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Abstract 

In today’s business environment, the trend towards more product variety and customization is unbroken. Due to this development, the need of 
agile and reconfigurable production systems emerged to cope with various products and product families. To design and optimize production
systems as well as to choose the optimal product matches, product analysis methods are needed. Indeed, most of the known methods aim to 
analyze a product or one product family on the physical level. Different product families, however, may differ largely in terms of the number and 
nature of components. This fact impedes an efficient comparison and choice of appropriate product family combinations for the production
system. A new methodology is proposed to analyze existing products in view of their functional and physical architecture. The aim is to cluster
these products in new assembly oriented product families for the optimization of existing assembly lines and the creation of future reconfigurable 
assembly systems. Based on Datum Flow Chain, the physical structure of the products is analyzed. Functional subassemblies are identified, and 
a functional analysis is performed. Moreover, a hybrid functional and physical architecture graph (HyFPAG) is the output which depicts the 
similarity between product families by providing design support to both, production system planners and product designers. An illustrative
example of a nail-clipper is used to explain the proposed methodology. An industrial case study on two product families of steering columns of 
thyssenkrupp Presta France is then carried out to give a first industrial evaluation of the proposed approach. 
© 2017 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. 
Peer-review under responsibility of the scientific committee of the 28th CIRP Design Conference 2018. 
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1. Introduction 

Due to the fast development in the domain of 
communication and an ongoing trend of digitization and
digitalization, manufacturing enterprises are facing important
challenges in today’s market environments: a continuing
tendency towards reduction of product development times and
shortened product lifecycles. In addition, there is an increasing
demand of customization, being at the same time in a global 
competition with competitors all over the world. This trend, 
which is inducing the development from macro to micro 
markets, results in diminished lot sizes due to augmenting
product varieties (high-volume to low-volume production) [1]. 
To cope with this augmenting variety as well as to be able to
identify possible optimization potentials in the existing
production system, it is important to have a precise knowledge

of the product range and characteristics manufactured and/or 
assembled in this system. In this context, the main challenge in
modelling and analysis is now not only to cope with single 
products, a limited product range or existing product families,
but also to be able to analyze and to compare products to define
new product families. It can be observed that classical existing
product families are regrouped in function of clients or features.
However, assembly oriented product families are hardly to find. 

On the product family level, products differ mainly in two
main characteristics: (i) the number of components and (ii) the
type of components (e.g. mechanical, electrical, electronical). 

Classical methodologies considering mainly single products 
or solitary, already existing product families analyze the
product structure on a physical level (components level) which 
causes difficulties regarding an efficient definition and
comparison of different product families. Addressing this 
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1. Introduction 

Global competition and the associated dynamic market 
environment with customers demanding more and more 
customized products have become a main driver for 
manufacturing companies to drastically shorten their 
innovation and development cycles [1–3]. New challenges for 
producing companies also arise with stricter law enforcement 
regulations to tackle global warming and environmental 
pollution [4], while new technological challenges and 
opportunities arise with digitalization and “Industrie 4.0” that 
radically change processes and disrupt whole industries. 
Therefore, an effective technology- and innovation 
management has become a core skill to stay competitive [5,6]. 

1.1. State of the art 

Most approaches in production technology management 
employ the technology maturity as a main indicator for the 
economic and technical performance of manufacturing 
technologies [7–9]. However, only few approaches take into 

account the companies’ individual technology strategy for the 
evaluation of production technologies [10,11]. Thus, 
established approaches focus on the technical and economic 
status quo of a regarded technology but lack of an estimation 
of its future potential and development possibilities [12]. 
Especially technology potential plays a significant role when 
decisions on strategic investments into new technologies are to 
be made [13]. From a technical point of view, technology 
potential describes the property of a technology to create value 
added in future by new or better technical features [8]. From a 
strategic point of view, technology potential is described by the 
opportunities a company can generate based on its knowledge 
and skills in production, processes and materials [14,13]. For 
this work, technology potential is defined by the value added, 
a technology can create for a company based on its future 
development possibilities from an economic, technical and 
strategic perspective. 

The consideration of technology potentials however could 
help to estimate the technology’s technical and economic 
performance and strategic fit for the time of implementation 
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and actual operation period instead of a static review at an 
earlier point of time.  

So far, the evaluation of technology potential mainly 
focuses on isolated perspectives, such as economic [13] or 
technical [8] aspects. An economic description and analysis of 
technologies mostly focuses on modeling cash-flow or net-
present-value generated by the utilization of a technology 
[15,13]. Mainly technically focused approaches aim to evaluate 
the technologies performance driving key parameters like 
process stability, quality or material flexibility and estimate 
their development in the future [8]. Strategy focused 
approaches aim to evaluate the strategic fit of a technology and 
the company’s strategy environment. The strategy environment 
can for example comprise human capital and skills, strategic 
sustainability targets or the aspiration of technological 
leadership in the market [16–19]. Strategy based evaluation 
approaches mostly focus on single facets of the strategic fit.  

Yet, a comprehensive approach to cover the whole picture 
from technical, economic, and strategic perspective in depth is 
missing. To our knowledge, there is no substantiated 
framework and set of parameters to describe the potential of 
manufacturing technologies and no dedicated method to 
identify and evaluate these parameters.  

In industrial practice, typically, technology suppliers 
elaborate potential analysis studies to highlight the 
technology’s advantages from an economic and technical point 
of view (cf. [20,21]). These studies are highly diverse in the 
structure of analysis and emphasize different aspects of a 
technology. An analysis of 50 studies revealed only 8% of the 
studies structurally classify parameters. Less common are 
potential analysis studies by industry associations or federal 
agencies which not only analyze advantages and chances but 
also disadvantages and risks of a technology from various 
views (cf. [22,23]). Considering the different approaches of 
describing and analyzing a technology’s potential, there is no 
methodological framework which defines a transparent and 
comparable structure with tangible evaluation parameters. 

1.2. Objectives and structure of the paper 

Hence, the objective of this paper is to present a 
methodological framework for the evaluation of technology 
potentials based on predefined evaluation parameters. In detail, 
this entails the description of a main model for the description 
of technology potentials comprising three sub-models. 
Furthermore, a detailed description of each sub-model—
economic, technical and strategic—and an exemplary analysis 
of the set of evaluation parameters from a technical perspective 
should be given. 

Based on the Design Research Methodology (DRM) 
introduced by Blessing [24] the paper is structured as follows: 
In the first section, technology management and its relevance 
have been introduce, the state of the art was analyzed and 
research gaps were identified. Subsequently, the objectives of 
the paper were formulated. Section 2 describes the DRM-based 
research approach which leads to the Technology Potential 
Framework in section 3. In section 4 the methodological 
approach is evaluated for the technology potential based design 
of a next generation all-solid-state battery (ASSB) production.  

2. Approach and Methods 

The presented research approach is based on the DRM 
framework which serves the step-by-step development of the 
Technology Potential Framework presented in section 3.  

2.1. Literature research on technology evaluation 

In order to find the basic structure for the Technology 
Potential Framework, a comprehensive literature review of 
existing methods for technology evaluation was conducted. 
The review revealed three main perspectives on technology 
potential, which are economic, technical and strategic (see 
section 3). Based on this tripartite structure, a two-step research 
approach was used to identify an appropriate set of parameters 
describing each of the three main perspectives.  

In a first step, potential analysis studies from technology 
suppliers, industry associations and federal agencies were 
analyzed to find similarities in structure and specifically used 
evaluation parameters. Based on this analysis a first set of 
evaluation parameters was derived. In the second step, the 
existing set of evaluation parameters was extended by the 
analysis of basic literature for production technology, 
technology management and corporate strategy. Thus, the 
parameter set derived from a comprehensive analysis of best 
practices in industry was completed by parameters derived 
from basic literature as theoretical input. 

2.2. Analysis of technology potential analysis studies 

In the first step 50 potential analysis studies about specific 
production technologies were examined. Single factors that 
influence the potential of production technologies were 
identified (such as surface quality, connection strength, 
material flexibility, process temperatures, tightness, degree of 
automation, sustainability, etc.) and associated with the 
literature based categories (economic, technical, and strategic). 
Thereby the basic tripartite structure was evaluated, and the 
main categories were verified by a distinct allocation of 
parameters to main perspectives. 

On the other hand, a first specific set of parameters was 
derived by the systematic analysis of potential analysis studies. 
The individual influencing factors described for a certain 
technology were abstracted to a general term that is relevant for 
production technologies in general. For instance, most potential 
analysis studies include factors that describe the error rate of 
the production processes. These can be summarized in the 
context of process stability respectively process availability. 
This factor in particular can be assigned to the category 
technological potential. The 50 examined studies comprise 
different technology fields, which ensures a universal validity 
of the derived generalized factors derived from technology 
specific factors described in the studies. Since the number of 
50 studies provides only a limited number of different 
technology fields, the derived general factors must also be 
validated to revise their universal applicability to production 
technologies. Due to the high specificity of production 
technologies and their area of application, some specific 
potential factors are just relevant for very restricted products or 
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processes and not relevant for a general description of 
technology potential.  

In summary, the first step was to derive specific potential 
factors that can be assigned to the technological, economic or 
strategic category. However, these identified factors only 
represent an incomplete collection of potential analysis studies 
which show divergent structures and argumentations. 
Nevertheless, this first input is suitable for developing first 
concepts for sub-models of the presented main perspectives. 

2.3. Analysis of basic literature 

In a second step, basic literature on production, business and 
strategy was analyzed to evaluate and complement the first set 
of parameters and their allocation to main perspectives. The 
specific approach to analyze the literature differs depending on 
the main perspectives since economic, technical and strategic 
influences need to be modelled fundamentally differently. In 
the following, the technical sub-model will exemplarily be 
discussed more in detail to demonstrate the approach.  

The review of the 50 potential analysis studies shows that 
there is no generic structuring of factors influencing the 
technical potential of production technologies. However, the 
studies define specific parameters describing a production 
technology and its technical performance. Those parameters 
were listed and consolidated. In basic production literature (cf. 
[25–27]), different production technologies are described and 
compared. From the comparison and the emphasized 
advantages and disadvantages of each production technology, 
general influencing parameters (like process accuracy, process 
speed, etc.) and technology specific factors (like the quality of 
the micro-structure of a joining, etc.) can be extracted and 
assigned to the main categories.  

3. Technology Potential Framework 

The developed framework follows a tripartite structure (see 
Fig. 1), where the overall technology potential consists of three 
sub-models (economic, technical and strategic). Accordingly, 
technologies can generally be evaluated from an economic, 
technical and strategic point of view.  

The economic and technologic sub-models consist of 
potentials and restrictions whereas the strategic sub-model is 
structured by the different strategy levels (see section 3.1). In 
order to describe and evaluate a technology’s potential as a 
whole, all of the introduced perspectives need to be considered 
in one framework and need to be connected. 

3.1. Potentials, Restrictions and Strategy Levels 

Apart from the integration of economic, technical and 
strategic perspectives, a company’s business environment and 
competencies to utilize a technology need to be considered. 
Thus, Technology Potentials objectively describe the 
influencing factors on the performance of a technology and 
their probable development over time. In order to utilize the 
full technology potential of a certain technology, several 
requirements need to be met by a company. Those 
requirements are defined as Technology Restrictions in this 
work. The idea is based on Schöning’s [13] concept of 
objective technology potential and “lock-out” effects.  

Exemplarily, a company needs financial resources, a certain 
amount of time and employees with a suitable skill set to 
exploit the full potential of a technology. In the case, some of 
the requirements are not fully met, restriction factors emerge 
which hamper the utilization of the technology.  

3.2. Economic Sub-model 

In literature there are different approaches to model a 
technology’s economic potential as described in section 1. 
Each approach comes with advantages and disadvantages. The 
developed approach is based on the cash method of accounting 
which is similar to most cash-flow approaches. This method 
distinguishes between revenues and costs which define the 
overall profit by subtracting costs from revenues [26]. 
Consequently, an increase of profit can be generated by 
increasing revenues at constant costs, cutting costs at constant 
revenues or cutting costs and increasing revenues at the same 
time. The economic potential of a technology therefore is 
defined by its ability to increase profits in future. In detail, a 
cost cutting potential and a revenue increase potential can be 
described, which result in the potential of increasing profit. 

Cost cutting potential might for example arise from 
automatization potentials, lower error rates or scale effects in 
production. The origin of cost cutting potentials and single 
influencing factors is diverse and often connected to other sub-
models. Therefore, the classic accounting approach of cost 
center accounting is used to separate economic influences from 
their technical or strategic origin. This approach allows to 
identify changes in costs independently from their underlying 
cause. 

The revenue in general can be defined as the product price 
multiplied with the quantity of sales. Consequently, a potential 
for increasing revenues arises from higher prices customers are 
prepared to pay or increased quantity of sales.  

Economic restriction factors generally are based on 
insufficient financial resources for making investments in 
infrastructure, buildings, further training of employees or 
licensing costs for instance.  
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Fig. 1. Structure of the Technology Potential Framework. 
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3.3. Technical Sub-model 

For the technical sub-model, similar to the economic sub-
model, literature provides different approaches to describe a 
technology. Most approaches focus on the characterization of 
a specific technology by its main performance drivers (cf. [8]). 
In order to provide a generic approach that is universally 
applicable to production technologies on the one hand, but 
creates a sufficient depth of research on the other hand, the 
technical potential is described on two levels. The first level 
comprises general technical potential factors that are relevant 
to all production technologies. Examples for universal 
technical parameters are production speed in product units per 
time, emissions or error rate in terms of technical availability 
or scrap rate. In the second level, a subdivision into the 
production technologies according to DIN 8580 [28] is carried 
out. Due to the fundamental technical differences between the 
technology fields defined in DIN 8580 [28], each field needs to 
be characterized by specific parameters in detail. This 
classification is completed by the classes “assembly 
technology” with a focus on handling and “logistics 
technology” with a focus on transport and storage. Each class 
consequently is described by a set of parameters which can be 
divided in product oriented and process oriented parameters. 

For instance, one class of DIN 8580 [28] are joining 
technologies (cf. DIN 8593 [29]). Product oriented parameters, 
for instance, are strength of the connection, tightness, surface 
quality, added weight and material flexibility. Exemplary 
process oriented parameters are technical auxiliaries, necessary 
process preparations and technical process times like cool-
down time. Hence, the total of all parameters describes the 
theoretical technical potential of the technology which is 
hampered by technical restrictions. 

Technical restrictions mainly are based on a lack of 
competencies or resources for the optimal utilization of the 
technology’s potential. In this perspective, restrictions can be 
classified as internally or externally caused. This classification 
gives indications for solution approaches. Internal restrictions 
exemplarily are described by the competencies of employees, 
their willingness to learn or technical indications on the 
technology chain that come with a technology change. External 
restrictions are defined by legal restrictions and regulations, 
patent restrictions or market limitations by technology 
suppliers. 

3.4. Strategic Sub-model 

The strategic sub-model aims to evaluate the strategic fit of 
a technology and its future viability for a company’s strategic 
focus. Especially the long-term view completes the description 
of technology potential and enables companies to make 
sustainable technology decisions. In order to evaluate the 
strategic fit, a company’s strategy needs to be described in 
detail to understand advantages and disadvantages of a 
technology referring to the strategy. Hence, a company’s 
strategy is described and analyzed on different levels. The most 
abstract level is the corporate strategy which defines in what 
kinds of businesses the company wants to work in, how the 
business portfolio is set up and how resources are allocated 

[30]. The second level is the business strategy which defines 
the competitive strategy within the chosen markets [30]. The 
third level describes functional strategies which define the 
strategy of each business function such as production, finance 
or human resources. 

To evaluate the strategic fit the company’s strategy needs to 
be identified and analyzed. Subsequently, the key question that 
need to be answered is if the considered technology is 
beneficial, neutral or adverse with respect to the identified 
strategy. The strategic sub-model does not comprise Potentials 
and Restrictions since a company’s strategy always respects 
individual strengths and weaknesses. Hence, the analysis of the 
strategic potential of a technology can never be company-
independent. 

4. Implementation and evaluation for ASSB’s 

As a use case scenario, the presented methodology was 
applied to the hypothetic production of ASSB’s for electric 
vehicles. These batteries promise a higher safety combined 
with higher energy or power density, resulting in longer driving 
distance or faster charging of electric vehicles [31]. While 
promising results concerning the performance of ASSB have 
been achieved on the laboratory scale [32], the implementation 
of scalable processes for ASSB production is still in its infancy 
[33] and will potentially require innovative production 
technologies [34]. While the successful implementation of 
ASSB mass production promises a differentiation in an 
enormously growing market, the manufacturing cost will have 
to be competitive with the steadily sinking cost of the current 
lithium-ion battery technology [35]. Therefore, a strategic 
investment would come along with a high risk of failure.  

Based on a scenario analysis, two different scenarios were 
selected and elicited by means of an expert workshop: The first 
scenario (A) describes an established lithium-ion cell 
manufacturer already producing electric vehicle battery cells in 
a large scale and trying to be the first one to fulfil the 
customers’ future requirements (cf. [36]) with a new product. 
The second one (B) describes a newcomer (potentially a large 
first or second tier automotive supplier with little experience in 
battery production) that tries to enter the market as a technology 
follower. The core component of the ASSB is the so called 
solid electrolyte separator (SES) which needs to be fabricated 
as a homogeneous and thin layer (< 30 µm) with negligible 
porosity. From the large variety of possible layer fabrication 
technologies [33], the slot die coating and the aerosol 
deposition method were selected as examples. While slot die 
coating is a widely established technology in battery electrode 
processing [37], aerosol deposition is an emerging technology 
with low degree of maturity but promising results for the 
fabrication of high quality SES layers [38]. 
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In order to make a strategic and potential based technology 
decision, the technologies were evaluated using the full 
parameter sets for economic, technical and strategic potentials. 
The preliminary evaluation approach was simplified and based 
on a qualitative assessment of the parameters comparing the 
considered technologies with current technologies. Therefore, 
a bipolar scale was established to evaluate the technology’s 
potential from highly positive potential (+2) to highly negative 
potential (-2). Furthermore, the evaluation parameters needed 
to be weighted depending on their significance for the company 
which was established by a scale from 0 (not relevant) to 3 
(highly relevant). Table 1 shows an excerpt of the evaluation 
for aerosol deposition in comparison to a conventional tape 
casting technology in companies with different strategies.  

As a result of the evaluation aerosol deposition has positive 
potential for Company B in all categories (see table 2). While 
for Company A the technology is not beneficial in all 
categories. From an economic point of view, the aerosol 
deposition has the potential to cut costs and increase revenues 
compared to the currently used technology. Regarding the 
company’s strategy, the different market positions and strategic 
objectives differentiate the strategic potential.  

5. Conclusion and Outlook 

The presented framework constitutes the basis for a 
comprehensive evaluation approach for technology potentials. 
In contrast to previous works, this approach focusses on a 
parameter based evaluation to compare different technologies 
transparently and to enable companies to evaluate a 
technology’s potential based on their specific requirements and 
characteristics. The framework uses three perspectives—
economic, technical and strategic—to substantially describe a 
technology’s potential. 

As a result of the practical evaluation the dataset showed 
that the results highly dependent on the weighting of the 
parameters which projects the company’s strategy and 
requirements. The evaluation of the parameters, on the other 
hand, is the same for all technical potentials, since these are 
technical characteristics that can be determined independently 
of the business environment. Economic and strategic 

parameters have been evaluated based on the company’s 
setting. In summary, however, it can be stated that the majority 
of the parameters determined in the context of this work are 
relevant to the potential of the investigated coating technology. 
Additionally, the differences between the two company 
perspectives became clearly visible. 

Nevertheless, this approach is intended to build the basis for 
further research on technology potential and strategic 
technology planning. Especially the economic and strategic 
sub-models need to be detailed and a quantitative evaluation 
approach including the calculation of an overall potential 
indicator needs to be developed. In order to utilize the approach 
in industrial practice, a constitutive roadmapping approach 
needs to be elaborated. 

Acknowledgements 

This research project is funded by the German Federal 
Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF) within the 
Framework Concept ”Innovationen für die Produktion, 
Dienstleistung und Arbeit von morgen” (02P16Z012) and 
managed by Projektträger Karlsruhe (PTKA). 

References 

[1] Elmaraghy H. Manufacturing Success in the Age of Variation, 
Keynote Paper. 3rd Conference on Changeable, Agile, 
Reconfigurable and Virtual Production (CARV), 2009,pp. 5–15. 

[2] Nyhuis P, Reinhart G, Abele E. Wandlungsfähige 
Produktionssysteme: Heute die Industrie von morgen gestalten. 
PZH Produktionstechnisches Zentrum, Hannover, Garbsen, 
2008. 

[3] Schuh G, Schroder S, Lau F, Wetterney T. Next generation 
hardware development: Requirements and configuration options 
for the organization of procurement activities in the context of 
Agile new Product Development, in: 2016 Portland International 
Conference, 2016, pp. 2583–2591. 

W
ei

gh
t

Ev
al

ua
tio

n

W
ei

gh
te

d 
ev

al
ua

tio
n

W
ei

gh
t

Ev
al

ua
tio

n

W
ei

gh
te

d 
ev

al
ua

tio
n

Flexibility 1 +2 +2 2 +2 +4

Process stability 
(Scrap rate)

3 -1 -3 3 -1 -3

Emissions 1 +2 +2 2 +2 +4

Corrosion resistance 2 +2 +4 2 +2 +4

Thickness of coating 3 +1 +3 3 +1 +3

Quality of coating 
(bubbles, inclusions)

3 0 0 3 0 0

Patent restrictions 1 +2 +2 3 +2 +6

Legal restrictions 1 +1 +1 3 +2 +6

Parameters
(excerpt)

Company BCompany A

Te
ch

ni
ca

l 
re

st
ric

tio
n 

fa
ct

or
s

Po
te

nt
ia

l f
ac

to
rs

un
iv

er
sa

l
Po

te
nt

ia
l f

ac
to

rs
Co

at
in

g

Te
ch

ni
ca

l s
ub

-m
od

el
l

Table 1. Excerpt of evaluation parameters. 

Table 2. Evaluation results for the potential of aerosol deposition. 

Potential factors
Universal

-0,47 0,00

Potential factors
Coating

0,30 0,30

Technical 
restriction factors

-0,60 1,07

Cost cutting 
potential

0,25 0,25

Revenue increase 
potential

0,47 0,61

Economic 
restriction factors

-0,73 0,40

Corporate 
strategy fit

-2,00 -1,00

Business 
strategy fit

-2,00 2,00

Functional 
strategy fit

no assessment possible no assessment possible

Te
ch

ni
ca

l
su

b-
m

od
el

Ec
on

om
ic

su
b-

m
od

el
St

ra
te

gi
c

su
b-

m
od

el

Company A Company B
weighted values weighted values



	 Andreas Hofer  et al. / Procedia CIRP 81 (2019) 1400–1405� 1405
6 Andreas Hofer et al. / Procedia CIRP 00 (2019) 000–000 

[4] Seliger G. Sustainable Manufacturing for Global Value Creation, 
in: Seliger, G. (Ed.), Sustainable Manufacturing: Shaping Global 
Value Creation. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2012, pp. 3–8. 

[5] Cetindamar D, Phaal R, Probert D. Understanding technology 
management as a dynamic capability: A framework for 
technology management activities. Technovation 29 (4), 2009, 
pp. 237–246. 

[6] Spath D. Vorwort, in: Spath, D. (Ed.), Forschungs- und 
Technologiemanagement. Potenziale nutzen - Zukunft gestalten. 
Hanser, München, 2004, pp. V–IX. 

[7] Mankins JC. Technology Readiness Level – A white Paper. 
Advanced Concepts Office, Office of Space Access and 
Technology, National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA), Washington DC, USA, 1995. 

[8] Schindler S. Strategische Planung von Technologieketten für die 
Produktion: Zugl.: München, Univ., Diss., 2014. Utz, München 

[9] Sommerlatte T, Deschamps JP. Der strategische Einsatz von 
Technologien, in: Little, A., D. (Ed.), Management im Zeitalter 
der Strategischen Führung. Gabler, Wiesbaden, 1986, pp. 37–76. 

[10] Greitemann J, Stahl B, Schönmann A, Lohmann B, Reinhart G. 
Strategic production technology planning using a dynamic 
technology chain calendar. Prod. Eng. Res. Devel. 9 (3), 2015, 
pp. 417–424. 

[11] Reinhart G, Schindler S, Krebs P. Strategic Evaluation of 
Manufacturing Technologies, in: Hesselbach, J., Herrmann, C. 
(Eds.), Glocalized Solutions for Sustainability in Manufacturing. 
Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2011, pp. 179–184. 

[12] Greitemann J. Methodik für die systematische Identifikationvon 
Produktionstechnologien: Zugl.: München, Univ., Diss., 2016. 
Hanser, München. 

[13] Schöning S. Potenzialbasierte Bewertung neuer Technologien: 
Zugl.: Aachen, Techn. Hochsch., Diss., 2006. Shaker, Aachen 

[14] Binder VA, Kantowsky J. Technologiepotentiale: 
Neuausrichtung der Gestaltungsfelder des Strategischen 
Technologiemanagements. Springer Fachmedien, Wiesbaden, 
1996. 

[15] Martini CJ. Marktorientierte Bewertung neuer 
Produktionstechnologien: Zugl.: St. Gallen, Univ., Diss., 1995. 
Rosch-Busch, Hallstadt. 

[16] Ardilio A. Eine Vorgehensweise zur strategischen 
Technologieentwicklungsplanung für Forschungseinrichtungen: 
Zugl.: Stuttgart, Univ., Diss., 2013. Fraunhofer-Verl., Stuttgart 

[17] Pfeiffer W, Schneider W. Grundlagen und Methoden einer 
technologieorientierten strategischen Unternehmensplanung. 
Strategische Planung Band 1 (2), 1985, pp. 121–142. 

[18] Schmitz WJ. Methodik zur strategischen Planung von 
Fertigungstechnologien. Ein Beitrag zur Identifizierung und 
Nutzung von Innovationspotentialen: Zugl.: Aachen, Techn. 
Hochsch., Diss., 1995. Shaker, Aachen. 

[19] Zehnder T. Kompetenzbasierte Technologieplanung: Analyse 
und Bewertung technologischer Fähigkeiten im Unternehmen. 
Springer Fachmedien, Wiesbaden, 1997. 

[20] Hergt O. Faserlaserschneiden ohne Kompromisse. 

BystronicWorld (4) , 2015, pp. 28–31. 

[21] Tüchert C, Bonten C. Laserschweißen: Potenzial und Grenzen. 
KU Kunststoffe 90 (4), 2000, p. 32. 

[22] Abele E, Bauernhansl T, Krüger J, Reinhart G, Schuh G. WGP-
Standpunkt Industrie 4.0. WGP, Berlin, 2016. 

[23] Zweck A, Holtmannspötter D, Braun M, Cuhls K, Hirt M, 
Kimpler S. Forschungs- und Technologieperspektiven 2030. 
VDI, Düsseldorf, 2015. 

[24] Blessing LTM, Chakrabarti A. DRM, a Design Research 
Methodology. Springer, London, 2009. 

[25] Awiszus B, Bast J, Dürr H. Grundlagen der Fertigungstechnik, 
6th ed. Hanser, Müchen, 2016. 

[26] Koether R, Sauer A. Fertigungstechnik für 
Wirtschaftsingenieure, 5th ed. Hanser, München, 2017. 

[27] Westkämper E, Warnecke HJ, Decker M. Einführung in die 
Fertigungstechnik, 7th ed. Teubner, Wiesbaden, 2006. 

[28] DIN 8580:2003-09, Manufacturing processes - Terms and 
definitions, division. Beuth, Berlin. 

[29] DIN 8593-0:2003-09, Manufacturing processes joining - Part 0: 
General; Classification, subdivision, terms and definitions. 
Beuth, Berlin. 

[30] Dillerup R, Stoi R. Unternehmensführung, 4th ed. Vahlen, 
München, 2013. 

[31] Janek J, Zeier WG. A solid future for battery development. Nat 
Energy 1 (9), 2016, p. 1167. 

[32] Kato Y, Hori S, Saito T, Suzuki K, Hirayama M, Mitsui A, 
Yonemura M, Iba H, Kanno R. High-power all-solid-state 
batteries using sulfide superionic conductors. Nat Energy 1, 2016. 

[33] Schnell J, Günther T, Knoche T, Vieider C, Köhler L, Just A, 
Keller M, Passerini S, Reinhart G. All-solid-state lithium-ion and 
lithium metal batteries – paving the way to large-scale 
production. Journal of Power Sources 382, 2018, pp. 160–175. 

[34] Schnell J, Hofer A, Singer C, Günther T, Reinhart G. Evaluation 
of technology chains for the production of all-solid-state 
batteries, in: WGP Jahreskongress. Aachen, Apprimus Verlag, 
2017, pp. 295–302. 

[35] Nykvist B, Nilsson M. Rapidly falling costs of battery packs for 
electric vehicles. Nature Climate Change 5 (4), 2015, pp. 329–
332. 

[36] Andre D, Kim SJ, Lamp P, Lux SF, Maglia F, Paschos O, 
Stiaszny B. Future generations of cathode materials: an 
automotive industry perspective. J. Mater. Chem. A 3 (13), 2015, 
pp. 6709–6732. 

[37] Günther T, Billot N, Schuster J, Schnell J, Spingler FB, Gasteiger 
HA. The Manufacturing of Electrodes: Key Process for the Future 
Success of Lithium-Ion Batteries. AMR 1140, 2016, pp. 304–
311. 

[38] Hanft D, Exner J, Moos R. Thick-films of garnet-type lithium ion 
conductor prepared by the Aerosol Deposition Method: The role 
of morphology and annealing treatment on the ionic conductivity. 
Journal of Power Sources 361, 2017, pp. 61–69. 

 
 


