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The author is a mature student who works full-time while juggling one young child and a chaotic home life. She wanted to continue her education for a long time but hasn’t been able to find a course that would not only interest her but also help her advance in her profession to a senior management position. Her ambition is to advance into a senior position within a well-established company within the next year after completing her degree. 
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Scientists are continuously attempting to categorize the world and identify distinct trends and hypotheses that may aid in their understanding of the natural and social environment. They have largely succeeded, beginning with the classification of plants and animals, and progressing to the classification of business into sectors and industries. Many of these classifications have become more imprecise as a result of globalization and the expansion of multinational firms, making it more difficult to evaluate economic patterns on local and regional marketplaces. Innovations, on the other hand, have thrown traditional groupings into disarray. Researchers have attempted to categorize innovations as unitary systems within business or to link them to a single person, but the fact that they can occur at the level of a sector, an industry, a region, or the entire world has perplexed scientists who have yet to develop a common system of innovative management or to make significant contributions to Schumpeterian theory. The main roadblock here is the difference in thinking between an inventor and a scientist. People start with known components and scenarios to reach a theory or a solution that has not yet been tested, but innovators start with a final aim and try and solve the problem using a variety of approaches until the most suited is not found. (Nightingale, P. 1998). Thus, a researcher who studied the innovation process in a series of businesses will never come up with the same structure or model as previous writers, but will always add at least one aspect of novelty, even if the concepts are similar. In this scientific discipline, a plethora of models, many of which are comparable but labeled with various titles, perplexes managers and decision-makers, resulting in limited development at best. 
Based on this argument, the author believes that process and innovation management are still unimaginable number of theses, articles, and books written on the subject, but also by the constant demand and abundance from managers and business executives, who recognized that the future of business and economic growth is dependent in large part on the spirit of innovation.
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Innovation and the process of innovation have been explored in the literature from the end of the seventeenth century, with a focus on the last thirty years. During this time, each author was able to come up with a definition of innovation and the invention process that was specific to the circumstances studied in the research, resulting in a plethora of notions and dimensions. In 1982, for example, Freeman described innovation as ‘’the sum of all technical, commercial, management, design, and production efforts that contribute to the marketing of a new or better product or process / equipment.’’ (Freeman, C., 1982).
Van den Ven defined innovation in 1986 as the process of developing and implementation new ideas by people who will enter contracts with others in the near future, as a transactional part of an organization or institutional structures.

More current definitions in the world emphasize the successful development of a new idea that leads to the implementation of a process, product, service, or delivery system that, in turn, improves market efficiency, quality, and effectiveness significantly (Albury, D., 2005). “Changes in the production process of goods and services, in socio-economic relations, science, culture, education and other spheres of human activity, conditioned by the use of intellectual resources and oriented towards modernizing the production process, improving its results and (or) reducing it costs” according to Khrushchev. (Barbaroux, P., Attour, A. and Schenk, E., 2016).

The authors of a recent study on innovations in developing markets include a series of activities that promote knowledge transfer, such as partnerships with foreign partners, licensing agreements, the opening of new facilities, and outsourcing of productive activity, in their definition of the innovation process. (Ayyagari et all, 2011). A broader definition of innovation is a new initiative with an unknown outcome (Govindarajan, V. and Trimble, C., 2010). According yo Dougherty (2007) innovation is a series of acts that results in the creation and dissemination of new and beneficial products. We noticed a range of traits and problems in this sequence of ideas that can be linked to inventions that differ from one another based on conditions and authors. To out it another way, creativity is a highly contextualized process. However, off all the authors agree on one aspect of the innovation process: it results in the transformation of renewal of a product, service, or process. The only remaining distinctions are the characteristics of innovation process. 
Innovation managements, according to the author is the organization and active monitoring of execution activities that define innovations. Innovation is an all-encompassing process that results in a substantial renewal or improvement of a product, service, or method. Researchers are still studying the impact of innovation on economic development to justify the need to propel process innovation and the development of innovative management models, and the results obtained in this regard topic drives other scientists to continue to look for factors and strategies that will determine the increase of the volume of innovation and respectively management models. 

According to Schumpeter (1934), capitalism is a system that, in fact, self-destructs according to social change and destructive inventiveness, resulting in the production of new monetary methods. Solow (1956) established less than 20 years later that innovation leads to greater productivity which leads to economic advancement. 

The key mechanism of economic progress, according to the new theory of growth and development, is inventive activity (SAARINEN, J. et al., 2009). Grossman and Helpman expanded the concept of this theory in the 1990s to include endogenous innovation, in addition to technological progress, highlighting the contribution of innovation as well as technological advancement, emphasis the role of innovation in development once an economy has reached equilibrium (Grossman, G.M. and Helpman, E., 1994). According to Tassey (1996), new technologies can account for at least 50% of economic development. According to Strom (2007), the entrepreneurial dynamics of the United States are the most important factor responsible for the country’s rapid growth (Strom, R.D., 2007), and other authors agree that the level of entrepreneurship can explain between 50-75 percent of the differences in national economic growth rates. 

The 5 generations of innovative models of British sociologist Roy Rothwell who is the most well-known and quoted work in this topic. Rothwell discusses how the perspective of the innovation process has changed through time, as well as the evolution of both areal variables and activity surrounding it. It begins with the simplest model, which say that technology is the primary element in promoting innovation, and progresses through subsequent generations, getting more elaborate and sophisticated when components that stimulate the creative process are included (Rothwell, R., 1994).

In addition to Rothwell’s generations, who use determinants as a basis for models, and the life cycle and endogenous theories already mentioned, which highlight and incorporate the innovation process in the way of organization and growth of an enterprise, there are a plethora of authors who have studied the variations in the stages of the innovation process depending on the environment, the type and size of the enterprise. All researchers are attempting to identify those characteristics and break down the innovation process into activities or stages that best characterize inventions and assist organizations in developing appropriate internal management strategies that, in turn, work with a greater than 80% chance of success. However, because innovations are nearly never possible to anticipate, most evaluations and models focus on the success or failure of creative ventures after they have already taken place. There are few studies that truly examine the issues from a procedural standpoint, or that follow organizations in their innovation trajectory through time without influencing them (Engleman and Van De Ven, 2004). As a result, in the vast majority of situations, the authors invent new models of the process, the determinants of which are extrapolated from previously obtained data. 

The stages of the innovation process, according to the author, are not as distinct as the literature suggests. In other words, while the innovation as a whole, from start to finish, is independent of the dimensions discussed, these dimensions can, in most cases, cause the presence or absence of certain factors that accelerate, deviate, slow down, or direct the invention / innovation process. 

However, innovation researchers concur on the phases that determine the transformation of an invention into an innovation, and hence on their management. The most common model of the innovation process focuses on the entrepreneurial start-up, which is divided into four stages: pure entrepreneurship, strategic emphasis, creation systems, and corporate management. The same stages are characteristic of innovation in established organizations, with the primary distinction being that corporate management is present at all stages, from start to launch of invention, and the main actors, final aims, and roles alter significantly. 

Abernathy and Utterback’s concept of process innovation is the most complete and first grouping process and product innovations together (Abernathy and Utterback, 1975). They suggest that product and process innovations are dependent on the company’s stage of development. Product innovations are dominating at first, until a dominant product model emerges, at which point the focus changes to process innovations. 

The one devised by Floricel and Miller, called games of creativity, is one of the most interesting innovative models that incorporates all of the above in a pretty sophisticated and even skilled method. Employees and managers, who are essentially participants or actors in these games, compete and collaborate at the same time to generate value for the company, value that can only be created with a certain mix of factors, according to the authors (Miller and Floricel, 2004). According to Dougherty, depending on the creative game, every corporation should design principles of innovative organization, which should be integrated into management practice (Dougherty, 2007).

The author being from Romania knows that the country is a minor inventor in comparison to other member countries (spending less than 1% of GDP on research, development, and innovation), but it is working to improve its inventive capabilities through the implementation of a new national plan.
The Romanian innovation system is, initially and foremost, public, with only 29% of research conducted by the private sector (the European average is 63 percent). The most important results should be delivered by the public sector, according to this principle. The ratification of the Romanian National Plan 2015-2020, for example, authorises the opening of new competitions for significant projects in fields such as the automotive industry, ICT, new technology manufacturing, energy, nanoscience and nanotechnology, and security.
Romania's fundamental concern remains its poor level of competitiveness, which has serious implications for the research and innovation system. 8 Romania now has the second lowest research and development intensity in Europe, with less than a quarter of the 2% target for 2020.
Poor performance is also linked to the economy's structure and a lack of synergy between research and business. The lack of major Romanian multinational production businesses, as well as the division of labour within international corporations, are also worth emphasising.
Romania is a major exporter of computer services, but it also exports a large amount of non-knowledge intensive road transportation services. As a result, performance is very near to the European average in terms of knowledge-intensive services while falling short of the European average in terms of the innovation of fast-growing enterprises in innovative areas.
To summarise, rising budget deficits, recession, sluggish growth rates, and increased competitiveness in international markets are putting a pressure on many European countries' budgets, particularly those with a low intensity in research and innovation (such as Romania). The primary principles for this new Romanian strategy are smart, sustainable, and directed toward inclusive growth, however the evaluation criteria for meeting the Europe 2020 objectives are primarily quantitative, based on measures that do not always reflect the true extent to which these goals are accomplished.
The heart of the main issue of the research and innovation system, for example, is the final yield of research activity, which is invention and its application in practise (including patents, products, and so on), rather than the means reflected by the level of R&D expenditures. Romania has spent a lot of money on a lot of different research initiatives in recent years, but their applicability, relevance, and utility have only been shown a few times.
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Guilford (1950) described creativity as diverse thinking, which is the most widely known description. Multiple ways to solving an issue are part of creativity, as are connecting parts that would otherwise be separate. New ideas emerge from divergent thought. To be able to think beyond the box, we must first free our brains, but we must also be aware of existing solutions and restrictions in order to be able to challenge them. 
Understanding creativity at the individual level is the focus of a lot of research and practise. Creative behaviour’s conceptualization, development, and prediction are multidimensional and have effects on multiple levels. 
Skills are proposed as determinants of creativity, motivation, and individual skills in a model for analysing creative behaviour. This method of analysing creative behaviour focuses on the interaction of various variables at the individual, group/team, and organisational levels. 
Knowledge, talent, education level, reasoning ability, and intelligence are all examples of skills. The level of commitment to the work, the appropriate intrinsic and extrinsic interests, and the attitude are all factors in motivation. Generative and divergent capabilities, concentration, or convergent abilities, and interpersonal or collaborative skills are all relevant to creativity. 
The psychological process that governs the direction, intensity, and persistence of effort, as well as the individual and contextual factors that influence these processes, are referred to as motivation (Kafner, 2009). It’s the force that makes it possible for humans to interact with their surroundings. 
People respond to a measure of motivation, such as intrinsic motivation, which is characterised by the performance of a pleasurable action at some moment in time. A highly creative product, on the other hand, does not appear out of nowhere. To produce and asses’ ideas, seek comments, meet with perspectives, test prototypes, mix old and new approaches, and start and begin may time before a finished product arrives, it typically takes hours of effort. As a result of the numerous acts involved in this process, a person’s motivation changes throughout time. 
The scientific literature on creativity has increased analytical knowledge, methodologies, and capacities, and new chances to learn how and when motivation favours creativity are now available. Motivation helps people solve difficulties by encouraging active participation, openness, and psychological safety (Tierney, Farmer, 2002). As a sort of performance, creative behaviour entails a set of talents, abilities, and knowledge. People must have information and know-how to work with this knowledge to generate viable creative solutions to complex challenges in order to produce original, high-quality solutions. 
Understanding how motivation affects creativity is critical for progress in this subject. The argument over the nature of the relationship between self-efficiency and performance is an example of this. Employee’s perception that they must achieve a certain level of performance in a given assignment is referred to as self-efficacy. For a long time, self-efficacy was thought to have a positive causal effect on performance (Bandura, 2012)
Later research showed that self-efficacy had little or no beneficial effect on future performance in most situations, whereas past performance has a substantial positive effect on self-efficacy (Sitzmann and Yeo, 2013). The ability to generate new ideas is linked to creative self-efficacy, which is favourably related to idea creation behaviours (Hughes et al, 2018). 
Environmental influences on organisational motivation, including effects on how the environment is perceived, were investigated in studies that fell into the area of context-based techniques. The association between daily swings in demand jobs and creativity was investigated, which results revealing that moderate levels of pressure throughout time were associated to the highest level of creativity at the individual level (Binnewies, Wörnlein, 2011)
Positive activations provision plays a key role in the creative process, according to the numerous constructs analysed on this research; when people engage in creative behaviours, they express excitement, happiness, and enthusiasm (Karwowski, et al, 2017).
Managers can assist employees achieve autonomy by employing a variety of tactics, including as giving them freedom over how they complete tasks, allowing them to influence how activities are prioritised, and allowing for failure (Gilbert, Kelloway, 2016)
The author considers that members of the group can compare their performance to that of others when ideas are generated. Group members can then be compared to high-performing colleagues when there is a competitive climate or an internal or external incentive to perform well. Personal attributes such as conscientiousness or openness to experience, as well as external circumstances such as environmental cues or stressors, might influence epistemic motivation. Personal attributes and social situation can also influence social motivation. 
The effectiveness with which groups cope with disagreements is one of the most important social elements. When members of a group hold opposing viewpoints, conflict can encourage deeper information processing and contribute to increased creativity (Nemeth, O'Conner, 2019). Such is still the case Conflicts can also lead to unfavourable interpersonal skills, which can hinder team performance. De Wit et al (2012) found that moderate degrees of conflict are best for group performance. As a result, it's critical for group leaders to successfully manage group dynamics so that members don't take intellectual confrontations personally, but rather as a means of deepening an issue.
The author considers that business are always looking for new solutions to old problems, and the amount of money spent on new management methods is typically substantial. These methods and procedures have substantial proof of worth, with studies attesting to their proven value in the context of origin. There is also a lot of evidence that these modifications don't always succeed, and in many situations, they cause a lot of discontent and disappointment. Organizations frequently assess creativity in ways that differ from how it is examined in research studies. Furthermore, he frequently overlooks the work done in adjacent domains, as he does in many other areas of organisational activity. The history and scope of creativity evaluation are extensive, but not all elements are significant; there are many validated measures that have yet to be identified. Management is frequently viewed by research and development teams as a roadblock to innovation and research. By imposing management norms and administrative tools, he restricts research, creativity, and innovation, impeding free thinking, limiting new ideas from being pursued, lowering risk-taking, and slowing down the research and development process. The tension between freedom and control is a classic one in innovative organisations: how much freedom should researchers be given and how many of their activities should be controlled. Is about how research management may be a resource for research and creativity rather than a hindrance. Rewards and incentives for creativity are crucial, but they must be handled with caution. Creativity is mostly dependent on intrinsic motivation, but recent research findings reveal that rewards can be significant in encouraging creativity if they are offered in an intelligent manner that does not conflict with a person's known interests.
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