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A Case Study of Strategic Innovation Adopted in Small and Medium-sized
Enterprises

Student: Chun-Hao Chiu Advisor: Prof. Po-Young Chu

Master Program of Management for Executives
National Chiao Tung University

Abstract

While Strategic Management is a core required EMBA course at nearly every
business school, Innovation is almost at the kernel of the course. This study
investigated how small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) could apply
innovation to formulating corporate strategies as strategic innovations. A
feasibility evaluation of tendering case about developing solid state recorders
(SSRs) for satellite applications was explored and described by a series of
strategic Q&A sessions. Two scenarios were compared in contrast: one in which
the evaluation was completely relied on intuition and the other in which
evaluation was conducted from strategic innovation. All of these factors —
strategic positioning, discovering relative advantage, defining value proposition,
checking fitness among activities, and examining solution-company fitness —
were combined to create strategic innovation. Emergent response was also
considered as a proportion of total strategies. The improved effect of strategic
innovation on this case is clear even for B2G market with decision makers of
extremely risk-averse characteristics. The research suggests that SMEs should
leverage their unique positioning and adopt strategic innovation to sharpen their
strategies.

Keywords: Strategy Innovation; SME; new product development
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11 FipFRadis
Tt v 0 A iE
@ oplig A F g B o (A48 0 101 | 31) g g XL (strategic management)
BB %S4 _EMBA s o A 0 A BIRSIE A G K S en® &R (view from top) £ %
it 2 kP E A FREEHETNT 797 Fo BB Rk L & (strategic thinking)
ﬁ%&ﬂ’zﬁlkﬁ%ﬁ’iﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁﬁ%ﬂTﬁJ

* H A LA ﬁ‘f%’-mﬂ? SR BE ) o ApR sy 40 iR

-~

© FERVE 2 AR EenF R (dissatisfaction and/or unmet needs)

+ W i+ (strategic positioning) ¥ £ B i

o RWERAIRT 0 Blde At LR 43 (disruptive technologies) Lk [ £1FT
F B EAIRTER K
g4 5 FIRaP 0 £ ¥ (small and medium-sized enterprises, SMEs) » 12 £ 5 @ o]
e EE DY BF- 3 58 o L T;UA;F A 7812% %Y ) £ ¥ F (K5
AR ) EF R A 1020 F43) o B ]l EFEERL A BRI BRPELFEY R *i*)[‘
FIFEFLAEAT oA o HY A EXA T REFRAZEL P 7P P EFRT R
BAvipdihp & 07 BT RO R D ek & RIRTIZG ~ GldeBUR M AIRT? ¢ ) £ ¥

AE - RRERR AR R ER S e TR AL LWL R 0 F
Wb £ F (UPHASUEE ODM 5 bl) big§ FefrdED 38 o TR ¥ £ % ik
P ug L B AR o
1.2 =3 B

&%ﬁﬁi%%ﬁ@ﬁ’ipm‘ 3BT

COTAEREE 20008 (F 40 F) R ALEEELUSE KOG RLR

g o

CoRUEE L ARSI R FR R YR L
¥ 2009 # F 4+ (intuition) A Kt BEEFEA K 9

C AREF ORGP F RO N E Y B R A A - AT R R ?

! ODM (original design manufacturer): a company which designs and manufactures a product which is specified
and eventually branded by another firm for sale.

2 Try to answer the question, “How much of the SSR project result was skill and how much was luck?” and
reflect on what the author had learned from Strategic Management course.

3 «All events but the truly unique require a generic solution. They require a rule, a policy, or a principle. Once
the right principle has been developed, all manifestations of the same generic situation can be handled
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pragmatically — that is, by adaptation of the rule to the concrete circumstances of the case.” (Drucker, 1967, p.
93)
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BT 1979 # 5 RIE L T 4 4o A5 Hog (Porter, 1979) - 42 %3 (34 %)

TP RN S B S (three generic strategies) 24 @ 2 & <= & (overall
cost Ieadersh|p) £ B iv (differentiation) ~ ¥2 & # (focus) (Porter, 1980, pp. 35-41) - %

R (supply-side) it > % = 38 2 F F#4 (demand-side) &+ - 1996 & & £

is ,.375 T 0 I B & R$ i Kk (Porter, 1996) :

R S §F

2. K Mg fp g A B

3. A s T

4. % & (fit) ¥ & A F &L %% (sustainable competitive advantage)

5. & 7% ¥ vk

oz B kR i vg 2= (Porter, 1996, pp. 65-68) :

1. & a5 5 AA# enw i (variety-based positioning)

2. 17 F i A# ez iz (needs-based positioning)

3. B N AR#H e i (access-based positioning)

BEAR b AEIR A BLEEE % B E PR (Denning, 2012) ~ £ H E GRS B A
(Montgomery, 2008, p. 59) > {2 it 4517 % K3: hF kE b P ¥ A F R R* B

CAES Lo 3 2
2.2 % EiELAIF

i E R ok k- R R - R G S F R 0 A
LENERBEER P o AR SV DT B SR o e E P s ¢ A SR
ﬁm%minaﬁﬁ?mﬁﬁ?mw?9 S ? R BE M PR T

§ ) @4 i (Peter Drucker) $tp ¥E4E - 35 N3 R <P e A w ¥ R AE (Drucker,
1954, pp 54_56) ° ﬁ,l‘l ﬂ—ﬁ'—: EFF );L,E; }%’T‘,T i (Clayton M. Ch“stensen) %+ 2003 =3 ’E_if"% %?{

*RESESCRAYS AR CEAEE) - EABESERIE -

® “The conventional wisdom would say a sustainable long-term competitive advantage. | challenge this view.”



2 # (circumstance-based theory) #& &\ — B P e 2 | & &2 JRAF DI BB EF
W bR SR S R A g R = eh1 1 (jobs to be done) (Christensen & Raynor, 2003, note 3, p.
96) -

PR R R o BB e A F e ¥ v: > Treacy and
Wiersema (1993) n5 £ ¥ & /E#&'* ST ER- A% @R % (value disciplines) : &
Wehip s B aE & (product leadership) = & B 4F ezl % o 2 H 8 3% Bk
e :‘ﬁf%’ oo & JF B3t TR 38 {5 s (operational excellence) 5 # & & 543 e A

CRIFEFEFRATREF S BETEE ) ARG PR RN
;#—s % P2 & g "AiTEE L | (customer intimacy) e

Kotler and Keller (2012, p. 589)6 3 % 5 A&7 (innovation) & - &3 BILEOPEL o

E 0P [ & PRI 802 3RF i = & A1AT - Kim and Mauborgne (2004) # # 0 Ei% v )

RlE PR Ao AB LR et 2 2 THiE f,]%frJ (value innovation) » 12

£l:g & 4 s > A0 3 (Kim and Mauborgne, 2004, p25) > Johnson, Christensen, and

Kagermann (2008) ** (4 @ 38 #3230 ) 3 2 0 (F £/ E AIRT) o BIEF 802

Z i ® 3 % (customer value proposition, CVP) iF— i %> TR F ¥/ ke ZAEH E

35k ~ JE 2 % (profit formula) ~ B 4E 55 7R (Key resources) ~ £2 B 4 42 (key processes)

Fr BT EFORF RN R SIS (LEEIFPE LG EIKR) IIFHA

= ﬁ &* 21 ¥ &7 3 (business market) i & 3% : all benefits, favorable points of
difference, and resonating focus. (Anderson, Narus, & Van Rossum, 2006, pp. 92-96)

23 Peisd gRh
Prahalad and Hamel (1990) #% 41 = @ &4 4 ch= B R 4L @ s 4 (core
competencies) ~ %< A& & (core products) £ * =3 & % (end products) » ¥ % 7 :
1. $r s 4 g\gqg Ik %iﬂﬁrmpr’ié\if(rﬁ SR - S SN
% Fe fig 0 (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990, p. 82) ;

2. P iR 4 L2 Pk TALE AR S hF R (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990, p. 90)9 ;
3. FEF G Tps A& A i d RORECE ek g A (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990, p. 86)"

RO LB G de B 0 3 N RIS & 1 E R eha s %f‘» FArf iR S 5P
4% (Zook, 2004, Figure 3-1, p. 88) » 5 T E{r e iEL 4 AF AR L S P AT

“An innovation is any good, service, or idea that someone perceives as new, no matter how long its history.”

7 «__the critical question (of blue ocean strategy) is, How to make the competition irrelevant? How to open up
and capture a blue ocean of uncontested market space?”

8 «Core competencies are the collective learning in the organization, especially how to coordinate diverse
production skills and integrate multiple streams of technologies.”

9 «__.core competencies are corporate resources and may be allocated by corporate management.”

10-<« _well-targeted core products can lead to economies of scale and scope.”



Christensen #% 1 *2 RPV model 2 = & chie ki 4 (organizational capability) > # 7+ = &
ship i 4 i< TR (resources) ~ Az (processes) 14 2 i @ (values) = f&F]F% G
!X o (Christensen, 1997, pp. 129-132; Christensen & Overdorf, 2000)

2.4 B A I

Bower and Christensen (1995)
i}‘?‘q‘rwﬁ—‘“ (entrants) 4rie A 4F

F_‘-

(76 B3 F373 ) &4 (BURIERH) - §#k
A % F vk BT Bz (incumbent)e 4o ] 47
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® 2 Low end disruptions (Bower & Christensen, 1995, p. 49)11
M FE B HE M £1#T (Low-end disruptive innovation) 25 = ¢ 3 i if i+
1 BB EA I 2 EEREANE g FO N AT AR A v
B (attributes) & $75 18
2. BIKFEA e & A (performance trajectory, gt)) H*rxma s (slope) i
T R SRR W R ()i A S

3.% A EN MO BA AP (time T 27 PR EANE P 2 B
) o R IR AT o

P

~
pa

po1995 & vk s B A RTeNZE Jfﬁ’iﬁfﬂ LT NT=RE e3P o g r’v’ﬂﬁp' |70 ¢
= i & (Christensen, Johnson, & Rigby, 2002) » » 25 ek 2 e vg 28 4
“‘;f&_ (Christensen & Raynor, 2003, note 12, p. 68) - % & % » gt £ 3745\ &

a8 > A L% AEE £ % (established companies) © &7 {2 £ #7003
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38 I R BRI Y o Bt EATAI R F > b B R
(Christensen & Overdorf, 2000) ~ £ 12 % = % ¥ & % st (Kotter, 2012) %] » u:&féwiﬁfr
g ¥ R#E (invade) -

FPEAREFTRAGRE AP BERG AFE & £ 0 KT AIFTPF (Charitou &
Markides, 2003; Christensen, 1997; Christensen & Raynor, 2003; Wessel & Christensen,
2012) > &% - B = # HpRE (disruptor) © 4 K gEEe® BATRY ¢ m2 uEd - 4o
1‘5“*} | # =BE EEHBR ML TR T RIE S S I o P EFER Y ‘Eﬁ;’ijyﬁs#%m%?f.sﬁ"fi“

v gk AR Jf# R G  BEE s SminB el Ee L F 2 & (Porter, 1996, p.
74) :
Unique competitive position for the company?
Activities tailored to strategy?
Clear trade-offs and choices vis-a-vis competitors?
Competitive advantage arises from fit across activities?

Sustainability comes from the activity system, not the parts?

o a ~ w NP

. Operational effectiveness a given?

2.5 R HAIRT

T A R MR RTRE B RS A A # e E 4050 (Kanter, 2006, pp. 75-76) - p 1993
EATE de g F H o riﬁ. | #7 (strategic innovation) % i it E £ Tt e 2 ek
(Martinsons, 1993) o AL P Wk i€ L (Schlegelmilch, Diamantopoulos, & Kreuz,
2003, p. 118)"" + ® AAIRTREA Rt E & 55 2 AL - ReBEAIRTPRA A L 1 ]
A arenBulate (B 3) cd LT o Ter &2 TLIZT & BAi > 3
B AT~ A R0 “’KETF 6> Kk Al #7en3+ B (Charitou & Markides, 2003, p. 56;
Gebauer, Worch, & Truffer, 2012, p. 57)

Corporate

Strategic xxx Strategy

<> Innovation yyy Innovation

e V -
Strategic
Innovation

- /

W 3 The simultaneous pursuit of strategy and innovation

13 «The strategy and strategic planning literatures have primarily focused on the corporate and business unit
(SBU) levels”



dofe 2 ang F 3 i BARTER R A MG AR £ £ 5 1 (Markides,
1998; Charitou & Markides, 2003) - & 7% H w2 |+ £ 3T T & A »:j?— E (Benveniste,
n.d.) > 4 < %2 Schlegelmilch et al. (2003, p. 118) =z & @ " T ez M 4137, b=ERY
BIFTH 2 Pengd §o ) D n ¥k B2 7 (Osr) FRA T R AL 4T o

26 ¢ g ¥ Foa
S PEF R REFAFEATRAFF AT S F R |
1 HcAHmS R A*Ff Pl ERe X 1020 F 323-324) o Aok AT R kP ATt o LA
Pé‘;’ﬁ}*k”x o xrtﬁg(i'f{f-]—#tx 9.46% -~ =~ § * & & 12. Z%m)r
F#é¢) (¢ | ¥ 102> % 2-1-1- F 43) > r-ﬁ-f“)rﬂ»\i"' & ¥ ey
ﬂii%m,é* °”ﬁ”§£}‘i'¥’ﬁ &%

FirEEE

0, —
30.0% (== | gEdr @l pvg N @k

27.0%

24.0%

21.0% r

18.0%

15.0%
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

fai

W 4 é+£#é§ﬁmré'%“

SARAFHE TR L EF v RS AR L SR fen e ¥
g Eedie i s@ﬂwﬁiiﬁiﬁﬁﬁoéJﬁ @é#?ﬁ - RN
FIe1052% (P o) E e X102 B 2-1-20 F45) > w4 B EF & 38.44% (¢ )
GEE 21020 B 2-1-45 F 46) *m@imi»vf;kﬂx* bR 2550% (¢ o 4%
Buo % 1020 B 4125 F 96) A A H @ L FE o Pl Ehl S EHNY | 4%
HEAE B PR EMAEE S o A S EEHB R ] S X5 Sk R

o

14 «Apply innovation to corporate strategy as strategic innovation”
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31 BRAET

Andrews (1951, p.60)"° %% @ % (case) 7 —ELLE %‘ BRI ey i 0 X e e
WF; g2 % J1iE 3% o Saunders et al. (2009 p. 147) B EATEYNFET R 25

bl S A _rm}J & - Eisenhardt (1989, Table 1, p. 533) IUiE &7 (case study
research) 7 4g e 7 ™ 8 B F  “getting started, selecting cases, crafting instruments
and protocols, enterlng the field, analyzing data, shaping hypotheses, enfolding literature, and
reaching closure.” B %77 % ;2 /& ¥ 4 * RIFF4A K > b4k &2 @ @ Alpha Microsystems

T2 & FLE% IBM 4 F A& - (Eisenhardt & Bourgeois Ill, 1988, p. 740)

32 FyiE#

AET M- CBFACEFFZR YU EAFPBIFALIH Y B2 A
TARM TR e 1 fTed 22 %.ﬁmﬁii—'f%fﬁ@&p C B EE O RPARERLEE C R B
PIASHhEEHR  BEAFTHRAIZBR2PRGE AT v REFEL > A2 P

2
2 4

Bed

Lou-@g it % (QRA) S RNP @R M S PR KNI X7 &FLR
BiHT ER -

2. 11 SWOT (Weihrich, 1982) " 3 $ 4 22 44 % & 0 B R IR T chikd 4

3. X sHmE E ALY (ZH:18) &G LTS

4 BBREEE I A B BRI FE BB

r'r‘rI'l\:'—: li—lﬁilﬁﬁi °

33 FIFRaH

AT HPE-FrHY AT CH- BEEE (TELTRKERFLE AEREE
LTPExBBFE AYE | AR ER) Y %‘qrﬂgﬂ 43z _}ﬁ\gpu‘g__mw@%
FEAREALEAEOE . LA EpEF L 2000 & 11 7 2 12 7 > R RL|BHF
PR R B 2009 & 11 ¢ 3 2013& 12 % b o

18 «The ‘case” is a carefully written description of an actual situation in business which provokes in the reader
the need to decide what is going on, what the situation really is, or what the problems are — and what can and
should be done.”

17« _a case study strategy can be a very worthwhile way of exploring existing theory.”



1. ~ ¢ (archives) : i & %+ 2009 & 11-12 * i»4p B rnemalls meeting minutes, 3%
25 ket 18\;z$-£§r+§1»% (request for proposal, RFP)" ~ ¢ 3% % # 4k e 3 ' %
- BFHR o HESATERD 2P PIERP (L EFREL L)

2. %8~ gk (selfinterview) @ Bk = P RKIT (AL FF) > B K EF i
B 23F e

3. BL% (observation) : d v AT F (T LML G BRAAPE A Lo KU B

e BT AR -

35 314l
AET I E - BREEAN LN BRAEE AL 0 03 (kRS R
B SARSERR] < AR R A S BT R D R AR R
1L Py godprs (XFeEER)
2. P H i Ea A
R LR
4. ¥ 3 B %A %0k (industry effect) (Montgomery, 2012, p. 27) ~ & &2 ¥ & 1|4t
4 thZ B 1+ (differences in industry profitability) (Porter, 2008, pp. 82-83)"

poeb T el 4~ A B (subjective) % L (200) 4 - RARR R
LR N=EkS 3 (objectlve) 1 (Bourdeau, 2013)”

¥ NARLabs, National Space Organization. (2009). FORMOSAT-5 solid state recorder requirements document
(FS5-REQ-0013). Unpublished data (Original work released on 2009/10/30, revised on 2010/7/14 and
2012/1/17).

9 NARLabs, National Space Organization. (2009). FORMOSAT-5 solid state recorder request-for-proposal
document (NSPO-RFP-0515). Unpublished data.

20 Ccamels Vision Technologies. (2009). FORMOSAT-5 solid state recorder proposal document. Unpublished
data.

21 ERP (enterprise resource planning): a system that is used to manage and coordinate all the resources,
information, and functions of a business.

22 See the exhibit “Differences in Industry Profitability” of page 82-83.
2 «The mind, then, is not destined to rule but to serve, not, however, as the slave of the heart, but as its servant”.
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PR A da b4 B —2009 & 11 * ’ﬁ;_:fufi 2T f A Camels) fz 3]k p B Fe
%3¢ (T 4 NSPO) £ email 34 B —g,);;m‘t = % T FORMOSAT-5
Fh 26%],@;‘64;%% (solid state recorder, SSR) :é @l?ﬁ G ER O HF A& (limited
tendering) -

A - BURGF A L 2RI (aerospace and defense A&D) A% 5 g ¥
SRR E G- 4 AR Wﬁifj‘ A&D 7 £ 8 skl (niche)’s 3> @ 7; o e
HAAC R R RGP AER R A VRET D HERER R A b ]
T d AR BT HEAEAEE R Afug P uE o pF 25200 2 2 mgfi.&%&

T~ St % iF 5+ (space radiation)” chELH - FAFEE 5 &1 o WA RT AR
(reliability) £ @t * |+ (durability) #&/& & & - p 2008 & & gk & 12 &k > o 30 & BrcfrRA
Fovg Bf » A&D # ¥ ¢ AL i - 2% & R g £ (Dehoff, Dowdy, & Niehaus, 2013) -

A&D & % ¢ ch2 PR L B A2 7 0 EBIT. margin i i 10% < f 7 4
(Selding, 2013, December 10) o & £ flek @b £ F » L 2 X engF § F B P~ < E ek
BifpA4 T RR AR RGBSR %ﬁr+3°(inelastic demand) - " SSR % % % & >
",% TR SSR AABu ko iEARY THES E '—’”«Flpfé bh’rl{;ifaip.u P B E LA 50
Fav oM ARWU OMET B AT 24" o G R e S i AR
U -

B eyt 2009 £ R A Fh ko R FRES A G RAIIRE dod § 2
¥ 5 pRars Befl & (nicher) - Camels 8222 2 Wi A F R Wi 2 AAFE7H ¢ 73 5
S R EFE A XMy o ¥ F 266 F 5L E > Camels iZ4re ¥

Q1: Camels £ _F R&:3% a‘t&ﬂtﬁm RROFERSH,R

M'\
Wik

ek
~

24 Official website: http://www.camels.com.tw

® BRI A ZE 0, - National Space Organization: http://www.nspo.narl.org.tw

% FormoSat-5. (n.d.). In eoPortal Directory. Retrieved January 26, 2014, from
https://directory.eoportal.org/web/eoportal/satellite-missions/f/formosat-5

“A niche is a more narrowly defined customer group seeking a distinctive mix of benefits within a segment.”
(Kotler & Keller, 2012, p. 234)

2 R A B R TP A B 5 B
2 Earnings before interest and taxes
O FEEMETR () BELTIZERBYRE  REAY

31 Verification is more complicate than design.

ZH - RELAGVE

%2 The International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) details the regulations governing the export of defense
and aerospace related materials and technologies. The U.S. Munitions List (USML) categorizes goods and
technologies governed by the ITAR.
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Q2: Camels 4-r 82 % © NSPO &3 # AR #L ?
Q3: Camels 4P ¥ KA 7R & ?
Q4: Camels 4w & 4] ?

4.1 J’:c}s?]-#ﬁ.‘r’f FrendF it

Fofrts T 3 (governmental markets) o *tERMBM AR < v KEY ] £ 47
~ sl 4 T e gt - A R R 0 JRARFCOIHE L s 8 7 5 (BZG)34 B i A e
% X% % (contractual transaction) (Cannon & Perreault Jr., 1999, p. 450) » % % p 7% & & 4%
dENEY (EFEHNEH) TR - HERFAZ BGLEFanTH g
i

s R R EART R R TR R f}i‘% 'E)’j&gi% o HZ R £ £ R

Ba G PR (75T SBFORREE % 8T IED ¥ 921F) o

s PSS FRES R R RE (bldbond)w«%ﬂf}r@&'ﬁf*’f’g X i
£ (performance bond) ~ % F %% & (warranty bond) 3% s H I wH w#g-.,ﬁ;o

- FRliEE  ENE Y e ZREZ W B ORFEDIA] o ERdedk R HARE R
T FE &

c ABRFPEEFRRE B (FRERET CNEFET) CERAFAR

G s PRy 23 F o
C BEIRERARPN B FRE e B RE (A5 R AR
L3 # mE KR H O HEBRP BB -

FORRAE S R . PER 7l & (B4 SSR) o ¥t frZ = § RPiTA &
B fedo® 50 BRF nAee 3 Identify (% # F frFxin) - Evaluation (7 74325 )
Tendering ( #t1%) -~ Design ~ Pilot (3% ) ~ Manufacturing (®li 4 &) %= BFFE -
AR T A BIFEHE P Identify & Evaluation & FF £L5 B iR 3L o

312012 FEEUFIE /M S AT SRR 5 7,816.7 (570, (Th/hib ¥k 0 1020 B 299)

% Business-to-government (B2G) is a derivative of B2B marketing and often referred to as a market definition
of “public sector marketing” which encompasses marketing products and services to various government levels.

% «__while companies tend to focus on brand, the feds are more about functionality.” (McGregor, Boyle, &
Burrows, 2009, March 23, p. 66)
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IDENTIFY Requirement from customer

EVALUATION Feasibility evaluation
; In accordance with Government
Supplier TENDERING Procurement Act
DESIGN Fine-tune existed designs

Pilot production

Limited
Iterations

MANUFACTURING

Interface

Deliver to customer for test and
feedback

Customer

W 5 Product developing approach — B2G market

42 £+ F FmER

Zenios, Makower, and Yock (2010, Preface) #- # % £] #7  (biomedical design
innovation) A2 4 5 = M FEEC o Identify, Invent, and Implement » g #£4 77 if * >t H s &
¥ hp|Rrin Az o Identify P o asc /g = § & (needs statement & specifications) » #1 %

P FdheT F 0T

1. NEEDS FINDING 2. NEEDS SCREENING AND SPECIFICATION

: 1.2 Observati 1.3 Need i ( 1 ( ) i
> 1.1 Strategic ' OPrs;::/earEon & St:ter::nt : 2.1 Disease State | | 2.3 Stakeholder 2.5 Needs
i Focus \dentification Development : Fundamentals ] k Analysis ] Filtering :
|_
P
L
[a) \ e \
= 2.2 Treatment | | 2.4 Market Need

Need Options Analysis Specification
Statement J U )

B 6 Needs finding and screening

% e Need Statement 4= : A customized and modularized Solid State Recorder
which provides an on-board data recording and playback capability for FORMOSAT-5
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satellite and spacecraft platforms and payloads.

% % 2 £x ¥ % A 5 Must-Haves ¥ Nice-to-Haves (Zenios et al., 2010, p. 157)”
T p A& 0 ODM/OEM &1 ¥ endr 8L 3 RP w2 L SR 6 0% - 3 o 3
SSRZ % £ 11} H5% v ot % e Must-Haves 34§30 % = #14% 08 (3 § e 2

« FORMOSAT-5 solid state recorder requirements document”

- FORMOSAT-5 solid state recorder request-for-proposal document™®

% % # F fegNice-to-Haves 3 #?

43 EEAE

Camels 3= & F 48 3fhs > FLw § LT ip B 5 0 H Bl AE
Q6: What’s our “uniqueness” in the arena?

7= ¥ #- Q6 < uniqueness> 12 customer value proposition (CVP), competitive advantage,
relative advantage, strength, position % i - @5 B~ % o 4+ 4 5.3+ 1985 & 0¥ iF > ;]_}u,u 2
LI %‘&zﬂé :“a bl I H R LY ATE é‘F%ﬂ‘?‘ SEBEFRE TR
woo TabE - o] AATAIE RS K AIRTIE S Z G AL E 44 (entrepreneurship)
(Drucker, 1985, p. 21) c FATEFE R TP AR S A ,% BB A RY R R ER
o BAREE > A F A FE 7o (entrepreneur) 2 EE X hf|E T o EF R LD
R Camels iz » @k A X > ZAFT W 50T P AE

Q7: Are we real entrepreneur or just another new entrant?

i.ow e (Jack Welch) » % 258 @ TxaEmid B4 > 3 &40 » 54 |
(Sharman & Hutton, 1989, p. 38) 7 f_Camels tfh 2 Fenges B 5 @ ?
44 Rs s

NSPO 7. 7 SSR &7 & Astrium™ » 12 © £3% 2 2 ¢ profile”:

« Headquarters: Paris, France

+ Revenue: €5.8 billion (2012)

- Employees: 18,000 (2012)

« Parent: EADS

% «“When thinking about need criteria, additional data can be used to determine which requirements are
absolute or ‘must-haves’ and which are desirable or ‘nice-to-haves’.”

37 «“Not every new small business is entrepreneurial or represents entrepreneurship.”
38 “If you don’t have a competitive advantage, don’t compete.”

% Official website: http://www.astrium.eads.net

0 Astrium. (n.d.). In Wikipedia. Retrieved January 26, 2014, from http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Astrium
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2 Airbus e* o 2 % 2 EADS 0 Astrium Z g L chfErk (AL E AR K F
(prime contractor)” > 23 ¥ % 7 $#EP (heritage design) o Kf fe i 243 sl 8 @ F5
hos F A BRI BB R SEE CRETH B Dk R

¥ % # NSPO @ 3 »Camels &2 Astrium 48 e SWOT S/W( 71 4t strengths
and weaknesses ) 4= # & #7407

% 1 SWOT S/W draft

Strengths Weaknesses
Camels ? Small, inexperienced
Astrium Huge, experienced ?

E S ;f_ 2 23 (unwieldy, inefficient) 71 3] Astrium % g @ o
A DZc*q‘—- A & i}imz\f_i'&rg - X S
@9%¢%§%ZB f@’mmﬁ%°

i ehies %-% (strategic positioning)” s & 1 % 1 fﬁf‘ﬁzi_ :

Q9: & Fearidr ~ A (firmware) % Lenfdd % > EFE*hE K2 o A ¥
HEWETE - BREPR?
g R PR R R LT (Astrium) ® e i gt (A REIEG Ak s
P A FEE D K EIRT - SEF TR iﬁ iR A&D A ¥ g b s
R ABE BRI MO RA T T 2 RS b A E Y kPR
(Christensen & Raynor, 2003, pp. 46-49) - it ~ &7 48 5 %< a7k Se o jire o £ 58
]VJr ’ fi&’* AR AR R RE T Y (FHEER

1 B DB R Eg R

2. GO RME A T HEM BT AL F A FET Q

Fd BB 4T 0 e B TR Y VHDL"#2.5% B % ~ 12 FPGA" **JL 75 Hiis - dxs

1 «“The government solicited bids from prime contractors that, if awarded the contract, would be responsible for
bidding out and assembling the system’s subcomponents from second-tier contractors. The prime contractor thus
provided a turnkey solution, so-called because the buyer simply had to turn one key to get the job done.” (Kotler
& Keller, 2012, p. 187)

#2 «Strategic positioning means performing different activities from rivals’ or performing similar activities in
different ways.” (Porter, 1996, p. 62)

* Firmware: software burned into read-only memory or implemented in programmable arrays (such as FPGA)

* Should be total ionizing dose (TID) up to 300 krads(Si) guaranteed.

** VHDL (VHSIC hardware description language): is a hardware description language used in electronic design
automation to describe digital and mixed-signal systems such as FPGAs and ICs.

*® FPGA (field-programmable gate array): a general-purpose chip that could be specialized with firmware.
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it EIJ 1 C 255 B % - & PowerPC® #ic/&® ® IP (Intellectual Property) + #4i7 - £ H ¢ ¢h

g%ﬁ%%%HJFPﬁ%@’f”% Bmf%S'HOEFWﬁ@@%ﬁﬂ%“

Lebdrg s R R-E O p AR F g B4R R 23 1 # a0 (error detection and
correction, EDAC) » " o+ ;igéﬁ%?—:» Tl o

OB 2B Ap s igg (relative advantage) " erpnEr > 4 % 2 iEsE

Q10:  A-&_Camels e4p ¥ BH > 3B Astrium fREg g 38 p B2 L 7

"Edr | | Camels ¥2 NSPO jE# 7 ] 2 2 2 » 2K Camels £ # 7 3 -1 & 7 PR7%
g 4 om NSPO W &_Astrium e 3 £ » 2. —>m ¥ 5§ & | & (small spacefaring
nation) » p #X ﬁrj%ir&; PR A% Bl e % o

,% FTZ B o NSPO » 4 Astrium 5% 3 %12d » 2300 3 Sk fjivm 7 &
(unmetwants) - ¥ % TRITE = ) Xk (Treacy & Wiersema, 1993, pp. 87-89) » -
~a%%miﬁﬁﬁﬁ§&’uﬁigﬁiﬁﬁgﬁ;E—i@Mﬁﬁﬁ@g%%@
RSB N e e
% i b andkF 5 (Welch & Welch, 2005, p. 171)”

FEM Y a7 Pk %E 2 7 Ko Nice-to-Haves £ 32 4o

+ Joint problem solving

« True partnership

«  Communication convenience

- Agile project cycles

¥ Camels 5 » ik i ik Rddrenn® i 25 8 QJ’LP\ ROBEFLS N gAML R
RENFFFRTPE AT AF (569%) R I S NIRED TR

(international design) k3@ 4 > T - B4 X LLEAZIP\ 4 & (Cooper & Kleinschmidt,
1990, Exhibit 15, p.36) - T % 5 i3 & & e SWOT S/W table:

T CCSDS (consultative committee for space data systems) telemetry encoder with built-in RS (Reed-Solomon)
encoder IP

8 «Use your relative advantages to impose out-0f-proportion costs on the opposition and complicate rivals’
problem of competing with you.” (Rumelt, 2011, p. 30)

9 «Look for extensions of the strategy that leverage the existing activity system by offering features or services
that rivals would find impossible or costly to match on a stand-alone basis.” (Porter, 1996, p. 77)

%0 «Try desperately to make products and services distinctive and customers stick to you like glue.”
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% 2 SWOT S/W revision

Strengths Weaknesses
Close to customer; joint problem . .
Camels ) Small, inexperienced
solving
Poor customer communications; lack of
Astrium Huge, experienced transparency; marginal level of
customer trust
45 k' ’§ 2

<

ST 2P P ) g EFT R (staff funding, and time) = ' g L T { G
WE > e dtitaeae ~H W R o FEF & (working capital) g e kL ¢ ) g E e
Eﬂ“@wmjmﬂoﬁﬁﬁﬁl%’ﬂﬂﬁim&%ﬁw(mmmmwmﬁ)f‘ 2
ﬁ~ﬂf%{m$§ﬁowﬁﬁ&%Ti

Qll: £ 29 * (RR)NBREH > 2P EZF FEFTLPRS 2 FFFH L RD
& (RREFE 5%) FRP

Ql2: mEREWRE? (A¥S%i)

Ql3: tFF* #he FiRIIE A% ?

QM:;ﬁ PREFRURRERT SR PRI REINF NS LT A
2 o P ¥ F & ? (affordable risk check)

Q15. A 3R iEF A% { (requirements change) 8558 ?

E

d A — ré..fﬂ_fl’ ‘fm -N’ ,Camels I}Lé} ré iu g;]ﬁ%ﬂ,bic’:ﬁ‘j\, Bt 4‘: ]4}m§ fgljo
RECE KRR L AL ok (Gl AT AR ) MG - R R
(1) A1 KRB LT Dot iFE 2 € 07 5 (2 F1F L% L ERAPFFRLE L HE 9

51

%Eo

i

TR T A DR FF o RET FRESR G o d P kR AR Bt
TR OCRBT) o tE MR kRS
1. Partnering & outsourcing: & & & 4 cheh & BT 0E MR R o v B
(R&R) % (Stevenson & Jarillo, rev. 1987, November 15) » ¥ £ ¢ & 1 ik
REb| e XSFEBE A% Mf 7 Project manager, Architect, QA/Testers, and
End-user liaison % & 72 & *h 1 e ¢k > &g 7~ £ b H o
2. Leveraging off-the-shelf IP sources: #4p# >t Ep % B » ML= IP ¥ & 4 7 BLen
BAPEe A4 S A TR HIR G - L P vendor B3 & i 3 %
BIP Rk B (LA RELTBEREERERE) > NEAP R F

> It turned out that | was wrong about (1). See section 4.9.

52 Aeroflex Gaisler, official website: www.gaisler.com
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ll»,'«‘b“‘.gs% 5:;%]‘\°

PP bRk & Kk R4 0 FTiFFEILIE P
Q16: Camels &_F & & ¢t & i f24c # (process capability) (Christensen &
Overdorf, 2000, pp. 68-69) ?

i ﬁiii;}% AREP TR AR PR%Q‘@?FE“ D ETER EPT B FR T S B E
21§ HC5% (Christensen & Overdorf, 2000, p. 68)” « iz~ 44 A % 4p ik 12 o Camels &
B & %2 2 ik ed (resources) ~ *h & AR § T (processes) ¢ Ff 12 g i L A
(values) #gi » P EBBET R * 31 2 Ko

Others (including
capital cost)
2%
FPGA IP licensing
17%

EGSE related
(including training)
14%

Man cost
52%

Total parts and
manufacturing costs
15%

W 7 SSR project cost breakdown (estimated)54

4.6 EfIH

EST A AR FEG Uy A P R R B el 4 S A B
ZF1 2 ~ kA (prototype) &= AE ¥ X B 3 & > BdE A 3NIRE (trial-and-error iterations)
FAFPPEZ R  MERETEFAMERM S Y-k OK 7RAE S 3 R B g & &
2R3 REF G - R OK ek & B IRE & BB J5Ik 0 design-and-fix >+ pF
HA S R BRI A N B e P Rdpdzst (VHDL sources) » £ 474 ¥
resynthesize &2 ™ §¢ { A7 ¥

o

53 «__we mean the patterns of interaction, coordination, communication, and decision making employees use to

transform resources into products and services of greater worth.”

> We assume that the project needs development time of 130 man-months, and the cost of an engineer is NT
$80,000 dollars per month.

-18 -



%O BB ST L - R A S d s A E RS E ) (eliminate) 3
» #1% (Kim & Mauborgne, 2004, p. 83; 2005, p. 29)“#2 % i (reduce) 2% i F]% ik
R ilA ko B AL B Rk (BOMBAT) A EAIRT o 0T A8 Sk gp 3
#7E

% 3 Cost eliminated-reduced actions

Cost actions Iltems Description

Customized A5|C57 Replace ASIC with programmable FPGA

Eliminated Marketing Remove above-the-line marketing
Other costs Remove paying for entertainment and gifts
Cost of selling Reduce sales force

Cost of development Leverage partnering; replace proprietary bus

(MIL-STD-1553B) with common bus (UARTSS)

Reduced - - -
Cost of trial-and-error Replace hardware with software based solution

Cost of business trip Cost and time savings from nearby advantage

Cost of customer support | Cost and time savings from nearby advantage

47 REIPIXE

Rumelt (2011, p. 87) iz ¥R @z 7 — @ ¢ 230 — R e{7 6 (coherent or
coordinated actions) » 2L R p AN T BEEFERFEIRIEEL | 0 P AL LR
B OERESFR R~ EHRER 2R ELERIRAE) i N EEF
A FgpIamit ~EE4p3 @R (Porter, 1996, p. 70)7c et b EPEA 2t 1 T W 4o
Bl 8 #77m o Gl4rdi Al 5 A P BP0 B BB Kok R RA POl L g
WAL AP o 4 P M ENRGF

%5 “Which of the factors that the industry takes for granted should be eliminated?”
% «Which factors should be reduced well below the industry ’s standard?” (Kim & Mauborgne, supra)

5 ASIC (application-specific integrated circuit): is an IC customized for a particular use, rather than intended
for general-purpose use.

8 UART (universal asynchronous receiver/transmitter): is a piece of computer hardware that translates data
between parallel and serial forms.

%9 «“Competitive advantage comes from the way our activities fit and reinforce one another.”
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Long-term Software Base
Commitment = g Edge

Compact Team (2-
5 senior people)

e \
\/Conservative Cash
Control

® 8 Circular-flow diagram of fit among activities

Customer Intimacy

4 8 é"l ﬁ‘?‘;i— (nL f?_

B {6 - B AW &4 P Solution-company fit /& p Product-company fit er#£ 4 (Dolan,
1992, p. 10)» P ehf 3t Frsn b i AIFTR g I 2 P e s 4 §.F - & (Prahalad
& Hamel, 1990, pp. 83-84)" - Camels ¢f7.< #% 4 3 B (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990, p. 81)
4B 9 #757 tImaging( $* k3t i )~ FPGA/DSP Controls( #ic z7 %8 3t it )and System Integration

(FABEE) ZadapuiiLd o PR ERAEAF P wiiL 4 S P v i & (e
FPGA/DSP f-ie s ip e ) » 472 B3 & 5 (6]40 SSR) » &@ 72 373 H o 4ot &
FLEAR S - LR (R10) <6 3L AT 0 LR B Mk 3

PR TF 2 R AP RAAD, » 2 E P IRE 4 AP AR RMITASEE % Y
TEFEREER G oY L EFETRG U LA b’L’rB’sa‘% .

% «Three tests to identify core competencies in a company: (1) It provides potential access to a wide variety of
markets. (2) It should make a significant contribution to the perceived customer benefits of the end product. (3)
It should be difficult for competitors to imitate.”
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System FPGA/DSP Core

maging Integration Controls Competencies
| Camera System FPGA/DSP]
Module EnginMdule Core Products
A y v

Industrial Image UAV® DSP End Products
Cameras Recorders, SSR Boards

W 9 Camels map of competencies

Unmet Needs
Identification

Competencies

(=)

YES

NEW Core
Product
VIRTUOUS

A4 CYCLE
NEW End
Product

NEW Market

—F

® 10 Core competence innovation cycle

j\)g:r B W ,g:”r!}’p 47
Q17: Camels #: ?%ﬁr} LREEHR RRINSTAEDPELPE ?

’k%"{-ﬂm‘\ —EF &E“—_’ Z%’} ’ |E I-L %é s kb %5_; “ é": ;é::_ 74{’3—?—‘ h Eﬁi _7:;1‘1:; S i é?ﬁ 71\,,‘§_‘£‘—
¥ o 4+ (Porter, 1996, p. 66) ¥ #& 41 T lleL SAREE L RH DR T A S E L AR
hif ®4a (value chain) # 4% 2883 A 5 & JRA% o & 4 g gk e Prahalad & Hamel

81 UAV (unmanned aerial vehicle), commonly known as drone, is an aircraft without a human pilot aboard.
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(1990) R BL7 t5m & o [ ke R 5 Fos ehB (U & Hjr | E_Camels ehpr o 4 4
(F9) » - SAARMPITD T E 2L 28T R A F 0 S Pre i 4 jrd oy
S REAT }@H“J%WM KB ERENFIET R o TILE KB GSE L Hih
AP &FFL > FH 2T 2T R0&10-

FL& AT 3t 0 %K 5 ¢ Ildentify & Evaluation & B 18 7| §) 11 -

>
= Joint Problem Sol
= Unmet Needs « Joint Problem Solving
E [Identification N'CE TO-HAVE « True Partnership
&) « Communication Convenience
- « Agile Project Cycles
Strategic Posmonlng Make softw_a reas the
J heart of design
\ J/
( )
z e T
|: y . J/
<
D — e \
- Value Proposition .
< Definition Customer Intimacy
a \L J/

Fit Among Activities | .
Check ] 5 8

Solution-Company fit| .
Check } 10

seeeecscscsscscscsscscsssscsssscscsssssssssssssssssscsssssscsssasane
g T L T T T T

W) 11 Strategic innovation flow chart (partial case evaluation)

4.9 FRN R H

“Projects are often larger than they at first appear.” 2011 # 3 # 31 p » % #* Z e e}
Aok e kP §RE P AT F Phase 4 & & F hoifdp o ATt BIIF B enid A 5 Camels
PIFLRER 2 Tt > e & R 2 g R L > &3 B2 RFF A

TR AR ) WP G BT %

1L 2P MBERERET FIZ 22 &xa 5 B

2. DS D TP T E ST R

%2 According to P. Y. Chu (personal communication, March 27, 2014)
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3. %= 5@»};1@} re A, 0 ¥ BTIEEp L PE 669 F g i (bit) o Ao
x - El;‘“a%%

4, % 2 Adp B MONTEY o HIRPIRE K G F £ T~ A5 2 schedule FLE o

5. #+ %k e Must-Haves 't 1 % #dk eeng fx By Rt e B 2 g KRR Lo

6. fREEAE FR{E REBIFE > Wi LB G £ pRAE o

JHSmIE2N P ERAF N EPBER  FHmITIONEBE RBEK kP &
£ %~ Frig Phase 1 #] Phase 3 % F»'M? A (2% 45) #Be&= ?' « P as (Henry
Mintzberg) #r# 21+ % 4] §v% (deliberate strategy) (Mintzberg, 1978, p. 945)" » » AL
- FEA, REFHSORE Y Lk § %8 (market, technological, political,
etc.)> ¥ R AL eI 4 BF o 2 JF IR Y vk (emergent strategy) (Mintzberg, supra)65
ﬂ@ﬁ%ﬁo%mﬁﬁvﬂmpﬁxﬁwg &%m—ﬁﬁﬁw@ LEY &R
(Mintzberg, 1994, p. 111)" » ¢ *+¥2 NSPO i 2 Tk AT (RIS RE )

TR AT E o e s R~ FE P TER BT EE o B *“'P\ ﬁ“ﬁf'r :
ﬁﬁﬁgéﬁﬁ:*wugwwrﬁﬁ—qrﬂmgﬁ%gﬁ
AEEGFES AT - AR RS AR AR
Phase 4 #:38 & »~ tE a0 » %‘r? "Lr’ﬁ OB Ap B R pREIE R

//_Fé;}ﬂ’-/?? ‘i—" Pha364%$é§ﬂ/z‘yl{’f}\ / é\v Gwm ~z2Ew E{fZZ'm ¥ P m/@?‘?%’?
A A %5

%90!\’!—‘

B Phase4x&_L 2011 & 8 ¥ A4 HACCEHIT £ AE 5B o fALIEG FEE
‘fﬁ'i«:iﬁli":\iawfg 7 Phased cn B B BV 7 n 54 D F RS R ¥ a3 H AR
12 o gt & % Phase 1 iJ 7 chbode sEat g 55?“1(%7?1&?1\ 5 ("4 84) -

63 S AEIRE S R B T S 4T 3.4 YR B3R (defects per million opportunities, DPMO)
® “Intended strategies that get realized; these may be called deliberate strategies.”

% “Realized strategies that were never intended, perhaps because no strategy was intended at the outset or
perhaps because, as in (unrealized strategies), those that were got displaced along the way; these may be called
emergent strategies.”

6 «__strategies can develop inadvertently, without the conscious intention of senior management, often through

a process of learning.”

67 «80% of cost and schedule overruns are usually due to the last 10% to 20% of requested functionality.”
(Cross, Moe, & Quinly, 2011, p. 130)
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E—— B AR
#3052

{Z&W%§%ﬁ?]
{&ﬁﬁ@@¥%7]45
%4E%ﬁﬁ? ]

. J

5. e A EEEF
%9
6. e S Al & 11
i 2
RETHINK

& FIX

P B e
ﬁ ?

EVALUATION

se=cccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccsccecsccenseeeeseeeecceeeceeeesceeaccesesceesaseesasaaany

W 12 Case evaluation cascade (complete case evaluation)
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68 «__.our gut and our intuition is actually built from months, years, whatever that time of experience that we

have, sometimes even subconsciously where we're observing human nature and interactions and when we make
a gut decision, our gut has been informed sometimes in ways we don't even understand.”
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%9 “When our long-term competitive position improves as a result of these almost unnoticeable actions, we
describe the phenomenon as ‘widening the moat.” And doing that is essential if we are to have the kind of
business we want a decade or two from now. We always, of course, hope to earn more money in the short-term.
But when short-term and long-term conflict, widening the moat must take precedence.”

70 «Business lore is full of stories about smart companies that incur huge losses when they enter unknown
territory — new alliances, new markets, new products, new technologies.” (McGrath & MacMillan, 1995, p. 44)

" AR TN R SR ELIRAY S JE - RS ASREB8 H 1EEF (monopolistic competition)
55 - A R IS & (8 A R Y FR oK 4R 1372 T8 - RIEHECOREAE (economic profit) A2 -
(BEAEFA - R 101 [H83)

72 «_.of not trying to take on an entire market at once — because there s less resistance to innovation when you

do it on a small scale.” (Abele, 2004)
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® 13 Product developing approach — traditional
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™ Typical buyer-seller relationships base on key legal bonds connection (Cannon & Perreault Jr., 1999, p. 443).
" “Existing companies execute a business model, start-ups look for one.” (Blank, 2013, p. 67)

> «“Successful entrepreneurs do not wait until ‘the Muse kisses them” and gives them a ‘bright idea’; they go to
work...Those entrepreneurs who start out with the idea that they ’Il make it big — and in a hurry — can be
guaranteed failure.” (Drucker, 1985, p. 31)

"® According to P. Y. Chu (personal communication, April 18, 2014)
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"8 «Contingency theory is a class of behavioral theory that claims that there is no best way to organize a
corporation, to lead a company, or to make decisions. Instead, the optimal course of action is contingent
(dependent) upon the internal and external situation.” (Contingency theory, n.d.)

7 “In the modern industrial economy with its long time-span between a decision and the ripening of its fruits,
the intuitive manager is a luxury few companies, large or small, can afford.”

8 According to P. Y. Chu (personal communication, April 18, 2014)
81 «A series of great opportunities disguised as insoluble problems™

82 Factor endowments and the Heckscher-Ohlin theory
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8.1 Q&A summary
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Answer & Description

Q1: Camels &% Jig3% %2 stk & % 7

Yes. ® o] & ¥ g g A
willing to try » ¥ & §_affordable risk - 7 %
R L AIATIARIE - H A G R e

speed %

Q2: Camels 4w &2 % = NSPO ehaL &R 5L ?

i 35 diAp ¥ R (QL0)

Q3: Camels 4w * M Fh % ?

BARRAT F A ERGEYET £
TR R4 45 BRI

Q4: Camels 4 e £ 41 ?

(1) a8 5 Prow nfizic> &

SN Bl iRk (4 3)

L@ ks

Q5: ¢ % % » 7 F¢ Nice-to-Haves i i@

(1) Joint problem solving; (2) True
partnership; (3) Communication convenience;

(4) Agile project cycles

Q6: What’s our “uniqueness” in the arena?

B 2 T RS (nearby advantage)

Q7: Are we real entrepreneur or just another new entrant?

Yes. 2 &£ B ib Fekig » F70 3

Q8: Camels - i {7 vk 4 # £ (strategic competition) ?

(1) #er k2 o afiiis %

g% (QL0)

s (2) &+ 4p

Q9: i Fexr gk ~ 48 (firmware) % 3 éhf24= % > i | Yes & yes.
PR ehg 2 e A XS MAE S - BUR AR

Q10: © A& Camels crip % 4t » 3 Astrium 2Lt | 81 % # g ppdg > v B % BT 3 ©
PoL s ? (customer intimacy) i v%

QU £229 B (k) PBHEY > 27 LFF §EF | No.

EaRA 2R RPEE (R EE %) PR E

Ql2: it Bry B itizan 7 (& P &) Yes. A = # e

QL3: i F 4 *he TR R 7 Yes. fkithe 44 3k 23% (] 15)
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risk check)

? (affordable

i F ¥ 8

Q15: AT e FHETR j‘LEJ’hS'
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% { (requirements change)

Yes. J'IE P §F T RZE MR o

Q16: Camels #_F & & *b & ey fe iy 4
capability) ?

(process

Yes. =R A ¥ ehik Rshr ot & e R

varp g g
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Question

Answer & Description

Q17: Camels ii & FFd o 1 % 5%
s g ?

PN cR ) -2

Yes. e imipriaE W o gL 4 (core
competencies) = %< & & (core products)

R FAAREEFSL -

8.2 Company profile

% 4 Company profile

X7 L A3 FPEHGF AP
A - R 2004 =

AT A3 6,760 § ~

A 1 #c (2009) |13 4

1 A~ B2 i ODM

8.3 Project cost breakdown
TH G SR AR AT

Others (including
capital cost)
1%

FPGA IP licensing
5%

i

EGSE related
(including training) —.
17%

Total parts and
manufacturing costs
16%

In-house man cost
38%

Outsourced man cost

23%

W 15 SSR project cost breakdown (real)
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8.4 Project schedule
BER YR L

# 5 Contract schedule (estimated & real)

Milestone Schedule estimated Schedule real
Project contracted Jan-2010 Jan 11, 2010
Kick-off meeting Jan-2010 Jan 14, 2010
Phase 1: System design review, SDR Mar-2010 Apr 2, 2010
Phase 2: Preliminary design review, PDR Jul-2010 Jul 29, 2010
Phase 3: Critical design review, CDR Dec-2010 Dec 1, 2010
Phase 4: EBB design delivery review, EBB DDR Mar-2011 Aug 12, 2011
Phase 5: EBB & EGSE delivery review, EBB & EGSE DR Aug-2011 Nov 10, 2011
Phase 6: EQM design delivery review, EQM DDR Nov-2011 May 10, 2012
Phase 7: Final review, FR May-2012 Nov 22, 2013
LEEMAEREIPENPALT L 20Bp A o FEY AT B > whhE 62% - 82
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8.5 Project deliverables
& %3 & gwE R (core product) ",ﬁi 7 SSR ALk E ek BB E iR aK
CRERESF R R F' Ag ~ A5 Ad ~ FAE L0 At it o i i p
s (augmented product/service)
1. Test system for SSR

2. Project archival media (design source codes, build environment, etc.) including
27,000+ VHDL codes and 23,000+ C codes.

3. Online, telephone and email service for troubleshooting, repair, and parts replacement

2L
- im0

¥oari kiS4 SSR M ~ 212 &2 3F iF (maintenance, repair, operating; MRO)
- & o

i

8.6 Project key parts

LL_gF mfﬁ?{ﬁf;@ B i 4T %\ :
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# 6 SSR project key parts

Iltems Type Supplier Controllilsgnt?é export
DDR SDRAM module Electronic part 3D Plus, France Yes
Radiation-hardened FPGA Electronic part Xilinx, USA Yes

CCSDS Telemetry encoder FPGA IP Aeroflex Gaisler, Sweden No

CCSDS Telemetry EGSE Test system Avtec, USA Yes
equipment

8.7 Definitions of strategic innovation

% 7 Definitions of strategic innovation

Source

Definition

Martinsons (1993, pp. 9-10)

Strategic innovation is a middle-road between deliberate planning and
experiential learning that requires a synergy between thinking and
acting ...Strategic innovation is value driven rather than goal driven,
outside-in approach rather than top-down approach, largely spontaneous
rather than deliberate, synthetic rather than analytic, heuristic rather than
procedural, lateral thinking rather than sequential thinking, “what might

be” rather than “what should be?”.

Markides (1997, p. 9)

Breaking the rules of the game and thinking of new ways to compete

Markides (1998, p. 32)

A fundamental reconceptualization of what the business is all about that,
in turn, leads to a dramatically different way of playing the game in an

existing business.

Schlegelmilch et al. (2003, p. 118)

Apply innovation to corporate strategy as strategic innovation

Charitou and Markides (2003, p.
56)

Strategic innovation means an innovation in one’s business model that

leads to a new way of playing the game.

Gebauer et al. (2012, p. 57)

Strategic innovation aims at reshaping the existing business model,
opening-up new and uncontested markets, and creating a leap in customer

value.

Benveniste (n.d.)

“Strategic innovation” implies a connection between innovation and

strategy, such that strategic innovation realizes corporate strategy.
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REVISION CHART

Date Description of Version

2013/12/7 The first thesis group meeting

2014/1/26 The second thesis group meeting

2014/2/2 Initial draft created for distribution and review comments, format: Word 97-2003 document
2014/2/18 Draft created and sent to Prof. Chu

2014/2/22 The third thesis group meeting

2014/2/24 Added decision flow charts

2014/2/26 Changed reference format to APA/Endnote
2014/3/9 Added references for strategic innovation
2014/3/17 Got paper copy: Martinsons, 1993

2014/3/18 Exceeded 10,000 characters

2014/3/21 The fourth thesis group meeting

2014/412 Added “Discussion” chapter

2014/4/16 Simplified decision flow style

2014/4/18 The fifth thesis group meeting

2014/4/22 Heuristics->instincts->intuition

2014/4/25 Exceeded 15,000 characters

2014/517 Added “emergent strategy” section

2014/5/9 The sixth thesis group meeting

2014/5/19 Rewrite abstract

2014/5/20 Draft created for orals on 5/30

2014/5/29 Added %3+ & watermark

2014/5/30 Passed my orals

2014/5/31 Update B 4% & chapter format

2014/6/19 Added need statement

2014/6/26 Limited 40 lines per page; reorganized
2014/7/9 Added data from Heidi Roizen’s speech video
2014/7/11 Subject & abstract modified according to Prof. Chu
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