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[bookmark: _Toc1378928434]Introduction
Creativity and innovation have become increasingly important for organisations operating in competitive markets. Businesses need to respond to changing customer expectations, advances in technology, competitor activity and wider changes within their industries. Innovation is therefore not simply concerned with developing completely new products. It can include improving existing products and services, introducing new technology, changing working practices and finding more effective ways of meeting customer needs (Tidd & Bessant, 2021).
Creativity and innovation are closely connected but are not identical. Creativity involves developing ideas that are both original and useful, whereas innovation involves successfully implementing ideas to create value (Amabile & Pratt, 2016). Consequently, an organisation may employ creative individuals but still struggle to innovate if leadership, culture, resources or organisational processes prevent ideas from being developed.
This report critically examines creativity and innovation within Lextan, a tanning salon business. Lextan operates within a competitive service environment where customer experience, technology, product development and changing consumer preferences can influence competitive advantage. Examples of innovation within the organisation include investment in newer Jewel sunbeds, red-light technology, tanning products, promotional offers and membership schemes.
Two recognised approaches to innovation are applied throughout the report. The first is Cooper's Stage-Gate model, which provides a structured approach for moving ideas through development, testing and implementation (Cooper, 2022). The second is Christensen's theory of sustaining and disruptive innovation, which considers how organisations improve existing products while responding to emerging markets and competitors (Christensen et al., 2015).
The report also evaluates Lextan's ability to harness employee creativity and develop an innovative workplace culture. Leadership, communication, psychological safety, teamwork, knowledge sharing, customer involvement and organisational structure are considered because innovation depends on people and culture as well as investment in technology.
[bookmark: _Toc1487124279]Creativity and Innovation in Organisations
Creativity provides an important starting point for innovation because organisations require useful ideas before improvements can be implemented. Amabile and Pratt's (2016) componential theory explains that creativity is influenced by factors including knowledge, creativity-related processes, motivation and the surrounding work environment.
This is particularly relevant to Lextan because front-line employees have direct knowledge of customer behaviour. Employees regularly communicate with customers and may recognise repeated questions, complaints or requests before senior decisionmakers become aware of them. Employees could therefore identify opportunities involving tanning technology, products, promotions, memberships or improvements to the overall customer experience.
However, having creative employees does not automatically produce organisational innovation. Ideas need to be communicated, evaluated and implemented. Research into employee voice demonstrates that organisational practices that allow employees to express suggestions and concerns can contribute to innovation (Shin et al., 2022). Morrison (2023) similarly argues that employee voice is important because employees can possess information that managers need for organisational improvement.
This presents an important issue for Lextan. The relatively small salon environment can make informal communication easier, but informality can also become a weakness. An employee may mention an idea during a busy working day, but without a process for recording and reviewing suggestions, that knowledge can easily be lost.
Psychological safety is also relevant. Edmondson (2019) explains that employees are more willing to speak, question existing practices and discuss mistakes where interpersonal risk is managed effectively. More recent research also identifies links between supportive organisational environments, creativity and innovation (Zadow et al., 2023).
For Lextan, this means managers should create an environment where employees can suggest improvements without believing that questioning current practices will automatically be interpreted negatively. However, psychological safety does not mean every idea should be accepted. Management still has responsibility for evaluating cost, customer demand, safety and commercial value.
Innovation can also vary in scale. Small changes to promotions, communication or working practices represent incremental innovation, while investment in substantially different technology represents a larger commitment. Both forms can create value (Tidd & Bessant, 2021). A weakness would therefore arise if Lextan viewed innovation only as purchasing new equipment, because opportunities also exist within customer service, marketing, staff development and internal processes.
[bookmark: _Toc1272881141]Cooper's Stage-Gate Model
One recognised model that can be applied to Lextan is Cooper's Stage-Gate approach. The model divides innovation into stages separated by decision points known as gates. Ideas can therefore be evaluated before an organisation commits increasingly significant resources (Cooper, 2022).
Modern Stage-Gate thinking has developed beyond a rigid sequential process. Cooper (2022) argues that contemporary approaches should include greater flexibility, iteration, customer feedback and faster decision-making. This development is important because excessive bureaucracy can delay innovation rather than support it.
[bookmark: _Toc1964034146]Applying Stage-Gate to Lextan
The approach can be demonstrated through Lextan's investment in newer tanning equipment such as Jewel sunbeds.
The first stage involves identifying an opportunity. This could emerge through changes in technology, customer feedback, competitor activity or information from equipment suppliers. Management may recognise that customers increasingly expect newer equipment or additional features.
The first gate would determine whether the opportunity is sufficiently attractive to investigate. Lextan could consider whether customers are interested in the technology, whether competitors provide similar services and whether it supports the organisation's wider strategy.
Scoping would then involve obtaining more information. This could include supplier costs, installation requirements, expected customer demand, employee training requirements and the possible effect on revenue.
A business case would assess whether the investment is financially and operationally realistic. Management should compare expected benefits against the costs and risks rather than if new technology will automatically produce competitive advantage.
Development would include preparing the salon, installing the equipment, training employees and creating customer information and marketing.
Testing and validation would establish whether the innovation performs effectively. Measures could include usage levels, customer feedback, repeat visits and employee confidence in explaining the technology.
Finally, post-launch evaluation would determine whether the investment achieved its objectives. Learning from both successful and unsuccessful implementation is important because innovation capability develops when organisations use previous experience to improve future decisions (Tidd & Bessant, 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc1309157082]Strengths of Stage-Gate for Lextan
A significant strength of Stage-Gate is its ability to reduce unnecessary risk. This is particularly important when an innovation requires considerable financial investment. New tanning equipment may appear attractive because it is technologically advanced, but this does not automatically mean there will be enough customer demand to justify its cost.
Stage-Gate encourages evidence-based decision-making by requiring organisations to assess opportunities before progressing. It can also create accountability because management must identify why an innovation is being introduced and how success will be measured.
Customer involvement can strengthen this process. Roberts et al. (2022) argue that organisations increasingly involve customers and other external stakeholders in innovation processes rather than relying entirely on internal knowledge. For Lextan, customer feedback could therefore become part of the evidence used at different gates.
[bookmark: _Toc1303007293]Limitations of Stage-Gate
Despite its strengths, Stage-Gate also has limitations. A highly structured process can become bureaucratic, particularly where managers apply the same process to every innovation regardless of size.
This is particularly relevant to Lextan because not every improvement requires extensive analysis. Purchasing expensive equipment may justify several formal decision points, whereas testing a new promotional message could be inexpensive and reversible.
Cooper (2022) acknowledges that modern innovation processes need to be more adaptive, flexible and accelerated. Therefore, Lextan should not apply Stage-Gate mechanically.
A simplified approach would be more appropriate. High-cost decisions could receive detailed financial and customer evaluation, while low-risk service improvements could progress through a shorter test-and-review process. This would allow Lextan to retain commercial discipline without creating unnecessary barriers to creativity.
[bookmark: _Toc1150698447]Christensen: Sustaining and Disruptive Innovation
A second useful theoretical perspective comes from Christensen's work on sustaining and disruptive innovation.
Sustaining innovation generally improves products or services for existing customers, whereas disruptive innovation follows a more specific process, often beginning with overlooked or new-market customers before developing sufficiently to challenge established organisations (Christensen et al., 2015).
The concept of disruption is frequently misunderstood. Christensen et al. (2015) emphasise that not every successful new product or business is disruptive. Recent research continues to recognise theoretical debate surrounding how disruptive innovation should be defined and applied (Zeng et al., 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc1348390026]Sustaining Innovation at Lextan
Much of Lextan's current innovation can reasonably be described as sustaining innovation.
For example, upgrading tanning equipment with Jewel sunbeds improves the existing service offered to customers who already use tanning salons. The underlying customer need remains broadly similar, but the experience is improved through newer technology and additional features.
The same principle can apply to tanning products, promotional offers and membership benefits. These developments strengthen the existing customer proposition rather than creating a completely different market.
Sustaining innovation should not be considered inferior to disruption. Improvements to established services can increase customer satisfaction, strengthen a brand and encourage repeat business.
However, a potential weakness occurs if an organisation concentrates exclusively on existing customers. Christensen's theory is valuable because it encourages management to consider changes occurring outside the organisation's traditional market.
[bookmark: _Toc983697136]Potential for New-Market Innovation
Lextan could therefore consider why some people choose not to use tanning salons.
Possible reasons could include price, convenience, knowledge, changing beauty preferences or concerns about whether existing services are relevant to them. Understanding non-consumers may reveal opportunities for different customer propositions.
However, attracting a new customer does not automatically constitute disruptive innovation. Genuine disruption involves a particular market process, and recent literature continues to warn against applying the term too broadly (Zeng et al., 2023).
Therefore, Lextan's current innovation appears more strongly associated with sustaining innovation than disruption. This is not necessarily a weakness. Continually improving an established service may be commercially more appropriate than pursuing radical change simply for the purpose of appearing innovative.
The strategic lesson from Christensen is instead that management should look beyond current competitors. Beauty, wellness, skincare, fitness and digital service organisations may influence future customer expectations even when they do not currently operate as direct tanning competitors.
[bookmark: _Toc1199156893]Idea Screening and the Innovation Pipeline
Organisations are unlikely to have sufficient resources to implement every idea generated by employees, managers, customers and suppliers. Ideas therefore require screening.
For Lextan, useful criteria could include customer value, financial cost, employee capability, operational feasibility, market demand, risk and organisational fit. This prevents innovation from becoming change simply for the sake of change.
Customer evidence is particularly important. Research into open innovation demonstrates the value of involving customers in value creation and innovation rather than treating them solely as purchasers (Mazurek-Łopacińska, 2021). Research within service SMEs has also found that customer co-creation can contribute to innovation when appropriate processes are established (Bonaque-Rodríguez et al., 2024).
Lextan could therefore gather customer feedback before making some innovation decisions. This could include short surveys, conversations, social media feedback or trials.
However, customer involvement also has limitations. Customers may focus on what they already know and may not always predict what they will value in the future. Heidenreich et al. (2024) demonstrate that the relationship between customer co-creation and innovation adoption can be complex rather than simply assuming that greater customer involvement is always better.
Screening also creates another potential problem. If management only accepts ideas that closely fit current structures and practices, genuinely innovative opportunities may be rejected precisely because they are different.
Lextan therefore requires balance. Ideas should face commercial evaluation, but management should also allow low-cost experimentation where uncertainty can be reduced through testing.
[bookmark: _Toc71925840]Organisational Culture and Barriers to Innovation
Organisational culture can either support or restrict creativity.
[bookmark: _Int_khzBX27U]An organisation may publicly claim that innovation is important while employees experience behaviour that discourages questioning or experimentation. Innovation therefore depends on what leaders actually encourage and reward rather than simply what organisational values state.
Lextan's investment in modern equipment demonstrates willingness to change. However, investment in technology alone does not prove the existence of an innovative culture.
A stronger culture would involve employees at different levels contributing to improvement. Research indicates that formal employee voice practices can support organisational innovation by creating opportunities for staff to communicate ideas and concerns (Shin et al., 2022).
Leadership behaviour is central to this process. If employees repeatedly offer suggestions but never receive feedback, they may eventually stop contributing. Morrison (2023) highlights that employee silence can prevent organisations from accessing information that could otherwise support improvement.
Failure is another important issue. Innovation contains uncertainty, meaning not every experiment will succeed. If employees believe unsuccessful ideas will automatically result in blame, they may become more cautious.
Lextan could instead distinguish between responsible experimentation and careless decision-making. A low-cost promotion tested for a limited period, for example, carries a different level of risk from purchasing expensive equipment without sufficient research.
This distinction allows the organisation to learn from failure without encouraging poor decision-making.
[bookmark: _Toc1940026557]Leadership and Management
Leadership strongly influences whether creativity becomes innovation.
Managers in service organisations can become heavily focused on immediate operational requirements including staffing, cleanliness, customer service, stock management and daily performance. These responsibilities are essential, but they can also leave limited time for considering longer-term improvements.
This creates tension between operational efficiency and innovation. Employees and managers cannot simply be told to innovate while every available minute is devoted to routine work.
Leadership should therefore create opportunities for improvement discussions. This could be relatively simple, such as spending part of a monthly meeting reviewing customer feedback, employee ideas and results from previous trials.
Supportive leadership is also important for employee voice. Shin et al. (2022) found that organisational voice practices can contribute to innovation through increased employee participation.
Psychological safety complements this approach. Employees need confidence that constructive suggestions can be raised without embarrassment or inappropriate consequences (Edmondson, 2019). Zadow et al. (2023) also identify the importance of psychosocial conditions in supporting creativity, innovation and employee performance.
However, supportive leadership should not be confused with accepting every idea. Effective innovative leadership combines openness with judgement. Managers need to encourage contributions while retaining responsibility for decisions involving finance, safety and strategy.
[bookmark: _Toc148573436]Organisational Structure and Work Design
Organisational structure can influence how effectively information moves between employees and managers.
Front-line Lextan employees possess customer knowledge because they interact with customers every day. Senior managers may not have access to the same information.
If communication must pass through too many levels, valuable knowledge can become delayed, altered or lost. Lextan would therefore benefit from maintaining relatively open communication between salon employees, managers and senior management.
Work design is also relevant. If employees understand their responsibilities solely as completing routine tasks, they may not recognise identifying improvements as part of their role.
Making customer insights and improvement suggestions an accepted part of everyone's role could therefore strengthen innovation.
However, creativity still requires boundaries. Tanning salons need consistent procedures, customer service standards and safety requirements. Creativity should therefore complement organisational control rather than replace it.
This again supports the concept of controlled flexibility. Employees can be encouraged to identify better ways of working while essential procedures remain clear.
[bookmark: _Toc1542130147]Teamwork, Networking and Knowledge Sharing
Innovation also depends on an organisation's ability to share knowledge.
Different Lextan salons may develop useful practices independently. One location may find an effective way of explaining a product, while another may identify a promotional approach that produces stronger customer engagement.
If these experiences remain within individual salons, their organisational value is limited.
Knowledge management research suggests that organisational learning and innovation are supported when knowledge is shared rather than remaining with individuals or isolated groups (Castaneda & Cuellar, 2020).
Lextan could therefore introduce a simple system where managers share successful practices, repeated customer questions and lessons from unsuccessful experiments.
This would not require complicated technology. A shared digital document, management group or regular meeting could provide sufficient structure.
Team diversity may also contribute to creativity because employees with different experiences can approach problems differently. However, diversity alone does not guarantee innovation. Communication and psychological safety influence whether different perspectives are expressed.
Consequently, the purpose should not simply be to create teams containing different people but to develop an environment where those differences contribute to organisational learning.
[bookmark: _Toc677904014]Collaboration and Open Innovation
Innovation does not have to occur entirely within an organisation.
Open innovation recognises that businesses can obtain useful ideas and knowledge from customers, suppliers and other external stakeholders (Chesbrough, 2020).
For Lextan, relevant external relationships could include tanning-equipment manufacturers, skincare and tanning-product suppliers, customers and technology providers.
Suppliers may possess specialist technical knowledge that salon employees do not have, while Lextan possesses knowledge of customer behaviour and day-to-day operations that suppliers may not possess.
Combining these different sources of knowledge can create innovation opportunities.
Recent research into service SMEs suggests that structured co-creation with customers can improve innovation processes (Bonaque-Rodríguez et al., 2024). Roberts et al. (2022) similarly demonstrate that co-creation requires organisations to adapt traditional innovation processes so that customers become contributors rather than simply research subjects.
However, external collaboration contains risks. Suppliers have their own commercial objectives, meaning recommendations may be influenced by a desire to sell products or equipment.
Lextan should therefore use supplier knowledge without abandoning independent evaluation. Customer demand, financial feasibility and strategic fit should still be considered.
This demonstrates how open innovation and Stage-Gate can complement one another. External partners can contribute ideas and information, while a structured evaluation process determines whether those ideas justify implementation.
[bookmark: _Toc67977397]Harnessing Creativity Within Lextan
Lextan has several strengths that could support creativity.
Employees have frequent customer contact, providing immediate access to feedback and changing preferences. The organisation also operates within a sector where technology, products and marketing regularly change, creating opportunities for innovation.
Investment in newer equipment also indicates willingness to change rather than remaining completely fixed in existing practices.
However, one potential limitation is that creativity may remain informal.
Employees can mention suggestions, but without a structured system there is no guarantee that ideas will be recorded, evaluated or followed up.
A simple idea-to-action process could therefore be introduced. Employees could submit ideas within categories such as customer experience, products, technology, promotions and efficiency.
Management could then assess suggestions using questions including:
Does the idea create customer value?
Is there evidence that customers want it?
What will it cost?
What risks are involved?
Can it be tested on a small scale?
How will success be measured?
This approach combines creativity with Stage-Gate principles without creating excessive bureaucracy.
Employees should also receive feedback. Even where an idea is rejected, explaining the reason demonstrates that the contribution has been considered.
Recognition could further encourage participation. This does not necessarily require financial rewards. Recognising an employee whose suggestion improves customer experience or efficiency can demonstrate that creativity is genuinely valued.
This is important because employee voice is not produced simply by telling staff that they are allowed to speak. Organisational systems and management behaviour influence whether employees believe contributing is worthwhile (Morrison, 2023; Shin et al., 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc1538864182]Critical Evaluation of Lextan's Innovation Capability
Overall, Lextan appears to have the potential to innovate effectively, although the processes through which innovation occurs could be strengthened.
A significant strength is willingness to invest in the customer proposition. New tanning technology, product developments and changing promotional approaches demonstrate responsiveness to the market.
Another strength is the knowledge available from front-line employees. Their direct customer contact provides information that could contribute to innovation.
However, these strengths do not automatically create sustainable competitive advantage.
Competitors can purchase similar tanning equipment. Therefore, physical technology alone may eventually be copied.
A more difficult capability to imitate is an organisational culture that continuously learns from employees, customers, suppliers and experimentation. This suggests that Lextan's long-term competitive advantage may depend less on individual innovations and more on developing the capability to innovate repeatedly.
The theories examined in this report complement one another.
Stage-Gate provides discipline and reduces the risk of committing resources to poorly evaluated ideas (Cooper, 2022).
Christensen encourages management to look beyond existing customers and established competitors (Christensen et al., 2015).
Amabile and Pratt (2016) demonstrate the importance of motivation and the organisational environment for creativity.
Employee voice research shows that organisational systems influence whether useful employee knowledge gets to the manager (Shin et al., 2022; Morrison, 2023).
Open innovation demonstrates the value of knowledge located outside organisational boundaries (Chesbrough, 2020).
However, tensions also exist between these approaches. Excessive structure can restrict experimentation, while insufficient structure can produce poor investment decisions.
The most appropriate approach for Lextan is therefore controlled flexibility. Employees should have freedom to generate ideas, low-risk opportunities should be tested relatively quickly, and larger financial decisions should receive more detailed evaluation.
This is stronger than adopting any single innovation theory rigidly.
[bookmark: _Toc498655749]Recommendations
Several recommendations emerge from the analysis.
Lextan should introduce a simplified innovation process based on Stage-Gate. Low-cost ideas should move quickly from suggestion to trial, while expensive innovations such as new equipment should receive more detailed financial, customer and operational assessment.
Employee creativity should be formally captured. A monthly ideas process could allow salon employees to submit customer insights and improvement suggestions. This is supported by evidence that formal voice practices can contribute to organisational innovation (Shin et al., 2022).
Lextan should strengthen knowledge sharing between salons. Successful practices should not remain within one location. Regular communication between managers could identify common customer trends and spread useful ideas.
Management should actively gather customer feedback. Customer participation can provide valuable information for innovation and value creation (Mazurek-Łopacińska, 2021; Bonaque-Rodríguez et al., 2024). However, customer feedback should be combined with management judgement rather than treated as the only source of innovation.
Post-launch reviews should become routine. Innovation should not finish when new equipment, products or services are introduced. Management should evaluate what worked, what did not work and what can be learned.
Finally, leaders should actively support psychological safety and employee voice. Employees who deal directly with customers should feel able to communicate problems and suggestions. This can turn individual employee knowledge into organisational knowledge.
Together, these recommendations could move Lextan from innovation that sometimes occurs reactively towards a deliberate organisational capability.
[bookmark: _Toc1149051051]Conclusion
This report has critically evaluated Lextan's ability to innovate and foster creativity using recognised innovation theories and contemporary research.
The analysis demonstrates that innovation is broader than introducing new technology. It includes improvements to customer experience, services, products, processes, marketing and working practices.
Cooper's Stage-Gate approach provides Lextan with a useful framework for moving ideas through evaluation, development, testing and implementation. Its main advantage is its ability to reduce risk by requiring significant ideas to demonstrate customer, strategic and financial value before resources is committed. However, a traditional rigid process could create unnecessary bureaucracy. Lextan would therefore benefit from a simplified and flexible Stage-Gate approach (Cooper, 2022).
Christensen's theory provides a different strategic perspective. Much of Lextan's current innovation can be classified as sustaining innovation because improvements such as Jewel sunbeds enhance an existing service for existing customers. However, the theory encourages management to consider non-consumers and emerging forms of competition. Importantly, new research continues to demonstrate that disruptive innovation is a more specific and contested concept than simply describing any successful new technology as disruptive (Zeng et al., 2023).
The analysis also demonstrates that people are central to innovation. Lextan's employees possess valuable customer knowledge, but that knowledge only creates organisational value when it is communicated and used. Leadership, psychological safety, employee voice, teamwork and knowledge sharing therefore influence innovation capability.
Customer and supplier involvement can further strengthen the process. Open innovation allows Lextan to combine internal knowledge with external expertise, although external information should still be critically evaluated.
The strongest approach for Lextan is consequently not to rely on one model. Structured evaluation should be combined with an open and creative organisational culture. Employees should be encouraged to generate and communicate ideas, customers should contribute relevant insights, and management should systematically evaluate which opportunities justify investment.
Overall, Lextan demonstrates evidence of innovation through technology and continued development of its customer proposition. However, its potential for longer-term competitive advantage could be strengthened by making innovation more deliberate, inclusive and evidence based. By combining employee creativity, customer knowledge, external collaboration, controlled experimentation and structured evaluation, Lextan can develop innovation as an ongoing organisational capability rather than viewing it simply as the introduction of new products or equipment.
[bookmark: _Toc234499045]References
Amabile, T. M. (1996). Creativity in context. Westview Press.
Amabile, T. M., & Pratt, M. G. (2016). The dynamic componential model of creativity and innovation in organizations: Making progress, making meaning. Research in Organizational Behavior, 36, 157–183.
Anderson, N., Potočnik, K., & Zhou, J. (2014). Innovation and creativity in organizations: A state-of-the-science review, prospective commentary, and guiding framework. Journal of Management, 40(5), 1297–1333.
Bessant, J. (2018). Riding the innovation wave: Learning to create value from ideas. Emerald Publishing.
Bonaque-Rodríguez, R., Flor-Peris, M. L., & Vallet-Bellmunt, T. (2024). Co-creation with customers to innovate in a service SME: Insights from an action research approach. Tec Empresarial, 18(3), 55–79.
Castaneda, D. I., & Cuellar, S. (2020). Knowledge sharing and innovation: A systematic review. Knowledge and Process Management, 27(3), 159–173.
Chesbrough, H. (2020). Open innovation results: Going beyond the hype and getting down to business. Oxford University Press.
Christensen, C. M. (1997). The innovator's dilemma: When new technologies cause great firms to fail. Harvard Business School Press.
Christensen, C. M., & Raynor, M. E. (2003). The innovator's solution: Creating and sustaining successful growth. Harvard Business School Press.
Christensen, C. M., Raynor, M. E., & McDonald, R. (2015). What is disruptive innovation? Harvard Business Review, 93(12), 44–53.
Cooper, R. G. (2019). The drivers of success in new-product development. Industrial Marketing Management, 76, 36–47.
Cooper, R. G. (2021). Accelerating innovation: Some lessons from the pandemic. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 38(2), 221–232.
Cooper, R. G. (2022). The 5th generation Stage-Gate idea-to-launch process. IEEE Engineering Management Review, 50(4), 43–55.
Crossan, M. M., & Apaydin, M. (2010). A multi-dimensional framework of organizational innovation: A systematic review of the literature. Journal of Management Studies, 47(6), 1154–1191.
Edmondson, A. C. (1999). Psychological safety and learning behavior in work teams. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(2), 350–383.
Edmondson, A. C. (2019). The fearless organization: Creating psychological safety in the workplace for learning, innovation, and growth. Wiley.
Edmondson, A. C., & Bransby, D. P. (2023). Psychological safety comes of age: Observed themes in an established literature. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 10, 55–78.
Heidenreich, S., Jordanow, S., Kraemer, T., & Obschonka, M. (2024). Together forever? How customer co-creation affects the adoption of digital service innovations over time. Journal of Product Innovation Management.
Hughes, D. J., Lee, A., Tian, A. W., Newman, A., & Legood, A. (2018). Leadership, creativity, and innovation: A critical review and practical recommendations. The Leadership Quarterly, 29(5), 549–569.
Kahn, K. B. (2018). Understanding innovation. Business Horizons, 61(3), 453–460.
Kmieciak, R. (2021). Trust, knowledge sharing, and innovative work behavior: Empirical evidence from Poland. European Journal of Innovation Management, 24(5), 1832–1859.
Mazurek-Łopacińska, K. (2021). Open innovations as a form of customer value co-creation. Marketing of Scientific and Research Organizations, 39(1), 93–118.
Morrison, E. W. (2023). Employee voice and silence: Taking stock a decade later. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 10, 79–107.
Newman, A., Donohue, R., & Eva, N. (2017). Psychological safety: A systematic review of the literature. Human Resource Management Review, 27(3), 521–535.
OECD & Eurostat. (2018). Oslo manual 2018: Guidelines for collecting, reporting and using data on innovation (4th ed.). OECD Publishing.
Roberts, D. L., Palmer, R., & Hughes, M. (2022). Innovating the product innovation process to enable co-creation. R&D Management, 52(3), 484–497.
Shin, D., Woodwark, M. J., Konrad, A. M., & Jung, Y. (2022). Innovation strategy, voice practices, employee voice participation, and organizational innovation. Journal of Business Research, 147, 392–402.
Snyder, H. (2019). Literature review as a research methodology: An overview and guidelines. Journal of Business Research, 104, 333–339.
Tidd, J., & Bessant, J. (2021). Managing innovation: Integrating technological, market and organizational change (7th ed.). Wiley.
Trott, P. (2021). Innovation management and new product development (7th ed.). Pearson.
Van den Broeke, M., & Paparoidamis, N. (2021). Engaging in or escaping co-creation? An analytical model. International Journal of Production Economics, 231, 107920.
West, M. A., & Farr, J. L. (Eds.). (1990). Innovation and creativity at work: Psychological and organizational strategies. Wiley.
Zadow, A., Loh, M. Y., Dollard, M. F., Mathisen, G. E., & Yantcheva, B. (2023). Psychosocial safety climate as a predictor of work engagement, creativity, innovation, and work performance: A case study of software engineers. Frontiers in Psychology, 14, 1082283.
Zeng, Y., Fu, H., Wei, Z., Shi, Y., & Zafar, M. W. (2023). Conceptualizing disruptive innovation: An interpretive structural model approach. Management System Engineering, 2, Article 3.
Zhou, J., & Hoever, I. J. (2014). Research on workplace creativity: A review and redirection. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 1, 333–359.

	
	
	 of 



image.png
PRIFYSGOL CYMRY e
Y Drindod Dewi Sant

UNIVERSITY OF WALES

Trinity Saint David





