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Abstract

In order to accomplish its innovational objectivascompany needs an optimal allocation of resousesged on the
appropriate mix of creativity and innovation factoA multitude of theories, philosophies and apphes exists in the
field of creativity and innovation (CRIN). The diag point of our study is the hypothesis of aicat mass for each
innovational factor and for the whole aggregateseaond hypothesis states the existence of a triticgure of
organizational creativity and innovation factors.

Our aim is to explore and systemize the argumentthe theoretical validation of these hypothesesta propose a
concrete manner of estimation for the costs andinemations of innovational factors for an orgariaat We use the
previous studies of Amabile (1998), Bouchard andeB(2006), Ford (1993), Woodman, Sawyer and G(ifD3),
Nahapiet, and Ghoshal (1998), Lucy Lu (2008), YugnYongbin Zhao, and Yi Liu (2006), Ming-Ten Tsand
Shuang-Shii Chuang (2009), among others, for theeetual bases of organizational innovation ana\wvational
paradigm.

The study has, as main stages: identification @fgerous variables of creativity and innovation,lysia of each
identified factor, identification of each factor&ffects (endogenous variables of our analysis)pgsed coherent
system of factors, as a function of cause-effepe tyidentification of key action variables for tbeganization,
building possible relations for the estimation ofts and remunerations. From methodological pdimteav, we used
a deductive approach, as well as abductive (iohét) ones. The complete system of organizationabvation
factors includes predispositional variables (seasatuniqueness, and capability), situational \J#ga (personal
change, needs, dissatisfaction and inadequacidsjemisional variables (individual autonomy, peeda@ommitment,
control through resources and motivation). The tified matrix could be used by an organization iidey to establish
the appropriate innovational strategy.

Key words:. innovational paradigms, organizational innovatiacfors, factorial connections

Introduction

There are quite numerous approaches of creativitlianovation (CRIN) in organizations. Differentrppectives,

different philosophies and also different classifions are almost always easy to recognize corisglehe

researcher’s country of origin. We are interesteaur approach, to find some common landmarksydéter to obtain

a coherent list of creativity factors and orgari@al innovation variables, which would allow a queny to take

informed decisions concerning the convenient mitof those factors and variables, together with dpgmal

allocation of resources. Our starting point i®search hypothesis based on a previous studyDZa8palanzani A.,

2010), which states that it exists a critical mfmseach innovational factor and for the whole agate; a second

research hypothesis states the existence of aatritiixture of organizational creativity and inntwa factors. Our

aim is to explore and systemize the argumentsHertheoretical validation of these hypotheses angdropose a

concrete manner of estimation for the costs andinemations of innovational factors for an organat

Previous studies (Amabile, 1998, Bouchard and Ba666, Ford, 1996, Woodman, Sawyer, Grifin, 1993ali)

treated different aspects of creativity and innmrgtat a general, theoretical or empirical legelggesting definitions

for the analyzed concepts, influence factors amdtfanal structures of the organization in ordeolbain a specified

performance. Certain correctives are sometimesssacg We propose the following axes for our apgnoa

- identification of main factors (exogenous variaplefscreativity and innovation;

- analysis of each identified factor;

- identification of each factor effect (endogenousalzles) on creativity and innovation ;

- building a coherent system of factors, as a funatibthe relation between causes and effects ;

- identification and analysis of key variables that @ganization can use in order to valorize crégtiand
innovational factors ;

- propose principles and evaluation procedures ®dimensions of each intervening variable;
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- building necessary relations in order to estimhagdosts and remunerations for each innovatiocéabfa

The critical matrix we would obtain could be usedider to establish the basic strategy for anraegdion interested
in using creativity and innovation, manipulatingtfars that the enterprise is able to control. Weduss methods the
documentary study, a basic logic, analysis andhegié, as well as abductive approaches in orddsutiol our
hypotheses.

1. Important premises

a. It is very important to first define basic copte creativity, innovation, the CRIN system. Adumdamental
reference we used Schumpeter (1934), who sepdhatéao concepts for which confusions are often enad/ention
(as the creation of an idea for a new productef@mple) and innovation (the commercial developnoéat product
resulting from that invention). Thus, we considendvation as a result of an invention, even if albtinventions
conduct to innovations (Trott, 2002). Innovationinvention + Exploitation is the equation that alkbw better
comprehension of the relationship between the twwepts (Roberts, 1997).

For the enterprise, the invention is not an aintsalf, the desired finality is innovation. Thiswy we are talking
about innovative organizations rather than abouentive organizations. Although innovation is essdly the
product of invention, we sometimes have intangipteducts — for example, improved management methods
commercialization techniques and instruments, fgoguor promotion techniques, etc.

In order to be more pragmatic, we should introdats® the connection with the existing demand onntiaeket.
Amabile (1988) considered creativity as producttdmew and useful ideas by an individual or grond anovation
as the practical use of those ideas. Creativitgtexa priori, it is a quality or value of a certaintity, furnishing an
essential condition for the evolution of that gntihrough positive change; it thus shows the potemd realize,
improve, and develop new ideas and new products. gdtential is given by the intrinsic characttes of human
intelligence (abstraction capacity, mobility, flbitity, open mindness, curiosity, etc.) In ordericome creative, an
entity has to estimate this potential and creattereugh a judgment, not accidentally - the spedficictures for the
valorization of that potential. Those structured arechanisms create the so called CRIN system

b. Creativity and innovation can be defined frorffedlent perspectives. Since we are interested garuezational
innovation, our perspective is that of an open wizgtion (« the inside-outside of the firm »), feg on a mixed
point of view, considering, in an aggregate manttex,resource criteria, knowledge and social chpit&e point of
view of the individual (including his knowledge) iimplicitly considered through resources, knowledge social
capital. Resources are considered a connectednsyst material, technological, human and intangigdiements.
This point of view on resources (launched by Wdrigr1984) emphasizes the importance of the cpaedence
between the resources of the organization and ttladegy that connects production with market. Reses are
considered the most important source of compditiand performance for the organization, giving thest
significant competitive advantage (Barney, 1991)erkif many critiques existed (Priem and ButlerQ20Felin and
Foss, 2006), the resource criteria is importantfor approach of organizational innovation.

The social capital dimension is also important @rths to be considered in connection with theuraltand cultural
specificity, including the organizational cultu®ocial capital is defined as the whole system e@nt and potential
resource available for the enterprise through #tevork of relationships between the individual éinel society. This
capital has an important contribution for the rzamtiion of an innovational policy through the creatiand
development of human capital (intellectual lev&lakapiet, Ghoshal, 1998)

This integrative perspective that considers thewative enterprise and the organizational innovatie a function of
three dimensions - resources, knowledge and soejgital — is represented in fig.1). These threeedisions (or
sources of organizational innovation) are neveomatnous or independent, because the enterprisercesoinclude
also knowledge (implicit, explicit, tangibles, intgbles) and the social capital is a source of emlinorms and
knowledge. This is how we obtain the paradigm gfanizational innovation.

c. Creativity and innovation at organizational llelvave been seldom approached distinctly. It iseahormal, since
the expression of creativity is always connecteth e obtained results, considered innovationssilte This is the
reason for which we almost always use the syntagganizational innovation, even if, quite often, eeative
organization is considered innovative.
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Fig.1. The paradigm of open organizational innayatintegration of the three dimensions

Organizational innovation was developed in differ@erspectives. According to the nature of the iokth or
intended results, organizational innovation hasfellewing types (Burges, 1989, Dougherty et Bowma®95, et al.,
apud Ming-Ten Tsai, Shuang- Shii Chuang, 2009):dpcbd (new products created), process (new or inmgumov
processes), product and process, as well as naultipwe refer to the structural destination, we cpeak about
technological innovation and administrative inndgsat(ibidem). In fact, an organization is almosvaeinvolved in
just one type of innovation. At the same time, #ingplitude and efficacy of every organizational ivaibon is the
result of that structure’s management to create asglire the functioning of specific devices, allioga the
appropriate resources according to its missioneaiiljes and competencies. In such conditions, dagtaanal
innovation is mainly technological (with tangiblesults) and fundamentally administrative. Thereoigy one
exception: accidental innovation, realized by hdzdry an employee who agrees to make it availabtettie
organization in certain conditions. We can alseasp considering the technological or administeaiidminance,
about a mechanic or organic innovation. Even if ynather models and criteria of classification existr our
approach we're interested in the separation betweehnological innovation (products, processestrunsents,
technologies, methods or recipes) and adminisgatiiovation (strategies, policies, structures denices, relations
and management techniques).

The level or degree of organizational innovatiomas easy to measure or quantify. This is why nedeas tried to
find indicators able to express a certain innovetl@utput: degree of applicability for the new gwot or technology,
the extension of commercialization, the notorietythe innovation, position within the sector, ination’s prices,
degree of production diversification, delay of protion adjustment, existence of creative progratedates over
new ideas, quality of the promotion and marketiotivities, adaptation to clients’ demands, degrespecialization,
remuneration system, brand capability at intermatidevel, etc. We can notice the very big numidendicators, we
can even consider those indicators as factors fgarizational innovation, but we can also noticdaege
heterogeneity and minimal possibilities of corngatberationalize and measure the intensity of trgamizational
innovation.

d. Organizational innovation is considered onehef tnost important factors for the good evolutioranfenterprise.
Bottom line, the enterprise is either innovativasonot at all, innovation is a perpetual continudivery enterprise is
different, so different structures and mechanismagte or less adapted, have been created, but thioss found
were almost always reductionist, omitting or miniiziag certain dimensions, factors or variabless&gchers as
well have studied those innovative organizationthiwithose specific realities, not based on a syatie analysis of
connections between essential variables. An irtiegeparadox can be noticed: the enterprise knéwedfiwell, better
than those who're analyzing it, but there are alstails that escape to the one who analyzes himisetfhese
circumstances, we can propose a list, not exhaysiivthe solutions suggested in different studies:

- the creation of networks between enterprises,imidtrations and research institutions (includingversities) in
order to obtain a synergy effect through the cotioe between the regulatory structures (state.eguowent,
administration), the wealth creation (enterpriggporation) and the creation of new products (usities as research
providers, public research institutions) (Lucy 008, Yuan Li, Yongbin Zhao, Yi Liu, 2006). Thisespecially the
situation of those enterprises situated in a watitiolled environment, as the China case — a \aportant reference,
but not always possible to apply for other coustoeinstitutions

- creation and development of a “social capitaltd an“development software” based on “open sourgdicgtions”
provided by universities or other research institg (Philbin, 2008). These are external structuagailable to the
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enterprise as a social contributor to the « saowagital ». It is a solution well adapted in thosmirtries with high
ethical standards and behaviors, with a coherattilty of the business environment and a sociapoasibility
accepted by all participants. It is also similaratenore general strategy, applied at a nationall l@oncerning the
development of the « knowledge and innovation-bassshomy » through the contribution of national ggovnents
(Jordan Declan, 2009)

- the development of an affective mentality for #reployees, so that they have the specific legitimawards their
enterprise (Meulen B. van der, 2002). These atatsins in which the organizational culture carcbesidered in an
efficient manner for the construction and functianiof innovational devices. The managers’ role ésisive, the
organizational culture being a possible binder flioe employees of well developed countries, witht@ng
individualist dimension

- the creation of intra-organizational innovatigstems in order to promote creativity and innovaiffor example an
intrapreneurial mechanism of innovation to help andourage original initiatives from employees Béuchard, C.
Bos, 2006). This is also a strong social systerasipte to apply in those countries with a certailingness towards
team working

- the construction of complex structures of resesyénstruments and processes capable of motivatingoyees to
participate into entrepreneurial projects

- the realization of inter-organizational networlied structures, regrouping laboratories belongmgdifferent
organizations (federative structure of researctp@sed by the Innovacs projects at Grenoble, Frarate)ocal,
regional, national or international level

- the building of innovation networks specific fmwultinational companies, having as mission to ablend improve
solutions proposed at local subsidiary level, imleorto develop new products, processes, ideas,tttaugh
adaptation (Tony S. Frost, 2001)

- the creation of mixed structures — enterpridestitories (local and regional administrations)daresearch
institutions, including universities (George K. €ka, 2000). The success or failure of such strestuneavily
depends on the impact of the enterprise’s actsjip@rticularly the innovative ones, and the sge@formance thus
determined (Pavelin Stephen, Porter Lynda, 2007)

As effect, we consider that the solutions conceyrime creativity and innovation at enterprise lezs always a
function of the organizational, economic, professioand cultural specificity. This is an argumemt éur first basic
hypothesis: there is an optimal dimension (or atintgd fork) for every variable of creativity andniavation, as a
function of the enterprise specificity (previoustyoked). A second hypothesis can be derived: ifoptimal
dimension of creativity and organizational innowativariables exists, than a matrix of the criticahsses of
organizational creativity and innovation variabbas be build.

2. Systemic analysis of organizational innovatiora proposition

In order to arrive at a list of factors for the anizational innovation, a distinction between fastand variables is
necessary. Almost always the two concepts, facarb variables, are evoked without making any difiee. The
sense we give here will be purely operational:fdutor is a characteristic of a process or phenamea dimension
or even the phenomenon itself, as a cause or effbet variable is the factor in movement, in théoed evolution,
when we assign different values in a field of motishere he is considered normal. By giving all fjassvalues
from a determined interval to a factor, we obt&ia torresponding variable. In our approach, thieihce between
factor and variable is made in a mechanical maraoegrding to the context and place within a ceréaipression.
The enterprise, with all the employees, structurespurces, competencies and know-how is alwaysegland
functions, in a coherent manner, in a multidimenaiacontext, complex and dynamic. This contextoisried by at
least three universes, inextricably related, imienected, and having strong influences one on ttero
simultaneously acting in a fundamentally objectiva@y. These three universes (connected environmesugyested
in fig.2, are: the international, the national {uding regional and local) and the market. Throtlgh schema we can
now place the three criteria of organizational wet@n (previously depicted in fig.1): resourcespwledge and
social capital. Resources are explicitly the factowariable that the management can manipulageirin order to
accomplish its strategy. Knowledge is found botlhi@ enterprise and its environment, including ésra of social
capital; it is an implicit variable, difficult toantrol by management, but not impossible to comsigihin the
strategy. The social capital is the main contritmutof the environment (culture and society, esplgido the
development of the enterprise and its innovatigréntial. As a variable, social capital is underwlittle control
from the enterprise. The patrticipation of terrié®i administrations, governments and history idsilee for the
formation and valorization of this capital. The isscultural and intercultural knowledge are necegstor
valorization.
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International (external incitations and inhibitions)
Intercultural (influences and synergies)

National, regional, local culture
(general cultural acquis)

Organizational and professional culture
(organizational acquis)

Other Strategy of organizational Other
research innovation research
devices devices

\ Competitive markets — real challenges for the
organization

Demand of innovation

Fig. 2 Interactions to consider for building a &gy of organizational innovation

The open organizational innovation (as a fifth stad evolution for the organizational innovationpkes possible
that new solutions for the enterprise are foundrbgrfering the market with the production througisearch and

development activities. The enterprise is in thedi@, with its basic reason to be : profit, wealtkven if we don’t
forget about the important societal reasons, ak wel

3. Important connections

If we consider the enterprise or organisation sswcture that brings together the interests o€ifipegroups (owners,
managers, employees, communities), the originati®ege classical: food, cloth, communication, fosed power,

yield, profit, wealth. The schema we propose q3ican help us to better connect organizationabvation with

incentives and identify the factors and variablest tfavor this innovation. In order to satisfy theeds, both the
individual and the enterprise have to engage im@stand activities for obtaining products and seim on the
market. The organizational innovation is the magpartant lever from a twofold perspective: it albthe covering
of a need and it generates a new need, thus gyeagin demands etc. Through this kind of reasoniagan identify

the essential connections between needs and inaoyas represented in fig.3.
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Communication Actions Control Knoyvledgg
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Recognition —¥ Products | Demand Devices
Freedom Productions Coordination SthCth?S and
Productivity Lyl — | Cooperation mechanisms
Wealth (profit) Strategy ]
Policies Innovation
More needs Discovery
Exogenous Endogenous
variable: variable:

Fig. 3 Innovative factorial connections

In an open system, endogenous variables are ails@amnected. Innovation as a mean for coverirggiaés the
main endogenous variable of the model, togethdr otther factors or endogenous variables — resoukoesviedge,
social capital and various mechanisms and devicesrder to separate influences, we will keep oizmtional
innovation as endogenous variable, in relationshith a group of first rank exogenous variables +Wwa have to
keep in mind that in an open system the positioa ériable can change from one category to therothis the
case for resources, knowledge and social cap#aldegenous in a first stage, exogenous in a semosdetc...

4. Systematization of innovational variables

In order to identify, organize and prioritize thacfors of innovation as endogenous variable (dep@hdwe use
especially the reference of Burns (2007), who treegive an exhaustive list of sources for the iratmnal behavior
or « motivation for variation ». He uses the pregistudies of Spence (1994), McAlister & PesselfiiéB2), and
others, emphasizing two groups (or the so calledcses of « variety seeking »): predispositionalrses (direct ones)
and situational sources (indirect). This systemwyéager, is not complete; it lacks a group of sourtted we consider
very important for the organizational innovatiohetdecisional factors, where we find variables mspasition,
coordination and control from management, resouragtonomy, commitment and motivation. Now we have
complete system of factors or variables of orgdiomal innovation, with three distinct groups:

- predispositional variables: sensation, uniquercgsability;

- situational variables: personal change, needsatii$action, inadequacy;

- decisional variables: individual autonomy, indivaddi@eommitment, control through resources, motivatio
Predispositional variables or sources concern the individual as he is, with his propgngwards novelty (curiosity,
variety, diversity, uniqueness). The main intermadtivations for innovation are the quest for seiosal and the
quest for unigueness. The two sources can be foudiferent proportions, with an intensity depentian heritage
and environment, not only on social and econonttofa. It is interesting that among those factbesd is not only
one which could characterize a certain intelligeles@l or a specific intrinsic quality of the indial which could
determine him to innovate. However, in every indial we have a fundamental binomial: native irgeltice and
active acquis, the first one inherited, the second acquired through learning, experiences etcs Bhriomial is a
complex variable of innovation, an interface betwéeritage (true predisposition) and those comufitioffered by
society so that the individual can positively ew&s This is how capability is obtained, and weeh#ve three
predispositional variables as exogenous ones.

Now, a system can be build, by going back to osgithe needs we were talking about, that can dmsidled into
two categories:

- fundamental needs (those we usually find in a Maglyramid)

- specific needs (sensational, uniqueness, capability
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The main problem is the operationalization of theagables — how could we measure them? Our prtpnss to
aggregate every group in just one variable, whih lze expressed as an intensity index, considémmgituation of
the enterprise. For the first group, the aggregateiible is an index or degree of covering of basdividual needs
at the enterprise level, using the Maslow pyramidider to establish weight coefficients for evesed. For the
second group, the aggregated variable is simitarsidering the specific needs, influenced by caltoharacteristics
(country, region), organizational and professiandtures (aside from personality or psychometrgtgalesigned to
measure the need for uniqueness or other persptralits).

Situational variables (sources)oncern the effects of different circumstancesheastable, which act in favor or
against innovational willingness and access. A fimirce igersonal changéperception, choice, etc.). This personal
change can have as starting points different mzatifins in constraints (revenue, resources, basids), esthetics
(taste, preferences), needs’ diversification, priogodifications, emotional situation changes, €tWc Alistaire &
Pessemier, 1982; Van Trijp, 1995, apud Burns, 2087¥econdsituational source ighe multiple needa
diversification and multiplication of expectatiorand choices that push the individual towards intiona
Dissatisfaction with existant products a third situational source of innovation, stagtiwith a gap between
individual's expectations and received or perceigdisfaction.There is also a fourth situational source, the
inadequacy of the produdue to the functional limits of the product.

Decisional variablescan be identified at group or organizational lewdigre structures and devices are used in order
to mobilize the innovational resorts for obtainipgrformance and increasing profit and wealth. FRuah variables
exist: motivation, individual autonomy, individuabmmitment and control through resources. They iaternal
variables, very important, since they are the amlgs that the company, through its managemeniaainol.
Motivationis a key variable, through which the managemenheots the person with the mission and objectifes o
the enterprise. It is a specific motivation for @wation, not a general one, and can be intrinsisifye reactions
towards certain tasks, special interest, pleasarg @ extrinsic (the need to avoid unpleasantsegnences, control).
The first one works as an incentive, the secondasnan inhibitor for creativity and innovation (Abile, 1988). For
an individual engaged in innovational activitiese tsecurity of the job is by far less importantrthie intellectual
challenge (Sauerman H., Cohen W.M., 2008lividual autonomyis very relative and connected to many other
variables, as job complexity, available resourdegree of integration of performed tasks etc. Thestnmportant
thing is that this autonomy is a cultural conseqaeas well, has a cultural specificity, since igtated to individual
perceptions, culturally sensitive. If we refer tofstede’s dimensions, two are particularly importeon autonomy:
individualism/collectivism and incertitude contr@urns (2007) suggests even a hypothesis conceaniatationship
between the motivation for diversity and the existe of a creative social structure (named « cregéuic social
structure »). We can add an argument to suppathypothesis: since individual creativity dependstloe cultural
specificity, we can not speak about an optimaliiatlial autonomy for innovation, but about a certdegree of
individual autonomy appropriated for the specifi@yzed culturePersonal commitmenis as complex as individual
autonomy and even more volatile. Commitment isuigficed by motivation, it's a product of dissatisifat towards
the accomplishment of the innovational task anagiged improved status in case of success (Horrshffziger
and Kuratko, 2009) The perspective of an intereabgnition (remuneration, more important role, riesks and
responsibilities) or an external one (notorietyfaence, social or political affirmation) can deteéne individual or
group commitmentThe control through resourcés the most important decisional factor for thgaorization. There
are two main directions of allocation and, impligitof control through resources: the awarded l®fgksources (not
financial ones) for innovational tasks and thedwiing of those allocations.

5. Relationships and necessary estimations

At this point we have all necessary elements ireotd organize the factors/variables of organizetiannovation.
Following the logic that we developed for our agmio, we can hypothesize that a modification indhecation of
remuneration for each innovation factor determiesrtain modification of the expected result, #isl modification
is not linear, but it corresponds to the naturtheffactor and the specific conditions of the gmiee/organization and
its environment (markets, social capital, cultwspécificity). In order to obtain the formal relatighips, we need the
clear position of each variable.

Endogenous variables (dependant or exit variabdes) behavioral dimensions which push towards intiowa
predispositional and situational at individual lewdecisional (autonomy and commitment) at orgaional level. As
exogenous variables (independent or entry oneshave the control through resources and differentivatonal
levers. With the two groups of variables we cardaibasic relationship for the factorial innovat connection (1):

1) y; = f(x)+&;, where:



E-Leader Croatia 2011

Y is the level of the result expected for a particihnovation, if we use the amoux for the factori of

innovation; &; is an estimation of the residual between the ttexal value and the real value of resylt related to
variablel . At the level of a factorial innovative systeme flormal relationship could be (2):

) Y = f(X,%,,..,X,,) + E, where:
Y is the total result (benefit, profit etc) expecfeaim that innovation, remunerating the respectiaetdrs with the
corresponding amountx;, X, ,...,X E is the total residual between the theoretical ealnd the real one for .
In principle, we have (3) :

3 Y:ZYi"'Zgij ,

but in reality the final theoretical resuff is a complex aggregation of partial functi(y,s The suggested relations

n o

are econometric type, emphasizing a stochasticndlgmee between the specific variables. But our igito also
suggest a manner of estimation for the remuneratishof each factor involved in innovation.
In principle, we can accept the idea that eaclofdtas a marginal cost and gives a marginal effeuts, there is a

marginal productivity for each factor, with the samype as the elasticity effect y in relationshigphva variablex;

(4):

(4) Eyix =By A, , Where :
y is the effect of the innovative activity (benefitofit obtained through innovation)Ayi is the augmentation effect
due to the innovative activity, in relationship liprevious realized benefits&)Xi is the supplementary effort (cost)
necessary for the factax; in order to obtain the augmentatiaﬁnyi of profit through that innovative activity. This

relationship (4) can help us to estimate the makiexauneration (cost) of the respective variabke)(according to
the profit she will bring to the enterprise. Thifisye fix a benefit margin for the enterprise at 3he remuneration of
the factor X, can have the maximal level of 1!‘3yi . In practice, though, it is very difficult and aws relative to

estimate the real levels of the expected effects @rresponding costs for each factor/variablenoiovation. In
principle the best way of estimating the real dffecf innovation is to measure the revenues brolmghtach
innovation from the market (Ashish Sood, Gerarddlis, apud Michael F. Wolf, 2008) Good recommeiutg
difficult to apply. At the management level it wdbe useful to have acceptable estimations foryensdationship of
this type. Thus, the idea is to establish a redsgneorrect « fork » for the corresponding remutiera of each
factor/variable, not only for the motivational onésit for the others, as well: autonomy, commitmamd control
through resources).

Conclusions

Creativity and innovation are two dimensions iniegloly related and through their connection marifedént issues
can be solved. The factors that influence the tarables can be identified, explained and indiviguaeasured only
at a generic and relative level. However, it soundgcal to define and estimate a certain critivalss for each factor,
always in a specific combination that could brihg best results. Such a critical mass could thaimtegrated in a
critical matrix of innovation, considering the cheteristics of each system/enterprise and eacHepmothat needs to
be solved. All that we did in our present approaas to suggest the general dimensions of the nmogoriant
innovational factors that could be used to buildhsa critical matrix — if it exists. The next stepuld be to gather
data on similar innovation types from similar intlies, but different organizational cultures, na#b cultures,
environments etc. and try to build and validategpecific measurement instruments (scales and @s)ekat would
bring us to the critical mass matrix of innovation.
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