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[bookmark: _Toc40113709]ABSTRACT

According to Linus Torvalds “Theory and practice sometimes clash, and when that happens theory loses every single time” (Chicot, 2019, p. 1). On the light of the above, this paper aimed at analysing different management theories and their contributions in solving the contemporary management problems. But it was discovered that both earlier and current theories are flawed in solving various issues in the modern business scenario; the argument lies in the practicality factor.

The study discovered two problems which include: stagnancy in innovation and loss of knowledgeable employees where it was found that the theories proposed for the above issues are deficient when it comes to applicability. Therefore, there is an emergency need for academics to formulate solutions in accordance with the reality and not assumptions of the reality. Hence, theory and practice need to be the key to solving contemporary and emerging management problems. 
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In the intervening decades, management has developed from essentially an irrelevant subject to one of the most critical fields of research in this contemporary business realm. In nearly thirty years, advances in management science and practice have resulted in far more varied theoretical frameworks, methodological guidelines and practices. There is thus continuous debate and conflicting stresses in management studies and procedures, which generate confusion about the contribution of versatile management theories in the practical business sphere. 

The earliest understanding of management theories developed from the contributions of “practising managers such as F.W. Taylor, Henri Fayol, etc. and social scientists such as Elton Mayo and Douglas McGregor”, according to Cole (2004, p. 3).  However, in recent times management theoretical frameworks are developed by either academics or business consultants (Cole, 2004).  As such, theories of management are divided into different school’s management thinking, as demonstrated in Table: 1 below: 

[bookmark: _Toc39689481][bookmark: _Toc39690383][bookmark: _Toc40045529]Table 1: Main schools of management thinking

	School of management thinking
	Theorist
	Emphasis
	Criticism

	A. Classical management school
	
	
	

	1. The scientific Management (the 1880s)
	F.W. Taylor 
	Boosting productivity by increasing efficiency

	Ignored the welfare of workers and placed too much emphasis on efficiency and productivity and disregarded working conditions

	Administrative management (the 1940s)
	Henri Fayol
	Build a highly effective organisational framework and guidelines for the management of complex organisations
	The theory follows a very formalised setting which is not applicable in today’s dynamic business environment. 

	Bureaucratic management (the 1920s)
	Max Weber 
	Clear definition of rules and policies of an organisation and the flow of information through hierarchical lines
	Allows withholding of information by top authorities. Based on rigid structures. Managers can misuse power by mistreating employees which result in the reduction of employee’s efficiency due to fear of losing their jobs. 

	B. Behavioural Management School
	
	
	

	Human Relations Theory (the 1920s)
	Elton Mayo
	Employee motivation is beyond monetary incentives and includes the satisfaction of socio-psychological needs
	Human behaviour is challenging to predict. What motivates one person cannot motivate the other. 

	Behavioural Approach (the 1950s)
	Maslow, Herzberg, McClelland, Argyris and Mc Gregor
	
Extension of Mayo’s theory towards a broad identification of different needs of employees to boost employee motivation

	Difficulty in fulfilling the different needs of different individuals in an organisation. These theories were overly simplified, while the subject at hand is very complex.

	C. Quantitative Management School
	
	
	

	Management Science (the 1940s)
	
	Enhance the consistency of management decision through quantitative and statistical methods
	Mathematical calculations cannot account for human behaviours in an organisation. Qualitative information is also crucial in understanding various aspects of the business organisation.

	Operations management (the 1940s)
	W. Edwards Deming
	Usage of models (such as JIT), techniques and machinery in solving manufacturing problems 
	Failure of machinery due to technical issues can affect productivity compromise information. Setting up operations techniques is very costly and only affordable to large companies.  

	Management Information Systems (the 1950s-1970s)
	
	Usage of a computer to store relevant data that can be easily accessed by managers in making decisions
	As data of the company is stored on computers, it's at risk of been hacked and used by competitors. Similarly, bitter ex-employees may misuse the data. System failure can erase important data.

	D. Systems School
	
	
	

	Systems Approach (the 1950s)

	Ludwig Von Bertalanffy
	The organisation is a system characterised into several interdependent components that act for a certain purpose as a whole

	Very abstractive in practice and does not offer solutions to failures of a sub-system.

	Contingency Approach (the 1960s)
	Joan Woodward

	The efficacy of various management methods, types, strategies and functions differs depending on the situation in question.

	It is more responsive than proactive in the sense that it offers a solution after an incidence rather than before-hand preventive measures. 



Sources: (Chhokar and Jeff Harris, 1985; Morrison, 1998; Cole, 2004; Inyang, 2009; Miller and Tsang, 2010; Akang, 2012; Keulen and Kroeze, 2014; Baden and Higgs, 2015)

The above theories have shaped the theoretical framework of management in solving problems of the preceding centuries. Taylor, Fayol and Weber’s theory of management focused on developing theories and principles for improving productivity via efficiency, defining management principles and formulating organisational hierarchy, respectively.  While, Mayo, Maslow, Herzberg, etc. focused on understanding human behaviour in organisations to help managers in building proper relationships with their employees through need satisfaction and self-actualisation, Bertalanffy and Woodward contributed to understanding different systems of an organisation and situational management. However, despite their unique contributions to developing better business environments, these theories have one common flaw; they are ineffective in solving the contemporary management problems (Cole, 2004; Ghoshal, 2005; Keulen and Kroeze, 2014).  

Senge (1990, quoted in Morrison, 1998, p. 1) rightly parroted, “Yesterday's solutions are today's problem” and such is a reality in continuity and will always be. The business environment is changing rapidly and has overturned the existing theories and frameworks of “management practice calling into question” the limits and “relevance” of different management theories (Billsberry and Birnik, 2010, p. 173). Contemporary managers have become “slaves” to applying the 19th and 20th-century theories and concepts of management in their organisations (Ghoshal, 2005, p. 75).  Partially, the blame should be on business schools who continually teach old management theories that have become embedded in student’s approach to management who are now the contemporary managers’ everyone is critiquing (Ghoshal, 2005). Furthermore, even business managers that did not attend business schools are still practising 20th-century management theories because they have been aired and some “legitimized and delegitimized” by management practice (Ghoshal, 2005, p. 75). As a result, issues concerning the 21st-century management remain unsolved, affecting the very existence of most business organisations because of the inability to question time-honoured theoretical orthodoxies (Keulen and Kroeze, 2014). 

So, what are contemporary management problems? Contemporary management problems are difficulties, issues or situations (whether tangible or intangible) hindering the growth, success or survival of a business organisation in the current business scenario. The following is a list of the major contemporary management problems affecting the current business realm: 

i. Knowledge loss: The higher turnover rate of employees is affecting the knowledge competence of an organisation because when employees exit an organisation, they take their knowledge with them and this is of significant concern to the contemporary managers (Ochoa and Mujtaba, 2011).

ii. Continuous innovation: The contemporary business realm demands continuous innovations because of the rapid technological changes, and failures of companies like Nokia, Kodak, Xerox, etc. and the 2008 financial crisis have served as examples of the significance of continually innovating (Bergek et al., 2013; Tuzovic, Wirtz and Heracleous, 2018). 

iii. Negative electronic-based reviews: The internet has facilitated platforms for two types of negative reviews; employee reviews and customer reviews both of which can have massive consequences on the reputation of businesses (Zhang, Craciun and Shin, 2010; (Korfiatis, García-Bariocanal and Sánchez-Alonso, 2012). 

iv. Globalisation is a huge challenge for local businesses, both large and small. For instance, the widespread of Chinese goods worldwide with prices that are impossible to compete with has left local businesses struggling with retaining customer loyalty (Harvey et al., 2009).

v. Increased environmental concerns: Increased technological development and dependence has led to increased responsibilities for managers to construct their businesses in such a way that there is a reduced negative impact on the environment.  Corporate sustainability has now become one of the hottest topics in the management literature, and the debate rests on the extent to which corporate managers should be socially responsible (Wilson, 2003; Landrum and Ohsowski, 2017). 
There are many issues affecting the contemporary management realm. However, this paper will broadly discuss two biggest problems affecting the 21st century of management and will continue to affect the business in the coming years with the sole purpose of identifying gaps in the theoretical concepts, paradigms and frameworks of management. Hence, this study has two specific objectives which include:
· Broadly discussing the issues of stagnancy in episodic innovation and checking the contribution of different theories and frameworks of innovation to identify gaps in the innovation management literature. 
· Broadly discuss the issue of knowledge loss as a result of employee turnover and how companies are affected with the loss of knowledgeable employees while examining different HRM theories related to employee retention to identify deficiencies in HRM literature and knowledge management frameworks. 
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Innovation? There’s hardly a business conversation, business meeting or a business class where this term is not spoken. Innovation has become one of the most pressing issues in innovation management research, and while most people are exhausted and bilious of hearing it, the term and its concepts are here to stay (Plessis, 2007). It is clear that concepts of innovation have decayed and the world is facing a bigger problem which is “innovating innovation” (Chesbrough, 2003; Bogers, Chesbrough and Moedas, 2018). This is because we live in a dynamic and diverse environment where business and economic growth are dependent on creativity and entrepreneurship (Śledzik, 2013). Given the increase in technological advances and the high dependence on it to make better products and services, businesses have been forced to not only be innovative but to stay innovative. Such a demand has created a problem in today’s businesses wherein managers are forced to continuously renew not only their products, services and processes but their business models and structures. Only a few companies have been able to “serially innovate” whereas the majority are still struggling to continuously innovate (Tuzovic, Wirtz and Heracleous, 2018, p. 33). Therefore, this section aims at examining and analysing the theories of innovation management to check whether the innovation management theories have solved the problem of episodic innovation, or a gap still presents itself. 

[bookmark: _Toc40113716]2.2 Defining Episodic Innovation

This paper is based on reviewing the management theories to check whether it has solved the struggles of continuous innovation in businesses which is termed in this paper as episodic innovation adopted from Gary Hamel's idea of “serial innovation” (Hamel, 2006, p. 76). Here, by episodic innovation, the author means the ability of a business to repeatedly and effectively convert ideas into new/ enhanced goods and services, processes and models for business survival and contribution to economic growth (Baregheh, Rowley and Sambrook, 2009; Tuzovic, Wirtz and Heracleous, 2018). 




[bookmark: _Toc40113717]2.3 The notion of Innovation and its definition 


Innovation has become a dominant topic not only in business organisations but also facets of medicine, engineering, banking and even the educational system.  Although innovation is a very puzzling term, it is apparent that it has something to do with the change different industries go through in their respective environments (Damanpour and Schneider, 2006).  Baregheh, Rowley and Sambrook, (2009) argue that different disciplines (such as human resources, marketing, entrepreneurship, information technology, etc.) have defined innovation contrarily, hence, creating a problem in the innovation literature as to what its definition is. Although the different meanings of innovation intersect, ultimately the number and complexity of the definitions do not contribute to a consistent and “authoritative definition of innovation” (Baregheh, Rowley and Sambrook,2009, p. 1324). So, is this problem a new one? The answer is no as it dates back to 1984 when Ettlie, Bridges and O'Keefe (1984, p. 682) remarked the lack of a singular definition of innovation from research as a result of a theoretical gap. 

So, what is the definition of innovation? There are many definitions of innovation by different theorists (refer to Appendix I); however, Baregheh, Rowley and Sambrook (2009) offer the best definition of innovation to elude the ambiguity of the word established by multiple fields through the creation of a cross-disciplinary concept of innovation. The authors have redefined innovation in a way that's not too broad nor too narrow and as such, make a very noteworthy contribution to the innovation literature. The definition is as follows:
“Innovation is the multi-stage process whereby organizations transform ideas into new/improved products, service or processes, in order to advance, compete and differentiate themselves successfully in their marketplace”. 
Baregheh, Rowley and Sambrook (2009, p.1334)
The definition stated above provides a variety of features (“new/improved product, services or processes”) of the contemporary innovation realm. However, it has failed to mention that the process of innovation is continuous, and innovation is not limited to product, services or processes; developing and renewing business models and structures is also a crucial part of innovation (Henderson and Clark, 1990).  Such an exclusion extends to other academics and theorists (Schumpeter, 1934; Damanpour and Schneider, 2006; Plessis, 2007) ideas of innovation as well which could be highly impacting the managers understandings of innovation.  Overall, the question that remains is: Is the lack of a proper definition of innovation by academics causing business managers to have problems with fully understanding the concepts of innovation thus affecting the managers' abilities to create better innovation climates in their teams, models, products, services, processes and structures? 

[bookmark: _Toc40113718]2.4 Problems/ Issues restricting Episodic Innovation? 

Innovation has become inevitable, and the sustainability of any business organisation is dependent on its ability to adopt episodic innovation (Viki, 2018). The concept of struggling to stay innovative in a business is not a new one, and it has always been ongoing (Bergek et al., 2013). Companies like Nokia, Xerox, GM, etc. are just an example of how failure in episodic innovation can lead to major business failures 

The following are a list of the main problems affecting episodic innovation in businesses: 

a. Disruption by start-ups: Companies are experiencing massive competitions from start-ups who come up with better efficient products and services. For instance, Airbnb has completely disrupted the hotel industry in terms of “room revenue, average daily rates and occupancy rates” and if the hotel industry doesn’t take action soon, it will become the next Nokia (Dogru, Mody and Suess, 2019, p. 27). 

b. Business comfortability: Success is very enticing and attracts managers to keep doing the same things, especially for models that have had sustainable success. Contemporary managers have failed to understand that every business model has a life cycle, and if that declines, so does the company. For example, Nokia was the inventor of cellular network that made it a leader in the mobile phone industry in the 1990s and 2000s, however, when the internet came into existence,  Nokia failed to utilise this new revolutionary feature. Instead, it focused on developing its hardware business which ultimately made it lose to iPhone and Android (Sulphey, 2019). 

c. Ignorance: Confucius said, “Real knowledge is to know the extent of one’s ignorance” (Drexl, 2009, p. 1) which is very accurate.  Surprisingly, companies like Xerox, Kodak, Nokia, GM, etc. were not only copiously aware of the future, but some invented the future, and it is of question as to why these companies struggled to make use of their talent pool of imaginations (Gaudet, 2013). If management is unaware of various recurrent types of organisational ignorance, it is difficult for contemporary managers in the 21st century to establish effective innovation programmes (Harvey et al., 2001). 

d. Deficiency in business models: Henderson and Clark (1990) note that successful businesses are more likely to struggle in reinventing their business models because their current models lack the environment to welcome new structures. A classic example is Blockbuster an entertainment company that failed to innovate their business model to fit the technological changes in the assumption that their customers loved physical entertainment shopping compared to online entertainment access and in the end lost to Netflix (Davis and Higgins, 2013). Shockingly, the company was offered an opportunity by Netflix to partner-up, but the CEO refused and ultimately, the company went out of business (Davis and Higgins, 2013). 

e. Financial limitations: Innovation spur out of ideas and ideas need funds for implementation; however, raising funds for innovative projects is not as easy as it sounds. Banks, financial institutions and investors are usually reluctant to provide funds because of the risks associated with the acceptance of new products or services in the market (Ghisetti et al., 2016).

f. “Resistance to change” (Zeleny, 2012, p. 445): Contemporary managers fear innovating due to the customers and even businesses resistance to change, which in turn affects implementation especially for high technologies. For instance, vehicle consumers and gas station businesses are resisting the electric car because of costs, lack of knowledge and the perception of difficult technical features (Rezvani, Jansson and Bodin, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc40113719]2.5 So, what do the innovation management theories have to offer?

From the previous sections, it is clear that staying innovative in a business is one of the biggest challenges contemporary managers are facing. Although, innovation literature and its theories have documented different concepts and aspects of innovation, very little is known on how to effectively stay innovative in a business (Tuzovic, Wirtz and Heracleous, 2018). The business environment is changing rapidly and has upended the existing theories of innovation management and called into question the “boundaries and agency for innovation” (Nambisan et al., 2017, p.223). There are many theories that surround the concept of innovation management; however, the most acknowledged theories of innovation by academics (Hospers, 2005, Clemente, 2008, Kumar and Sundarraj, 2016; Tuzovic, Wirtz and Heracleous, 2018) are the Schumpeter’s theory of innovation, Peter Drucker's principles of innovation and seven sources for innovation and Gary Hamel's principles of innovation. 


[bookmark: _Toc40113720]2.5.1 Schumpeter’s theory of innovation 

Schumpeter earned the title “prophet of innovation” because he contributed two significant concepts to the innovation literature which are: “creative destruction (wherein businesses periodically incorporate innovations) and creative accumulation (wherein businesses are continuously innovative)” (McCraw, 2007; Kumar and Sundarraj, 2016, p.277).  As stated by Schumpeter, 

“Creative destruction is the process of industrial mutation that incessantly revolutionizes the economic structure from within, incessantly destroying the old one, incessantly creating a new one”.
(Henton and Held, 2013, p. 539)


In simple terms, it refers to an innovation that disrupts an industry and creates a need. The internet, smartphones, automobile, etc. are a few examples of creative destruction. Schumpeter accounts that companies that innovate disruptive innovations gain a competitive advantage and make major contributions to the economic developed of their countries; which is true (Śledzik, 2013). Companies who have invested in innovations that are disruptive in nature have definitely earned big in their respective industries and have lifted the economic growth of their respective countries. For instance: companies (Apple, Amazon, Google, Microsoft, IBM) in the Silicon Valley region have enjoyed a competitive advantage, increased brand reputation, etc. over the tech industry because of their innovative climates and as a result, the US is enjoying higher economic development from the success of these companies; hence, the legacy of Schumpeter's ideology perseveres (Henton and Held, 2013).  

However, while Schumpeter's ideologies are factual, his concept of creative destruction has overly asserted innovation to be that which involves only fresh products, markets and start-ups, etc. that causes disruption in an industry. Such is a costly mistake because while the business is busy looking for the next breakthrough, competitors gain access to improving the product or service and therefore gain a competitive advantage. The case of  Xerox company serves as an example: In the mid-1970s, Xerox company was so focused on creating a breakthrough innovation and invested much of its time and resources in creating Parc (a research centre for computer technology), in the meantime its competitors (Canon, Minolta, etc.) using Xerox's technology re-engineered smaller copiers that were more efficient, even though Xerox succeeded with its breakthrough innovation (which took years of trial and error) it had lost a considerable market share and underwent substantial financial losses (Henderson and Clark, 1990; Chesbrough, 2003). The lesson to be learnt from this is that innovation must be done with a mix of both newer inventions of products and reinvention of existing products that altogether add value to the brand especially in terms of building customer loyalty (for instance, Apple improves existing features of products such as enhancing camera quality to maintain its market share and customer loyalty) (Bergek et al., 2013). 

So, can the Schumpeterian theory of innovation solve the problem of stagnancy in episodic innovation in today’s business realm? The answer is no, logically if it did companies worldwide wouldn’t be struggling with innovations as they are now. Also, part of Schumpeter’s theory of innovation falls short in application today because of the following reasons. Firstly, the over assertion of the word new (creative destruction) in his ideologies can be mistaken by managers to mean that success is highly associated with only ground-breaking innovations, thus causing negligence in existing products. Secondly, the theory assumes that banks solely fund innovation which is false because in reality banks are mostly known to offer only short-term loans in most countries and only if they perceive the project proposed to yield income in the future (Festré and Nasica, 2009). Thirdly, Schumpeter assumed that the innovator (entrepreneur) is the sole driver for innovation who always accepts change which is not true; naturally human beings are resistant to change because they are used to the way of things. For instance, Kodak was one of the leading film company who failed to revolutionize digital innovation because of its fear of overthrowing its stronger existing products and continued to make the same mistake with its line Ofoto (a photo-sharing site), which would have been the new Instagram of today, such mistakes ultimately caused Kodak to declare bankruptcy in 2012 (Lucas and Goh, 2013). Lastly, Schumpeter and his theory of innovation are limited to the capitalist world of which he favoured, and the theory is irrelevant and inapplicable to under-developed countries because the capitalist climate does not exist there and the innovation decisions are made by mostly self-serving Governments (Zanello et al., 2015). Similarly, there is a lack of access to funds for most developing and developed countries thus; businesses are facing a shortage of continuous innovation in their systems, products, services and models. Overall, Schumpeter's theory of innovation is flawed because it fails to address the above issues.

[bookmark: _Toc40113721]2.5.2 Drucker’s seven sources for innovation and principles of innovation

Peter Drucker (father of modern management) contributed to the innovation literature by questioning the assumptions made by earlier theorists such as Schumpeter. In his book “Innovation and Entrepreneurship” Drucker mocks at how innovation is usually associated with something that has to do with a scientific or technological breakthrough; as in the case of Schumpeter’s notion of innovation (Drucker, 1986). He gives an example from the Japanese context as to how they are referred to as “imitators and not innovators” just because they have not made technological or scientific breakthroughs (Kurzynski, 2012). While they may not be good at disruptive innovations, Drucker (1986) argues that the Japanese are very successful at “social innovation” and it is through that the Japanese have been able to conquer the technological world faster than rivals China and India and even the US to some extent. Hence, to some degree innovation is social or economic rather than technical, according to Drucker (Kurzynski, 2012). 

Drucker refers to innovation as systematic in the sense that it has something to do with change and the means to exploit it (Drucker, 1986). He suggests that successful entrepreneurs do not wait for a breakthrough innovation as such innovations are very rare but instead look for ways to make the existing innovations better and more efficient; Drucker proposes seven sources for innovation opportunities as shown in Table: 2. 
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	S.no
	Internal sources of innovation
	Examples
	External Sources of innovation
	Examples

	1.
	“The unexpected success and failure”: These are type of innovations that happen by chance
	Unsaleable machines developed by IBM for banks which then became the personal computer
	Demographic changes: Changes in Income, age, education, population, lifestyles etc. can give rise to an innovation opportunity
	Birth control methods were innovated as a result of overpopulation and dangerous abortion techniques.

	2
	“The incongruity”: The type of innovations as a result of problems or misapprehension of the reality. And such an opportunity is usually recognised by startups.

	Alcon laboratory’s enzyme development due to shortcomings in the cataract surgical operations. 
	Perception changes: the change in the way think and perceive reality can lead to innovations.
	Formerly, overweight people were considered healthier than the skinny people, but now it is the opposite; this has led to dietary and exercise innovations.  

	3
	“The process needs”: Innovation opportunities as a result of a missing link in the existing business practise. Basically creating “better ways to do things." 
	The invention of the McCoys lubrication cup for trains innovation as a result of train lubrication inefficiencies (frequently stopping of the train to lubricate and the usage of hands to lubricate the train) 
	New Knowledge: Breakthrough innovations that are rare and completely disrupt the industry; these are often difficult but very profitable
	Inventions of aeroplanes, telephones, smartphones, the internet, electric cars, etc

	4
	Industry/market structure changes: Innovation opportunities due to changes in the market or industry serves as an opportunity
	Increase of gasoline prices gave an opportunity to the Japanese auto industry to introduce smaller efficient cars in the US auto market
	
	



Sources: (Drucker, 1986; Swaim, 2011; Kurzynski, 2012; Lucas and Goh, 2013)

The above table describes the sources of innovation, as proposed by Drucker (1986). He categorised the sources for innovation into two: internal sources (changes that occur within the industry) and external sources (changes that occur outside the industry) (Swaim, 2011). Drucker (1986) accounts that “smart managers” are the ones who will be able to utilise the above-proposed sources for innovation; even Schumpeter (1934) proposed the same. However, the reality is so different, and it quite seems that Schumpeter (1934) and Drucker (1986) proposed their theories based on the assumption that the managers are always conforming to change. Drucker (1986) suggests that failure or unexpected success could lead to innovations, yes that’s true; however, Drucker missed to point out that the same could destroy episodic innovations. For instance, companies like Nokia or Xerox were so comfortable with their success that they failed to realise that success is short-lived, refused to change, and their accomplishments became their demise (Gaudet, 2013). Similarly, the weight of failures as seen in the 1930’s Great depression or the 2008 financial crisis, etc. has completely made businesses fear the unknown and which is why managers are reluctant to innovate (Archibugi, Filippetti and Frenz, 2010).  Both Drucker (1986) and Schumpeter (1934) missed another vital contributor to innovations which is employee knowledge and credited it to the entrepreneurs or managers; after all, it is the employees who perform the business activities and not the managers so logically employees know more and should be one of the sources for innovations (Gaudet, 2013).  Additionally, innovation is not a one-person job it requires an efficient team that can work together to make things happen,  

Drucker (1986, p. 135) proposed “six principles of innovation” which are: 1) innovation starts with analysing the “seven sources of innovation”, 2) Managers must realize that “innovation is both conceptual and perceptual”, 3) Innovation ideas should be simple and not convoluted, 4) “innovations should start small”, and then gradually grow to allow time for adjustments, 5) a successful innovation has to produce a “competitive advantage in the respective industry”. Whilst these principles can help in solving stagnancy in innovation; they are still mere assumptions that could work in some areas and not work in other areas. For instance, the seven sources of innovation are not the only ways through which innovations can be realised, employee’s knowledge, competitor’s failures, etc. are other ways through which managers can gain innovative opportunities. Similarly, and I cannot stress this enough, some managers (in the case of Kodak, Blockbuster, etc.) are resistant to change and the same applies to every human being in certain areas, so these principles are defective in that aspect (Gaudet, 2013; Röth and Spieth, 2019). Moreover, a structure for under-developed countries has not been proposed by either Schumpeter (1934) or Drucker (1986) to help these countries innovate (Zanello et al., 2015). 

Generally, based on the above analysis Drucker’s sources and principles of innovation have not provided enough solutions to help with today’s stagnant innovation climate of most businesses, and if they did, there wouldn’t be a need to raise the issue. 

[bookmark: _Toc40113722]2.5.3 Hamel’s Principles of managing innovation

The management Guru, Gary Hamel (2006) proposed five principles of how business can stay innovative in his workshop MIX (management innovation exchange).  Firstly, Hamel (2006, p. 76) recommends that companies need to “commit to a bigger problem” because they yield much more beneficial outcomes. To achieve this Hamel (2006) proposes companies to let go of unyielding projects, search for weaknesses in their models, make use of their employee’s talents and look for emerging issues, basically a repetitive of Drucker’s (1986) principles of innovation but inclusive of employee knowledge. Secondly, Hamel proposed that companies need to look for new principles that suit their business structure. Thirdly, managers need to learn to challenge their beliefs about what is supposed to be. Fourthly, analogy exploitation is the key to innovation, and lastly, managers need to renovate their models to welcome newer innovations.

Although Hamel's principles are practical, they do not showcase the organisational culture in which successful innovation thrives (DeLisi, 2006). The traits of innovation described by Hamel seem to be mere assumptions; they contradict with the business reality. For instance, DeLisi (2006) in his workshop, asked different managers and executives to describe their innovation cultures to which the answers were, risk-cautious, sensitive and conflict shunning; which are not the principles of innovation management as claimed by Hamel.  Similarly, Hamel’s insistence on concentration on solving bigger problems for bigger rewards seems to be focused on the rewards rather than actually solving the problem. Negligence of innovating existing products could massively impact a company in the future because competitors and start-ups might make use of improving the existing products and therefore gain the competitive advantage (Henderson and Clark, 1990; Chesbrough, 2003). The nature of innovation is very complex and broad that even specialists like Gary Hamel cannot seem to grasp the fullness of the concept thus failing to create frameworks that are based on reality and not the assumptions of not the business reality. Therefore, based on the above analysis, Hamel’s principles of managing innovation are deficient.

[bookmark: _Toc40113723]2.6 Conclusion


On the basis of the analysis above, it is clear that there is a theoretical deficiency in innovation management literature. The question I would like to raise here is, should companies rely on theories to offer solutions to their innovation problems? In the natural science, yes because theories are made in accordance with reality but in the social sciences well there exists a particular stubbornness which is the human factor (Ghoshal, 2005; Jaffe, 2014).  Social science theories are based on not yet proved assumptions, and such assumptions have their limitations, in reality, some may work, and some may not. Such intricacy is caused by the behaviour of human beings, which is hard to predict because of the nature of complexity in the behavioural change of human beings that goes into it. Yes, guidelines and frameworks may work temporarily on certain problems and businesses but not throughout the entire system especially not with humans (employers and employees); hence, management theories need to be innovated in such a way it addresses human behaviour, and that can only be done if the social sciences would stop adopting the methods used in the natural sciences to formulate theories that are inapplicable (Ghoshal, 2005). Academics of the 21st century need to forget the 20th-century management theories and the constant debating on them, and they need to start innovating theories that are suitable with the current business scenario.  Similarly, the education system needs to be innovated as well because some of the students are the managers of tomorrow and if they are constantly taught old management theories isn’t their ability to become embracers of change limited (Ghoshal, 2005)? 





























[bookmark: _Toc40113724]MITIGATING KNOWLEDGE LOSS: SOLVED OR A THEORETICAL DEFICIENCY

[bookmark: _Toc40113725]3.1 Introduction

Knowledge loss has become a matter of contention in the knowledge management literature, and there is now awareness of the importance of paying attention to intangible sources within an organisation (Tortoriello, Täube and Moebus, 2014; Parboteeah, Jackson and Wilkinson, 2016). Knowledge here refers to the different skill sets and capabilities that different employees bring to an organisation. It has been proposed by researchers (Levallet and Chan, 2019) that knowledge is a factor of competitive advantage; hence contemporary managers need to start retaining this intangible factor of advantage.  But the level of awareness by academics is not enough because Gallouj and Savona (2008) identify how management literature is biased in terms of tangibility whereby the intangible dimensions (such as knowledge) are discounted causing misleading estimates of the economic effect and efficiency of business organisations.

So why is knowledge preservation important? Let’s take the popular Prudhoe Bay oil spill case to illustrate the significance of knowledge management. In 2006, erosions in the pipelines of Prudhoe Bay oil caused approximately one million litres of oil to be spilt in the ocean because it was unnoticed by the liable company BP for five days straight (Barringer, 2006). The needed repairs stopped large quantities of oil from being supplied for days at the end, which meant that the American gas stations were increasingly scarce (Sabio, 2017). The US Congress asked for details in the fall of 2006 about the incident in which the cause was met with incredulity once it was revealed (Sabio, 2017). A knowledgeable employee had quit the organisation and was not replaced, due to knowledge loss and the gap, BP was fined by the “US Environmental protection Agency” nearly $25 million for its negligence and spent other millions to fix the problem (The Guardian, 2011). Such knowledge gap heavily costed BP’s finances, credibility and reputation. 

Contemporary managers are aware that losing skilful employees can have a massive impact on the progress of an organisation because finding the right people is an arduous journey packed with training expenses accompanied by “resistance to learning” (Levallet and Chan, 2019, p. 176). Similarly, losing employees means starting from the beginning, workflow, employee morale, and teamwork productivity are all affected, thus, causing disruptions in the goals or objectives set by a company monthly or yearly; which all results in increased costs and abridged revenue (Tortoriello, Täube and Moebus, 2014). Additionally, companies may lose customers because employees work with customers and develop relationships built on trust, so when an employee leaves, they may take the customers and potential customers with them (Levallet and Chan, 2019). 

The loss of knowledgeable employees is an issue that the contemporary management realm has to solve, prevent or mitigate. This section aims at analysing different theories and frameworks in the knowledge management literature to check if the contexts proposed are effective in reducing knowledge loss in organisations. 


[bookmark: _Toc40113726]3.2 Defining Knowledge loss

In this paper, the context of knowledge loss is concerned with employees leaving voluntarily and not because of extenuating circumstances such as relocation due to loss of a partner or relative, health risks, retirement, death, etc.  Therefore, in this paper knowledge loss is defined as the departure of the skills and capabilities that an employee contributes to an organisation that can cripple an organisations growth and performance. 

[bookmark: _Toc40113727]3.3 Why do employees leave an organisation

The rate of employee turnover seems to be increasing globally; only a few companies have set strategies to retain their skilled employees; however, a majority have not (Punia and Sharma, 2008). Based on LinkedIn 2017 data research, the turnover rate of employees worldwide has increased, and organisational performance is at risk (Booz, 2018). Table: 3 below shows the sectors that have seen an increase in employee turnover recently. 

[bookmark: _Toc40045531]Table:3 list of industries with soaring employee turnover rates
	S.no
	Industry
	Turnover rate (%)

	1
	The Tech industry
	13.20

	2
	Retail and consumer products market
	 13.00 

	3
	Media and Entertainment
	11.40

	4
	Professional service industries
	11.40

	5
	NGO’s, Government and education sectors
	11.20 

	6
	Finance and insurance services 
	10.80 

	7
	Telecommunications 
	10.80 

	8
	Energy and Oil
	9.70 

	9
	Transportation industry
	9.60 

	10
	Healthcare and Pharmaceutical 
	9.40 



Source: (Booz, 2018)

From Table:3 above it is clear that the organisations facing the highest turnover rates are the tech industry, retail and consumer products industry, entertainment industries, professional services and government organisations with a turnover rate of 13.2%, 13%, 11.4% and 11.20% respectively. In contrast, healthcare and pharmaceutical have the lowest turnover rate of 9.40%. So, what could be the reason for these turnover rates? Academics (Rosenblatt and Sheaffer, 2001; Smith, 2003; Ko and Hur, 2013; Chamberlain, 2017) have identified the common reasons for employee turnover in organisations as listed below:

1. Lack of career development and advancement:  To retain employees, growth and advancement incentives are very significant. When an individual is caught in an impasse, he/she will possibly search for new companies to boost their status and profits (Smith, 2003; Ko and Hur, 2013; Chamberlain, 2017).

2. Uneven workload: When an employee is continuously bombarded with work in such a way it affects his/her personal life, it can cause the employee to feel frustrated, stressed and overworked, and finally they may choose to leave (Hom et al., 2017). Similarly, knowledgeable employees seem to experience this more often because of their skillset and the higher dependence on them to do all the work (Rosenblatt and Sheaffer, 2001).

3. Unequal wage/salary structures: When two or more workers do the same job and have similar duties, pay rate discrepancies can lead lower pay personnel to leave, especially if they perform better than the other. In a similar way, workers are likely to hop off for a higher salary if other provisions are substantially equal to those of other employers doing comparable jobs (Hom et al., 2012; Ko and Hur, 2013; Almaaitah et al., 2017).

4. Poor working conditions: Lack of basic amenities for the workplace such as adequate ventilation, furnishing, clean toilets and other regulations on health and safety, employees will not bear the hassle too long, and they may opt to leave (Lester, 2013).
 

[bookmark: _Toc40113728]3.4 Combating knowledge loss: An analysis into the theories and paradigms of employee retention

Knowledge management is a branch of HRM; thus, the concept of knowledge loss is associated with employee retention and employee turnover (Hom et al., 2017). The theories discussed in this section are adopted from the HRM theories relating to employee motivation, retention and turnover because the knowledge management lacks authoritative frameworks that broadly discuss the problem of knowledge loss and its mitigative strategies (Rubenstein-Montano et al., 2001). Most of the frameworks as proposed by academics (Joong Kim and Hancer, 2010, p. 177; Levallet and Chan, 2019) are much more concerned with the knowledge cycles (such as “knowledge acquisition, knowledge sharing, knowledge transfer, knowledge storage, etc”.). However, since knowledge loss relates to employee turnover, this section will review the most cited theories in HRM in relation to increasing motivational factors and understanding turnover causes and retention strategies to verify whether these theories can solve or mitigate the problem of knowledge loss in an organisation. 

[bookmark: _Toc40113729]3.4.1 Social exchange theory (SET)

SET is a product of the theory of economic exchange as proposed by Blau (1964).  SET assumes that there is a give-and-take relationship between the employees and their organisations (Almaaitah et al., 2017). The context here is based on treatment; when managers treat their employees satisfactorily, then the employees are obliged to respond by maintaining a positive attitude in the organisation accompanied by extended loyalty, increased satisfaction and performance and lower departure choices (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2007). Therefore, SET proposes that the intangible aspects of relationships such as love, care, empathy, knowledge, etc. are what determines whether employees leave an organisation or not (Liao, 2008). 

But I would like to challenge the theory based on the treatment reciprocity assumption; even if the managers treat their employees satisfactorily, it does not guarantee that it will be reciprocated, at least in reality that’s not how relationships work. Similarly, what about different personalities of people within an organisation, especially the famous dark triads “Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopath” (O'Boyle et al., 2012, p. 557)? SET ideologies seem like a tit-for-tat game because it proposes how you treat an individual is a way you will be treated. For instance, a narcissistic employee will always be self-serving, so in case the manager hurts this person's ego the response will be to hurt the manager back (Raskin and Terry, 1988). Therefore, not every human being has ethical standards; you could be the best boss ever but still have employees leave your organisation (Bolton and Lane, 2012; Osman et al., 2016). Combining ethics and the complexity of human behaviour is just like adding fuel to the fire because the moral character of a human being is difficult to shape and even analyse (Yang, Gong and Huo, 2011). 

Chamberlain (2017) accounts that simple factors such as career development and better pay seem to be the reasons for departure or retention of employees in an organisation in the contemporary business realm, and SET fails to address this. Therefore, SET is one-sided because it fails to analyse the problem of knowledge loss in terms of reasons for departure or job continuity (Flowers and Hughes, 1973). Yes, it proposes treatment reciprocity as a way of retaining employees in an organisation but lacks in providing the reasons for the voluntary departure or retention of employees in an organisation which could determine appropriate recommendations for the problem (Hom et al., 2012). Based on these grounds and the above analysis, it is concluded that SET is deficient in mitigating knowledge loss.


[bookmark: _Toc40113730]3.4.2 Proximal Withdrawal States Theory (PWST)

Hom et al. (2012) developed PWST to detect the reasons for the voluntary departure or retention of employees in an organisation. Hom et al. (2012, pp. 845-846) have grouped employees intentions to stay or leave an organisation into four underpinnings: “enthusiastic leavers (I want to leave and I can leave), reluctant leavers (I want to stay but I have to leave), enthusiastic stayers (I want to stay and I will stay) and reluctant stayers (I want to leave but I have to stay)”.  Hom et al. (2012) make an essential contribution to the knowledge management literature by proposing a framework that studies the mindsets of employees towards job continuity which most theories like SET have failed to deliver (Lee et al., 2017). 

At first sight, PWST seems to be applicable. For instance, Li et al. (2016, p. 1436) conducted a study on the effect of PWST on the four underpinnings on the model against four variables “job attitudes, job searching, intent to leave, and employee turnover”. The study found that job attitudes (“such as satisfaction and embeddedness”) can predict employee’s intentions to depart or remain in an organisation for “enthusiastic leavers and stayers”, but the same results could not be applied to “reluctant stayers and leavers” which deems PWST to be deficient (Li et al., 2016, p. 1437). Similarly, the study by Li et al. (2016) has its shortcomings because of its quantitative approach; the study only used the four dimensions of PWST to study the mental status of the employees. Such a limitation restricted respondents to choose one of the four options, even if it doesn't apply to them (Lee et al., 2017). Therefore more studies are needed to analyse the PWST beyond the four concepts, based on the above analysis, PWST is defective because there isn’t enough academic or real-life evidence to show it works but if developed further it could offer solutions to understanding employee departure intentions based on which mitigative concepts can be applied(Lee et al., 2017).


[bookmark: _Toc40113731]3.4.3 Job Embeddedness Theory (JET) 

The framework JET was initially developed by Mitchell et al. (2001) to explain people’s decisions to stay-in/depart from an organisation. This theory proposes that workers’ ties to their companies decide whether they leave or stay. For example, when the employee feels fit for the job, such as possessing the requisite work skills, personal skill, good working conditions and a bond with the community, he/she may stay (Hom et al., 2017).  Additionally, relations between the society and the company can affect an individual’s decision to remain in an enterprise (Mitchell et al., 2001). Finally, if workers fear they must lose good relationships with their co-workers or if they are sacrificing good programmes or ventures, they may stay (Mitchell et al., 2001).

But the assumptions of this theory add more issues than solutions to the knowledge loss problem. For instance, the theory proposes that even when an employee is dissatisfied with a job, they may choose to stay because of the relationships they have formed, but doesn’t this affect employee motivation and performance? Similarly, the same could cause “job lock” a situation where an employee is dissatisfied with his/her job but stays because they lack self-esteem and feel unworthy of other jobs (Gaytandjieva, Groot and Pavlova, 2012, p.587). The theory fails to articulate different mental statuses of employees in deciding whether to remain in or depart from an organisation and how they are measured (Hom et al., 2017); therefore, it is deficient in mitigating knowledge loss.


[bookmark: _Toc40113732]3.4.4 Maslow’s need Hierarchy

Abraham Maslow generally believed there are five different kinds of needs that motivate employees and have characterised them into a hierarchy (Ramlall, 2004). Maslow’s suggested needs include “physiological needs, safety and security needs, social needs, self-esteem needs and self-actualised needs” (Ramlall, 2004, p. 54).  They can further be grouped to “deficiency needs (physiological, security and social) and growth needs (esteem and self-actualisation needs)” (Smith, 2003, p. 30). Maslow argues that if people’s needs are not met, they are unlikely to work to their full potential. Similarly, the current situation of each individual determines the degree of need they have at every given point in time (Lester, 1990). How an employer addresses these requirements varies at each stage and leads to workplace satisfaction leading to reduced morale and better retention rates for workers (Lester, 1990; Ramlall, 2004). 

Critics (Wahba and Bridwell, 1976; Fox, 1982; Neher, 1991; Frame, 1996; Rowan, 1998) have posited the following deficiencies of the need theory based on the following grounds:

1. The theory has assumed that employee’s needs and their situations are similar.
2. The theory has focused more on job satisfaction rather than motivational factors.
3. The theory hits a dead point because it ends at self-actualisation needs.
4. Maslow’s theory is not a spectrum but a misalignment, it suggests the completion of each lower need is required for the appearance of the next upper need.

However, the above criticisms can be challenged based on lack of evidence of the following grounds: 1) Though Maslow thought that the motivation was structured hierarchically, he did not fit the notion of a pyramid, rather proposed that it was a cycle revolving from “deprivation to gratification”, 2) Maslow created a framework of common needs that can influence employee motivation, critics who counter to say that all individuals are different do not comprehend the complexity of human behaviour; say if managers were to focus on every individual’s different needs where will they get the means to do so and how will they evaluate the immense of the different needs (Smith, 2003, p. 30)?

The biggest significant value of Maslow’s theory is that it is applicable in reality, despite its criticisms.  Some of the examples of the practical implication of the theory can be seen on Table:4 as studied by academics (Champagne and McAfee, 1989; Smith, 2003) 

[bookmark: _Toc40045532]Table:4 Practical Implications of Maslow’s Need hierarchy
	S.no
	Need Categorization
	Means of fulfilling the Need

	1
	Physiological Needs: These involve the need for basic biological needs for survival like food, air, water, shelter, money etc
	Installation of vending machines and cafeterias, free safe drinking water, clean washrooms and basic supply of toiletries, transportation and accommodation for employees living far from the job site, proper ventilated rooms, wages/salaries that are reasonable, medical facilities, computers, etc

	2 
	Safety and Security needs: Employees work better if they do not fear losing their jobs, they are paid well, and have favourable working conditions
	Job security, wages/salaries that are reasonable, benefits (retirement, fringe, medical and bonuses), availability of safety equipment’s for life-threatening work, installation of fire alarms, first-aid boxes, fire blankets, etc

	3
	Social needs: Employees in their respective organisations must feel a sense of belongingness. They need a social, friendly and team-oriented community.
	Support social interaction through the creation of teams and encourage participation, introduce outside activities such as picnics, sports, work trips, etc., practise periodic praise, etc 

	4
	Esteem needs: Employees need to feel appreciated; their ego needs to be fondled and opinions valued.
	Develop challenging jobs for higher-achieving employees, train lower-performing employees, practise periodic praise and offer rewards, practise responsibility delegation, etc 

	5
	Self-actualisation needs: Employees need a working environment that can foster career advancement and personal growth.
	Encourage innovation, Develop challenging projects for higher-achieving employees and train lower-performing employees, etc. 



Sources: (Champagne and McAfee, 1989; Greenberg and Baron, 2003; Smith, 2003; Lester, 2013; Chordiya, Sabharwal and Goodman, 2017) 

From the above table, the practical implications of the need theory are laid out. Although some of the means to fulfilling needs intersect on some grounds, the context remains the same (Smith, 2003). Table: 4 outlines the different strategies through which managers can fulfil the needs of employees such as, ensuring better pays, recognising employees’ accomplishments, challenging their intellect, providing socialising opportunities, delegating duties, providing better working conditions, etc., towards employee retention. 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is certainly one of the best frameworks formulated in identifying the common needs of different individuals because of its practical implication. For instance, research conducted by Chamberlain (2017) on the Harvard Business Review on employee retention revealed that employees would stay in an organisation if they receive better pays and are challenged towards career development. Hence, managers and different leaders around the world can rely on this theory to understand the various needs of employees/followers for the purpose of retaining their knowledgeable workforce (Smith, 2003; Ramlall, 2004; Lester, 2013).


[bookmark: _Toc40113733]3.4.5 Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory (HTFT)

HTFT was proposed by Herzberg (1959, quoted in Ramlall, 2004, p. 56). Herzberg argues that “job satisfaction and dissatisfaction” are caused by two completely different factors, which he grouped into “Motivator factor and Hygiene factors” (Ramlall, 2004, p. 57).  Motivator factors are those that improve employee satisfaction, such as recognition, praise for achievement, career advancement, etc. In contrast, Hygiene factors are those that mitigate dissatisfaction, such as sufficient basic pay, job security, working conditions, etc. (Hur, 2017). Therefore, Herzberg proposes that if a manager wants to mitigate employee dissatisfaction, he/she has to use hygiene factors, whereas to improve job satisfaction, motivator factors have to be employed (Matei and Abrudan, 2016). 

Therefore, can HTFT be applied to mitigate knowledge loss? Yes, to some extent. Herzberg realised that using dissatisfaction factors such as basic pay, job security etc. to improve satisfaction, cannot retain employees in the long run because they will not be fully satisfied; the same is applicable vice-versa;  studies (Band, Shah and Sriram, 2016; Hur, 2017; (Andersson, 2017) on Herzberg’s two-factor theory confirm this assumption. However, the theory mostly applies to the western culture there is no much evidence say in the African context as to how this theory can be applied due to the difference in cultural behavioural and motivational factors (Evans and Olumide, 2010). Additionally, the theory fails to take into consideration individual differences in terms of the factors, for instance, for some employees increased satisfaction can come as a result of the hygiene factors, and the motivator factors may be the ones causing dissatisfaction and vice-versa (Koziol and Koziol, 2020). On the basis of the above analysis, it is concluded that Herzberg's theory is deficient in mitigating knowledge loss. 

[bookmark: _Toc40113734]3.5 Conclusion

From the above analysis, it is gathered that the contemporary frameworks relating to knowledge management are so focused on the knowledge cycle, therefore, theories related to employee turnover and employee retention have been used to examine whether they mitigate the problem of knowledge loss or a deficiency presents itself; it was further discovered that there is still a gap in different retention theories that need academics attention. Yes, knowledge loss is bound to happen at a given time during an employee’s work-life due to uncontrollable factors such as the death of the employee, health deterioration, retirement, etc., however voluntary employee turnover due to management failure should be of concern to contemporary managers; the argument rests upon the increased expenses and deterioration of growth a business would have to incur due to loss of an employee (especially a knowledgeable one) (Hom et al., 2017). Though the theories have seen a paradigm shift from understanding employee needs, to evaluating the reasons for the departure-staying decision of an employee, to satisfaction and embeddedness, again, due to the complicated nature of understanding differences in human behaviours, needs and personalities have deemed the theories of employee retention and turnover deficient in mitigating knowledge loss (Yang, Gong and Huo, 2011; Bolton and Lane, 2012; Hom et al., 2017). 
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The paper aimed at first checking whether the management theories (both old and modern) are suitable in solving the contemporary management problems. Similarly, this study had two objectives: 1) investigating the theories of innovation in solving stagnant episodic innovation and 2) enquiring into the theories of HRM and its contribution to minimising knowledge loss, however, the findings are not pleasant. 

Based on the analysis, it was clear that both 20th and 21st-century management theories have contributed to solving earlier problems in the business sphere, but they are deficient in solving the contemporary business management problems because the business background has completely shifted. Changes in human behaviour have proved to be a common problem in solving contemporary management problems. Partially, the blame lies on the application of natural science methods of research to social business studies which are useless in explaining the mental spectacles of a human being as these are complex and hard to judge (Ghoshal, 2005). Similarly, academics worldwide are constantly debating on both old and new theories of management instead of coming up with newer theories that can help the current business scenario, and hence currently there is more talk than action in the academic knowledge contribution (Ployhart and Bartunek, 2019). Even the education system has failed the business world because of its insistence on teaching older management theories which are then applied by the managers of today (Baker and Holt, 2004; Ghoshal, 2005; Billsberry and Birnik, 2010; Ployhart and Bartunek, 2019). Moreover, it is the same educational system that critiques these managers for their incompetencies without realising the role they played in creating such managers (Ghoshal, 2005).

So, have we failed as academics to produce theories that are applicable? To some extent yes because even companies acknowledge that the best advice and solutions they have gathered about their business problems were from other companies and only a few were from academics (Ployhart and Bartunek, 2019).  The contemporary management problems can be solved, but only if academics understand that theory and practice are two-sided, academics need to learn from practice and then work towards theorising (Ployhart and Bartunek, 2019). Doing so will allow academics to understand the problems as they are in reality and provide applicable solutions that suit the problems instead of making mere textbook assumptions that are inapplicable and then endlessly debating on their applicability. 
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[bookmark: _Toc40113736]APPENDIX (VARIOUS DEFINITIONS OF INNOVATION)

	S.no
	Author 
	Definition

	1
	Schumpeter (1934, p.66)

	“(1) The introduction of a new good that is one with which consumers are not yet familiar – or a new quality of a good. (2) The introduction of a new method of production, that is one not yet tested by experience in the branch of manufacture concerned, which need by no means be founded upon a discovery scientifically new and can also exist in a new way of handling a commodity commercially. (3) The opening of a new market, that is a market into which the particular branch of manufacture of the country in question has not previously entered, whether or not this market has existed before. (4) The conquest of a new source of supply or raw materials or half-manufactured goods, again irrespective of whether this source already exists or whether it has first to be created. (5) The carrying out of the new organization of any industry, like the creation of a monopoly position (for example through trustification) or the breaking up of a monopoly position.” 


	2
	Utterback (1971, p. 77)
	“Innovation is an invention which has reached market introduction in the case of a new product, or first used in a production process, in the case of a process innovation.” 



	3
	West & Farr (1990, p. 9)
	“Innovation is the intentional introduction and application within a role, group or organization of ideas, processes, products or procedures, new to the relevant unit of adoption, designed to significantly benefit the individual, the group, the organization or wider society.” 


	4
	OECD (2005, p. 46)
	“Innovation is the implementation of a new or significantly improved product (good or service), or process, a new marketing method, or a new organizational method in business practices, workplace organization or external relations.” 


	5
	Carlson & Wilmot (2006, p. 4)

	“Innovation is the process that turns an idea into value for the customer and results in sustainable profit for the enterprise”.

	6
	O’Sullivan & Dooley (2009, p. 5)
	“Innovation is the process of making changes, large and small, radical and incremental, to products, processes, and services that results in the introduction of something new for the organization that adds value to customers and contributes to the knowledge store of the organization.”

	7
	The organisation for economic cooperation and development (OECD) Deschamps (2009, p.16)

	“Innovation is an iterative process initiated by the perception of a new market and or a service opportunity for a technology-based invention which leads to development production and marketing   tasks striving for the commercial success of the invention” 

	8
	Tidd & Bessant (2009, p. 16)

	“Innovation is a process of turning opportunity into new ideas and of putting these into widely used practice.” 

	9
	Trott (2012, p. 15)
	“Innovation is the management of all the activities involved in the process of idea generation, technology development, manufacturing and marketing of a new (or improved) product or manufacturing process or equipment.” 

	10
	Rothaermel (2013, p. 172)
	“Innovation is the commercialization of any new product, process, or idea, or the modification and recombination of existing ones.” 
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