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Dwayne McDaid is a 30 year old student currently in his third year of a Leadership and Management Degree. With 10 years of experience within the insurance industry he is currently looking to develop himself to move into management roles in the health, green energy or charity sectors. Recently he has taken up employment in a Social Housing not for profit organisation with an aim of learning more about the processes and procedures of the industry.  This report is written in 2021 during the coronavirus pandemic. This should be taken into consideration as it will have an effect on resources, accessibility, values and beliefs
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During the first part of this assignment we look at defining creativity and innovation by looking at examples and definitions from researchers and academics. To surmise this part ‘Creativity is the seed of all innovation’ (Sarooghi, et al. 2015).
We then look at innovation in greater depth by analysing two process/methods. Brainstorming and Creative Problem Solving. Both utilise employee engagement, advocate removing the fear of judgement and CPS encourages multiple steps which all involve divergence on ideas then convergence to refine. 
Lastly, we look at what culture is, the benefits of a strong culture and how creativity and culture are ‘two side of the same coin’. We then look at Admiral insurance and Family Housing association through the cultural method proposed by Schein of artefacts, values and assumptions. 
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‘Creativity is the seed of all innovation’ (Sarooghi, et al. 2015). The successful creation of any new service, products or business practices begins with a person, or team of people, thinking up a ‘good’ idea; and then developing it beyond the first stage (Amabile et al., 1996; Baer, 2012; Maund, 2018). Converting the creative ideas into new services, products or processes has, for a long time, been considered a central challenge for organisations in the management of innovation (Van de Ven, 1986) and for the creation of new ventures (Drucker, 1998). 
Creativity is considered as the generation of ‘novel and useful’ ideas (Amabile, 1996; West, 2002). Innovation sets itself apart as being the implementation, rather than the generation, of ideas (Rosing et al., 2011). The implementation of ideas includes many other activities such as selling the idea, garnering interest and sponsorship, organising and gathering resources, implementing the innovation and introduction to the marketplace (Axtell et al., 2000).
Creativity can be viewed as a social concept where individuals express implicit theories or theoretical concepts (Woodman & Schoenfeld, 1989). Stein viewed it as a process in which an novel idea is accepted as satisfying, tenable or useful to a group of other people at some point in time (Stein, 1953). That the construct of creativity is, something perceived by others (Kasof, 1995). It is a response or product that appropriate observers conclude is creative and therefore can be regarded as a process in which someone (or something) is judged (Amabile, 1983). These viewpoints point out that more than one party needs to be involved (hetero-attributed), therefore creativity could lie within the communication process. It is a form of persuasive communication, in which the creator of the idea is the source, the product is the message and the audience (including their judgements) are the recipient (Kasof, 1999). Therefore, creativity can also be seen as personal influence (Sawyer, 1998; Simonton, 1995), part of the social process of building a reputation (Ludwig, 1995) and the ability to shift roles, where the creative individual develops a rapport with other people’s work whilst anticipating their reactions (Stein, 1993). The author recognises that a lot of these aforementioned skills are similar to some of those within the set of leadership. 
Viewing creativity as a product of the communication process, creativity is the perception by someone other than the originator of something that is new and/or useful in a new way (Kanter, 1983; West & Farr, 1990), it lies within the domains of adoption, implementation, production, diffusion and commercialisation (Rogers, 1983; Spence, 1994). Additionally (and contestably), this then puts creativity within the realms of innovation. 
Some-what contrastingly, Baer & Runco define creativity as a self-attributed construct (Baer, 1997; Runco, 1998). They advised that creativity is anything that someone does, that is new or original, in an effort to reach or success a goal of the creator. This view in a way, is similar to Galton’s intention and effort, in that it’s a change in individuals perception of reality and therefore a development of his or her individuality (Cardoso de Sousa et al., 2012). Creativity, in this viewpoint, can be seen as growth or development; similar to Otto Rank’s conception of the human will, as cause of action and creation. Otto Rank advised that every individual is unique and that they carry within the potential to create something new and unexpected out of past experience, by utilising the human capacity to internalise experiences of the outer environment and making it a part of themselves (Menaker, 1996). Viewing creativity as a self-attributed concept, used by individuals to describe their actions at any moment, is in itself a implicit theory of creativity (Cardoso de Sousa et al., 2012). In a way, creativity lies within how each person organises and consolidate the perception of reality in their own self. The way people strive for improvement and mastery, they way they express their own individuality by sharing with others and the perception of the results and feedback make the core foundations of creativity.
Creativity, therefore, lies within the communication process between the creator (or product) and the audience or judges (hetero-attributed). Or, between the creator and the product (self-attributed). As a result, hetero-attributed creativity is context dependant as it can only be measured through cultural judgements (Cardoso de Sousa et al., 2012). To summarise, creativity lies with neither the creator nor the product, it lies within the interaction. The interaction between he creator and the resulting decision by the judge whether to accept or reject the product (Csikszentmihalyi, 1991)
Ghoshal and Bartlett classify creativity and innovation into two broad categories. Innovation as the final product, where the idea and/or practice invented is independent of its adoption. Or, it is a process, from conceptualization of a new idea through to the solution of the problem. Which is then utilized as a new item of social or economic value. (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1987).
No matter the nuances between these two views, innovation is the successful implementation of creative ideas (Brazeal & Herbert, 1999). It is the phase where new ideas are developed, it is a systematic, structured process that is capitalised on for (but not limited to) social/monetary success (Pretorius et al., 2005). Going full circle, the origin of innovation is creativity. However, the latter relies on the former to succeed and flourish. One example of this is the famous “post-it” note.
Spence Silver, in the sixties, discovered a non-permanent glue. For many years he tried, unsuccessfully, to convince his company of the utility and application of his invention. In 1974, his friend and colleague realised the value of this temporary glue, using it to temporarily mark his missal in church. Together, they managed to convince the company, giving way to the “post-it” note. Even after fabricating and commercialising the product, consumer resistance had to be broken down by offering it to both internal and external consumers. This example shows, that for every creative act that brings about a new idea or product, a social act is required for it to succeed within an organisation; and that it why real innovation in business is perpetually a team effort (Woodman et al., 1993). Creativity is the starting point, the initial idea, that needs an innovation system to expand it and install it at the group level. This group will then need to solve a number of different problems that arise from adoption, implementation and dissemination. However, Burns & Stalker say that innovation does not necessarily need creativity to start with. That this can be reached through introducing new techniques and technologies though, it is needed during the adaptation of the process to help it succeed (Burns & Stalker, 1996). However, one could argue that introducing new techniques and technologies is the creativity. 
Being innovative for the sake of innovation can be detrimental though, such as when Coca-Cola introduced a new flavour (The Coca-Cola company, 2021). This story highlights the nuances between innovation and creativity. It was seen as innovation due to the application and introduction of new ingredients to an existing product however, if it were a success would it be classed as creativity?! 
Whilst creativity is the prerequisite to innovation, creativity can exist alone but organisations need the innovation, to succeed (Johnson-Laird, 1993). You can have thousands of ideas but the difficulty lies within implementing a system to turn creativity profitable. As the innovation system depends on a large number of variables, beside creativity, such as available information, autonomy, education, training, an authority system, reward system, participation, decision making and team cohesion (Kilbourne & Woodman, 1999). 
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There are several creative / innovation process methods available within academics, these include the likes of (but are not limited to) Soft Systems (Checkland & Poulter, 2006), Synetics (Gordon, 1961) TRIZ (Altshulla, 1996) and De Bono’s Six Thinking Hats (De Bono, 1965). However for this report we will look at two other innovation process, Brainstorming and the Creative Problem Solving method.
The introduction and assimilation of innovative processes in the workplace can better illustrated by group working methodologies that are aimed at idea generation and problem solving (Paulus & Brown, 2003). Alex Osborn’s brainstorming is probably the widest known and most popular technique for generating ideas to solve problems (Sutton & Hargadon, 1996). Participants are encouraged to think without interruption, expand on existing ideas and share knowledge without criticism, with the aim of gathering a list of as many spontaneous ideas as they can (Osborn, 1957). Brainstorming has been shown to improve team performance compared to those that do not (Parnes & Meadow, 1959). However, there is evidence that larger groups, when brainstorming face to face, come up with fewer high quality ideas than smaller groups of more comparable individuals (Mullen et al., 1991). The reason for this is probably due to a variety of social factors (Paulus et al., 2002), which we will elaborate on.
Social anxiety can often inhibit individuals taking part, as members feel trepidation about sharing their ideas with the rest of the group (Camacho & Paulus, 1995). This has happened often in Admiral insurance, during team meetings, where team members have refrained from taking part due to fear of public talking and/or lack of confidence in the subject matter. Many colleagues have revealed, after the sessions, their ideas when speaking on a more restricted one to one basis. Additionally, some members find it difficult to express their ideas effectively. Either, not finding the correct words and cadence to get across their point or losing certainty in their idea whilst waiting for others to finish speaking (Nijstad et al., 2002).
Social loafing happens in some brainstorming groups, where individuals do not feel identifiable or accountable to the evaluators for their input and performance (Karau & Williams, 1993). This also happened in Admiral where some individuals felt it was not their job to provide ideas, as it was outside of their job role. In addition, for some it was a feeling of indifference as their was no merit, action or reward for providing input and nothing ever changed from sharing ideas. It was sharing ideas, for ideas sake and could be viewed as production blocking (Diehl & Stroebe, 1991). 
There is also evidence, from several studies, that performance in brainstorming groups can gravitate towards the lowest performing members (Paulus & Dzindolet, 1993). This happened recently in a Family Housing Association meeting about Climate Challenges the organisation was facing. The conversation started on the subject of what they can do as an organisation to reduce their emissions and impact, looking at working practices, production and company culture. Certain members who understood the former subjects shared ideas on possible changes and alterations that could be made within the organisations control. From this, other members who had less knowledge or expertise in these areas, digressed into subjects where the organisation had no control, talking about limitations and barriers. This was probably due to lack of understanding of what was within the organisations remit an/or the question themselves; easting up valuable productive time that could have been spent looking at what can be done, rather than what can not be done. All of these factors play a part in poor performance brainstorming sessions, though some argue production blocking and cognitive interference are the most impeding (Nijstad et al., 2003).
Even though there are factors that can negatively affect the performance brainstorming groups, the adverse effects are not inevitable (Paulus & Nakui, 2005). Some studies have shown that groups that exchange idea by means of writing or on computers perform just as well, if not better, than those in nominal groups (Dugosh et al., 2000). This was highlighted recently within the Family Housing Association when an online forum was set up for employees to submit ideas on reducing inbound telephone calls. They received over 40 suggestions, which was over twice as many as the Managing Director had received in previous brainstorming session conducted face to face. It has also been noted that performance can increase when a group member is used as a source of motivation (Dugosh & Paulus, 2005). Moreover, trained facilitators who help guide and manage the interactions can improve performance (Kramer et al., 2001). Returning to the Family Housing Association Climate Challenge meeting example, employees from the Carbon Trust were present to host the brainstorming sessions. They not only were a source of inspiration, due to their evident knowledge and expertise within the field, but they were also an outside authority which helped keep discussions and idea sharing on track. 
Brainstorming is very well known, has very few rules and is fairly easy to pick up and engage with, which makes it a very useful innovation system. However, the examples put forward show that having some sort of hierarchy or facilitator, in brainstorming sessions, benefits the overall productiveness. It helps keep the topics and ideas on subject and helps with limiting unproductiveness and social loafing. This is backed up by a study where some facilitator rules were introduced to brain storming sessions. These rules were, broadly: Keep the people talking, stay focused on the task, do not tell stories, encourage others to contribute and revisit previously mentioned ideas (Oxley etl al., 1996). Introducing these measures had positive effects both small and large groups for number of ideas and better quality ideas (Paulus et al., 2006).  
Another innovation process, that has been subject to numerous investigations by researchers such as Basadur, Treffinger and Buijs et al., is the Creative Problem Solving (CPS) method (Basudur, 1994; Buijs et al., 2009; Treffinger, 2000). CPS follows the same classic steps as other problem-solving methodologies, including objective finding, fact finding, problem finding, solution finding, decision making and action planning (Isaksen et al., 2000). However, practitioners can apply CPS to suit specific situations, placing an emphasis on defining the problem and finding the solution (Buijs et al., 2009).
Basadur, based on the Osborn-Parnes approach, proposed a CPS system called the Simplex model (Basadur, 1987). It is a cyclical process with three distinct phases that breakdown into eight steps. Within each step of the process, the individuals / groups taking part are actively encouraged to come up with as many ideas and options as they can. During this active divergence, judgment is deferred and a supportive environment is fostered to allow recognition of new relationships between facts. The aim is to avoid stopping ideation too early and collate as many diverse ideas as possible. During the convergence stage participants will then select one or more ideas to take on to the next step of the process. The three phases and 8 steps of the Simplex process are as follows.
First Phase – Problem Definition.
1. Problem Finding. This entails sensing out and identifying problems, trends, changes and opportunities for improvement,. After the initial active divergence stage, the active converge stage begins; where the problems that warrant further exploration are selected. 
2. Fact finding – This includes finding out as much information as possible about the situation or problem without prematurely judging its relevance. After all the possible facts and useful information are collected the group selects just a few. 
3. Problem definition.  In this third step, the group composes the selected facts and reformulates them into creative opportunities and challenges. Now that the challenges are clearer and the group have some insight into the scope of what they face, the more promising problem is selected for the next step. The challenge mapping process helps organise and identify the problems into a hierarchy where the group can see the relations between them; enabling to see the bigger picture.
Second Phase – Problem Solving.
4. Generating potential solutions. Within this step the divergence phase allows for the creation of a variety of radical and apparently impossible ways to solve a defined problem. During the convergence then, some of them are chosen for evaluation.
5. Evaluating potential solutions. Participants, in this stage, need to generate and come up with as many criteria as possible. This in turn helps them convert the selected ideas into more practical solutions. Participants evaluate their possible solutions against the established criteria and select which should be implemented. 
Third Phase – Solution Implementation
6. Action Planning. Divergence skills are used, within this step, to generate and create specific actions that may help the implementation of the previously chosen solutions. Convergence skills are then used to select the specific steps that will lead to successful implementation. 
7. Gaining acceptance. This step includes understanding that even the best and most thought out ideas and plans can be derailed by resistance to change. It requires identifying and involving the people needed in the process, especially those that were not included in the earlier steps, explaining the benefits and insuring their commitment to bring about project success.
8. Taking action. This is where the ‘doing’ begins. Participants carry out the simple, specific and realistic, predetermined actions established throughout the process. Continually analysing, revising and adapting to any changes or variance to ensure the chosen solution is implemented correctly and successfully.  Understanding that as action is taken, new challenges can appear, therefore new ideas need to be generated so they can turn these threats and challenges into opportunities and advantages. This is the last but not final step, as the process is cyclical.

We have briefly examined both Admiral and Family Housing Associations (FHA) ability to innovate whilst discussing brainstorming. Regarding the CPS model we will look at FHA’s current pursuit of reducing the organisations carbon emissions. All the facts below are from a Carbon Footprint Report of FHA (Carbon Trust, 2021). Due to the business sensitive data it is not available publicly.
Family housing Phase 1.
Growing acknowledgement of the latest science and recommendations from the Climate Change Committee (CCC) has resulted in unprecedented recognition of the global climate emergency, and the need to act urgently to reduce carbon emissions and limit further global warming and associated environmental impacts.
Global initiatives are now focused on limiting warming to well below 2oC, aligning to the pledges outlined in the Paris Agreement. Despite this, warming continues, with the impacts being felt both nationally and internationally.
The Welsh Government declared a climate emergency in 2019 and accepted the recommendations from the CCC to target a 95% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 relative to 1990. After the Welsh Government accepted the CCC’s recommended target, it presented in parallel an ambitious plan to reach "net zero" by 2050, with a complementary target announced by the Partnership council that aims to achieve Net Zero in the public sector by 2030.
With the main problem being very apparent, FHA set about identifying the drivers of change; and the challenges this brought with it, expanding the scope of the problem finding step. 
They surmised the main drivers for change as regulations, local drivers, reputations, legislation and cost. Regulations, such as building regulations that contain requirements related to the conservation of both fuel and power. Local drivers like the Registered Social Landlords and Housing Association, who have stated their expectancy that members to decarbonise their Social rented homes. Reputation, on all organisations to be seen as "doing their bit" and playing a role in climate change action. Failure to act could lead to reputational risks and adversely affect Family Housing’s public image. Legislation. Following recommendations from the Committee on Climate Change, in June 2019 the Climate Change Act was updated to legally commit the UK government to reducing emissions by at least 100% by 2050 (net zero) compared to 1990 levels. And, Cost Savings by lowering energy consumption to reduce carbon emissions, which in turn reduces the amount spent on energy bills. This is a key driver for both Family Housing and their tenants.
Now FHA had identified these drivers they started on the fact finding step. FHA set about calculating their carbon footprint, including direct emissions from combustion of gas and other fuels for building energy. Indirect emissions resulting from purchased energy that is generated outside the organisational boundary (e.g. Purchased grid electricity, district heating/cooling) and emissions produced by third parties in connection with operational activities. Due to limitations they could not measure third party emissions. However, the total measure of direct and indirect carbon footprint for Family Housing for the financial 2019/20 was 8,202tCO2e. 8% were from electricity consumption from landlord supplies, including the Swansea office. 14% are from natural gas combustion from landlord supplies, including the Swansea office. There were a couple of other small percentage points for biomass and LPG however, a large proportion, 75% of emissions, were from building energy consumption in its homes. 
With the first phase complete, FHA moved into the second phase of Problem Solving. Through this they identified three points and the possible solutions. The first point was to prioritise collecting actual activity data for key emissions sources. This is because when calculating the emissions, no primary energy consumption data was available. Therefore, this aspect of the footprint was estimated based on typical industry performance metrics and asset information provided by Family Housing, where available (EPC rating, dwelling type, floor area). The second point is to complete a calculation of indirect emissions that occur in Family Housing’s value chain. Finally, the third point is to engage key stake holders. Engaging key stakeholders can be an impactful way to help reduce organisational emissions and identify priorities. For Family Housing, this could involve key stakeholders such as board and senior management members, tenants and employees, facilities and external stakeholders such as contractors for waste management services or other supplier. Engagement can be in the form of communications to raise awareness, encourage behaviour change or more collaborative with an aim to improve data quality and performance tracking. This third point will help them with gaining acceptance in step 7. 
This concludes the second phase. From the above Family Housing can begin to consider developing a strategy to manage climate-related risk and capitalise on the opportunities that it could bring. A strategy will ensure that Family Housing is prepared for the future in a changing climate. The approach proposed was a four step cyclical process that included Engagement & Collaboration, Monitoring & Reporting, Governance and Road-mapping. 
This is as far as FHA have reached at point of writing. However, from above we can see FHA have utilised the CPS model well, collating a lot of facts, considering many aspects of the problem, creating reasonable, thought out action plans and in a sense, thinking of the steps ahead whilst completing the preceding. If FHA continue on this path and follow through on the cyclical process of both their four step plan and the CPS model as a whole they should outperform previous efforts. This is further backed up by various studies that show organisations that use CPS outperform groups that do not (Dennis et al., 2000; Diehl & Stroebe, 1987; Mumford, 2003).
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We have already discussed creativity and it’s meaning within the workplace, earlier within this report. However to be able to evaluate an organisations ability to harness creativity and foster a creative culture we need to first discuss culture first.
Organisational culture can generally be described as a set of principles, beliefs and norms, working together in cooperation, giving an organisation or group a distinctive and unique persona (Brown, 1995). Culture are the characteristics, of an organisation, that set it apart form others and it’s the normative glue that keeps it all together (Forehand & Von Gilmer, 1964; Tichy, 1982).
Workplace culture is change management through a people centric theoretical perspective. It offers an insight of the intangible attributes of organisations, their members, employees and how they interconnect and behave. Workplace culture works outside of (and around) the norms of organisational management, it does not concern itself with structure, rules, set procedures and rational reasoning. It’s the takeover of formative and modern processes and techniques by a succeeding generations who bring with them their accomplishments and objectives (Brown, 1992).
According to some academics and researchers, organisations with strong workplace cultures tend to outperform those with weaker cultures; and exhibit superior business performance (Barney, 1986; Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Kilmann, 1984; Peters & Waterman, 1982). This is accredited to the higher motivation and better employee engagement attained by these organisations, through company philosophies and the adoption of core values by the employees (Schein, 1981). A strong culture within an organisation has also been lined to economic performance and acknowledged as a key driver of a business’s success (Denison & Mishra, 1995; Sorensen, 2002; Devis, 2007). Organisations that are based and commit to a set of core values, and continuous improvement are more successful in the long term (Kotter & Heskett, 1992).
The repercussions of having a weak and uncommitted culture can breed toxicity and unproductivity. It can lead to low employee satisfaction/morale, disadvantageous company relations and reputational damage. In turn this can reduce employee productivity, waste valuable resources and even exceed the organisation and affect customer satisfaction (Manley et al., 2011). 
Creativity and culture are interlinked, from the above research we can see that they both have very similar drivers in that engagement should be encouraged, employees should be empowered, communication is key and it’s underpinned by motivation and the sharing of ideas. One feeds into the other. As creativity gives way to culture, culture can feed creativity; and those with the greater cultures enable greater creativity through active engagement, communication and succeeding where others may not. To quote Schein "culture and leadership, when one examines them closely, are two sides of the same coin, and neither can really be understood by itself. In fact, there is a possibility ... that the only thing of real importance that leaders do is to create and manage culture and that the unique talent of leaders is their ability to work with culture" (Schein, 1997).
To assess an organisation ability to foster a creative culture we are going to look at FHA compared to Admiral Insurance, through observation against Edgar Schein’s model of understanding and analysing culture. Schein divided an organization’s culture into three levels: artifacts, values, and assumptions.
Schein describes artifacts as the surface level. They are the overt and visible elements of the organisations. They are what people, who are unfamiliar with your culture, see and hear (Schein, 1997). They are easy to observe but sometimes hard to understand, especially if your interactions and involvement with the culture never go beyond a brief encounter (Burkus, 2014). Examples of this the office layout, logo & brand, happy hours and free lunches. It can be typical of what someone thinks of when asked about company culture. FHA have a very relaxed office environment. No one watches your coming and goings. You can choose if you want to work at home of in the office and there is no dress code unless you’re front facing. Even then it is casual smart. This does foster an easy going and relaxed environment. However, from the outside this could be perceived as unprofessional due to the way people are dressed and not knowing the location of staff. Admiral are similar in that there is no dress code. However, management decide whether people work from home or not and time keeping is paramount. Whilst this provides structure to the day and gives clear expectancies it can cause angst when life does not go to plan or when people have por time management. Both employees allow a casual dress code and it has been promoted that companies that embraced casual dress code can see up to a 40 percent increase in productivity (Wood & Benitez, 2003). FHA are relaxed when it comes to punctuality, where Admiral are the total opposite. Research has showed that punctuality is extremely important and help productivity in many ways. Such as ensuring meetings and work start on time and preventing interrupting entire teams of people who may have other commitments (Costa et al., 2013).
Espoused values and beliefs are a level deeper. They are the things that an organisations employees/members believe or say they believe. These are the mission statements, company values and code of conduct. In FHA all staff members recently were asked for feedback in changing a core value of the company from Fairness to Kindness. This is because it ties in more with the company and they wanted to know if it was reflected by the employees also. It was an overwhelming success and will even be the basis of a future rebrand of the company name. This kind of engagement breeds commitment, hightens motivation and helps with staff morale (Dessler, 1999). In Admiral the core values are chosen for the employees and it’s instilled in them. However, they tend to try hire individuals who already share or display the values set. 
Basic underlying assumptions are at the core of this model. They are the things that group members actually believe. Such as ethics, morals and the sense of what is right or wrong. Our basic underlying assumptions steer our influence our decision making. An example of this in FHA is their eligibility for social housing. They are defined and set out to ensure only those who need housing for a particular set of reasons (e.g. homelessness, security, medical support) are provided with our services. This caters to the organisations belief that it is our job to help those most in need, even if it means turning away some that partly need their help or believe FHA should help them.
Due to the subjective nature of culture and creativity it is hard to pass comment on which is better or worse. This is down to the fact that it’s up to the individuals and their own beliefs to determine. However, through their own experience the author believes both FHA and Admiral have strong cultures. Furthermore, both could do with improvement and could learn from studying the other one. 
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