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ABSTRACT

Purpose: Evaluation of the creativity level of design concepts.

Methods: 14 winners of design concepts area of the 2015 Red dot Award are used to evaluate the creativity
level of design concepts. Among the 14 winners, one is the highest award (; luminary) winner, 4 are the
second highest award(; best of the best) winners, and the remaining 9 are winners. AHP model was developed
to evaluate the creativity levels of design concepts, and applied to the 14 winners of the reddot award.
Results: Originality and practicality have been used to evaluate creativity level of new product ideas in the
previous study. In this study, it is identified that originality is composed of innovativeness and topicality,
and practicality is composed of utility and realizability. The design concepts which won higher level awards
have higher level of originality. Among the two dimensions of originality, topicality has more significant rela—
tionship than innovativeness.

Conclusion: The design concepts with higher level of originality, especially higher level of topicality, have
a fair chance to be recognized as creative. It is notable that higher level of originality does not guarantee
higher profit. According to the previous studies on the commercial success of new products, practicality is

more important than originality.
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Figure 1. Basic structure of AHP
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Figure 2. Absolute measurement of AHP
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Figure 3. Development process of the creativity evaluation criteria on design concepts
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Table 1. The creativity evaluation criteria on design concepts

Criteria Sub-criteria Keyword
. Not existing before, applying new technology, difficult to imagine, breaking
Innovativeness
o a frame

Originality
Topicality Want to have, unique, attracting, something special, only one in the world
Utility Necessary, can be used anytime and anywhere, easy to use, user—friendly

Practicality
Realizability Cheap, not unrealistic, safe, performing essential function, long usage time
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1. Comparison on evaluation criteria of creative ideas

Originality 9|8"?|6|5|4|3|2 1 2|3|4|5|6|’?|8|9 Practicality

@ Comparison on sub—criteria of criginality

Tonovats
YR g le|7le|5|als|el1|z|s|al5|6|7]|8]|9| Topicalty

@ Comparison on sub-criteria of practicality

Utility 9|8"?|8|5|4|3|2 1 2|3|4|5|8|’?|8|9 Realizability

Figure 5. Pairwise comparison on the evaluation criteria
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Table 2. Pairwise comparison on the relative weights of evaluation criteria

Q. When you evaluate creativity on design concepts, please fill up the relative weights of the two
corresponding levels.

. Very . Not Very Not
Innovativeness . Innovative Neutral . .
Innovative Innovative Innovative
very 2 3 4 4
Innovative
Innovative 2 2 4
Neutral 2 3
Not
. 2
Innovative
Very Not
Innovative
a4, stAlA, 5879, AdAd e STl sl 242 Adiu|al A3 Expert Choiced o] &-3to] E3at3ith
212t0] §9171%l i3] Table 29} 2ol Alus AAF F, 502 Fjo] 2t 319] /1] U@ S W7
7VEA ARE F71e HF AHPE O] Figure 62 o] =&tk
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[ Evaluation on Creative Ideas }

Originality

Practicali
0.411 Y

0.589

‘ 0.448) (0.381) (0.441) (0.365)
Very High ( — —
ey g 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
High (0.260) (0.291) (0.313) (0.297)
0.580 T 0764 0710 0.814
Mormal L (©161) | (0as1) | 132 | (0.168)
0.359 0.396 0.299 0.455
Low (0.078) (0.095) (0.069) (0.099)
0.174 T 0249 0.156 0.271
0.054) (0.081) (0.045) (0.074)
VeryLow L— L L L
ey Low 0.121 0.213 0.102 0.203

Figure 6. AHP model for evaluating creative ideas
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Table 3. Kinds of Red Dot Award: Design Concept Award

Award Kinds Contents
, ) i ) . )
é The Red Dot: Luminary is the highest achievement of the Red Dot Award: Design
Concept. A leading light to follow, this concept is selected among the Red Dot: Best
reddot award of the Best winners. The Red Dot: Luminary serves as an inspiration to aspire towards
luminary
d . . . .
The Red Dot: Best of the Best is awarded for groundbreaking design and is the top
prize in the Red Dot Award: Design Concept. This prize is reserved for the best works
reddot award in a category
best of the best
0 . . . . . . .
Q The Red Dot is the award for high design quality. The international jury only awards
this sought-after seal of quality to works that set themselves apart significantly from
reddot award comparable works thanks to their excellent design
winner
&,
An Honourable Mention recognizes particularly well-executed aspects of design work,

and is awarded to works with excellent detail solutions
reddot award

honourable mention
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Table 4. The application results of AHP

Originality(0.411) Practicality(0.589)
No | Innovati Topicali | o poe i | ity Ro428D | b ica Cr;ef:rveity Rank | Awards
-veness ~ty ty (0.549) -ility lity
(0.534)  (0.466) (0.451)
1 | 053¢ 0356 | 0366 | 0549 = 0367 | 0540 0.905 1 Luminary
2 | 0310 035 | 0274 | 0549 = 0451 | 0589 | 0.863 2 Bes{)eosft the
3 | 0310 035 | 0274 | 0549 0451 | 0.589 0.863 2 Winner
4| 0310 0356 | 0274 | 0549 0451 | 0.589 0.863 2 Winner
5 | 053 0466 | 0411 | 0390 0367 | 0446 | 0857 | 5 Bes{)eosft the
6 | 0192 = 0356 | 0225 | 0549 0451 | 0.589 0.814 6 Winner
7 | 0310 0356 | 0274 | 0549 = 0367 | 0540 0.813 7 Besgeosft the
8 | 0310 0356 | 0274 | 0549 0367 | 0.540 0.813 7 Winner
9 | 0534 0356 | 0366 | 0390 0367 | 0.446 0.811 9 Winner
10 | 0310 = 0356 | 0274 | 0390 = 0451 | 0.495 0.769 10 Bes;eosft the
11| 0310 018 | 0203 | 0549 = 0367 | 0540 0.743 11 Winner
12 | 0192 0185 | 0155 | 0549 0367 | 0540 0.694 12 Winner
13 | 0310 0356 | 0274 | 0390 = 0205 | 0.350 0.624 13 Winner
14 | 0310 0185 | 0203 | 0390 0205 | 0.350 0.554 14 Winner
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S Luminary @ Bestof the Best Ml Winner

Original Area Creative Area
[ ]
[ * °
[ ]
Average | [ [ ] [ ]
Originality
|
| | |
MNon-Creative Area m Practical Area
Average
Practicality

Figure 7. OPA matrix of the application results
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Table 5. The average score of originality, practicality and creativity
T Originality Practicality Creativity

Luminary and Best of the best 0.320 0.522 0.841

Winner 0.250 0.504 0.753
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Table 6. t-test results on evaluation sub-criteria

Factors t Df P-value
Innovativeness 1.519 12 0.155
Originality
Topicality 1.879 12 0.049%
Utility -0.231 12 0.821
Practicality
Realizability 0.904 12 0.384

F 16 p < .10, #* p < .05, #x p < 01 FlA BAZCE Fdh

ga4un sAdel Arden o & fo4e 2t AL &
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