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Abstract

Over the past few years, innovation has increagiggtnered the headlines as one of the core
competencies every sustainable organisation mugt. héet, it is theidea which is the
foundation of any innovation. This paper draws tbge knowledge about idea generation,
and its management, and how the process of enaogralgas, creativity and then managing
them effectively will enhance the opportunities sefccessfully finding and implementing
innovations which will add value to the organisatand its stakeholders. Extensive review of
literature in the field of idea and innovation mgement, as well as a study of Souza Cruz’s
recently conceptualised and implemented Idea Manageprogramme has brought together
the many facets involved in successfully harnesamgjimplementing ideas.

Keywords:ldea Generation & Management, innovation, motorgtcreativity, organisational

culture, leadership

1. Introduction
It seems that humans are by nature innovative. lisowt the willingness to experiment, to

try something new, to solve a problem or to conframd overcome a challenge, we would
not have evolved as a species over time and woddumably still be living in a cave.
Perhaps one of the most powerful ways in whicheeerl is when our expectations fail, when
we try something and it does not work, and so veedsiven to try new ways to realise our
goals. Through our search for improvements to eitjuality or processes, be it because we
are curious or lazy — and thus seeking to makeckiger — innovation occurs. The ability to
innovate is in each and every person, to varyingreks. It is this underlying, yet
fundamental human imperative, which provides mamege with the million dollar question
of how to reap the pool of ideas that all employieesvery organisation represent. And how
to stimulate employees to become curious as to they can impact the environment they
work in, and improve products, services and thegsses that deliver them. This process of
innovating, driven by necessity, curiosity or lags, could ultimately lead to not just having
an idea of how to improve work but also the develept of a new “killer app” that will give
competitive advantage and will enhance successuastdinability for the business. Or, in the
words of Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, “Daring idases like chessmen moved forward,;
they may be beaten, but they may start a winnimgega

According to a recent Boston Consulting Group (BG&)ior management study, innovation
remains a “top strategic focus for the majoritycoimpanies, with 66% of respondents to
(our) survey ranking it one of their top-three pities”. (BCG Report, “Innovation 2007").

Clearly, companies are willing to invest more resesd into the field of innovation, in the
1



pursuit of higher returns. Another study condudigdBM of several hundred CEOs from all
fields in the business world has also concluded itireovation ranks amongst the top three
drivers of business success. To borrow Arthur Ml&inger’s words, “if we are to survive,

we must have ideas, vision, and courage.”

Following is one visual demonstration of how ideanagement could be managed.

Figure 1: Diagram of an Integrated Idea GeneratiorProcess
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As we can see from the above diagram, an ideaeeten with the input of various sources,
hence the common assumption that it is rarely amlg individual that comes up with an
improvement idea. In today’s working environmengrkilows are frequently intertwined
with one another thus involving many people, oftetyond more than one department, and
beyond one business. This is where the secondrstbe diagram features; the engagement
of all stakeholders. Once the input is collaboratédthen goes through the economic
screening process, i.e. whether it is applicabld bhas value-add for the company. If
implemented, the rewards from the returns generhtethe idea must be shared with the

employees who spawned the idea. Through recogniaod rewards the company



demonstrates its commitment to the cause, and shioatsemployees’ idea generation is

welcome and appreciated.

This all leads back to the initial questidtiow does management foster a culture within the
organisation that not only allows, but also stintelthe idea generation from employees?
What kind of systems and processes need to bade fdr employees to come forward with
their improvement ideas, their innovative approachs work flows, products and services?
Finally, what kind of monitoring needs to be inqdato oversee successful implementation

from original idea to fruition.

Aim of Research
Over the past few decades, much research has laeeedcout in the area of innovation,

creativity and knowledge workers. Whereas the foolughis current study is on thdea
generationand managemerdspect, the above three areas are part of, autteme of this

processes of tapping into the intellectual camtahe employees for suggestions.

This research is aimed at reviewing existing litera in the field of ldea Generation,
innovation and creativity within employees, to pogether a picture of how to make every
employee feel he/she can and should contributenfiyxave and innovate. It will study the
benefits and pitfalls, and how successfully mandded Generation & Management can add
value not only in monetary terms for the compamnmptlgh savings or profit generation, but
also in motivational terms for employees. It willifg together aspects such as culture
including organisational culture, employee motiwatiand reward systems and look at
different ways in which to implement a system adadyeneration in organisations.

Outline & Methodology
The research conducted in this study is based orstwirces of information. It is on the one

hand a review of academic and business literakleged to the subject of Idea Generation
and Management, the findings of which are foundthe section entitled “Frame of
Reference”. It is intended to provide the readehwein understanding of the various sub-
topics related to the generation and managemeideafs in the business context, and to
review the findings of authors relating to thisaaé study, and which are deemed important
features of successfully implementing such a system
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Secondly, primary research was conducted in oalbetable to examine whether theory and
practice coincide. By describing and discussing é¢kperiences of a company, which has
recently implemented a comprehensive Idea Generand Management system into one of
its factories, it is possible to add value to thxésting research in the subject matter. It is
specifically interesting due to the fact that teegarch has been conducted in an organisation
operating in an emerging economy (Brazil), whertrgs academic and business literature
reviewed in section three is mainly based on egpegs in developed countries such as the
United States of America, Japan, Germany and theetdiKingdom. The information was
obtained through structured and semi-structureghvigws with employees of the company,
ranging from Board Director to shop-floor level doyees at the factory. All in all, nineteen
employees of the company have answered questiahprawided insights, and interviews
lasted from 20 minutes to four hours, dependingnterviewee and their scope of knowledge

about the subject.

Furthermore, frameworks regarding the conceptuaisaand implementation of Idea
Generation, which includes the design of an IdeaeGdion & Management process,
structural and implementation implications and g&fboutline of software to manage the

administration of such a process are presented.

Finally, the paper concludes with a section on wsons; linking the primary research
findings to the theory, highlighting challenges amgportunities and based on the literature
reviewed and the findings from the primary reseastiggestions will be made as to further

areas of research to gain a deeper and broaderstezuging of the topic.



2. Frame of Reference
The following section of this paper is devoted toegiew of the current literature on Idea

Management. This literature review is aimed at tangaa holistic picture of what is being
studied and what the findings and trends are.\Wagh noting that the majority of academic
research and management papers are concernedmptbyees who already are working in
“creative” jobs, such as research and developnreatketing, product design and more.
Furthermore, the studies examined in the field mbleyee behaviour have mostly been
conducted in the United States, Great Britain aedn@ny. The studies are therefore based
on the findings of workers who have at least a deted secondary education. This point is
raised here, as the findings from the primary neteapan workers with incomplete primary
education and literacy problems to those with wisitg degrees. However, the literature
provides a foundation, yet it leaves many questiopen as to how ldea Management
will/lcan work in other parts of the world, when tlabour pool is often unskilled, with a
lower degree of education and working on shop-flewel, rather than in “white collar jobs”.
This aspect will be discussed briefly within thstlpart of the study — in section five — as it is
not a focal point of this research.

In the meantime, here is a look at where Idea Mamamnt comes from, and whether it is
indeed just a current fad in management circlest ms for example Total Quality
Management (TQM) was a decade ago, or whether wagsume this management approach

will be a lasting one.

History of Idea Management
When searching academic and professional literathexe is plenty to be found on Idea

Management, and its various other names, such as

» Employee suggestion scheme/system/programme,;

* Idea management;

* Employee involvement program

« Kaizen ( =tk (kai') means 'change' or 'the action to corract = ('zen') means
‘good’

* Suggestion box;



* Systems for Managing Ideas (SMI) and lately
« Ideatiort

Either which way you prefer to coin the practid¢ezdmes with a long-standing histérne

of the earliest records of inviting the opinion awgestion of others comes from Japan. In
August 1721, a small box called thenéyasubako”(guide box) was placed at the
Takinoguchi entrance to the Edo Castle in Kyototh®yorder of Yoshimune Tokugawa, the
eighth shogun. All citizens, regardless of theiciabstanding, were allowed to drop written
suggestions, requests, and complaints into the Hox."meyasubakotvas the shogun's way
of finding out how people felt about his policiesdawhat people were thinking in general.
The next step towards this kind of feedback wittdn professional or organisation
environment came from the British Navy. They readizhe need for a process of listening to
every individual in the organisation - without fearreprisal. At that time, the mere mention
of an idea that contradicted a captain's or admigbinion was likely to be punished by
hanging. Whether it was therefore taken up by tiwel ranks and successful remains a

mystery...

Probably one of the first successful and systenagiproaches to reaping the brain power of
the employees was in 1872, at the German compamgnow ThyssenKrupp). Its founder
Alfred Krupp, as part of the company'&eneral Regulativ'(translates as organisational
guidelines) which described the rights and dutiésalb employees, outlined guidelines
concerning suggestions, including submission ofasgdeevaluation, non-acceptance, and
revival of previously declined ideas. Recognitiord anonetary rewards for successful ideas
were part and parcel of the process. This stared ‘betriebliches Vorschlagswesen”
(organisational suggestion scheme), which has ldesply rooted in traditional German

companies since.

Further examples from other countries include tfawilliam Denny, of William Denny
Ship Building Company of Dumbarton, Glasgow. In t#80’s the shipbuilder asked his
workers to suggest methods for building ships at éost. He set up his pioneering system
"Rules for the Awards Committee to guide them warding the workmen for inventions and
improvements'in an attempt to systematically solicit suggestidrom employees and to

promote creativity in a company.

! Term taken from Olivia Toubia (2006)
% Sources: “Corporate Creativity”, Robinson & Stern, Berrett-Koehler Pub (1998), www.wikipedia.org, and Employee
Involvement Association (www.eia.com)
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In 1894, in the United States, John Pattersonfatieder of National Cash Register (NCR)
started a suggestion system which he called thendrad-Headed-Brain”. Also, records
show that an Eastman Kodak employee named WillisonnGrs received a prize of two
dollars in 1898 for suggesting that windows be weasto keep the workplace brighter. Frank
Lovejoy, the supervisor who accepted Connor's sstgge later became the president of
Kodak.

The Japanese followed suit a few years later jétsr @ahe turn of the century, in 1905,
whereby Kanebuchi Boseki, a textile company, set"spggestion boxes" that were
reportedly an imitation of John Patterson’s suggastystem that its management team had
observed on an earlier visit to United States. Hmme up until the 1940s Japanese
suggestion systems were generally reserved for amigndful of elite workers who had the

ability, the enthusiasm and the social standind,thas credibility, to submit ideas.

In the wake of the World Wars, the employee suggesichemes fell onto fertile ground in
the industrialised nations. With a shortage of nemvork the factories, and a demand for
supplies, any means of improving efficiencies, psscand output were suddenly most

welcome; from all ranks within the organisations.

Today, more companies, often under the auspicdseofthe Human Resource Departments,
have replaced the old fashioned “letter-box” systeincollection suggestions, and have
replaced them with formal processes which delileéyatim to tap into the collective wisdom
of their workforces. The goal is to reduce wasté eosts, increase efficiencies and to boost
competitiveness. To put some numbers to the te8BB AGermany has been actively
supporting Idea Management since 1950. Since tf®’duntil 2005, ABB Germany’s
employees have submitted over 60’000 ideas, reguili savings of over € 50 million for the
company and payouts for its employees of roughly;€£inn.

Where do those figures come from? In Germany, k@n®le, the “Deutsches Institut fur
Betriebswirtschaft (a non-governmental organisation for businessagament, founded in
the 1950’'s by local businesses and universitiesjhes umbrella organisation for idea
management in Germany, and is actively trackinggsses and progress in this area since
1975. It has been conducting studies since then #te utilisation and implications of idea

management in the German economy.

* www.dib.de



Its 2006 report, based on information from 315 cames representing all sectors, with

approximately 2 million employees, found that inOB0alone 1,266,758 improvement

suggestions were submitted, resulting in overalings of €1,48 billion - directly attributed

to the suggestions - and €163 million in prize mypreing distributed amongst the

responsible employees. This alone is a tremendoca®ditation that the knowledge about

work processes, systems and products lies withethployees, and that they are indeed a
valuable asset to a company. The challenge liegashing out into this knowledge pool,

stimulating employees to participate actively andtdbute towards the improvement of their

organisations. Bearing in mind the potential sasingsulting from the knowledge held by

employees from shop-floor level upwards, it migatvoorth considering one’s employees not

just as cost factors, but actual cost-savers.

According to Lawson (2001), it was probably up utite mid, late 1990’s that competitive
advantages had their foundations mainly on vargablech as efficiency, quality, customer
responsiveness and speed. In the new millenniumebeny these variables have almost
become the minimum threshold to “play the game’e Tdctors remain important, for sure,
but no longer provide the sustainable competiticdlvaatage they used to; too many
companies have caught up and are equally trimmosisc focusing on consumers with
efficiency and effectiveness. In this day and agepanies face the additional challenge of
having to churn out new innovations, be it thropgbducts or services at an ever increasing
pace, and with higher success rates in order tav&uand increase shareholder return. In
Lawson’s words, “the sphere of organisational arghagerial attention has expanded to
incorporate both mainstream variables and an inrmvaapability”. Firms today have to use
systems and process innovation to further imprdwar tproducts, whilst simultaneously

adding value to the consumer and stakeholders.

Idea Generation and Innovation - same thing?
It may seem confusing. What exactly is the diffeeerbetween the concepts of idea

management and innovation management? After aflh lteal with coming up with
something new, one way or another. In its puressesé¢he word innovation derives from the
Latin innovare which means “making something new”. Dependingwdrich author one

guotes, there are again differences amongst thestyb innovation. Tiddet al (2005)



differentiate between the areas in which the intionaakes place by defining the following
four types:
1. Product innovation: as changes to the things (productssandgces);
2. Processinnovation: as changes in the ways in which thevabare created and
delivered,;
3. Position innovation: as changes in the context in which pheducts/services are
introduced (i.e. from a marketing perspective);
4. Paradigm innovation: as changes in the underlying mentad@swhich frame what
the organisation does.
Burgelmaret al (1996) identify innovation as being either onetafse three types:
1. Incremental as being an adaptation, refinement or enhanceaigrbducts/services
or they production and/or delivery systems;
2. Radical as being an entirely new product or service, pcida and/or delivery
system;
3. Architectural as being a reconfiguration of the system of conepts1that constitute
the product/service.
Whereas Tiddet al look at the places in which innovation takes pla8argelmanet al
differentiate according to the means or degreehaihge/innovation. Whichever definition
one feels more comfortable with depends on theqa&mf study or application. The main
point to bear in mind is that we are talking abactually makinghe changes — regardless as
to where and how. By emphasising the “making” herelarifies the difference with regards
to the concept of idea generation, which is thatore part of coming up with or thinking of

something new.

Idea Generation as a Process
Why do some of the points mentioned above mattéhendiscipline of idea generation? In

accordance with Flynret al. (2003), the idea generation process is the fiest & the overall
innovation process. This initial creative proce$a@aming up with an idea of how to do
things differently, or something altogether newthe foundation of innovation. And yes,
companies relying heavily on innovation, such as ffharmaceutical industry and the
technology sector, have formalised Research ancIbement (R&D) units in-house, with
professionals whose day to day task is coming uip movel products. Yet, there is a plethora

of other companies around which do not have forkmamwledge and creative workers in
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place, and which too benefit greatly from varioass of innovation to remain competitive.
It is for precisely this reason that idea generaiobeing embraced the world over, and why
getting it right is tantamount to being “innovatiidot all the innovations and inventions
come from skunk works, R&D departments and expexatose thinkers. Some of the ideas
became reality because management listened to éhgitoyees’ suggestions and had the
adequate systems and procedures in place not @rilyther explore the ideas, but also for
them to be brought forward in the first place. Puthe words of Apple’s CEO Steve Jobs,
“Innovation has nothing to do with how many R&D d@lyou have... it's not about money.
It's about the people you have, how you're leadj &ow much you get it(Interview in
Fortune Magazine, November 1998). It is this patc area which the following sections

will review in more detail.

Being innovative is no one man show, instead ibased on the capacity to interconnect
many core-competencies in the interdisciplinaridgBolman et. al., 2003 and Ashkenas et.
al., 2002). The authors furthermore claim that lyaahy one organisation today has all
required knowledge in-house to develop, produceraarket a new product or service. More
than ever, it is the capability to recognise anticgrate sooner than the competition what the
future needs are going to be. It is key to maxinaisd combine own expertise with that of
outside partners, to be able to develop solutidread of the competition, which will allow
companies to sustain a competitive advantage. Tadlenge lies therefore in having
permeable and flexible structures, allowing thevflasf communications and ideas necessary
to build a web of information, leading to ideas arttmately innovation.

Yet, innovationper sedoes not guarantee success for a company. Inngytir the sake of

it, can lead to costly mistakes; products and sessivhich consumers do not need or want.
Companies need to identify the needs and genedates iand solutions to address them.
(McAdam & McClelland, 2002). So what is the drivifyce behind innovation? According
to several authors, including Amabile (199&eativity is the first step in the innovation
process.She, like other researchers (e.g. Mumford, 2000Adam & McClelland, 2002, and
West, 2002), see creativity as the foundation nbuation; the generation of novel and useful
ideas, often based on the recognition of problenuserformance gaps. For the purpose of
this study, and in accordance with authors likeléi{2008), innovation will be defined as

the “commercially successful implementation of tkemideas within the organisation”.
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This leads to the next assumption; titegas are the foundation of innovation Based on a
four-step framework developed by Majaro (1988, )9@inovation is considered a process
whereby ideas are generated, assessed for viaaidythen transformed and implemented
into business processes, products and servicediftthstage of impact monitoring, depicted
below, is not part of Majaro’s original innovatignocess, but it is an important one, and for

the sake of this paper it should be included amdignificance highlighted.

1. Idea Generation ) 2. Screening —N 3. Feasibility —N 4. Implementation 5. Impact
+ Monitorin
g

Source: Adapted from Majaro (1988)
There is a need for a structured approach to magatiie flow of ideas, and their

implementation and monitoring, as all too oftenasldloat around an organisation, are
discussed in canteens or corridors, but then eifioegotten, not communicated or
implemented properly. In accordance, the past de@dso has seen an increase in the
crystallisation of a systematic focus on ideas andgestions in the wider scheme of
innovation. Companies have come to appreciate dhes\of suggestions made by employees
of all departments, not just the formal researcie¥elopment (R&D) department. In order
to implement improvement suggestions effectivehd arofitably, all impacted parties need
to be involved in the process. For this reason @nigs have actively adopted the concept of
Idea Management which is the practice of gathering and evaluaioigps in a structured
fashion, with the aim of sourcing ideas with thegmtial for implementation and commercial

Success.

Figure 2: The Innovation Process
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Idea Management, according to Braun & Langerma®®%p has to be more that simply
record suggestions put forward by individual emples/— it lives through interaction. This is
because ideas do not just pop up in a vacuum, dheyformed through the interfacing of
employees from production, marketing, sales, deratnt, etc. Once ideas are born, the
challenge lies in keeping the flow of communicatiemd input at various levels going, to

ensure relevance, feasibility and ultimately, sssce

Boeddrich (2004), a consultant in the field of imatton management, refers to this
collection of ideas and sorting through them as“toezy front entd This is due to the fact

that, unlike the developing of projects and prodgdhem, the initial stages of the innovation
process are vaguer, more subjective and therefatreas clear cut. It is precisely for this

reason that a transparent structure and procesisefddea Generation part is required.

Ideas - where from?
For many years now there have been authors, suitte d992 Nobel Laureate in Economics

Gary Becket, who recognise theuman capitalas an asset of companies. The term, in the
modern neoclassical economic sense, dates backctib Mincer's article "Investment in
Human Capital and Personal Income DistributionThe Journal of Political Economy in
1958. In this view, human capital is similar to ypltal means of production”, e.g., factories
and machines: one can invest in human capital digcation, training, medical treatment)
and one's outputs depend partly on the rate ofrrein the human capital one owns. Thus,
human capital is a means of production, into whadditional investment yields additional

output.

Each and every employee possess knowledge — whithei sum of their education and
experiences — and will gain more knowledge spedtidheir jobs, the environment and
experiences they are involved in (Troubia, 20086).tHis process of communication and
sharing, it is not only the individual employee,t lalso the employer and all the other
employees that will become smarter, i.e. gain nkoi@vledge. The crucial aspect here is, as
highlighted in Moyer’s discussion panel (HBR, M&302), to transform tacit knowledge into
explicit knowledge, available to share with all atedenhance the “body of knowledge”
which is the company. For some areas of know-hasvitheasily done. Manuals, directives,

and work procedures; all of which can be writterwdoto ascertain the knowledge is

* Becker, Gary S. Human Capital. 1975
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accessible to all the employees. This holds truenndonsidering that the employees have the
tacit and intrinsic knowledge which is requiredojgerate machinery, perform tasks, provide

the services on offer, etc. The tangible input loarpurchased; in the open market economies
demand for raw materials and operating equipmamnusaally met by given suppliers.

However, there are some forms of knowledge whiah farder to formalise, and human
capital is not always easily substitutable. As fosuand discussion panels on sites such as the
one of theDeutsches Institut fur Betriebswirtschafnphasise, finding and retaining the right
people to transform the input into competitive aitgs a real challenge for most
organisations. It is for this particular reasont tt@mpanies the world-over are putting more
emphasis on retaining its best people; those \withkhowledge and the competencies to turn
knowledge, experience and know-how into new idessl ultimately new products and

services.

Authors such as Florida and Goodnight (HBR, Jul-A8g pp. 125) concur with this line of
thought — that it is in fact thereative capitalthat is crucial to companies. This creative
capital is what makes the human capital so valyablis as the above authors state the
“arsenal of creative thinkers whose ideas can beetliinto valuable products and services”,
and whose ideas improve the status quo to makeaitelr, more efficient and/or more

effective.

More specifically, ideas usually originate from @action to a certain situation — i.e.
compelling people into action, or in a proactivenido exploit potentially new opportunities
(Flynn, et al. 2003). Van den Veewt. al. (1989), as quoted in Flynn, explains further by
suggesting that ideas can originate “from a recoatibn of old ideas, a schema that
challenges the present order, or a formula or wnapproach that is perceived as new by the
individuals involved”. Drucker (1985) ascertaingttisource of ideas arise usually from one,
or a combination of the following situations; unegfed occurrences, incongruities, process
needs, market changes, as well as changes in depigg, perceptions and new knowledge.
Either which way one looks at the “starting placéideas, management is confronted with a
plethora of areas to direct attention to, in otdemaximise the idea pool.

Having looked at how ideas originate, the next jaeghat arises is “where specifically do
ideas come from”? In other words, from which sdtpemple, or from which areas within the
organisation do ideas spring from? Taking the opestem’s approach of organisations, it is

clear that just like “no man is an island”, no arigation functions alone either. There are
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multiple sources of input — in terms of raw matetigproducts but also information and
knowledge. In their paper on the design of an Meaagement system, the German authors
Beyer & Seidel (2006) have conducted research wi@erman companies to establish the

areas in which ideas originate. The results arkligigted in the table below:

Figure 3: Sources of Ideas
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Source: Translated from Bayer & Seidel (2006)

Interestingly enough, the biggest proportion obslare sourced internally. Noteworthy is the
fact that over half of all ideas stem frowutside the organisation, from suppliers,
competition, customers and research institutesademia. Therefore, in order to maximise

the potential of ideas, it is important to taketh# stakeholders into consideration.

Creativity
The foundation of ideas seems to be creativitygrie form or another. It requires a certain

degree of creative thinking as to how to changeveak the status quo to improve it, or to
come up with something new. According to Lawsoal¢2001), creativity requires divergent
thinking, in the knowledge-driven sense of “how we apply this knowledge to make
something different or new” and the vision-drivemnh of looking at the company’s goals
and exploring new ways to reach them. He, aloniy wthers as discussed later in this

section, sees creativity as the “process of genegrateas”.
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Is this creative ability something only a lucky fesf us possess? According to Maslow
(1954), not just the few geniuses amongst us aatige; rather creativity is the “universal
heritage of every human being”. It is the environii& which we find ourselves that can
either suppress or nurture our creative sensestaM®001) concurs with this stance, in the
sense that creativity is a resource all people ggzssSome may be re more creative than
others, and he explains that differences are basedtree attributes; firstly are the individual
characteristics, then the mental and cognitive ggsing abilities, and finally the social
contexts. Individual strengths and weaknesses in ainthe three areas, will ultimately

influence a person’s creativity, and thus by ddfaldo that of those around him/her.

Amabile (1996) in her studies of creativity and omation defines that creativity has three
core components, namedxpertisg creative thinking skills andmotivation. The first refers

to technical and intellectual knowledge and knowhaf an individual, as well as how an
organisation manages its collective knowledge pdwolaginative problem solving and
successful task completion are often dependenthencteative thinking skills individuals
possess. The final component of motivation plaiisige role in the realm of creativity in the
sense that this aspect refers to what makes petiple to do their work and how. It refers to
the intrinsic and extrinsic factors which influenicelividuals. The interplay of these three
factors will determine how creative an organisatisnJohn Kao’s (1989) point of view
regarding creativity is in line with this view; the sense that he sees creativity is the sum of

the person the task andthe organisational environment(i.e. the organisational culture).

All of the factors influencing creativity are intetated, and a change or development in one

area will have an impact on the others, in turndotmg the overall creativity.

Furthermore, one can look labw creativity occurs. Majaro’s (1991) theory is tlca¢ativity

can again be divided into three categories, depgnoin how it originates:

1. Normative creativity which focuses on generating ideas ttves@pecific needs,
problems and/or objectives;

2. Explorative creativity which refers to generating a broad spee of ideas, not
necessarily related to current demands, thus allgpvier a far larger pool of ideas
from which perhaps use is drawn at a later staggyrough

3. Serendipity, which refers to ideas coming up almost “by aacitle
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This last point however suggests that one needi® tonmersed in the subject matter, or at
least knowledgeable to be able to come up with atitlental innovation”, such as for
example Alexander Fleming's discovery of the awtilsi properties of penicillin. It takes a
considerable capability to see the value in andeeiti and to build upon it to create even
more value. After all, Fleming was not working axa mechanic when he accidentally
discovered penicillin. The point is, and this lifkack to Amabile’s and Kao’s point of view,
creativity does not happen in a vacuum all by fitsEhe three main drivers of creativity
within organisations araets people and their roles, the organisational culire and

motivation. Therefore, let’s look deeper into the above fectofluencing creativity.

Motivation
Fundamentally, according to research conducted &gnG31994), motivation refers to the

initiation, direction, intensity and persistence kafman behaviour. Essentially, it is about
association positive meaning to certain behaviopeatterns, whereby the time delay of
rewards impacts the positive effects. The longdakies to respond, the lesser the effect.
Rewards may be extrinsic; such as praise or moaeyintrinsic such as a feeling of

satisfaction or accomplishment.

Although many theories on motivation exist, the twost applicable to this particular subject
matter are deemed to be that of Maslow (1943), meadPyramid (Hierarchy) of Needs
and Herzberg’'sTwo Factor Theory”. The next section will briefly describe bothasing
with Maslow’s famous pyramid.

Figure 4: Maslow's Pyramid (Hierarchy) of Needs
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Source: www.wikipedia.org

> http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maslow%27s_hierarchy_of_needs
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Maslow’s theory’s main assumptions can be summénsey briefly as such; humans have
needs, desires and wants which influence theirnetig whereby only the ones not satisfied
will wield influence. Given that people generallge many needs, they are categorised and
arranged in order of importance, from most basithat bottom of the pyramid, to most
complex at the top. Typically, people progress hup pyramid as the levels of needs are at

least minimally satisfied.

The “Two Factor Theory”, also known as Herzberg ®tMation-Hygiene Theory, was
developed by the psychologist Frederick Herzbergi9h9, and is based on Maslow’s theory
to a point. Herzberg theory looks in particulartia® work environment and satisfaction
therein. He agrees with the notion that there aream motivational aspects which will lead
to satisfaction, yet that there is a second sehafacteristics or incentives which will lead to
work dissatisfaction. Hence thwo factors which are by no means a continuum or mutually
inclusive, instead they are independent. He furtlugigests that it is imperative for managers
to recognise both sets of characteristics (satisia@nd dissatisfaction) in their employees’
jobs to be able to improve job performance and gebdity. Simply increasing one aspect
does not lead to a decrease in the other and \aceav Herzberg collected data through
interviews with over 200 engineers and accountamtthe Pittsburgh area of the United
States and found that the characteristics of waskésfaction relate to what the workeis—

i.e. the nature of the work — which has the capauatgratify needs such as achievement,
competency, status, personal worth and self-reémlisalnterestingly, it seems that the
absence of such features no not necessarily imiglgatisfaction. Rather, dissatisfaction
stemmed from job-related factors such as compaligigs salaries, interpersonal relations,
and working conditions. The conclusions to be drdsem Herzberg’s finding suggest that
management needs to focus on aspects found in Wastbeory, such as opportunities for
gaining status, assuming responsibility, abilitygtow through continuous learning, etc. At
the same time, when trying to limit dissatisfactisith employees, the onus must be on the
working environment and culture, i.e. proceduredicges, supervision and the workplace
itself. These two sets of factors were subsequertdiped as “motivators” (those which
influence satisfaction) and “hygiene” which relatesthe working environment, and which

are essential to ensure employees are not disedtisf

Lately, researchers who have spent considerable éind effort studying the processes of

creativity and idea generation amongst employeash sas Teresa Amabile of Harvard
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Business School and Robert Sternberg of Yale, fawed that creative people are motivated

from within (i.e. intrinsically), rather than by &xsic rewards such as money.

Amabile et al (1994), in their study on motivational orientatibave come to interesting
conclusions. The results in fact highlight that ivation comes in two forms; extrinsic and
intrinsic, which have different impacts on credtiywhereby the latter is deemed to be more
impactful.

Extrinsic motivation comes from outside the indivad, from external sources in either the
form of “the carrot” or “the stick”. In other word®xtrinsic motivation can result from
incentives such as monetary rewards or the prospegiromotion, or in the form of
punishment in cases of failures (humiliation, deomt firing, etc). Either which way,
through rewards or threats, external factors deehav influence on a person’s motivation.
Yet neither makes the employee more passionatetenested about their job or the specific
task at hand. And it is precisely this passion iaerest which drives and motivates people
from within, i.e. intrinsically to succeed and e&de When employees are intrinsically
motivated, they engage in their work for the chajle and enjoyment of it, and the work
itself becomes motivating. The Nobel prize-winnpigysicist Arthur Schawlow maintained
that “the most successful scientists often aretm®tmost talented, but the ones who are just
impelled by curiosity”, and Albert Einstein refedréo intrinsic motivation as “the enjoyment

of seeing and searching”.

Whereas managers have the ability to influencéhatle of Amabile’s (1996) components of
creativity (expertise, creative-thinking skills amabtivation), the first two are more time
consuming and difficult to directly have an impamt. It involves careful selection of
employees, time spent on training in areas sudresive problem solving, lateral thinking
and general skills and knowledge enhancing devedmpmShe claims that motivation,
specifically intrinsic motivation, on the other lthoan be stimulated by even subtle changes
in the working environment. This of course is iarktcontrast to the Herzberg Theory, which
would argue that changes in the working environngantbience) will not affect motivation,

it would just ease dissatisfaction. His theory vabatgue that in order to increase motivation,
the psychological facets such as those found indhés Pyramid (i.e. self-esteem, respect,

responsibility, etc) would be able to increase lewé motivation.
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However, if taken to the extremes or even at faalae; the above findings seem somewhat
unrealistic. One cannot assume taklitemployees enjoy their work, and are dedicated.to it
Hence, findings by authors such as Osterloh ang 2@0) have shown that when trying to
stimulate all ranks of employees in all departmeatthink creatively about their work and
its processes, and come up with ideas of how taamgthem, monetary rewards tied into
employee suggestion schents have motivational powers. The trick seems to béni

the middle ground and a combination of factors whih right mix and proportions, to be able

to motivate intrinsically and extrinsically.

The People and their Roles
The annual survey conducted by the Boston ConsulBaoup (BCG) on the subject of

innovation, whereby idea generation is a st#fin the innovation process as a whole, raises

some interesting points which are worth mentioning.

The survey involved questioning 2,468 senior exeest in 58 countries and representing all
major industries. The results demonstrate how drexsu view innovation within their

companies; its importance, the areas in which dpgnid directed and the challenges they
face. In addition, these 2,500 odd executives wasieed to name the most innovative

company in their mind. The results and some ofdélasoning were:

1. Apple —its continuous reinvention, Steve Jobs lgadership), its vision

2. Google — organisational culture, high moral amongstployees with focus on
innovation, accessibility to senior management

3. Toyota Motor — ability to identify customer needsanufacturing processes, and
focus on quality

4. General Electric Company — innovative managemermhrigues, innovation-
supporting organisation structure and culture

5. Microsoft Corporation — streams of new offeringmphasis on quality, listens to

consumers’ needs

The authors of the study have been following th&altshareholder returns of these
nominated, innovative companies over the past y@ars, and have found that they have
continuously outperformed their peers. There setamge a link between innovation and

stock-market performance, as globally innovatorgpedormed their peers by roughly 400
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basis points per year (BCG 2007 Senior Executiveovation Survey, p. 10; BCG

ValueScience Center analysis).

The study also notes that whilst the top-tier managnt positions (CEO, Chairman,
Presidents) were overwhelmingly in the driving statinnovative behaviour within their
company, more than half of the survey’'s respondemi®e not satisfied with the financial
returns of their company’s investment in innovatidhey viewed the main reasons why the
investment did not seem to pay off adequately tonternal stumbling blocks such as a risk-
averse corporate culture, difficulties in chooswbich ideas to commercialise, lack of
internal coordination and lengthy product developtmémes. Another two factors to be
considered obstacles to generating a return orsimants on innovation werensufficient
support from leadership and managememtd [that] compensation [was] not tied to
innovation results (BCG Innovation Survey, p. 11). Interestingly,séemed that highest-
level executives were most satisfied with the omteoof their innovative efforts (64% of
CEOs), perhaps because mostly they are the onesatdty pushing for more innovation.
Whereas financial and operations executives weast leontent with the outcomes of
initiatives relating to innovation (37% were sassl. This trend can be seen throughout
BCG'’s surveys on Innovation since 2004. This maympt the question whether the very top
level of management — which is mainly satisfieceally understands what is going on in the
lower ranks; those ‘breeding, living and executintbgé innovations. Or whether there is
disconnect between what the top level envisiond, yat is not able to convince the rest of
the organisation. Either which way, the mere faeit there seems to be a discrepancy in
perceptions of satisfaction amongst different tigfrsnanagement can only suggest it could
exist throughout the entire organisation, thus mgpsyet another challenge on how to

successfully implement a culture of innovators emmebvations within companies.

Quoting Cumming (1999), Flynet al. (2003) argue in their paper on ldea Managemeat, th
“level of creative output within an organisationdispendent upon the creativity of its human
resources”. Furthermore, creativity is specifi@atoindividual, which in turn is dependent on
their education, skill sets, imagination, in otkesrds their expertise, as well as motivation
and the circumstances under which they operate.eder, they argue that not every

organisation needs all their employees to be sreatnd/or knowledge workers.
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Yet the underlying concept of idea managementas éliery employedoeshave good ideas
about their field of work, and should be listened An example of that can be found in
Figureido’s (2003) study of a Brazilian steel comyaln one particular section the author
talks about a problem in the manufacture of rol¢eel sheets. Management spent many
months trying to find solutions to the problem,uiéag in vast sums of money wasted due to
discarded material, re-moulding, and delays in petidn lines and delivery. Seemingly by
chance one of the supervisors spoke to a line graplabout the issue, who immediately
came up with a solution to the problem. Given hisxpnity to the actual work-stream, his
in-depth knowledge of the process and its consempserthe matter was fixed in days by
simply tweaking the temperature. This insight pded by a line-level employee — someone
who by no means falls into the category of the dtxe worker” in the academic literature —
is the kind of input sought by management theses dad rightly so. The challenges for
management are what they can do to encourage eegdolp think about their work,

stimulating them to look for improvements and tonecforward with their ideas.

Ambabile et al. (2002) spent considerable time to study the effeftthe actual workplace
environment on creativity. She collected more tHH000 daily diary entries of 177
employees (considered highly educated “knowledgkers”), in seven US companies. The
objectives were to examine how employees experi¢imece pressure day to day, whilst
working on projects that required high levels o¥antiveness, and also measuring their
ability to think creatively under the given presssirHer study’s findings support the view
that “big ideas take time”. Although there are aety scenarios in which people have come
up with fabulously creative ideas under tight tipressures, and some employees firmly
believe that deadlines help them be more creatinggbile’s research has shown the contrary
to be true. According to her findings she found ihé&creativity is under the gun, it usually
ends up getting killed”. The time pressures seemoeglield different results at different
stages. Initially, the employees felt invigorateg the high level of involvement, the
challenge, and thus felt very motivated. Most & émployees stated they felt overworked,

fragmented and burned out.

Take a company like Google, arguably one of thetrimwgvative there is. Laszlo Bock, the
head of personnel, was quotedying that “creativity comes out of people bunggiimto each
other and not knowing where to go.” The most famexjsression of this is the “20% time”.

® “Inside the Googleplex”, The Economist, Aug 30th, 2007
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In theory, all “Googlers” (employees of Googleprir CEO down to receptionists, can spend
one-fifth of their working time exploring new ideabhe idea behind this concept is that it
gives employees the freedom and distance from tlagirto-day workload to think out of the

box and get the creative juices flowing. Good d¢kihave indeed come out of this, including

Google News, Gmail, and many more.

Gamlin’s et al (2007) white paper begins with the quote “ideaegation is everyone’s job
and no one’s responsibility” and thus highlights tthallenge inherent with idea generation
and management. Miller's (2008) arguments are incaoence with this stance. She
maintains that whereas most senior leaders understee value of innovation, the culture
and the skills associated with it, they are notahes who will execute the idea generation or
innovation programme. Middle managers, generalppsuive and understanding of the need
of such a system, can often be challenged withlijngdhe priorities and operational issues
of day-to-day responsibilities. The line managénsse at the front-line of idea generation
and innovation sources, quite often struggle toorporate the implications of an idea
generation system into their operational and tattesponsibilities; the need for training and

development, the time to allow workers to grow itiséills, yet alone become innovative.

Both authors argue that all too often such systantsprogrammes lose their potential after
the initial launching and marketing phase is otbg excitement subsides and eventually
dies. These findings do coincide with those from BCG studies from the previous years.
There seem to be a host of factors influencing iemghcting the success or failure of idea

generation and management. The following sectidhsomk at some of the relevant ones.

Organisational Culture
The changes of the economic and social contextghioh businesses operate, have forced

management and leadership of companies to adaptstigkes of running the business too.
On the theoretical / academic side, Maslow’s Pydaofi Needs, the concepts of intrinsic
versus extrinsic motivational factors, Herzbergig@ofFactors-Theorem, etc have stimulated
and enriched the quest of finding stimuli for enygles to perform more efficiently and
effectively, whilst at the same time “enjoying” thevork — as much as possible. Knowledge,
information and therefore the employee, as thedrealr this asset, have become the focal
point. In order to optimise the utilisation of trasset, management and leadership need to
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look at their organisational structure and culttoweensure congruency with the goals and

aims of the business.

There are many ways to approach the definition{sjutiure. The following approaches to
classifying organisational culture are taken fromcham (2000). He argues that some focus
on manifestations- the heroes and villains, rites, rituals, mythsl &gends that populate
organizations. Culture is alsmcially constructe@nd reflects meanings that are constituted
in interaction and that form commonly acceptedrdidins of the situation.

Culture is symbolic and is described by telling stories about how wel fabout the
organization. A symbol stands for something moemtitself and can be many things, but the
point is that a symbol is invested with meaningulsyand expresses forms of understanding
derived from our past collective experiences. Témadogical view is that organizations exist
in the minds of the members. Stories about cultlvew how it acts as a sense-making
device.

Culture isunifying and refers to the processes that bind the orgaonztigether. Culture is
then consensual and not conflictual. The idea opa@te culture reinforces thaifying
strengths of central goals and creates a senseowinmon responsibilityCulture isholistic
and refers to the essence, the reality of the azgtan; what it is like to work there, how
people deal with each other and what behavioursegpected. All of these elements are
interlocking culture is rooted deep in unconscious sourcessbrgpresented in superficial
practices and behaviour codes. Because organigatase social organisms and not
mechanisms, the whole is present in the parts wmébalic events become microcosms of the

whole.

According to Martins (2003), organisational culsi@e represented and brought to life by
various aspects of the organisation. These comp®nerhich in their respective
combinations and forms create the organisationdura) are the mission and vision, the
external environment, image of the organisationpag@ment processes, means of achieving
objectives, interpersonal relationships and ledderslt is because all these aspects are
unique to each organisation, that business cultaresunique too. The people, with their

skills, knowledge, attitudes and relationships fohe culture.

By understanding the concept of organisationalucejtit is then important to see that it
indeed plays an important part in all aspects eflitisiness, including the Idea Management

process. The figure below highlights the multipdedts that need to interplay and that have
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an impact on the process of sourcing and implemgnideas. Before management
commences on the journey of implementing a systengg#a Management process, it should
be looking at the four distinct phases which witipact and define the “seeds of innovation”
(Flynnet al, 2000), namely the ideas and the solutions reguthereof.

Figure 5: Idea Generation Methodology
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As Flynn’s et. al. diagram depicts,tsategic directionis the one most intertwined with the
organisational culture. The organisational goassyision and mission provide for the overall
direction of the Idea Management process. And aseihibit above visualises, the direction
the organisation has embarked on is the one conthmead which permeates into all the
aspects of the Idea Management process. Moredwemodel highlights the importance for
an all-encompassing approach to Ildea Managememtelvi careful planning, the external
environment and factors, resources, training amgldpment as well as a dose of good luck

have their part to play.

On a side note, Sommerlade al.(2006) makes another interesting point. Compamibgch

in the past have been keen to rationalise workfomeethe financially more difficult years,
then stocking up on labour when the going is godoing constant Business Process
Reengineering and optimisations (all on accouthefemployees), and now want to embrace
the concept of Idea Generation may find themsedv@sloss. Their organisational culture — if

it can even be called that, will hardly be fined¢drand supportive enough to be able to take
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on a concept that defies initial cost-benefit amtun-on-investment calculations. This
emphasises the point of this study; that Idea Mamet is not a one size fits all system, nor

is it possible to push a button and get usefulsdea

Although rules and regulations are necessary, ithemmes to aspects such as one’s ideas,
there also needs to be some freedom and intuiiceglly embodied deep within the
organisation in its culture. After all, Karl Bemnd Gottlieb Daimler would probably not
have gotten very far if they had to “tick all thexes”. They were in all likeliness not able to
project the development related costs of gettirgrtbar into serial production, nor their
market share potentials, let alone the paybaclogerof said investments. Thankfully, they
got to build their cars anyway. It is all the maongportant then, to collaborate with other
parties which will be able to support and provitieit input and knowledge, necessary to

bring an idea along towards realisation.

Therefore, the link between a company’s vision, steategy and how this links into
innovation is crucial to effective innovations mgament. Lawsoret al (2001) argue that
strategy determines the distribution of resourceanpower, machinery, money, time, and
the systems adopted to administer them. Businesd tte make decisions about its goals,
target markets, financials and thus the areasraviation should fall within these categories
or frameworks. Without innovation being guided lne tstrategy, resources and attention
become too wide-spread. Furthermore, Beyer & Segi@@06) maintain that in order to
sustainably integrate the idea management pronésshe organisation, there needs to be a
strong culturefosteringidea generation and innovation in general. This loa achieved in
two ways; one is the link between the strategy theddea generation process, and having a
clear definition of roles, responsibilities and goaf those involved. Secondly, the
organisational culture, demonstrated through behamvand actions from top management
downwards, needs to support openness, willingnessryt new things, flexibility and
recognition to those who live by it. Flyret. al. ( 2003) summarise the characteristics of an

organisational culture in which creativity and tiesulting innovation can thrive as:

* Visionary, enthusiastic leadership

* Support by top management (psychological and fimdnowhich encourages
creativity and flexibility

» Existence of an effective communication systemwimch the business vision is

shared through line-of-sight
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« A “boundaryless” focus, within the organisation itself and outwsgrdbward the

consumers and suppliers; after all it does notenathere the good idea comes from.

Another aspect mentioned in a study by Miles (2000t is specifically pertinent to
leadership values, is the creation and atmospHedrash and recognition amongst employees.
Only then can employees freely collaborate amotigsinselves, sharing knowledge and

information vital in the process of innovation.

Given these points, it becomes clear that the ableadership within an organisation drives
the successes or failures associated with ideargi@me and innovation — as it does regarding

every other aspect of the business.

Role of Leadership
Already back in 1964, Hockel raised the issues @atamd with lack of commitment,

communication and power-brokering that can be edlad Idea Management. Vandenbosch
et al (2006) found in their research that “good ideas assumed to underlie effective
management, and ineffective management implies ipeas”. Especially in the scenario of a
decentralised, supervisor based Idea Managemetansythe influence over the success of
the programme is enormous. The positive aspectanvhe supervisor is the point of

submission for ideas are clear-cut;

» The supervisor can incorporate his competenciesj@ngpecific knowledge to the
suggestion, fine-tuning them before the next stefpeé process, weaning out the weak

ideas

* It broadens the spectrum of the supervisor's jailé, adding responsibility and

learning possibilities
* The supervisors play an active role within the pes; thus showing support

* Communication between supervisors and subordinaté@mproved, becomes more

active

’ Term coined by Ashkenas et al in their book ,, The Boundaryless Organisation” (2002)
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The processing time of ideas is reduced drasticdiign dealt with by the supervisor
on a day-to-day basis, instead of going througiouarpanels, thus making decisions

and results that much more tangible.

On the other hand, there are obvious pitfalls. Te&ationship” aspect features more in this

decentralised model, making the decision whetheradopt the idea that much more

subjective than if it were submitted to a centedi$dea Management team / person. How so?

Employees are reliant on a cooperative and faatigiship with their superior, as
their superior is the one who will decide on whettetake the idea forward, and

potentially even as to the scope of the reward

Therefore, if the manager / superior does not sdpipe system, it is in his / her
power to choke it, by not passing on suggestiomsideas or making submission too

difficult, or too time consuming

Reasons for this negative attitude towards Ideae@ion are plentiful, and include:

Managers could “fear” the suggestions submittedt asght reflect negatively upon
them higher up the organisational chain, e.g. &gy the reaction of “why did you
as the manager not think of this before — this Iy we pay you more”... and thus

block some ideas, or even pass them on as their own

The added role / responsibility of evaluating ideaght be seen as a burden to an
already heavy workload, as it requires time andretind more communication and

procedures to make the system work effectively

These issues mentioned above, albeit noted in 960’4, are still very much applicable to

today’s organisational cultures. To be successfypjementation needs to be top-down with

the leadership setting the style and supportingldea Management system — regardless of

who came up with the idea. Leadership must be @btmmmunicate with their managers /

supervisor to reassure them of their positions rahes, and listen carefully to the input of

those collecting and sorting said input, to make shat management is compassionate about

the cause.

Authors de Jong and Den Hartog (2007) probed ihts issue of leadership behaviour,

particularly with regards to innovative behaviofiemployees. Their study found that indeed
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there are certain traits and behavioural patterhgtwleaders should display and which
stimulate creativity and idea generation within égpes. Their inventory of leadership
behaviours was found to be applicable both to igl@eration and implementation of ideas

leading towards an open and innovative working mment.

Leadership Behaviour Consisting of...

Being an example of innovative behaviour, exploring
Innovative role-modelling opportunities, generating ideas, championing arttdnau
efforts into development.

“Teasing” subordinates directly to come up withasle

Intellectual stimulation :
and to evaluate current practices

Stimulating open and transparent communication,
Stimulating knowledge diffusion introducing supportive communication structures lik
informal work meetings

Communicating an explicit vision on the role and
Providing vision preferred types of innovation, providing directidos
future activities

Checking with people before initiating changes thay
Consulting affect them, incorporating their ideas and suggastin
decisions

Giving subordinates sufficient autonomy to detemnin

Delegating relatively independently how to do a job

Acting friendly to innovative employees, being pati
Support for Innovation and helpful, listening, looking out for someoneiterests
if problems arise

Ensuring feedback on concepts and first trialsyipling

Organising feedback feedback to employees, asking customers for their
opinion

Recognition Showing appreciation for innovativefpanances
Providing financial / material rewards for innowai

Rewards
performances

Providing resources Providing time and money tolé@ment ideas
Ensuring effectiveness and efficiency, checkingap

Monitoring people, stressing tried and tested routines (nexati

relationship)

Providing employees with challenging tasks, make
Task assignment allowance for employees’ commitment when assigning
tasks

According to the authors, the above leadershigstragrve as direct stimuli influencing
employees’ behaviour with regards to idea genaraitd the application thereof. They also
maintain that those employees with greater corntaeixternal partners, e.g. customers and
suppliers are more likely to have more relevantasdsimply due to their exposure to
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demands and what is possible on the supply-sideolild therefore be unfair to expect the
same degree of innovativeness / idea generatian &lb employees with a more internal
focus. The individual situations of employees; ithes words the scope of their work,
interaction with others, job specifications and muatore need to be taken into consideration

when designing establishing leadership behaviours.

Rewarding Ideas
In the same respect that companies choose an braralneration or reward system to retain

and motivate their employees, organisations needviduate how to best rewards their

employees for their ideas, or whether to rewardithaéall.

Looking briefly at the philosophy of a flexible, ntecratic remuneration system based on
employee participation and results, we will findrgdkels to the drivers that lie behind
rewarding ideas. Typically, reward systems areupetot just to promote one particular area,
but to cover a number of goals. In 1983 theutsches Institut fir Betriebswirtschaft
conducted a detailed study (the sample includedpamies of all sizes and sectors) to
identify the main goals of a remuneration systersedaon profit-sharing. Their findings
show that motivation — with regards to increasegroductivity, interest in the job, economic
consideration and general effort — rank as thediyers of such a system. Other factors
include Human Resources aspects such as reteattoagtiveness of job, lower turnover, as

well as financial benefits.

The findings of the BCG’s survey on Innovation i®0Z with regards to rewarding

innovation are startling by contrast. Only 28% loé tompanies surveyed tie incentives and
rewards — formal and informal, monetary and nonrtanye- to their innovation metrics. In

other words, regardless of how organisations resegand/or reward employees for being
innovative, less than a third do so systematicdllyis leaves a vast number of companies
that either inconsistently acknowledge innovatiowl aesults (48%), or do not do so at all
(24%). It then does not come as a surprise thatames surveyed are not all together happy
with the innovation efforts of their companies. Reds fall into the same category as
leadership styles, motivation, creativity, job Sfieations, etc — all areas which need to be

taken into consideration in establishing an Ideadgg&tion and Management system.
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In some countries, such as Germany, guidelinepa@uced by théeutsches Institut flr
Betriebswirtschaftin the form of booklets such as the one entitledéenmanagement flr
mittlestandische Unternehnf&npublished in conjunction withBundesministerium fiir
Wirtschaft (the German Federal Ministry of Economy) targespecifically at SMEs. In
accordance with local tax laws and based on rematinaragreements between industry and
the unions, these suggestions actually form a moeditiy guideline for businesses which
actively promote and encourage idea generationimmalvation. They stipulate that if the
monetary gain can indeed be calculated for a gigea, it suggests that rewards should not
exceed 30% of the net savings the idea will gerefadr those ideas for which the net gain /

savings cannot be quantified (easily), the rewaaisd be allocated as follows:

Figure 6: Sample Reward Allocation for Ideas Submited

Ideas & Suggestions that cannot / will not be impated

1. Idea is good, but not implementable » Gift (limited in value in accordance

with tax)
2. ldea already existent, in planning / » Monetary reward (gross) in the range
implementation stage of €50 — 150
3. Well analysed and thought through » Monetary reward (gross) in the range
idea, yet not able to implement for of €50 - 150

various reasons

Ideas & Suggestions that will be implemented

4. Ideas which gains can be quantified » 25% of the value of the first year of
in monetary terms, and which can implementation
without major issues be
implemented
5. If anidea’s value cannot be » See table, in Figure 7
calculated, the following guidelines
could apply

Source: Adapted and translated from “ldeenmanagerfigmmittlestandische Unternehmen®, p.34

® Translates into “Idea Management for SME”



Figure 7: Table to calculate monetary value of rewat, based on impact that idea has on the business

Scope of Application of Idea
Small: Medium: Large:
e.g. eg. Entire
individual | department | organisation
Value of Idea work place
Big €450 €750 €1200
Medium €180 €450 €750
Small €80 €180 €450

Source: Adapted and translated from “ldeenmanagerfigmmittlestandische Unternehmen®, p.34

One large German company, which has implementednaalised Idea Management system
to promote creative input from all levels of emmey, uses such a points-based reward
establishing scheme. Similar to Figure 7, aboveerefy ideas might not have a precise
monetary value, Demag Cranes uses a point allocatiart for each and every idea. In the
case of Demag, all ideas are valued through powmigh measure the impact of the idea on
the systems, processes, work, etc and the frequenelgich this new idea will be used. The
points are then allocated to specific financial aedg, which are added to the employee’s
salary that month. Below the table highlights hoe guideline in Figure 7 is adapted and put

to use.

Figure 8: Reward Allocation Chart

Impact of Idea Frequency of Impact

Little
Hardly Any

Always
Very Often
Often
Seldom

Once

Source:Demag Cranes AG (Gesamtbetriebsvereinbatdegnmanagement, Januar 2002)

Each of the points allocated, as shown above, septea monetary value, and as such
employees are rewarded.

Yet, this issue of rewarding employees for comimpgwith ideas and suggestions can be
found to be ambiguous. Authors such as McCullegg &1 p. 14, as quoted in Toubia, 2006,

p. 412) point out that incentives do enhance perémce when working in simple, routine
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processes. However, the role of incentives is ldas clear in situations that depend heavily
on flexibility, conceptual and perceptual opennesgyreativity”. In other words, when trying
to incentivise creative workers to become more vative, a simple monetary reward scheme
does not seem to be sufficient, or rather reseaazinot make a clear link between the
incentives offered and an increase in creativitys Ihypothesised by the likes of McGraw
(1978) that if a task is interesting enough, inc&st seem to be superfluous in stimulating
employees further. This of course is in line witmBabile’s (1994) assessment of intrinsic
versus extrinsic motivation. Furthermore, the role incentives was also was deemed
guestionable when the “solution is open-ended emdligt the steps leading to a solution are
not immediately obvious”. Meaning, if the idea aggestion is only a small part of a larger,
ongoing innovation in a system or process, it i/ \d@fficult to reward one individual for
their contribution, out of fairness and lack of ma@bility (McGraw 1978).

Which leads to the examination of individual vergrsup based rewards. According to
research in the business setting done by SchnerdeFritz (2007), there are two noticeable

trends emerging:

Firstly, achievement-based systems are being sutestibysuccess-oriented remuneration
systems.This marks a shift in the remuneration practiceyatil most recently the individual
achievements stood at the centre of flexible remartiese were typically quantified, and the
addition to the base salary calculated thereofs Ti@w shift in focus clearly demonstrates
that personal achievements alone - no matter hgmifgiant — are no longer sufficient. The
emphasis now is translating those achievementssuateess. For who will benefit if one
employee pushes up production to his / her taget but the market has changed and there
is no longer demand? This link to targets / sucegshe end-user stage is also pushing a
change in attitude with employees. No longer is p&son’s achievement enough, it needs to
be seen in the context of the entire business pedioce — only then will bonuses be paid

out.

Secondlygroup-based incentives and rewardsire becoming more predominant, indicating
a change of thought here too. No doubt can indalidocentives at times increase the
motivation of one or another employee, but to sigvihe company’s overall vision and
mission need to be realized. Group incentives e deemed to move away from egotistical

behaviour towards one that sustains the groupthieedepartment and the company.
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Schneider and Fritz’ (2007) research has shown ithiat precisely this behaviour which
strengthens the potentials of efficiency and swuc@&te overall positive picture is not
diminished by sporadic problems, arising for examfpbm fear of peer pressure or from
“free-riders”. Group incentives can indeed leadntore pressure on the individuals members
of groups, urging all to contribute to more or lése same degree, as not to let the team
down. The “free-rider” issue describes the probtEnmdividual employees having to share
their success with those who have not contributegasticipated, but will gain from the
benefits. One could argue that some employees tivdiefore not deliver to their full
potential due to frustration of having to drag gathers who do not contribute sufficiently.
However, Schneider and Fritz (2007) assert thatsbenario is not the norm. Most often, the
group dynamics seem to regulate themselves, trggi@rformance deficiencies, applying
pressure where necessary and thus pushing orgallomg weaker members.

The Audi AG, a German car manufacturer has expeeeithis ambiguity over the years as
well. In a speechby one of the members of the board, Dr. Andredse®€ commented on
how although the company had an ldea Managemetgmnsy® place from 1967, and was
rewarding with money, based on values of ideadjgyaation was not high, and realisation /
implementation hovered around 20%. In 1994 managemeerhauled the system for the
third time, and realised that intrinsic factorsts@as being valued, the process and time it took
to bring forward ideas and implement them, as aslfecognition played a more dominant
role than just “throwing money at the problem” itee idea. The company moved from
searching for the big ideas to “every idea countsdde the process more transparent and
faster, put emphasis on factors such as the quadlitye idea, and its formulation (the mental
effort involved in brining it forward) as opposeul dnly the material gain thereof, as well as
the degree of involvement for implementation onabebf the idea submitter. These kinds of
factors now account for roughly half of the consadi®en of allocation of rewards, which it
should be said are still monetary. However, théigai@on that money is not everything; that
timing, recognition, and the process of submittieggluating and rewarding ideas does play
a major part in the overall participation and sgsceates of Idea Generation and

Management.

° Flhrungsaufgabe Ideenmanagement — Unternehmer stellen lhre Konzepte und Erfahrungen vor, www.wkr-
ev.de/bmwitagu/schleef.htm
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3. Frameworks

Designing an Idea Management System
As the authors reviewed in the previous pages find,idea is the first and defining step

towards any kind of innovation. Ideas arise frothesi individuals or groups. They require a
certain degree of creativity and freedom for theplaryees, as well as access to multiple

sources, such as suppliers, customers, compeditor$he sciences / academia.

However, ideas as such are not yet an innovat®rsean in the previous chapters. Instead

ideas are the cradle of innovation.

In most companies it is the latter stages of tm@wations process which get all the attention
(BCG Study on Innovation, 2007) and some manageseathat a structured approach to
reaping ideas kills the very essence of them; thatwity. This is not totally true. Sure, over-
engineered process and too rigid structures cannghdip creativity in the bud. They are
however necessary to a certain degree in ordeatively promote and manage the generation
of ideas, create the framework and basic conditionan optimal process of maximize their

potentials to be implemented successfully (Boedthgi2004).

The importance of idea generation in the contexbm@fanizational survival and success
cannot be stressed enough. Especially in the ecoremeironment of growing globalization
and the resulting intense pressures from compeetiionsumer demands for newer and better
products and services, and thus shortening of ptolife-cycles, an ever growing pool of
ideas to satisfy these needs seems necessary€ilidtl 2005). To highlight this change in
the business environment, it can be noticed theaatlerage life-span of a company listed on
Standard & Poor’s has decreased from 75 yearseirl®30’s to only about 15 years in the
early years of the 2century. Although scale and scope still accouninfach benefit these
days, it is the right ideas and the capability aagacity to transform them into innovative

and commercially successful products and servitaswill ensure sustainability.

As Figure 3 (p.15) shows, depicting the sourcesleds, the largest single portion of ideas
come from inside the company (40%), yet over hakilbideas will originate from external
sources such as suppliers, and picking up tremas the market-place and competition. It is
therefore tantamount to harness all sources tahfél “innovation pipeline” with as many

good ideas as possible. This aspect, of harnegs#ag, is one of the maraisons d’étrefor
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the structured ldea Management system; to estatiesbhannels to the external stakeholders
and to include them — where possible — in the m®c&he following pages will provide a
structured overview of the conceptualisation angl@mentation procedures, based on the
findings of an in-depth study conducted by BeyeB&del (2006) in Germany.

The 3 Stages within Idea Management
Typically, the Idea Management process can be sidadi into three stages. In line with

Flynn (2003), Beyer & Seidel (2006) maintain thaitridg the first stage the overall
frameworks and guidelines of Idea Generation andddgament need to be established, i.e.
the strategic direction. This is the phase in which management needs ve haclearly
defined vision and overall strategy for the compaay the “quest for ideas” needs to be
intricately linked to said direction. Thus arigk® need to narrow the scope of ideas for
innovation, to maintain congruence with what thenpany is trying to achieve. Providing
focus and direction not only allows for more apahite results, but according to the authors
also higher levels of motivation for employees lasytare guided towards certain areas, and
to unleash their creativity not at total random.ths definition of areas of innovation need to
be set at the outset of the implementation of @a [lanagement system, and then adapted
and fine-tuned on a regular basis or when necesgabgcomes obvious that this system
requires a top-down approach. Not only is it impottto have the buy-in of management for
the actual implementation and delivery of idea®ulgh the pipeline to ultimately product
launch. Moreover, the mere fact that Idea Managésteruld be linked with overall strategy
and goals of the organization, to become meanindfustrates, that the leadership’s

participation and support is essential.

What is implied with the “definition of areas” afinovation? The below cube exemplifies
how by plotting ideas according to their charasters and business needs, it is possible to
identify the sources of ideas and the impacts thdsas / innovations will have on the
various aspects of the business. This narrows dinenplaying field in which to explore
incremental and radical ideas, and hopefully tleeeefncreases the quality and the chances
of success. Also, it gives an indication to the kExyges and external participants as to the
areas which the company is currently placing mogtleasis based on needs and demands of
the business. After all, a universal “call to ideasunstructured and unguided — does not

seem to be the most effective way of trying to cpeaple to be creative.

35



Figure 7: The Innovation Cube

Areas of Innovations

Source: Translated from Bayer & Seidel (2006)
Fundamentally, the areas of innovation may be dbaraed by three axes. The first one
defining the competencies and abilities of the oiggtion in relation to the relevant
capacities to innovate, i.e. should the idea / wation be useful only for the existing
competencies, or will it enhance and expand them® Second axis (horizontal) indicates
whether the idea / innovation will be geared towaexisting customers and markets, or
whether it will open up new end users. The thircs dken explores the options of whether
current customer needs are to be satisfied thronghovements, or whether hence untapped
needs can be fulfilled.

By defining the needs into one of the eight fieldsbecomes evident what kind of an
approach needs to be taken in order to developnthis entity. For example, if the primary
goal is to expand the existing customer marketriaacing the range of products / services
which hitherto have not been satisfied, then it Mlaunake sense to involve consumers into
the process. Equally, if the competency profilehe® company needs to be increased, to be
able to better cater for the existing customersjight be wise to include suppliers into the
Idea Generation process. Going along the horizantiasl of “customer needs”, will indicate

how willing the company is to explore radical inatien as opposed to incremental changes.

Narrowing and defining the areas of innovation, afating emphasis on certain fields are
the responsibilities of the leadership and managen®y re-evaluating the choices and
weighting on a regular basis, the organisationar@ure that ideas generated are pertinent to
the current business environment and demands.
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This first step within the first stage of the Iddanagement design achieved; having created
line-of-sight and relevance, the next one is jgshgortant; the definition of the “rules of the
game”. From the outset the structure, the processdf iand the criteria for selection and

ultimately rewards have to be established and paesitly communicated for all employees.

The second stageof the Idea Management process concerns itseli thié idea finding
process. The goal is to be able to fill the funnel with m&ny (good) ideas as possible, to
enlarge the possibility of finding a successfukid€here are several ways of encouraging the

creativity within the “supply-chain” of ideas.

One would be an Idea Competition. Especially fogéa organisations this is a viable option
to stimulate creativity. Top-management is requit@dlefine the areas of emphasis, which
need to be communicated to participants. A panesdtection and evaluation of ideas needs
to be determined, as well as the criteria by wisghmissions will be judged. Furthermore,
there needs to be an established time frame amthttyuthe supporting structures in order to
assist submitting members in the subsequent ste#gie process. Those managers running
Idea Management and the competitions have to pldnallocate sufficient resources to be
able to bring together the authors of ideas witbcsgists who possess the know-how and
technical understanding to be able to turn an idigea business solution. Assistance needs to
be available from the word go, to be able to ansguestions such as ‘how is an idea
formulated, and how can it be conceptualised ireotd be presented to the management,

including resource requirements, financial projeets’.

One example of such an event is IBMimovationJam These are on-line brainstorming
session, which bring together more than 150,00(@lpeilpom 104 countries, including IBM
employees, family members, universities, businestprs and clients from 67 companies.
Over two 72-hour sessions, participants posted tldeias onto the online portal, as they
explored IBM’s most advanced research technologie$ considered their application to
real-world problems and emerging business oppdrésni RecentinnovationJamshave
included the automotive and telecommunications strguwith over 46,000 and 60’000 ideas
submitted respectively. "Collaborative innovatioodels require you to trust the creativity
and intelligence of your employees, your clientsl aither members of your innovation
network,” said IBM Chairman and Chief Executive iGdf Samuel J. Palmisano (Nov,

2006). "We opened up our labs, said to the woHekré are our crown jewels, have at them’.
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The Jam and other programs like it, will greatly acceteraur ability to innovate in

meaningful ways for business and society."

A different and more continuous approach is thecephof “Communities of Practice”. Their
foundations are usually specific subjects/field$id athe members comprising each
Community add through their knowledge and skill ®ethe group. The common area of
expertise and the complementing skills are vitamgponents driving the Communities.
Typically, members of a Community include both ined and external “experts”; employees,
suppliers and customers. Their roles are defingdeabutset, ensuring that goals are set, and
resulting ideas will be documented, examined arebgmted to management. Hence, the
linkage between the Communities of Practice andidiea Generation and Management is
assured. Some of the world’s most famous “Commemibf Practice” are undoubtedly

Wikipedia, an open-source encyclopaedia, and Lthexopen-source software provider.

Having set the strategic direction of the compadbgfined the areas in which ideas are
sought, and having encouraged idea submission ghraarious groups and dynamics,
filtering submitted ideas comes next. During thstfphase of this process, ideas which do
not relate or apply to the current requirementsrséte Innovation Fields (the Cube), should
be purged and perhaps added to an “Innovations "Bamkfuture reference. During this
filtering process ideas will be sorted based on dhteria set forth by the management.
Criteria become successively more detailed antgtatitparticularly in the last filter, in which
economic variability is assessed. Criteria sho@dddated to business objectives, and should
be set and applied at different phases of the iat@v process and need to t@asonable
They are very important in ensuring sustainabiiitythe system, and more significantly for
the motivation of the employees.
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Figure 8: Criteria for Idea Selection
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Source: Translated from Bayer & Seidel (2006)

Beyer & Seidel’s diagram visualises the proceddtefing, and calls attention to some of the
aspects which should be considered when evaluatewms, whereby the filters seem to go
from general to narrower and finely attuned to itigividual business requirements. Issues
such as feasibility from a technical perspectiwearicial viability, return on investments to

timeframes and fit with existing brand portfolid aéed to be taken into consideration before

embarking on the process of implementation.

The third stage is that of the realisation and implementation ddas. Naturally, the more
radical the idea, the more complex the implemematvill be due to more uncertainty,
complexity and greater need for resources. Depgndm the individual organisation, its
structure and nature, implementation can be etoee in a decentralised process, i.e. the
team with the idea implements within its functionatternatively through a centralised unit

such as a “new ventures” team, or a “business dpwant” unit.

Administering an Idea Management System
The most pertinent question regarding the impleatent of an Idea Management System in

an organisation is as to how it is to be admingsteand managed. Briefly touched upon in the
section of the role of leadership, and based offiitlkdéngs of Vandenbosch (2006), de Jartg
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al (2007), there are two opposite approaches of niagahe flow of ideas in organisations;
namely the centralised and the decentralised approaf course there is plenty middle
ground of how to mix and match these types accgrtincompany requirements, and the
following paragraphs will examine in greater detdiie factors and implications of different
models of Idea Management. The findings here asmdan information collected from
hundreds of companies in Germany, and published th®y Deutsches Institut fir
Betriebswirtschaffwww.dib.de, 2008).

Before looking at which type of Idea Managementt&ysto implement, leaders of an
organisation need to consider the role of all Ievef supervisors, management and
leadership, as they will prove to be a pivotal pteg stone for success of the system. Why
is the role of the leadership so important? Tatelinvolvement and support for the Idea
Management System, and it will collapse beforevéregets going. After all, “in science the
credit goes to the man who convinces the world tm®tman to whom the idea first occurs”
(Sir Francis DarwinEugenics Review, April 1914)hich in the case of the business world
cannot be taken literally. However, what is trughis fact that a person with a great idea
cannot make it alone. It is inevitably a team dffand it is up to the leadership of an
organisation to set the tone and rules of the ganoeder to make the process from initial
idea to successful product as smooth and effeaBygossible.

Coming back to the actual management of the Ideeefa&on process, the following figures,
depicting flowcharts of the ldea Management Pro@ssbased on those available at the
Deutsches Institut flr Betriebswirtsch§®008) and give insight into the players, theieso

and influences / responsibilities in the processpairking, reaping and implementing ideas.

Centralised Idea Management
This is the “classical” model of Idea Managementereby a centralised body - usually led

and represented by an “Idea Manager” — is the bullf suggestions submitted. The person
in this role is usually the one dealing with thepdoyees, assisting them in the formulation of
the idea if need be, is responsible for the praess$ evaluating the idea for feasibility and
implementation. The “ldea Manager” submits the ®sfjgn to a relevant decision maker,
who based on technical competencies, can undergtandplications and cost savings, and
furthermore does (or initiates) the necessaryngstequired, and establishes rewards based

on the information gathered as to savings resuttiegeof.
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Figure 9: Centralisedldea Management Model
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The roles involved in this centralised process \@dé:

Employee (Submitter of Ideas):The employee (or a group of employees) is the fatiod
or starting point of the Idea Management processshe has the idea or suggestion of

improvement.

Idea Manager: Is the coordinator of the idea management procesgtem, and has a

function of advisor and mediator between the Emgédognd the Decision Maker.

Decision Maker: The person(s) with the technical know-how andskd be able to evaluate
the idea, and its implementation and benefits. stee/is also involved in the budgeting of the

project that results from the submitted idea.

Council/Consultant: In some (more complex) cases, there is a requitefioe an outside
counsel or consultant, which (who) would have tadgtthe feasibility in greater detail and
conduct a technical study on the matter. They woel@alled upon by the Decision Maker to

add a non-partisan opinion to the suggestion.

Reward Commission:This body establishes the parameters of rewasggertling on impact

of the idea. It is led by the Idea Manager, andukheegularly be reviewing and negotiating

10 o . R
http://www.dib-ideenservice.de/ideenmanagement/zentralesmodell.cfm
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relevant reward schemes, based on past casedapildfi and resource calculations, etc.
This commission should be made up of vested masaget employees to balance the input

and to allow for greater transparency and reprasent

The involved parties all bear the responsibilitystdomit, evaluate, and reward the idea as
speedy and fairly as possible. As seen in Exhibith@ employee whose idea is being
evaluated has the opportunity until the very engaaake in the process and add further
input. Also, one needs to bear in mind that norggeagle employee with an idea will have

the capability to formulate its impacts, resourceguired, etc. Therefore, it is all the more
important to have sufficient support and feedbamkedmployees all along the path of idea
generation, submission and implementation to atlovge ideas which have the potential, but

lack of eloquence in their formulation, to survive.

The advantage of the centralisation of the processainly that there is a dedicated body
dealing with the matter, and that biases and peefed treatment should therefore be
minimised. Also, by involving a dedicated Decisilaker, supported by Commissions and
Councils, there should be a fair degree of experntivolved in making the decision and

committing to the idea. The drawbacks on the otterd are that it is a time consuming
process which could stymie the rapid implementatiba good idea simply because it has to
go through the entire process. Especially in srmatl medium sized enterprises (SME), in
which the above roles are additional responsiegibf existing employees, and not dedicated
positions/roles dealing only with Idea Managemdnis a fine balancing act of trying to

ensure fairness and due diligence, yet not overtoating matters and bogging the ideas

down with too much process.

Decentralised or Functional Model
The alternative to the centralised model is thefional model. This model is leaner than the

aforementioned centralised one, because each dmattnanager is responsible for their own
idea generating and implementing stream withindiganisation. It involves the employees
submitting their ideas directly to their line maeagvho will be the one deciding on whether

to implement the idea, and on the reward.
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Figure 10: Decentralised Functional) Idea Management Model

l

. Employee Submits | - Questions_and
1. Submitting Idea Clarifications |

— s

FunctionalManager [~~~ 7 7 7 2 Counsel Submits.
deddes whether to ez further
mplement [~ """ """~ Reports/Results

\J/ or
Reward is Reward Commission

established based on deddes upon
Guidelines Reward

J

Employee evaluates
ResulifDedsion

!

Processis Completed

2. Decision

3. Rewards

ObJectlons
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In this Functional/Decentralised model, the invdlyarties are:

Employee (Submitter of Ideas):The employee (or a group of employees) is the fatiod
or starting point of the Idea Management process/she has the idea or suggestion of

improvement.

Functional Manager: All suggestions are directed to this FunctionalLote Manager.
He/she can add functional expertise to assist enfthmulation of the idea and which is
necessary in the evaluation thereof. The Managadeée whether to implement the idea, and
based on company-wide reward schemes will alloteeespective reward. In some cases,

the Reward Commission might be consulted too.

Council/Consultant: In some cases reports and studies will need toobducted, which
cannot, or should not be done by the Functional dden (i.e. the Decision Maker in this

model). This independent counsel will then be ctiadun such instances.

Reward Commission:This body establishes the parameters of rewasggertling on impact
of the idea. It should meet regularly to review anegjotiate relevant reward schemes, based
on past cases, profitability and resource calcutati etc. This commission should be made
up of vested managers and employees to balancanthg and to allow for greater

transparency and representation.

1 http://www.dib-ideenservice.de/ideenmanagement/vorgesetztenmodell.cfm
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This main advantage of this model is its leannBggisions can be taken rapidly, given the
decision maker’s direct, day-to-day involvementha subject matter and thus knowledge of
the area. However, the main drawback is that humlations can play a complicating role in
this process. For example if there is prefereritedtment towards some employees due to
personal relationships, or on the other hand akdisbwards individuals which could result
in unfair evaluation of ideas. It is crucial forcegssful Idea Management to be deemed fair
and just by the employees, as well as showing bdegiesults in a timely manner.
Furthermore, there is the aspect of power, evesgotein every organisation. Some managers
might fear their power-base subsiding if it becorto@sobvious that there are too many good
ideas coming from the employees in his watch. Herganisational culture and its
manifestation within all employees can play an imguat role, e.g. with a mindset of “all
being in the same boat, heading in the same dirgéctsommerlatte, 2006).

The Hybrid Model
The last option, and there are plenty of variatitheseof, is a hybrid between the centralised

and functional (decentralised) model. It triesdket the best of both, and to avoid the pitfalls
either of them can provoke. This process involugsnstting trans-departmental ideas to a
centralised Idea Management function, which perlikgads with more holistic ideas such as
those which transcend individual departments orkwanocesses. A Functional Manager
would still be available for ideas more specificaogiven department/area of work, who
would have the freedom to accept and implementepact ideas within his/her area of

responsibility.

There are several advantages by having a deditd¢edManager. One being the employee
has the opportunity to obtain non-biased feedbaskistance in the formulation of the idea
and its implications, as well as the knowledge tihatre are “checks and balance” in the
process to avoid preferential or unfair treatmdrtrthermore, with a dedicated Idea
Manager, the communication about Idea Managemetitirvthe company will be more
vibrant, and there is less chance of the Idea Mamagt to be just a fad, and fade away over
time once routine day-to-day work takes over agaimthe other hand, being able to submit
“localised” ideas to the line manager allows forreméimely implementations of so-called
“quick fix improvements” and hopefully enhanced coonication within the function as
ideas are discussed. The roles of the people iadaodwve a mixture of the ones found in the

Centralised and Decentralised model.
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Software Options
Numerous software companies ranging from the bige‘lchip companies” such as IBM, HP,

Computer Associates, etc to smaller, niche prosidéier programmes, portals and platforms
which can manage the ldea Management and InnovRtiocesses. Some are custom built,
fully integrated into existing software, some ar#-tbe-shelf auxiliary programmes.
Interviews with a Sales Director for Telecommunimat Solutions at IBM, as well as
research on the company’s website have yieldedfdl@wing information as to what is
currently available. The supply is vast of softwarerast, and the following is only a small
selection of what is out there. Yet it will give amication of what is possible, and how

indeed there are links to the theory discusseailieg sections of this paper.

IBM’s response to finding a new approach to tradiél suggestion boxes is a dedication to
open collaborative innovation and an understandofg idea-rich communities, the
ThinkPlace an internal collaborative innovation platform,sed onalphaWorks the portal
for emerging technology. It is a web applicatiom facilitating innovation through idea
generation, collaboration, and refinement. It isjy@uch unlike a traditional suggestion box,
as when used within a company, it shares ideasnmikie entire company. By providing a
common place for sharing, refining, and recognizidgas, ThinkPlace encourages all
employees to innovate and to collaborate on furihgrovement of the ideas. Even if
employees don't have an idea to post, they candomlnd, collaborate, rate others' ideas, or
find ideas for their own use. Improvement suggestito current ideas in the pipeline are
encouraged, both from within and outside the compawith up to 60% of users being
external. Anyone registered can suggest ideasmeoh on them, refine them, express
support or even explain why the idea might not wadvlore importantly, the ideas that
employees think have the greatest potential to gh@ibusiness, solve existing problems, or
improve the company'’s culture will automatically t@nsidered. Behind the scenes, a global
network of subject matter experts use data mirmodstto track the most promising ideas and
help manage top-rated ideas through the formalevewwrocesses. Additional business
methods then carry the idea forward for implemeéoat'We're taking the best aspects of
jams, wikis and online communities and applyinghte our understanding of innovation in
the 2F' century,” says Nick Donofrio, senior Vice Presid&achnology and Innovation, and
one of the executive sponsors of ankPlaceprogramme. "We're blessed with more than
300,000 of the most innovative employees in theldydout it hasn't always been clear how

they could share their ideas - until nowhinkPlaceprovides an open, collaborative and
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global platform for tapping into their collectivexgertise.” In terms of man power behind
these online portals, IBM allocates so called “lyata” to the different projects; employees
with the appropriate knowledge and skills in theaarto drive the suggestions forward and

ultimately to transform them into business soluion

The actual software which drives these platformd portals supplied by IBM is called
“InnovationFactory. It is a leveraging software, using the currerargls such as Lotus®,
Websphere® and Information Management. By providiep 2.0 capabilities such as blogs,
wikis, social tagging, profiles it becomes intenaet It promises to reduce development cycle
times by involving the relevant business partnerthe feedback process, which also means
ideas not deemed adequate, or with little chanseiofess are weaned out in the early stages,

reducing risk and costs.

Contrasting the solutions provided by IBM, there & plethora of smaller companies
offering products and services. One such compaByasBank Inc. A company dedicated to
Innovation and Idea Management, in providing prodaa service solutions to companies
large and small, including Johnson & Johnson, thterhational Olympic Committe,

Wachovia Bank, and many more. Their patent-penttieglink™ technology delivers both

the cultural and technical elements necessarylteetlédhe measurable ROI that's at the core
of the innovation mission. The IdeaLink™ softwasemade up of four different segments;
Employee, Customer, Supplier and Investor, thu®gnog all areas — internal and external —

which are ultimately involved in the Idea and Inaben Management process.

By just having briefly introduced two companies glyphg businesses with Idea and
Innovation Management software, it become obvidiad the days of the “letter-box” style
suggestion scheme, located near the staff canéeerhistory. What is important today is an
all-encompassing, interactive scheme which tak&sancount the open systems approach to

business, in which external partners and custobeeme (heavily) involved.
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In Numbers
Using the numbers provided by just one companyjnBank Inc, it estimates that Idea

Management and the resulting innovations typictlllyinto five main categories, and their
impacts are distributed as follows:

* 42% Cost Savings

* 31% Revenue Generating

* 13% Environmental

* 11% Customer Service Improvements
* 3% Safety

These percentages quoted are based on a compbiteero300 individual and partner-
assisted programmes spanning a 15 year period, elisas current industry statistics
associated with innovation and ideas. StatisticgHe US and Canada confirm that over the
year 2005 — 2006 there has been a 623% increa$e inse of innovation programmes in
companies. Based on BrainBank’s research, the g@dmaancial value of an approved cost
savings idea was $27,901/year. The average finaralize of an approved New Product idea
was $46,772,000/year. Of all the approved ideakéd only 0.98% were one-time gains.

Monitoring
Each year billions of dollars are spent on “innaw&t in all its forms and dimensions. Yet a

critical part of the process is often missing, Dleast neglected; that of measuring the impact
and results. Consequently, lack of informationrmorrect information often leads to wasting
of resources such as manpower, time, money, et¢harsdlowering the returns on the initial
investment. For this reason, the fifth element o&jafio’s (1991) flowchatt, that of
monitoring, is crucial in the overall process ohawation. This is pertinent specifically
within the area of idea generation. As researchfary.example Wells (2005) underlines,
when an employee suggestion scheme is mismanagedfforts and resources spent on
keeping it alive can be wasted. In the case meatiom her study, management was
rewarding ideas with cash, but not tracking theagder the use thereof. After the initial
enthusiasm, the company saw a rapid decline insidgedmitted and motivation levels of

employees. Scrutiny of the situation brought tdtighat the implemented system created

2 5ee page 11 of this study
47



rivalry amongst different departments, and ideamignt forward and implemented affected
some areas positively, whereas others negativelguiies and monitoring of employees’

work habits found that recognition and cross traanivould generate far greater motivational
levels within the workforce. An urgent need fortbeinternal communication structures was
also discovered. Once these factors were estallliashd implemented, the idea generation
system became much more effective, morale increasddor many years the company has

reaped the benefits of a more rounded workforcelgumy ample ideas of improvements.

With regards to measuring the idea output by engdeyresearch conducted by Dedral
(2006) has focused on constructs and scales toededeas, both in terms of quality and
guantity. The latter has been the more relevanhtpfir most companies in the past,
assuming that the more ideas brought forward, thatgr the chances of good ones amongst
them. Briefly summarising Dean’s criteria and fimgls, it emerges that they are based on
three constructs. The first is the regarditega quality. Here three characteristics need to be
fulfilled: that the idea should apply to an exigtiproblem, it should offer an effective
solution and it should be implementable. In shdrtshould be workable, relevant and
specific. Secondly, is the aspectidéa novelty, which is measured along a scale of how
rare, unusual and uncommon it is. Finally, theeethecreative ideas which in the minds of
the authors is a quality idea that also requireselty. In other words, it is a combination of
the first and second construct. The authors’ rebeanggests that grouping submitted ideas
into these three categories, or constructs, sup@ortorganisation in their monitoring of the

idea management system.

Yet, the monitoring of ideas seems to provide maragvith some difficulties. One aspect
which does facilitate this process is perhaps aeclmk to the reward structure. Depending
on how an organisation chooses to reward employdess, the process of monitoring can
become easier. For example, if rewards are bas@oiahsystems, or the monetary value the
idea generates (or saves), then keeping trackeofv#éfue generated by the ideas becomes
manageable. This is particularly true for ideastgieing to new products or services, the
revenue of which can be traced through the accogngystems. However, how does a
company monitor whether the resources spent onemmghting and running an idea
generation system is recouped by the ideas pertata small improvements to processes
and operating systems — which may save time, edflodtincrease motivation — yet are hard
to quantify? The answer lies, at least in parthg reason an idea management system was

implemented in the first place. Not every comparilf amploy such a system purely for
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increased return on investment. For some, partiguthose in the “non-creative” domains,
an idea management system can contribute to theissofes, such as motivation, whilst
simultaneously reaping benefits from cost saving®cess enhancements and the likes
(Sommerlatte, 2006). Whatever drives an organigatoinvest time, money and manpower
to establish an effective idea management systesy, should monitor the results based on
the “output” they expect to achieve. Be it increhsevenue or profit, lesser expenses, greater
motivation and thus lower employee turnover, etaeQvay or another, it is possible to
establish whether the resources committed areqogbtd use, and whether the system in
place delivers on the expectations of its createws.if it does not, it will need to be adapted,
changed or scrapped in order not to cause damdgst +ke any project which started off
with the best intentions can — by bleeding too modney, or causing disenchantment and
ultimately frustration (Hockel, 1964).
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4. Idea Management in Practice

In order to put the theory described in the presisections to the test, and to discover
whether all the issues relevant to the subjecttaken into consideration, the following
section is dedicated to the findings of one companBrazil; Souza Cruz. It ranks among
Brazil's five largest businesses and is a subsidadrBritish American Tobacco, the most
international of the tobacco groups, whose branelsald in 180 countries all over the world.

Brief History of Souza Cruz
Founded by Portuguese immigrant Albino Souza CruZApril 1903, with just sixteen

employees, the company produced cigarettes thr@mnglinnovative rolling machine at a
town-house in the heart of Rio de Janeiro. Thigchationary’ machine was able to roll five
cigarettes simultaneously... The instant succeghigfproduct in the tobacco stores of what
was then the capital of Brazil forced this youngrepreneur to step up his output. In 1910,
Souza Cruz purchased a snuff plant, the Imperibati€a de Rapé Paulo Cordeiro in the Rua
Conde de Bonfim, framed by the forests of Tijucle Tndustrial facilities were transferred

there and snuff was gradually replaced by cigasette

But more funds and better technology were neededpwed up the growth of this
enterprise. In order to attain these objectivebjid Souza Cruz took his company public in
1914, with the stock control transferred to thetiBni American Tobacco (BAT) Group. This
transaction spurred the growth of Souza Cruz, whiekieloped steadily into the largest
tobacco company in Latin America. From then on,Za0Qruz stepped up its output and went
international, developing in technological termsl ®@coming an unchallenged market leader
and international benchmark for marketing mass wmpsion products. Today, Souza Cruz
works with the entire product cycle, from leaf-giog and processing tobacco through to
manufacturing and distributing cigarettes. Souzsz@perates two factories. The newest one
is located at Cachoeirinha in the Porto Alegre Blmttitan region in Rio Grande do Sul
State, inaugurated on the same date as the Souzac@ntenary: April 25, 2003. In Minas

Gerais State, the Uberlandia factory is the larfgstity of its type in Latin America, with
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some 1,100 employees and an annual cigarette grodwapacity of 95 billion sticks, and in

operation since 1978.

The Uberlandia factory includes a constructed amaering 150,000 square metres, framed
by landscaped settings that cover 872,000 squargesnewith artificial ponds and
gardens. The industrial sections were designedakenthe best possible use of natural light

and ventilation, upgrading the quality of life fitg workers.

It is this factory in Uberlandia which has launchedew initiative to create a long-term
culture of innovation. In November 2007 the pilobjpct “VIA” got underway, standing for
“vemos, inovamos, atuamds which is Portuguese and translated means “segvate,
implement”. VIA is part of a global pilot projectunning also in Japan, Venezuela and
Russia; however it is only Brazil which is focusiog the production, i.e. the factory, for the

venture.

The foundation for VIA was laid in 2004, when th& B Group launched an initiative they
called the “Garden of Innovation”. The company lwa®gr the years become a leader in
process and systems innovation, with the lowestatiog costs in the industry. However, to
remain competitive in the restricted environmentatfacco sales (in terms of regulation and
marketing possibilities), the company is turningcémsumer innovation to remain a leader in
the tobacco industry. Furthermore, VIA supports snaligned to the overall vision of Souza
Cruz, namely to be “leading the Brazilian marketi@acco products in a responsible and
innovative way, assuring the sustainability of business and the development of our talents

and of our brands”.

The VIA project was implemented in the factory iraBl to generate (stimulate) and manage

innovations proposed by the employees, and its ama$our-fold:

Provide a platform to develop an environment mak@firable for innovation
» To prioritises ideas and innovation related andegttowards the consumer

e To manage the structure of generation, selectioth iamplementation of ideas,

supported by an IT system

+ To create amnnovations Culture
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The organisation followed the overall Group stratedjrection by focusing on consumer-
relevant ideas, as they want to be able to addevalA is targeted at the shop-floor level
employees in particular — managers are excluded feavards available - by harnessing their
expertise and creativity on processes and techmmalogquipment, to drive the culture from
process related innovation to product innovationefB, the distinction lies in the focus to
the value-add for the consumer. Whereas processation at Souza Cruz lies in the areas of
productivity, costs, environmental impact, and wiake efficiencies, the product related
focus is geared towards consumer perception anceriexge, product quality and

consistency, harm reduction and reducing negatigéomer feedback.

Figure 11: Consumer & Process ldeas

o
Perceptible by the Productivity and costs
customers Product quality
Reduce Customer Impact caused in the
complaints environment
Reduce substances Environmental and ergonomic
considered as risk work condition
Service for POS

Source: Souza Cruz 2008

The VIA project was researched, planned and imphetethrough a range of stages and
with input from many sides. All along the way it svalriven by a multifunctional
management team of the factory, supported by atsidhsultants, and input from academic

research, innovation forums, and best-practice lrmacking.
The below organisation chart, based on informapoovided by the interviewees, should

assist in the understanding of the different rotesponsibilities and helps visualise the flow

of information which the following sections willfex to.
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Figure 14: Hierarchy of Management, Uberlandia
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To better understand the reporting levels, andfltve of information and feedback within

the setting of the Uberlandia factory, here a beigflanation of the organisational set-up.

The factory is lead by the Factory Manager, andtdasn of 6 “local” managers. These are
responsible for one area of the operation and Hmteveen two and eleven managers
reporting into them. These functional managersrasponsible for teams varying in size
between 10 and 80 people, split into three shifts) in turn elect a “self-directing working
group” (SDWG) leader for a one year term at a tifoe,each shift. Each SDWG elects a
representative for each of the five areas of apstlity, product, human resources and since
last year’'s launch of VIA also innovation. Theseefiteam leaders meet on a regular basis
with their functional manager, to discuss and sdierelevant issues.

The intention behind these so-called SDWG is tovalfiunctional managers to focus less on
the day to day operational issues, such as machanetenance, staff scheduling, etc, and to
move towards the tactical and strategic issuedvimgthe department instead.

The structure and processes resulting in the laohdétroject VIA at the Uberlandia factory
will be discussed in detail in the following seci® starting with the conceptualisation and
implementation of the project.
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Implementation of VIA
The entire process, from initial idea that a sued idea management system would be

piloted at the Uberlandia factory, to launch of gregramme took seven months. In May of
2007 the Director of Operations of Souza Cruz, tlogre with the Factory Manager at
Uberlandia, kick-started the initiative. By June eight member strong implementation
group, comprised of an external consulting firnttéay management and managers from IT,
HR, supply chain, training, finance and the Redidtraduct Centre (RPC), started working
on the structure, aims, communication and roll-ofuthe project. By July the project was

presented to the company board and approved.

The structure of the project consisted of four esgagnamely communication, training, process
and follow-up. Some of those involved only pre-lauractivities, others would permeate
continuously. The communication was deemed padruimportant and various channels
were employed, to initially stoke interest and aamass and further along the process to keep

it alive.

The first part of communication was viral commutiga, which focuses on flexible, scalable
and collaborative systems with maximum impact.ddrasses both the ubiquitous channels
such as radio and TV, yet is also embedded in degriife; such as clothes, furniture etc.
The Uberlandia factory went about to apply brigbats of paints to benches, pillars, walk-
ways, banners with word games and teasers were imuageas of high visibili}’. This
ensured that the up-coming project was speculatedtalked about, thus increasing the
awareness of the launch. The second stage incldiffedent channels such as face to face,
information “hot-spots”, a dedicated intranet sitmtaining a mock-up of the VIA platform
and all the relevant information, a show room, gangfts, leaflets containing information
regarding VIA and T-shirts that were distributedcatbemployees, also pre-launch. The actual
launch was done in November of 2007, over three,daith three presentations each day —
during which time the factory’s machines were stappallowing all three shifts to attend in
full. The factory management, as well as Souza Guard members and those involved in
the conceptualisation of the project were presergxplain the concept behind VIA, how it

works and its benefits.

3 See Annexe 1 for examples
54



The second part of the communication, of continuat@mation, commenced immediately
after the launch. Aspects to ensure continuityhefgroject included:

. Weekly Follow-up, demonstrating the progress ofgtagram;

. Up-dates on VIA website — containing the ideas fiacpce, ranking of ideas,

goods, illustration of the prizes, interviews aimdk lwith the System VIA,

. Electronic panel, with the daily publishing of teeolution of the ideas;

. New intervention highlighted on special billboards;

. Exhibition of the activities developed by the enyges in trainings (paintings);
. Lounges with the evolution of the products, braadd innovations

Immediately after the initial launch in Novembehet training of employees began.
Management level employees had already received titaning in sessions prior to the
launch, assuring they would be able to answer guestand assist in the guiding of
employees when they submit ideas.

Each and every one of the roughly 1’200 strongofgctvorkforce was to undergo a four-
stage training programme, to enable them to uraledstthe product, the process of
manufacturing and the important elements of mamgeéind consumer knowledge to be able
to have a holistic view of their work and its cogsences. According to the Factory
Manager, only if and when employees see the “bagupe” will it be possible for them to
tweak and twist the processes to improve them, aiteb still have ideas concerning
improvements for the consumer. The training focusedll these aspects, and the sessions
attended by groups of up to 40 employees. The fikst trainings were presented and
conducted by the external consultancy involvechm piroject’s implementation, and focused
on innovation and employees’ frame of mind. Entitfénnovation in Practice” and “Open
Mind”, they lasted four hours each, and were cotetlen the first three months after the
launch of VIA. The third course, “Product Knowledgeas given by a panel of eight factory
employees, who had previously been sent to thedRagProduct Centre to learn about the
entire production process from leaf growing to pimg the final product. Employees were
thus exposed to the complete manufacturing proggesg them an understanding of the
raw materials, methods of production, brands aedrthovations pipeline. This was deemed
important as a foundation for future process relewdeas and innovations. Finally, the last

stage of training was conducted by marketing sfistsasent over from Souza Cruz’ head
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office, again four hour sessions educating the eygas in consumer behaviour, marketing
techniques, brand awareness and specificatiorstjnmlate consumer relevant ideas. All in
all, each employee will have received 16 hours waift specific training by July of 2008,

thus within the first eight months after VIA’s irdtion. Management not only hopes for more

ideas, but also to use the training as a motivatiand developmental tool for employees.

The “Components”
First and foremost is themployee as the source of ideas. Taking into consideratierfact

that ideas submitted even before the VIA system iwgdace were rarely submitted by just
one individual, but instead a group of people, toenpany has allowed for this in their
setting up of VIA. Therefore, an idea can haghors, andco-authors The former being

the one with the original idea and/or who madeeisible, resolving restraints and/or
problems associated with implementation. Therebmaop to two authors per idea submitted.
Complementing the input of the author(s), the camypaecognizes up to four co-authors,
who would have participated in the developmenthef idea, contributing to improving it,

without changing its essence.

The infrastructure to manage the ideas, to regibam, keep track and record is a custom-
built portal which integrates into the existing software of usitlotes. Here employees can
learn more about the VIA programme, register neeas] go back to their previously
recorded ideas, browse ideas that have already iog#amented, learn about the rewards,
search through the “Idea Bank” where all ideas ingilemented or approved to date are
stored.

The first point of call for any new idea registered the portal is a dedicatddea
Administrator. He does not have any authority about whether drideas should be
implemented, and does not pass judgement. Insteacadministrator checks whether new
submissions are actually new ideas, and is thedetkeen the employee, managemtnt and
the next team; thReinforcement Team.This team is pulled together on a needs basisdy th
functional manager, whose employee submitted tlea.idt consists of a group of 2- 5
employees from the idea-relevant departments, teeleaot only for their technical,
professional and peoples skills, but also for theterest in the project and their own
initiatives displayed in the past. They do not haveegular meeting schedule, instead this

team is called to life whenever an idea is subihitied approved as a “new idea” by the Idea
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Administrator. The participants of the Reinforcein&aam work together to assess ideas, to
formulate their potential, create a business ptahgenerally to support the employee whose
idea it is. This team is supported by the respedbp managers in charge of each division,
i.e. the factory management, referred to ad theal Management They are drawn into the
process as required. Furthermore, Megketing andRegional Product Centre (RPC)also
gets involved in the evaluation, feasibility andpiementation processes for ideas which will
have an impact on their respective areas. This RRCcentre, located in the Brazilian town
of Porto Allegre, which deals only with the sougsiproduction and innovation of prototype
products, testing of innovations, blending of talmado create new flavours, etc. Their

findings are fed back into the organisation for liempentation.

The System
The platform onto which VIA was built is the comganLotusNotes system. The custom

made software, developed in-house together witretttiernal IBM support services provides

the tool to record, track, store and share ideas.

Figure 15: Opening (Home) Page of VIA Software
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Source: Souza Cruz (2008)

The opening page of the programme allows emploj@esgister ideas, track the ideas they
or others have already submitted (either by emm@ogame, or topics), see samples of

implemented ideas, a virtual tour explaining thsetesn as well as the rewards section.
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Figure 16: Submitting an Idea
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Submitting the idea is easy enough, and the syBtrks input, feedback and status of the

idea in the process of approval or rejection. ddlas are registered into the system, allowing

for future calling up of ideas, building on old & etc. The system works similarly to a blog,

in which conversations are added to the page, taggame of contributor, date and time,

thus allowing employees to follow the process aatls their idea is at.

How does VIA work?

The flowchart on the following page depicts thewflof ideas, and the people and bodies

involved in making decisions on implementation.
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Figure 17: Flowchart of Ideas
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As the diagram shows, employees register their aethe internal portal VIA, by logging

Source: Souza Cruz (2008)

onto the company’s intranet site. The dedicatedh I8dministrator is the first person to
verify whether this idea is in fact new, or alreagsts in one form or another. Whether the
idea is new or not, feedback is given to the eng#oyoth face-to-face, and it is recorded in
the system for future reference. The Administraioes not have any decision-making
capacity; the function is purely that of contactgo® and collaborator between management
and employees. In case the idea already existsAdin@nistrator organises a letter for the
employee, which is actually given to him/her by/lnés manager. This process is intended to
foster the communication and relationship betweapleyees and managers, and to ensure
that motivation is not lost, by demonstrating thppraciation of involvement and through

justification of rejection.

If it is indeed a new idea, a multi-functional phoealled the Reinforcement Team will be
pulled together, to evaluate the idea for its po&knThis team is comprised of a handful of
employees from the relevant departments, who warthe ideas submitted on a needs basis,
in addition to their regular jobs and responsiieiit Should they find the submitted idea
relevant and easy to implement without further cttasion or approvals, i.e. within their

departmental budgets, without impacting other depamts or sections and without much
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implementation assistance from other departmergs €éagineering to build new components
for a machine), the idea is immediately approved iamplemented. This is logged into the
system.

For ideas which require more input, resources amtsideration, the Reinforcement Team
consults with the management of the factory, he.ltocal Management. There is a monthly
meeting scheduled to review all these suggestiSpscifically for consumer relevant ideas
the marketing department at head office in Rio @leeifo and the RPC in Porto Allegre are
consulted and involved in the feasibility study amglementation.

As the flowchart depicts, at each and every stdge feedback features prominently.
Management believes in the importance of keepingl@yees informed at each stage of the
process, and that only with explanations and contsnenll employees be motivated to

continue to think about their work, search for imy@ments and innovations and to submit

their ideas.

Leadership & Culture
Leadership was deemed very important by the managerand they all are conscious of the

responsibility they carry in driving the innovatiaand innovations culture within their
organisation. Management takes time every day ttk waough the factory and all its
departments, to communicate with people, listencdocerns and suggestions, building

relationships, reinforcing the “open-door” policy.

The factory’s top management, the so-called “loce@nagement” is well aware of the
additional workload the VIA system is placing peutarly on its operational / departmental
management. After all, it is those managers whal rieeparticipate in the Reinforcement
Teams, who need to support their employees with ftvenulation, calculation and
articulation of the ideas. It is them who need tovgle feedback to the submitters of ideas.
And, two of the managers interviewed did displagptéasure and additional stress due to the
new responsibilities they bear. The factory managaiso aware of incidents of complaints
from departmental managers, but is confident theason will be resolved — for two reasons;
initial submissions of ideas were very high indeéde to novelty of the programme. It is
only natural for the flow of ideas to ebb over tinand the challenge will be to ensure
sufficient ideas filling the idea pipeline and idbank. Therefore, the time taken up by
participating in the Reinforcement Teams will dese Secondly, the factory’s top

management is hoping this additional workload @@dbr department level management
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will reinforce a change implemented in the pastryeaith regards to how departments,

sections are run.

The aim is to gradually move departmental managewygrom operational tasks and duties,
towards more tactical and strategic, i.e. forwaking issues. Instead of him/her having to
deal with minor technical problems, basic persorawghinistration, etc the recently created
“self-directed work group” leaders should be arragghose day-to-day duties. It was for
this reason the groups and their leaders wereettdat the first place, to shift focus and

emphasis for managers into visionary leadershipyawm operational execution.

Naturally, as with most changes, they have beeetgdewith mixed feelings and some
resistance, as it means moving away from safe (khayvounds, into the unknown. By
putting more (time) pressure on the managers tp@uphe idea generation and innovations

process, the factory management is hoping to emhidang transition of focus and emphasis.

In combination with this open leadership style ammhaging by examples, the organisational
culture felt on the premises of the Uberlandia &actnhances management’s quest of
becoming a truly innovative organisation. Employamover is exceptionally low in the
single digits, even though employment opportuniéies ever growing in the vicinity due to
favourable taxation and legislations by the localegnment to attract more businesses.
Benefits and working conditions are above averdége,according to employees the most
attractive aspect of working for Souza Cruz are liveg-term opportunities. Although
Uberlandia boasts one of the best engineering tfasuin the country, many shop-level
employees lack formal training and skills. The campthus invests heavily in training, both
on-the-job and off, to ensure its employees hatlelistic view of the production processes.
Furthermore, this practice allows for greater cffiostional transfers, which are very much
encouraged, ultimately leading to greater numbgnsternal promotions.

According to management, many ideas for improviraginmnery and equipment stem from
its employees at Uberlandia, and have over thesybaen implemented and adopted by
manufactures. Hauni, for example, is the most ssfae supplier of technologies and
solutions for tobacco processing, filter and cigar@roduction, with customers all over the
world. Its trademark drying tower for tobacco leeds developed at Uberlandia, based on
suggestions by technicians and operators, and paralesed in collaboration with Hauni.

Now, most factories use the same technology, whias innovated in Brazil. This
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innovations and learning culture is source of mpdbe for the employees, and adds to the

intrinsic motivation to perform better yet.

Motivation
The majority of operators, technicians and meclsamiterviewed, claimed that through the

implementation of VIA, they feel more motivatedttonk about their workplace, their work
processes and beyond — to what the customers rapgireciate. Although ideas had been
submitted prior to VIA, the interviewees felt tliheir success and implementation depended
basically on whom they were presented to, and uwtieh circumstances. On a “good day”,
ideas might have been taken further and even imgriéed. However, several interviewees
did recall ideas they had, which were drowned astlih the non-formalised process of “if |

have time I'll pass it on”.

By now having a system in place, which is transpaend deemed fair and just by those
interviewed, employees have more faith in the systad results have already been proving
them right. They feel motivated to think about theork, the products and processes of
manufacture, and to explore ways and means of mipydhem. All of the interviewees had

indeed already logged at least one idea into the ¥tstem, and although not all ideas had

been approved, felt encouraged by the feedback divéhem by their managers to keep on

trying.

The aspect of demonstrated “ownership” of ideas s&en as a boon for motivation and
encouragement by the employees. Whereas previadeshg tended to “float” around, they
could now easily be “allocated” to a certain empley or group of employees. The
interviewees mentioned this aspect as a partigufasitive outcome of the implementation
of VIA.

Finally, another motivational aspect related to WAs the visibility with which ideas were
recorded. One mechanic was eager to share thaadealready submitted 18 ideas, two of
which were pending implementation. For him, thecpdure was important as he was keen to
demonstrate to his superior come appraisal timé¢ hieawas being proactive and had
knowledge exceeding his immediate area of workus tioping for a promotion. In his mind,
and in accordance with other interviewees, VIA |ueg another channel of “formally”

demonstrating to superiors the initiatives undertalas well as the results.
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Rewarding Ideas
In line with the strategic direction the factoryfalowing, as set by the BAT Group, the

focus for ideas is more on consumer relevant intiowarather than process innovation. This
then drives the way ideas are rewarded. The lordigstission in the conceptualisation of the
project was apparently about rewards, and the dilaraf how to reward; with money, with
recognition, or simply viewing it as “part of thel and thus not justifying additional
rewards. After much contemplation and consultatitwe, project team decided to reward
ideas submitted and approved with a point-base@sysvhich would not pay out monetary
rewards. Instead, points would be allocated to akdétaof goods, divided into three
categories; “Culture & Education”, “Digital Gadgetand “Quality of Life™*. The items
within the basket were chosen specifically to eithkow employees to save up points for
items they could otherwise not afford, or for itethat would enhance their education and
quality of life. They were also chosen to overaltlao the development of employees, e.g.
language courses, internet access at home, bodlkstat trips, etc which would ultimately
feed back into the working life. In other worddpal employees to access and/or gain more

knowledge which is stimulating and rewarding, fottbparties.

The actual allocation of reward points are driventlioe idea — not the economic or value
impact the idea has — but whether it is consumeprocess related. As noted earlier, the
company is trying to “push and pull” ideas relatedhe consumer, more so than the process.
Therefore, approved ideas receive a score of paepending on which area the idea is
applicable to. Idea related to process, technobogy internal services are rewarded with 10
points for each of the authors (there may be upwto authors) and 2 points for each co-
author, of which there can be up to four per id&léernatively, if the idea is related to
consumers, each other receives 30 points, andagaahthor is accredited with 6 points. By
means of this differentiation, the company undesdithe emphasis it is placing on consumer
related ideas and innovation. At the same timenddydistinguishing between the value add
of an idea, it highlights the message it is tryiagonvey that indeed “every idea counts”, no

matter how large or small the economic consequences

Furthermore, fitting with the overall business atdt, in which innovativeness is nurtured and
rewarded, the point allocation system is linkethi® company-wide rewards “Destaque” and
“Excelencia”, which merit projects, launches, waoikiteams throughout the entire company
of Souza Cruz twice a year. If an idea will alsortmeninated for one of the above awards,

% See Annex 2 for detailed table
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and wins, the point allocation (10 or 30 for authd or 6 for co-authors) is then multiplied

by either 5 for “Destaque” recognition or by 10 fbe winner of “Excelencia”

Once points are awarded, they are tracked on tRepdrtal and can be redeemed as the
holder sees fit. Either exchanging them for smatkms, or waiting for an accumulation of

more points to be able to exchange them for a biggiee item.

Success Criteria & Monitoring
The big question remains; is the system working® Afeas flowing in to the extent

anticipated by management, and how does one measacess when the economic value-

add is not tracked?

Management decided to initially measure the sucoeS4A by users, i.e. participation and
by ideas implemented. As a reference, ideas offffjceubmitted in 2006 are used. These
were 38 ideas in total, of which 36 were procetsted and only 2 related to the product and
therefore the consumer. In order to set a boldetarthe programmes’ developers and
management set the tenfold number of ideas sulamiit2006 as their goal for 2008; namely
380 ideas, which translates into 0,4 ideas per eyegl per year. The results from the first six
months after launch exceeded expectation by a miakgin: the participation of employees
lies at just over 40%, meaning that 433 employemge lsubmitted 776 ideas on the VIA
platform, of which 179 (23%) were product/consunaeas and 542 process ideas. Of these
seven hundred odd ideas, 77 have been approvedhanahajority of those implemented

already, resulting in roughly 1’500 rewarded poimtsongst those 77 employees.

These numbers leave management confident thanitie investment of time, money and
resources will pay off, especially since six mordfier launch of VIA not even all factory
employees had undergone all of their training sessito increase awareness about the

project, the processes and the product itself.

On the other hand, management is aware of the ftyofeetor” driving the numbers of ideas
submitted up. They realise the challenge lies iepkgg up the momentum, and being able to

continue to engage and stimulate the employeesveldp and share their ideas.

Management of the factory is keen to measure theevadded by the VIA project, however
given the limitations of the system at the momeat,insufficient manpower to administer all

the numbers, it is content with having a high ggsttion in the programme for the time
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being. Later next year, once the VIA is fully edistiied the aim is to focus more on the value
ideas add, in order to be able to quantify the eooa benefits. Given the enthusiastic up-
take of the project to date and the number of lseleas submitted so far, the factory
managers is satisfied with the implementation oAMLt has fulfilled its main objectives of

formalising the idea contribution by employees,réasing participation and serving as a
motivational tool on many fronts; employees feeluled, their know-how is in demand, and

their ideas are being acknowledged and rewarded.

Challenges
One of the company’s goals is to create an “inriowded culture which inspires and

promotes an environment favourable to the creatiordeas”. This aim is linked with the
overall strategy of the factory to, “create, depebnd launch new products, services and
processes in order to ensure a sustainable busimestel’. Developing such an
organisational culture and maintaining it and kegpqt alive it over years to come, will be
the challenge. There is always a risk of the ngvilttor encompassing new initiatives and
programmes wearing off, resulting in a slow, dediwating “death”. For this reason, it is

important to know in which areas the challengesdial to tackle them head-on.

One of the tests currently facing the Uberlandietéiy is actually being able to keep up with
the influx of ideas, and being able to process tiema timely manner. With only one Idea
Administrator having to process the ideas — th& ix months after launch have generated
on average 6-7 ideas each weekday — who also hamlbdise the Reinforcement Teams,
ensure managers communicate feedback to their adgpestaff and act as the conduit of
information for all parties involved, timely resgmand action is at risk. As management
admits, and feedback from shop-floor level emplsygemonstrates, the timely processing of
ideas submitted is crucial in the sustainabilityhadh employee motivation, and to ensure
continued input of their suggestions for improvetraard innovation.

Management understands the importance of admimmgténe VIA intranet site, the flow of
idea through its various stages, the collaboratiprongst employees and management, as
well as the process of implementation and monitpri@iven the relative newness of the
project, the intention is to review the progresshe project at the end of the first year of
initiation. Options already under consideration amhether to create a dedicated

“Implementation Team”, which would take upon theththe approved ideas, and ensure
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they are put into practice efficiently and effeetix. This would inherently change the
structure of the project, from a decentralised dmdctional system, towards a more
centralised approach. In addition, unless the \wftd idea abates, a second full-time Idea
Administrator will be required. For one of the a¢lus lacking attention is regular feedback
to employees who have submitted ideas on the pogoé their idea. Whereas the VIA
website will indeed show details of the stagesppfraval or rejection, individual’'s feedback
and input, not every employee at the factory is footable using the platform yet, or simply
put, lack the skills. Management is confident hogrethat over the course of the next year,
with more training scheduled, more internet tersirevailable in more areas of the factory,
the efforts of the so-called multipliérswill enable even more employees to access the site
use it to its full potential and contribute with reoideas as their brand and consumer
knowledge increases. The aim is to keep the infibudeas high, in order to have a larger
pool of ideas available to draw from, and to inseethe chances of high impact / high value

ideas being amongst them.

BA multiplier is an employee trained in certain skills, who will then himself/herself pass on the knowledge and skills to
other employees, thus “multiplying” the knowledge gained in the initial training.
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5. Discussion & Recommendation

The preceding chapters have drawn together previesearch on the subject of generating
and managing the flow of ideas brought forward bypkyees from all departments and
levels within an organisation. The underlying asptiom that creativity and ideas are the
foundation for innovation has been discussed. Sgeten in the 1950’s was one of the first
to develop a theory of innovation. He defined instoyns as "new ways of doing things, or
[as] better, unique combinations of the factorprfduction” and identified them as the core
of an entrepreneur's work. With all these defimgicof innovation compiled in this study,

Miller's deduction on innovation as a “commerciafiyccessful implementation of creative

ideas within the organisation” is the one most appate in this case.

Most importantly for the sake of this study, innbea is not merely the new Kkiller
application. Instead, innovation occurs on seviratls and to varying degrees within an
organisation and the departments within. Furtheeman innovation can be an idea, practice,
process, or product that transforms a new problelvirgy idea into an application and is
perceived as new by an individual. Small changgwdduction processes can generate large
savings, in the same way that new goods or serwie®s generate substantial revenue
increases. This study has contributed with botlititsory” and “practice”, i.e. the literature
review and the primary research conducted in Brézt indeed it is worth tapping into your
people for ideas, given that it is not exclusivilg creative minds which supply ideas to
build innovation on, but everyone can contributkighble ideas. And innovation — the ability
to invent and reinvent services and products deethmy the consumer — is undoubtedly a
key component ensuring sustainability of a businastoday’s fast-moving business and
product life cycles.

Referring back to the Innovation Survey by the B(2B07), and the companies with top
rankings with regards to their innovativeness, r@eresting point emerges which is worth
highlighting. Between the five of them they covke tmost important aspects discussed in
this study, relating to Idea Generation and Manageraystems; namely leadership (Apple),
organisational culture (Google), customer needsydlico Motor), stream of new offerings

(Microsoft). This underlines the importance thamganies should place on these various

aspects within their organisation, to ensure sicresnovation.
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It thus seems as though there is more to a compaith is actively pushing for innovations
and the input from its employees than merely pgttip a suggestion drop box along the
corridors or installing software which will captuideas. A plethora of components need to
be considered, and a comprehensive, all encompasgstem needs to be developed taking
in the people, the existing culture within the angational, as well as the so called “soft
issues” such as creativity and motivation. Furth@en the strategic direction of the
organisation — its mission and goals — needs tddieed and an idea management structure
implemented which is congruent with these matt@sly after the aim of the system is
defined, and the various components are undergtoddn place, should the reward structure
be established. This last constituent should igeb# theadditional motivator, not the
primary. Rewards shoukehhancehe intrinsic motivation which should be fosteredll else

is holistically combined.

In the beginning of the study the following questavere raised:

“How does management foster a culture within thgamisation that not only allows, but
also stimulates the idea generation from employédesfwhat kind of systems and processes
need to be in place for employees to come forwath their improvement ideas, their
innovative approaches to work flows, products aredvises? Finally, what kind of
monitoring needs to be in place to oversee suagddssplementation?”

From both the literature and the primary reseatclheicomes apparent that the actual
implementation of an idea generation and managesy&t¢ém requires careful planning and
well-timed execution. Especially the first few mlstare the key stage to future success, as
they determine whether employees can be convintéaeanerits of such a project and can

they be motivated to contribute in a manner whigkeed will add value?

The interplay of the planning, research and impleiatéon — in line with each company’s
individual needs — highlights one of the key messagf this study. Namely, that thaseno
one model which will fit and work for all companies Instead, each and every company
intending to formalise the idea generation process — for ideas are abomndvery
organisation — should establish their own, indigidaims for such a process, and then build a
concomitant system which will deliver on these godhe organisation studied, for example,
took into consideration their overall strategy aection, and found that in order to have an
“‘innovations culture” they were looking for as maikgas as possible, unlike narrow and
focused ideas depending on suggested directiondadwby management, as found in the

literature reviewed (e.g. Beyer & Seidel).
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The assumption that there is no “one size fits afiproach is particularly true when taking
into consideration organisational culture and lesitip behaviour — deemed the feeding
ground of ideas and innovation. Just like everyviiddial is different from the next, due to
his / her background, education, influences, irepttords their culture, every organisation is
different. Naturally, leadership styles and thetuna which is found within a company will
have an impact on approach to work, creativity, exadivation, which ultimately enhances or

stifles ideas and their proliferation.

The study of the idea management system at Souza GOberlandia Factory complimented
the frameworks presented in the academic literailtbough their system has not stood the
“test of time” given its recent implementationnivertheless gives an indication that indeed
a lot of work needs to be done before, during dtet anplementation to launch an effective
idea management system. Not only did the team angehof VIA spend time finding best
practices in the country, and consulted a commtiniess company for the initiation and
launch of the project, they also took into consatien their own organisation; its goals,

strategic direction, the culture and the employees.

Most of these aspects raised in the academictiiteraand deemed important by scholars and
business people alike, were take into account bgagement of the Uberlandia Factory.

Briefly, the following paragraphs will recapitulat®e main points.

The peopleplay a very important part in the company’s susaasd competitiveness, given
that generally speaking a company’s creative outpdiependent upon theeativity of its
human resources. The employees at Souza Cruz’ &Mtaksl Factory are already very
creative in their approach to work, demonstrated thg countless suggestions of
improvements to products and services made overy#aes. In fact, within the entire
organisation world-wide, this particular factorydeemed the most efficient and innovative
due to its suggestions as to how to improve praodaoctycles and facilities. Now, by
implementing VIA, the factory has taken the negrpsh officially recognising and rewarding
their employees for their creative input. Not otiat though. VIA has had motivational
benefit too, as the findings from interviews witm@oyees on all levels have shown.
Employees felt their work was being valued moreg tlu the official acknowledgments by
superiors and the rewards. Furthermore, in lindn Vi@een’s findings of motivational levels
linked to time delays in action or recognition, Vi#as dramatically improved employee
motivation due to the fact that they can now trdek progress of their submitted idea either
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online or in communication with functional managargl the Idea Administrator. As a by-
product of VIA's launch, some of the factory’s waekd leisure areas have been up-graded,
and some work flows altered. There is more andcebettmmunication and consultation with
supervisors and management. All this has had aradmpn the intrinsic motivation of
employees, whereas the rewards have stimulated temmnsically. Particularly these
intrinsically motivating factors seem to be in cammence with Herzberg's two factors. On
the one hand, recognition, reward, etc enhancéntioéivators”, whereas the improvements
to the working environment, internal communicati@ic have enhanced the “hygiene”

factors in the sense that reasons for dissatisfagtere being decreased.

In line with Souza Cruz’ aim to become an orgamsatvith an “innovationsulture”, the
management underlines this drive with its engatgagership style, fostering collaboration,
teamwork, learning and thinking outside the boxe Thoerlandia Factory has spent a lot of
money and resources in getting all their employee$o date with the latest trends, systems
and processes applied in the factory and applidabtbe consumers. By ensuring that each
and every employee, from manager to cleaner, wilehattended training sessions in product
knowledge, marketing, consumer behaviour and ptoglucmanagement at Uberlandia has
ensured that all its employees are able to corigituits aims — being innovative.

When it comes to finding ideas’, the Uberlandia Factory is not only asking forrgly
individual contribution. It has learned from thehbeiour of its employees in the past, and
recognises contributions not only from the indivatjubut from a group of authors and co-
authors, all of whom are entitled to rewards. Als@nagement has factored in that not all
employees are fully skilled, with qualificationsdaknow-how about entire work-flows or
processes. Therefore, in allowing employees to workeams, and recognising the team
effort, management is supporting informal learnipgpcesses and the socialisation of
knowledge. In addition, through the Reinforcemeearfis and their inputs, and also through
the ability to add to existing ideas on the VIA wedrtal, the company is maximising input
from all relevant sources. One could argue thatapproach is very similar to Beyer &
Seidel's “Communities of Practice” in the sense tharing the Reinforcement Team stage,
experts are drawn together based on qualificatiost suitable to a particular idea.

Together, they will work to improve the idea, angtan the implementation of it.

With regards to thémplementation of ideas, currently the Uberlandia Factory isrgyio
continue with the decentralised process, in lingnwhe decentralised decision making teams.
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It is finding however that the sheer number of gadelas is taking up much time from
management, and is considering creating a speaai to ensure sufficient time and research
allowing for best possible results. This would mawe entire system towards a more
centralised approach, with the benefits of greatersight, better communication and a faster
process overall. On the flipside, there are isslesh as those of subjectiveness, greater
bureaucracy and less functional management invawemesulting in less communication,
team building and the loss of VIA's direct motivatal function. Particularly this point in
case demonstrates yet again that managing an @reaagion system is a complex task, with
many factors to consider which can greatly imphetduccess rate. Many pros and cons need
to be weighed to find the optimal structure for mging ideas. In this instance, management
needs to weigh the risks involved in a decentrdlm®cess, which may be deemed fairer, but
is not as thorough and perhaps more time consurn@aging employees without information
and feedback regarding their idea for too longreetspan. Also, implementation of ideas will
take a long time. On the other hand, if the proceskanged to a more centralised approach,
feasibility checks and evaluation of ideas andrtimaplementation will be executed faster,
yet all decisions and input is done by a smallecefeam — potentially resulting in biases,
favouritism and more bureaucracy. It poses a datigio be taken with care and
consideration, which only once implemented and mooed will yield the answer of whether

it was the right path to take. Here the monitorbegzomes particularly important, as over
time dynamics will change, as will behaviour. Inder to maintain an effective idea
management system, it requires ongoing examinatohscrutiny, and potential adjustments

over time to ensure its sustainability.

Recommendations
Finally, a few words with regards to recommendaditor future research in this area. As this

study has drawn upon academic literature, as gedixamples and studies from the business
world, much what is written about the subject ddadyeneration and management has been
reviewed. The one area which | found lacking wa tf findings and experiences of idea
management in a wider range of countries. Withia litroduction section of this study,
employees’ levels of education were briefly mengéidnThis point is not important for the
purpose of this study, yet it deserves a mentiothaditerature reviewed was chiefly from
authors based in the so called “first world” coledy whereas the primary research was

conducted in what would be labelled an “emergingnemy”. It is therefore only in passing,
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and without much in-depth knowledge in this arest thwould like to mention the following
observations. Annexe 3 and 4 are figures obtaimenoh fthe International Labour Office
database on labour statistics operated by the IL@ed of Statistics (LABORSTA),
showing the latest figures of levels of educatiathin the population. The two countries
chosen to compare are Brazil and Germany, the meds®ing that the primary research was
conducted in Brazil, and much of the research aads pertaining to idea generation are

German.

Whereas the latest German figures are from 200&ziBy are from 1999. Still, a striking
difference emerges which would not have changemhaiiaally over the past decade or so.
The majority of the population as a total have agleted upper secondary education in
Germany, whereas the greatest number of Brazil@nthe time of the compilations of
numbers completed pre-primary school (see Annete33™. It therefore begs the question
whether indeed input from employees in Germany Wduwe the same as that from say
Brazilian employees. This question is not intendedn assessment of ability of employees,
for as the research in a Brazilian factory showed employees there have many, and good
ideas to contribute. However, it would be interggtio study this aspect further. Specifically,
how companies working with un- or semi-skilled labcan circumvent lower levels of skills
by means of in-house training to allow employedémlgstic business view and thus enabling
them to bring forward ideas on how to improve peses and procedures. This would, as the
experience at the Uberlandia Factory showed, dan#ito achieving greater levels of
motivation (particularly intrinsic), as well as kmledge and creativity to tap into the vast

pool of ideas available to them.

Another reason in recommending more research snatt@a is the fact that the new economic
“powerhouses” in the world, the likes of Brazil, $ig, India and China (the so-called BRIC
countries), and will no doubt have their own higtan idea management, which other
countries could benefit from — once made accesskbe rest of the world. Albeit by no
means a scientifically researched fact, yet in mpyion indicative nonetheless, the insights
provided by Google’s search history and rectrds give some clues as to future demand for
idea management as a formalised process. Whemlpaig the history of search results for
the term “idea generation” and “idea managemergé (g&nnexe 6 for details), one finds that
India comes up with the most search results. Ofssgwone need to consider that the terms

'8 please see http://laborsta.ilo.org/applv8/data/isced97e.html for full details on schooling levels and ages
17 ..
http://www.google.com/insights/search/#
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used are in the English language, excluding somge leountries such as China, Russia and
Brazil. All the same, from those countries in whiEhglish is widely spoken, it is India
which has the highest incidents of searches. Givahall the results in “Google Insights for
Search” are normalized, which means that they een divided by the sets of data by a
common variable to cancel out the variable's eftectthe data, it allows the underlying
characteristics of the data sets to be comparedod(@ Insights for Search” shows the
likelihood of users in a particular area to sediamha term on Google on a relative basis.
Therefore, one can assume that there is indeeovargy demand for a structured approach to
managing employees’ ideas. In order to provide mofermation and “best practice” for
rapidly emerging economies such as India and Malaysoth with relatively high search
volumes in the domain of ideas — more academicarekeis needed. Particularly from
countries in which perhaps laws and regulationsnateyet in place to support rewards and
incentives for employees’ ideas. One country wiiiokRs have this support from the political
sphere is Germany. It seems that German comparfresn-Audi to Siemens - in all sectors
and sizes are talking about idea management, awdtdvanvolve its employees to play a
greater part in coming up with innovative ideast tiaprove the company’s standing.
Handbook&® are compiled by the private sector and regionaeguments on how to improve
idea management, specifically in small and mediwmadsenterprises (SME). More of such
kind of support is needed; for example by simptifyiregulatory laws which would make
rewards to employees for innovation tax deductable.

A final word or two. As the historical review ofad management has indicated, the concept
of asking from input from employees is not a redadtor trend. Indeed, it has been around
for over one hundred years. And it has evolved érahously from simple “mail box” style
drop boxes in dreary corridors next to the stafitean, to complex IT systems and platforms,
supported by many of the “soft issues” commonlynbuo be the concern of the Human
Resources department — motivation, training, comoation, enhanced collaboration and
multifarious reward structures. For those compasé®usly considering the implementation
of a formal system and structure, to “collect” thié ideas that are invariably floating around
the organisation — especially in the areas dealiitly production, research and innovations,
and those dealing with third parties such as sappland customers — soul searching and

definition of expectations should be done beforebaking on this journey. Areas and

1 E.g. “Ildeenmanagement fur mittlestaendische Unternehmen — Mehr Innovation durch Kreative Mitarbeiter”, published
by the Ministry of the Economy (Title translated: Idea Management for Medium-Sized Organisations)
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aspects discussed in this study are those to kentako consideration, to increase the
chances of success. Moreover, they need to be tat@account from the perspective of the
individual organisation, and the outcomes to beiea@d. The first few questions to ask
pertain to the organisation itself. Where are weently, where do we want to be? How will
we get there? Then comes the focus on the ideasstiees; do we want many, in all areas?
Or do we want a few, only pertaining to the stratdgcus of the current time? Once this
fundamental is established, the real work can bégicreate an idea generation system
geared towards the goals, and management processaked to administer it effectively.
For, even though this last quote by Francis Cfiglertains to the field of molecular biology,

it is applicable in business too; “if you want tavie good ideas you must have many ideas.
Most of them will be wrong, and what you have tarfeis which ones to throw away.” For
regardless if your organisation is looking for madgas, in all fields, such as Souza Cruz’
factory in Uberlandia, or you have narrowly defiredas of innovation (such as the research
by Beyer & Seidel recommended), not all ideas ballfeasible or successful. The trick lies in
harnessing the ldea Generation and Managementrsyste process; with which you harvest
the ideas, evaluate them, implement them and mortltem, whilst simultaneously
maximising the positive impact on soft issues saglncreased motivation, productivity and
communication. If managed well, Idea Managementesys can have “win-win” effects; as
effective tools to increase value for the busiress its stakeholders, whilst providing for a
more stimulating and rewarding workplace for thepyees.

' Francis Crick in his presentation "The Impact of Linus Pauling on Molecular Biology" (1995)
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7. Annexe

Annexe 1: Example of Viral Communication

Source: Souza Cruz 2008
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Annexe 2: Details of Reward Basket

Culture &
Education

Digital Quality of
Inclusion Life

Books

Newspaper or magazine
subscription

Courses (Computer,
Languages, Skills
Enhancing)

Culture Trips

Tickets for theater and
shows

CD's, DVD’'s

* Computers MP3 player
= Subscription to Video game
Internet access at Mobile phone
home Digital camera
LCD monitor Board games (chess,
Printer domino etc.)
DVD recorder Dinner for Two
Pen drive Women's Beauty Day
Mouse Beauty Case
Kits (tools, fishing, barbecue
etc.)
Sport material

Source: Souza Cruz 2008

Annexe 3: Education Level Brazil, 1999

Source: (BA) Labour force survey

Total 64007.5 3523.6 32980.7 6435.0 4372.8 10195.3 1740.0 4391.5
2

10-14 2774.1 246 .1 2496.9 23.9 -7 -7 -7 -7

15-17 4560.9 138.1 2863.6 7049  759.5 54.2 -7 -7

18-29  14862.5  409.2 6130.2 1716.4 2099.4 3391.1 758.3 229.2°

30-39 18493.7 798.5 8433.4 2102.7  929.6 3771.3 555.5 1775.7
2

40-49  13409.2  783.9 6853.6 1291.7  436.2 2114.4  335.1 1538.1
2

50-59 6609.9  630.0 4029.1 443.5 110.1 667.9 76.9 641.2°

60+ 3297.2 517.7 2173.9 151.9 33.1 196.4 14.3 207.4°

Source: http://laborsta.ilo.org/cgi-bin/brokerv8e&x
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Annexe 4: Education Levels Germany, 2006

' Source: (BA) Labour force survey

Total 41607 3657 499
15-19 1503 151 1155 185

20-24 3449 84 891 2078 241 55 100

25-29 4007 97 483 2094 522 534 266 11
30-34 4178 109 452 2022 450 739 351 55
35-39 5688 134 583 2897 522 921 548 83
40-44 6546 162 703 3451 497 948 694 90
45-49 5550 128 667 2968 331 805 577 73
50-54 4828 101 596 2615 202 766 483 65
55-59 3802 93 545 2014 118 582 392 57
60-64 1508 38 206 715 47 284 174 44
65-69 369 - 70 165 11 58 48 14
70-74 117 - 28 49 - 18 15 -
75+ 60

Source: http://laborsta.ilo.org/cgi-bin/brokerv8ex
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Annexe 5: Legend for Levels of Schooling

X: No schooling

Level O: Pre-primary education

Level 1: Primary education or first stage of basiacation

Level 2: Lower secondary or second stage of bakication

Level 3: Upper secondary education

Level 4: Post-secondary non-tertiary education

Level 5: First stage of tertiary education (nodieg directly to an advanced
research qualification)

Level 6: second stage of tertiary education (legiinan advanced research
qualification)

?: Level not stated

Source: http://laborsta.ilo.org/applv8/data/isce@Omtml

Annexe 6: Google Search History for Idea Generatio& Idea Management

Regional interest for idea generation (7 Region City
1. India 100
2 lteland —— (]
3. United Kingdom —— " -
.= : y .‘
4. Australia — T A
5. United States — 17
6. Canada — g .
7.

. Germany =5
Source for both: “

http://google.com/insights/search/#cat=&q=idea%?26ge

Search volume index

eration&geo=&date=&clp=&cmpt=q o [0 o0
Regional interest for idea management (7 Region City
1. Indiz 100
2. Malaysia —
3. United Kingdom —1
4, Awstralia — 15
5. United States p—) =
6. ltaly -1 .
L
7. Canada L]
8. Methedands -
9. Poland -
Search volume index
10. Germany -7 o TN NEEN oo
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