between 
Russian and foreign companies operating in Russia. More than one third (36%) of foreign 
companies have introduced new products in the last three years compared to 26% of 
domestic companies. Foreign companies are more likely to cooperate with external 
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partners in the product development phase (Torkkeli et al., 2009). The results of previous 
studies indicate challenging trends related to product innovations in Russia. The pressure 
from international market players has a strong stimulating effect, driving the need for 
more radical product innovations. Firms perceiving this challenge as important will have 
to change their strategy and search for ways to innovate through collaboration. The 
ability of Russian firms to be successful in product innovations by adopting an in-house 
innovation model is questionable. Nevertheless, existing studies report that the driver for 
product innovations is not competition with international companies, but rather horizontal 
competition with domestic firms (Kadochnikov et al., 2004). The same study implies that 
vertical collaboration in NPD is a unique facilitator of product innovation in Russia. 
Following the logic of existing research, we imply that just those Russian firms that 
follow a strategic orientation at NPD leadership will be able to develop successful 
collaboration, both with domestic and international partners. 

P2 The intensity of external NPD collaboration will directly depend on the prioritisation 
of NPD-related strategic aims. 

3 Research design 

The empirical study was conducted during December 2007 to February 2008. 223 
Russian firms from various industries agreed to participate in the study through  
face-to-face structured interviews (average duration 1.5 hours). The key respondents were 
representatives of the marketing department or top management of the firm. A number of 
criteria were used to select the firms, including region, industry, and annual revenue of 
the company. The sampling method was based on the stratified sample approach, which 
means not a representative, but a meaningful structure of the sample. The data on the 
firms were taken from the database on registered Russian firms (SKRIN). One of the key 
criteria was the readiness of the firm to provide information, which may have been a 
potential limitation of the sampling method, as the firms less interested in NPD may have 
rejected participating in the study. On the other hand, analysis of the reasons for rejection 
of participation in the survey reflected mostly lack of time by potential respondents, not 
lack of interest in the study. 

Due to the selection of key respondents it was possible to obtain information on 
collaboration with external partners in relation to NPD processes. Key information on the 
sample is presented in Table 1. The average age of the firms in the sample was 29 years, 
varying from one to 134 years. The relationship between products and services in the 
firms’ portfolio varied from 0% to 100% with the average of 73% products and 27% 
services. The relationship between serving industrial and consumer markets also varied 
from 0% to 100%, the average of 56% firms serving industrial markets and 44% 
consumer markets. Out of the 223 firms in the sample, 1.8% assessed their economic 
situation as ‘near bankruptcy’, 4.9% as ‘bad’, 29.1% – as ‘satisfactory’, 46.6% as ‘good’, 
and only 10.3% as ‘excellent.’ 
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Table 1 Sample description 

Key industries % 

Machinery 19.4 
Food industry 13.1 
Production of construction materials 11.6 
Chemical industry 10.6 
Light industry 8.6 
Woodworking industry 6.8 
ICT 6.8 

Annual sales (2006)  

Less than 100 million RUR 51.6 
100–500 million RUR 24.7 
500 million to 1 billion RUR 11.6 
More than 1 billion RUR 12.1 

Type of firm  

Public companies 35.4 
Limited companies 59 
State companies 4 
Other 1.6 

Number of employees  

Less than 50 12.3 
From 50 to 100 14.6 
From 100 to 500 34.7 
From 500 to 1,000 17.4 
More than 1,000 21.0 

3.1 Measurements 

A number of variables related to collaboration in NPD were used in the study. The key 
respondents had to identify the extent of involvement of ten key groups of external 
partners in NPD, including suppliers in Russia, suppliers abroad, customers in Russia, 
customers abroad, intermediaries, shareholders, competitors, consultants, research 
organisations and partners in joint ventures. 

The type of NPD strategy was defined on the basis of three options: in-house NPD, 
collaborative NPD and outsourcing. 

• Involvement of external partners. A dichotomous question was used to measure 
whether a certain group of external partners had contributed to the NPD process. 
Before indicating the involvement of external partners, the respondents answered 
preliminary questions about their NPD strategies, including aims, the criteria for 
NPD success assessment, and the role of collaboration in their NPD practices. Thus, 
the role of the involvement of external partners was analysed in relation to the 
overall NPD strategy and its performance. 
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• Type of product innovation. All product innovations were grouped into modifications 
of existing products, products new to the firm, new for the Russian market, and new 
for the industry. This approach allowed indicating the level of product innovation in 
the firm. This measure was considered as an ordinal scale, ranging from the least 
radical product innovation (modification of an existing product) to the most radical 
one (introduction of a product new to the industry). 

• Strategic aims. A list of strategic aims was used to measure the priorities of the firms 
in the sample, including three aims in the field of product innovation: ‘leadership in 
NPD’, ‘improvement of time of product development’, ‘improvement of  
time-to-market’. All the aims were assessed on a five-point Likert scale with 
question anchors from ‘not important at all’ to ‘highly important.’ 

4 Key findings 

The analysis of the role of external NPD collaboration depends on the role and 
importance of product development activities. According to the results of the study, 
88.8% of the firms in the sample had introduced new or substantially modified products 
over the last three years. It is important to note that the aims in the field of NPD were not 
ranked high by the firms in the sample. Following the market dynamics and constant 
growth of the Russian market over the last years, the firms in the sample prioritised 
growth in sales and in market share as their primary aims. Only 58.3% of the firms in the 
sample assessed the aim to obtain NPD leadership as ‘high’ and ‘very high’; only 48.4% 
of firms reported to prioritise the time of NPD reduction, and 45.7% time-to-market 
reduction. The results on the aims ranking reflect an extensive growth-oriented strategy 
in the firms in the sample, while factors critical for long-term growth, such as speed of 
NPD, time-to-market and leadership in NPD were left in the end of strategic aims 
ranking. 

4.1 Type of product innovation and NPD collaboration 

The products introduced over the last three years by the firms in the sample varied from 
modifications of existing products to radical product innovations, introducing  
new-for-the-industry products. 80.1% of the firms had introduced products new for the 
firm, 71% modifications of existing products, 39.8% products new for the domestic 
market, and 23.7% products new for the industry in the whole. According to the results, 
most firms combined types of product innovations. 

As the results indicate (Table 2), the firms in the sample combine three key 
approaches to NPD – in-house NPD, collaborative NPD and outsourcing of NPD, while 
the dominating approach is based on the firm’s own R&D potential (95% of the firms) 
and the in-house product innovation model (39%). By contingency analysis with the type 
of product innovation, it is possible to identify some patterns in NPD approaches in 
Russian firms. The role of in-house NPD is crucial for Russian firms, independent on the 
type of product innovation. The highest share of firms applying collaborative product 
innovation practices can be found in the group of firms introducing the most radical 
product innovations – new at the industry level. The role of outsourcing in NPD is similar 
across all the groups. The results indicated that the firms in the sample are mostly 
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combining their approaches to product innovation, using both in-house NPD in 
combination with collaborative NPD and/or outsourcing. 
Table 2 NPD approach and type of product innovation: multiple response analysis 

Type of product innovation, % of firms 
(multiple responses were possible) 

 
New for 

the firm, % 

New for the 
domestic 

market, % 

New for the 
industry, % 

Modification 
of existing 

products, % 

All new 
products,% 

In-house NPD 97 97.2 100 92.3 94 
Collaborative NPD 39 53.5 61 46.5 42.7 
Outsourcing 9 9.9 7 10.8 10.5 

Notes: *Each column indicates the share of firms in percentage. The sum of percentages 
is not equal to 100, because multiple response analysis has been used, and the 
respondents could give more than one answer to the question. 

4.2 The role of type of product innovation in determining the type of partners 
involved 

Following the categories of product innovation proposed above – from modification of 
existing products to development of radically new products, the next table introduces the 
results of external partners’ involvement in the NPD processes of Russian firms, grouped 
by the type of product innovation. The results of the analysis (see Table 3) indicate that 
there are particular patterns of collaboration with external patterns when comparing the 
firms on the type of product innovation. 
Table 3 Involvement of external partners, depending on type of product development  

(n = 223) 

Types of new product 
innovation 

All firms in 
the sample 

Modification 
(n = 25) 

New for 
the firm 
(n = 76) 

New for 
Russia 

(n = 41) 

New for the 
industry 
(n = 44) 

Suppliers in Russia 35.9 40.0 34.2 43.9 34.1 
Suppliers abroad 24.2 24.0 19.7 26.8 40.9 
Customers in Russia 47.1 56.0 39.5 61.0 56.8 
Customers abroad 23.3 16.0 19.7 29.3 38.6 
Intermediaries 30.5 40.0 25.0 34.1 38.6 
Competitors 29.1 33.3 27.6 19.5 45.5 
Partners in joint ventures 26.9 36.0 23.7 24.4 40.9 
Consultants 34.5 36.0 30.3 29.3 59.1 
External research 
organisations 

29.1 44.0 21.1 29.3 47.7 

Shareholders 32.7 36.0 27.6 29.3 47.7 

Russian firms introducing modifications of existing products only have higher than 
average involvement of customers, intermediaries, suppliers and external research 
organisations. The product innovation process in these firms is pulled by the  
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demand-side, forcing modifications to existing products. This is a certain ‘serving the 
market’ strategy, as opposite to ‘creating the market’ in terms of the dichotomy defined 
by Berthon et al. (1999). 

The firms introducing the most radical product innovations (products new at the 
industry level) have the highest share of involvement of suppliers and customers from 
abroad, competitors, partners in joint ventures, consultants, external research 
organisations, and shareholders. These firms seem to follow the strategy of a more 
intensive collaboration, not only focused on some ‘core’ stakeholders, but searching 
among a broader circle of potential contributors (Hart and Sharma, 2004). These firms 
seem to be better prepared for global integration, as the share of international external 
partners in NPD is the highest for this group of firms across the sample. 

In the sample, the involvement of partners in vertical channels is the most intensive – 
customers, suppliers and intermediaries. These results fully support the evidence from 
previous studies on Russian firms, as presented by Kadochnikov et al. (2004). 

4.3 The role of strategic aims in NPD collaboration 

The creation of long-term advantage requires not only tactical steps, but also existence of 
long-term orientation in strategic aims. As reported above, the role of strategic aims 
related to product innovation was relatively weak for the firms in the sample. Only half of 
firms assessed these aims as ‘important’ or ‘very important’. Based on this criterion, the 
firms were divided into two groups on the basis of the mean value of three NPD-related 
aims – ‘leadership in NPD’, ‘time-to-market reduction’ and ‘time of NPD reduction’. 
One group contains the firms with the mean on all the three aims below the average, and 
the other group includes the firms with the mean on these aims above the average. 

The results of the group analysis indicate that strategically NPD-oriented firms 
interact indeed more actively with most groups of potential external partners, particularly 
with competitors, partners in joint ventures, consultants and external research 
organisations. At the same time, in regard to some of the groups – customers, 
shareholders, and intermediaries – this difference is not substantial. 
Table 4 Involvement of external partners, depending on NPD aims (n = 223) 

 All firms High importance 
of NPD aims 

Low importance 
of NPD aims  

Involvement of… % firms % firms % firms 
1 Customers in Russia 47.1 46.6 50.5 
2 Suppliers in Russia 35.9 37.9 33.7 
3 Consultants 34.5 40.5 26.3 
4 Shareholders 32.7 35.3 31.6 
5 Intermediaries 30.5 31.9 29.5 
6 External research organisations 29.1 32.8 24.2 
7 Competitors 28.8 32.8 23.2 
8 Partners in joint ventures 26.9 32.8 20.0 
9 Suppliers abroad 24.2 26.7 22.1 
10 Customers abroad 23.3 25.0 22.1 
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The role of the NPD-orientation of a firm was also checked by analysing the share of 
each type of product innovation, developed by the firms with higher or lower importance 
of leadership in NPD. The results presented in Table 5 indicate that the firms with higher 
NPD-orientation have also higher pay-off in terms of novelty of new products developed, 
while the firms in this group are also much less active in modifying existing products. On 
the whole, 59% of all new products were developed by the firms having long-term NPD 
objectives. These results confirm the fact that the collaboration profile of these firms also 
contributes to successful development of new products. 
Table 5 Way of NPD and type of product innovation 

Type of product innovation, % of cases in each category of product 
innovation 

 
New for the 

firm, % 

New for the 
domestic 

market, % 

New for the 
industry, % 

Modification 
of existing 

products, % 

All new 
products, % 

High importance 
of NPD aims 

64.3 58.5 66.7 32 59 

Low importance 
of NPD aims 

35.7 41.5 33.3 68 41 

5 Conclusions 

As discussed above, a number of factors affect the role of collaborative approach in NPD. 
A resource-based perspective, shared values and strategic aims are important drivers for 
collaboration and facilitators of NPD success. The barriers of collaborative NPD are 
closely linked to conflicts between parties and risk perception. The context of the Russian 
economy, as supported by existing research on collaboration practices, provides 
additional difficulties for building successful and mutually beneficial partnerships. 

We implied that long-term strategic aims in the field of product innovation, ability to 
develop radically new products, and the type of NPD strategy will help explain the role 
external partners play in developing product innovations in Russian firms. Two main 
propositions were illustrated by the results of an empirical study. 

The results indicated a certain relationship between the importance of NPD-related 
aims for the firm, the type of product innovation and the pattern of collaboration with 
external partners on NPD. The type of product innovation and the importance of strategic 
NPD aims had affected the frequency of collaboration with a particular group of partners. 

Radically new products, as supported by the empirical evidence, require prioritisation 
of NPD-related strategic aims, such as NPD leadership, time-to-market reduction, and 
time of NPD reduction. Firms focusing on product innovation development perform 
better in terms of the level of novelty of new products than products new for the market 
or for the industry in the whole. They also have a different pattern of involving external 
partners in NPD collaboration: a more open and more intensive approach to external 
partnerships is selected. NPD-intensive firms are better at collaboration with international 
partners – customers, suppliers and partners in joint ventures. The learning effects 
potentially arising from such collaboration may strengthen the advantage created and 
facilitate further improvement of the firm’s competitiveness both in the domestic and 
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international market. Identification of the cluster of NPD-intensive firms is one of the 
contributions of the study, providing foundation for further investigation of the motives, 
modes and drivers of such collaboration. 

Another contribution is the finding that Russian firms apply a portfolio approach to 
both NPD strategy selection and partner selection. Thus, in most cases, successful firms 
use both an in-house and a collaborative NPD strategy. They also have a network of 
external partners involved in product innovation. Coordination of the new product 
portfolio and network of external partners can indicate development of certain 
organisational competencies in the field of NPD, networking and interfirm collaboration, 
which can imply potential for advantage creation. 

NPD-oriented Russian firms illustrated higher readiness for multi-stakeholder 
collaboration, including international partners, indicating their ability to coordinate 
international collaboration. Although the same collaborative product innovation barriers 
might arise and have a negative effect on the interaction between the partners, a better 
level of relational capability development could potentially reduce the risks of failure. 
The firms identified in the study as firms with high NPD-orientation and able to produce 
market level and industry level innovations would thus be the primary potential partners 
for domestic and international collaboration. 

The results of data analysis raise research questions for further investigation. Is there 
a positive effect on business performance by the selected strategy of collaboration with 
external partners in the NPD process? Has the number of external partners involved any 
effect on how successful their involvement in developing new products is? Which factors 
dominate the collaboration patterns – push or pull factors? These questions require a 
more detailed and in-depth analysis of the way Russian firms collaborate with external 
partners when developing new products. 
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