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ABSTRACT
The innovativeness and creativity of companies are of par-
ticular significance in terms of shaping competitive position. 
Both of these phenomena should co-exist and interact with 
each other. The aim of the paper is the preliminary identi-
fication of the determinants of innovation and creativity in 
enterprises and their bilateral coordination in the Lean Man-
agement environment. In order to accomplish the aims of 
the research, a study of the subject literature (on the theo-
retical level) was used, as well as the results of empirical 
research conducted on the basis of a case study within two 
companies. Thanks to the literature review, the assumption 
about the need to integrate and coordinate activities in the 
area of creativity and innovation was made. Case studies 
have shown that, in practice, unnecessary artificial divisions 
of these areas of the company’s operations are created. In 
both the theoretical and empirical layers, the necessity of 
continuing research into the given problem was confirmed.
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The terms innovation and creativity are 
some of the most commonly used terms 
in the ongoing public debate, as well as 
in scientific and private discussions, con-
cerning the economy. The reasons for this 
are obvious and not questioned. The scale 
and efficiency of processes and phenom-
ena described using these terms, regard-
less of some differences in the interpreta-
tion of their meaning, determine the effects 
of business activities on the micro- and 
macro-scale. Each of these dimensions in 
the Polish economy contains reasons to 
be dissatisfied with the level and dynamics 

of these effects. As the above theses are 
obviously and commonly recognised both 
in theory and in practice, this seems to be 
sufficient justification not to proceed with 
further documentation and confirmation 
thereof. 

The aforementioned debates and dis-
cussion more often concern innovation, 
especially in combination with entrepre-
neurship (Bratnicki 2002; Squicciarini 2017; 
Urbaniec 2018). In connection with Schum-
peter’s fairly widespread understanding of 
entrepreneurship, this seems to be rea-
sonable. However, the necessary innova-



Forum Scientiae Oeconomia • Volume 6 (2018) • No. 368

tion – in all possible forms of expression 
and scopes – should be accompanied by 
a relatively high level of creativity (Amabile 
1996; Dawson and Andriopoulos 2014; 
Thomas 2009). In other words, the point is 
not to promote and introduce just any inno-
vations, but to increase the share of origi-
nal, creative innovations. Economic prac-
tice in many countries, including Poland, 
cannot manage this need to a satisfactory 
degree. At the same time, there is no prop-
er support for the development of innova-
tion and creativity from science (manage-
ment theory), while many of the scientific 
achievements embodied in contemporary 
concepts and methods of management 
contain elements of such support. 

One of these concepts, largely based 
on innovation and creativity, is Lean Man-
agement (LM) (Lindskog et al. 2017; Miller 
et al. 2014; Sehested and Sonnerberg 
2011). This concept, with a firmly rooted 
principle of continuous improvement, is 
gaining increasingly widespread applica-
tion and recognition in many sectors of the 
economy, as well as in the non-economic 
sphere. In this situation, it seems obvious 
and natural to ask more detailed research 
questions which are, in our opinion, cogni-
tively and applicably significant, including 
but not limited to:

–	 how to systematise types (areas, 
scopes) of the innovativeness of en-
terprises for cognitive and practical 
purposes,

–	 what the possible and the desired re-
lationships between innovativeness 
and creativity in companies are,

–	 which factors condition the develop-
ment of innovation and creativity in 
companies and what the mechanisms 
of their impact are,

–	 what the scope and degree of both 
the possible and the desired impact 
of systemic solutions in the sphere of 
company management on both the 

course and the results of the devel-
opment of innovation and creativity in 
companies are,

–	 whether innovation and creativity 
could find support in the conditions of 
using and developing the LM concept 
in companies, in its "environment", 
and if so, to what extent. 

A reliable and sufficiently exhaustive 
search for answers to these and related 
questions would require the more com-
prehensive conceptualisation, preparation 
and implementation of relevant research, 
probably in the form of numerous related 
research projects.

The aim of this study fits within the 
phase of conceptualisation of part of such 
research. In particular, we want to focus 
on the initial identification of conditions 
for  innovation and creativity processes in 
companies and their mutual coordination, 
with particular focus on the conditions on 
part of the management system and the 
LM concept, using literature data, our own 
passive and active observation of proc-
esses which are the object of our interest 
and which take place in the “environment” 
of LM, as well as by means of a case study 
carried out in several entities experienced 
in implementing the LM concept. This is a 
highly exploratory goal, focused on creat-
ing conditions which enable the design of 
a more specific subject- and problem-re-
lated field of research, and - at later stages 

– detailed questions and research hypothe-
ses as well as research methods and tools 
(identification, measurement).

1. Literature review 
The issues of innovation and creativity 

have been explored deeply, both in litera-
ture and in practice in terms of the func-
tioning and development of companies. 
Innovativeness is a feature of learning or-
ganisations which are flexible, adaptable, 
and focused on development. The terms 
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innovativeness and innovation have multi-
ple meanings and are difficult to interpret 
precisely. They are often associated with 
other synonymous terms, e.g. streamlin-
ing, modernisation, novelty, creativity, or 
unconventional solutions. Innovation is an 
idea, action or thing that is new and of bet-
ter quality. 

Innovativeness can be identified as the 
capacity and motivation of a company to 
constantly search for scientific research 
results, new concepts, ideas, and inven-
tions and use them in practice. Innovative 
companies are considered to be compa-
nies that create, absorb and acquire new 
products, technologies, and organisa-
tional solutions, as well as those charac-
terised by the ability to continuously adapt 
to changes occurring in the environment 
(Serafin 2014).

The results of innovative activities are in-
novations that can be classified according 
to various criteria. Considering the criteri-
on – the object of innovation as defined by 

“Oslo Manual” (Podręcznik Oslo 2005), four 
main types of innovation are distinguished: 
product, process, organisational, and 
marketing innovation. Further, when con-
sidering the significance of innovation, we 
can distinguish between breakthrough in-
novations (substantial, radical, revolution-
ary) and incremental innovations (small, 
streamlining). According to the originality 
criterion, we can distinguish between crea-
tive innovations (original) and imitative in-
novations (unoriginal, adapted) (Dawson 
and Andriopoulos 2014; Penc 1995; Ser-
afin 2014; Świtalski 2004).

The source of innovation may be any-
thing that creates specific ideas, designs 
and becomes the impetus behind the 
search for new solutions. Sources of inno-
vations can be divided into internal and ex-
ternal ones. Internal sources are the most 
valuable – they are the cheapest, and their 
benefits are wide-ranging and cumulative 

since even minor improvements yield syn-
ergy effects when aggregated. They have 
tremendous motivational value since they 
allow people to grow. Internal sources of 
company innovation include employees, 
technical and managerial personnel, re-
search results and technical facilities, qual-
ity circles, and kaizen teams (Penc 1999; 
Serafin 2014).

The innovativeness of companies is in-
fluenced by so-called innovation capabil-
ity, understood as the company’s ability 
to generate, accept and implement new 
ideas, processes, products or services. 
It depends to a large extent upon people 
employed in the organisation, organisa-
tional culture, leadership, and internal 
regulations which either foster or hinder 
the development of innovation (Barsh et 
al. 2008; Calantone et al. 2002; Loewe and 
Dominiquini 2006; Pietroń-Pyszczek and 
Piwowar-Sulej 2013; Szczepańska-Woszc-
zyna 2015; Wang, Dass 2017).

The issue of innovation is strictly related 
to the notion of creativity. This notion also 
escapes any attempts to clearly define it 
(Parkhurst 1999; Ford and Harris 1992). 
According to Dawson and Andriopoulos 
(2014: 64-65), if innovation is understood 
as a process of using new ideas and trans-
forming them into new products, services 
and solutions, then creativity should be un-
derstood as the source of new (innovative) 
and useful ideas. From this perspective, 
creativity is the beginning and the cause of 
various forms of innovation. 

Demonstratively, the relationship be-
tween innovation and creativity may be 
presented as in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. The relationship between innovation and creativity

Source: Own elaboration.

The x-axis (innovation) presents – as the 
effect of innovativeness – innovations dis-
tinguished according to the criterion of the 
scope of changes and “costs”: innovations 
with a small scope of changes that do not 
require great costs (improvements) and in-
novations with a larger range of changes 
that require larger expenditures. The y-
axis (creativity) distinguishes low and high 
levels (degrees) of creativity. The desired 
state is high creativity, which is favourable 
to minor improvements (3) and innovations 
with a larger range of changes (4). Thus, 
the following questions arise: How to cross 
from square 1 to 3 (increase creativity re-
garding improvements) and from square 1 
to 2 (how to integrate improvements with 
innovations under conditions of relatively 
low creativity)? Can growth in creativity be 
an accelerator for innovation with a larger 
range of changes (“direct” transition from 
square 1 to 4, or passing through square 
2 or 3 to reach square 4)? What affects in-
novation and creativity in companies, and 
how are these phenomena related?

2. Conditions for innovation 
and creativity
2.1. Conditions for innovation

Using the innovation model proposed 
by Birchall and Armstrong (2001), the fol-
lowing conditions for innovation can be 
presented: the external environment (infor-
mation on new technologies and organisa-
tional solutions originating from the com-
pany’s environment, information on the 
needs and expectations of the environment 
e.g. customers, contractors); the internal 
environment (company’s strategy, tech-
nologies used, award system, teamwork); 
the innovation process (management of 
the innovation process, procedures, styles 
of employee-innovator leadership); and 
development management (organisational 
learning capacity).

Internal factors create the innovative po-
tential of the company, which significantly 
influences the sizes and effects of innova-
tion. Although the scope of the possibility 
to influence innovation activities in compa-
nies varies depending on external condi-
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tions, this activity is insofar significantly 
determined by factors dependent on the 
company (Baruk 2001; Zych 2016). The key 
internal conditions of innovation include 
managerial support for creative employee 
initiatives, visionary leadership, supportive 
organisational culture, the desire to engage 
in the innovation process, teamwork, read-
iness for learning and adapting solutions, 
and effective communication (Loewe and 
Dominiquini 2006; Souza and Bruno-Faria 
2013; Tidd et al. 2001; West 2000).

Research into the ideal conditions for 
innovation often emphasises the consider-
able role of managers, whose attitude and 
management style strongly determine the 
capacity for building an innovative com-
pany. It is also crucial for them to have 
leadership skills relevant to the develop-
ment of innovation (Bolivar-Ramos et al. 
2011; Dawson and Andriopoulos 2014; 
Jung 2001; Szczepańska-Woszczyna 
2015; Tidd et al. 1997). Managers must be 
aware of the value of innovation and must 
be able to involve their team of employees 
in its creation, implementation and devel-
opment. Their task is to create a learning 
organisation and shape a culture which 
fosters innovation, which is also strongly 
stressed in the subject literature (Ahmed 
1998; Bolivar-Ramos et al. 2011; Fabrows-
ka 2010; Szczepańska-Woszczyna 2014). 
According to research conducted among 
high-level managers by McKinsey Quar-
terly, more than 70% of people indicated 
that innovation is one of the three most 
important factors for the development of 
their companies. At the same time, nearly 
65% of managers stated that their skills in 
the field of supporting innovation are inad-
equate and require development (Barsh et 
al. 2008). 

The importance of the conditions men-
tioned above is also indicated by the re-
sults of research into factors which inhibit 
innovation. The most frequently indicated 

factors hindering innovation were manage-
ment not paying due attention to innova-
tion, lack of managerial involvement, short-
age of managerial competencies, lack of 
appropriate qualifications of operating 
personnel, lack of employee motivation, 
improper rewarding of innovators for their 
achievements, lack of a favourable organi-
sational culture, a weak information system, 
lack of independence of innovators’ activi-
ties, and mental barriers (Kalinowski 2010; 
Souza and Bruno-Faria 2013; Zych 2016).

According to Penc (2006), most Polish 
companies experience the phenomenon 
of innovation inertia, consisting of inactiv-
ity and aversion to undertaking innovative 
activities. The sources of innovation iner-
tia may be found in the following factors: 
personal characteristics (excessive self-
confidence, low need for self-fulfilment, 
low openness to changes, inability to take 
risk); structural features (lack of a “climate” 
for innovation); and demographic and pro-
fessional features (age of employees – eld-
erly people are more inclined to have res-
ervations and display inertial behaviours; 
job seniority – extended work experience 
fosters routine and stabilisation; qualifica-
tions – poor qualifications lead to inactivity 
and routine behaviours) (Serafin 2014).

2.2. Conditions for creativity
Conditions for creativity in an organisa-

tion may be presented by the 4P formula: 
People – employees, Process – the proc-
ess of creativity, Pressure – the environ-
ment and conditions for the creation proc-
ess, Product (service) – perceived as the 
result of creativity (Wiśniewska and Janasz 
2012). Another important factor for creativ-
ity is the demand for a new solution (“ne-
cessity is the mother of invention”). People 
are always the creators of new ideas. The 
level of creativity of each person depends 
on two basic variables: individual personal 
features and skills, as well as external stim-
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uli and conditions created by the environ-
ment (Niedzielski and Rychlik 2006). In the 
opinion of West (2000), personality traits 
which encourage creativity include persist-
ence, the need for autonomy, focus on risk, 
independent thought and assessment.

Deliberations over creativity strongly em-
phasise the meaning of factors affecting a 
person from the outside, assigning even 
bigger significance to them than to internal 
conditions. Many studies focus on factors 
which stimulate and inhibit creative behav-
iours (Amabile 1997; Hughes 1998; Parnes 
1997; Niedzielski and Rychlik 2006). This 
primarily concerns the identification of fac-
tors that affect the correct course of partic-
ular stages of the creative problem-solving 
process. Considerable attention is paid to 
the climate and atmosphere at work. The 
creation of an atmosphere supporting 
creativity – a climate for creativity – is sug-
gested (Amabile 1996; Deschamps 2014; 
Ekvall 1996; Karwowski 2009; Parnes 
1997; Subramaniam 2012; Thomas 2009; 
Trias de Bes and Kotler 2013).

Parnes (1997) mentions four primary 
factors that should be supported in an or-
ganisation to enable a creative approach 
to problem solving: restraint from judg-
ments, freedom of action, generating many 
ideas, and developing the ideas of others. 
Amabile (1997) also identifies six factors 
relating to the work environment that are 
supposed to stimulate creativity. These 
include supporting organisational culture, 
the support of management, the support 
of the team, sufficient resources (materi-
als, work conditions, information), specific 
challenges, and freedom (autonomy). 

When considering the aspect of motiva-
tion, creativity is helped by encouraging 
employees to submit various ideas, creat-
ing an atmosphere of cooperation in the 
group, fostering discussion and sharing 
information, using awards for creative atti-
tudes, and ensuring a friendly atmosphere 

at the workplace (Wiśniewska and Janasz 
2012).

Equally importantly, factors which hinder 
creativity include the negative attitude of 
employees and teams (focusing on the un-
desirable aspects of problems, e.g. look-
ing for someone to blame instead of look-
ing for solutions), fear of failure or being 
ridiculed, lack of time for thinking (exces-
sive workload), lack of creative freedom, 
making wrong assumptions (focusing on 
stereotypes and prejudices), and focusing 
on dry logic without considering intuition 
(Amabile 1997; Thomas 2009).

Since creativity can be “realised” in the 
innovation process (it is an unavoidable re-
lationship), everything that serves or limits 
creativity may also indirectly affect the lev-
el of innovation. Therefore, the conditions 
for innovation and creativity are to a large 
extent shared, as presented above.

3. Innovation and creativity 
in the Lean Management 
environment

In the opinion of Thomas (2009), creativ-
ity requires questioning the status quo and 
continuously searching for better solutions, 
because: 

–	 no action is good only because we do it,
–	 no method is good only because we 

use it,
–	 no device is good only because we 

have it.
This approach is embraced by the con-

cept of Lean Management, one of the 
rules of which is continuous improvement. 
The essence of Lean Management is the 
reduction of any wastage (Jap. muda), 
namely actions that absorb resources 
rather than add value. The purpose of LM 
is to optimise the functioning of the com-
pany and raise its effectiveness. These 
goals are achieved through the introduc-
tion of process, product, organisational, 
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economic, and technical innovations, and 
thus the concept covers the organisation 
in each aspect of its functioning. From the 
viewpoint of operational efficiency, the es-
sence of LM is to produce more using less 
(human effort, surface area, resources, 
and so on).

Lean Management is based on the kai-
zen philosophy, which recommends sys-
tematic, small improvements in all areas 
of functioning of the company and greatly 
emphasises activities in the scope of prob-
lem solving. A fundamental issue is not to 
seek people to blame for the situation (this 
blocks innovative thinking) but to seek so-
lutions to problems. It is crucial to have an 
organisational culture fostering kaizen (no 
blame culture). All members of the organi-
sation should be involved in continuous 
improvement activities, regardless of their 
position. So, how does the phenomenon 
of innovation and creativity “fit” in the Lean 
environment?

We may encounter an opinion that Lean, 
due to standardisation, limits creativity. 
However, the standards on which Lean is 
based should be subject to continuous in-
novations – they are merely the best way 
to carry out certain tasks in a given time, 
serving as a reference for future innova-
tions (Miller et al. 2014).

Miller et al. (2014) believe that it is a mis-
take to assume a dichotomy between kai-
zen and innovation. In their opinion, there is 
evidence to prove that order and harmony 
foster innovation – the kaizen culture does 
not stifle innovation, but rather enables it. 
In the opinion of the authors, Lean fosters 
innovations by pursuing the assumptions 
of the concept: restraining from overpro-
duction, listening to the customer and in-
troducing relevant changes, getting to the 
sources of problems, and drawing conclu-
sions from small experiments (including 
unsuccessful ones). Lean can thus bring 
innovation processes to a new level, where 

they will become a true distinguishing 
mark of competitive advantage (Sehested 
and Sonnerberg 2011). The research con-
ducted shows how different Lean tools, i.e. 
5S, VSM, standard work and visualisations, 
foster the individual creativity and inno-
vativeness of employees (Lindskog et al. 
2017).

The literature studies presented show 
that mutual relations between innovation 
and creativity exist, the conditions for the 
development of innovation and creativity in 
companies are similar, and the Lean envi-
ronment should support the phenomena 
of creativity and innovation. However, the 
question arises as to whether these condi-
tions and interrelations between innovation 
and creativity are used at a satisfactory 
level in practice, and whether they yield 
satisfactory results. The initial examination 
of these issues is pursued through case 
studies undertaken for these purposes.

4. Innovation and creativ-
ity in the Lean environment 
– case studies

The purpose of the empirical studies 
conducted with the use of the case study 
technique was to perform a preliminary 
identification of the conditions for innova-
tion and creativity of companies operating 
in the Lean environment. The study cov-
ered two production enterprises, advanced 
in terms of the implementation of the Lean 
Management concept, the first of which (A) 
represents the automotive industry, while 
the second one (B) represents the food in-
dustry. The respondents were highly quali-
fied senior managers, experienced in deal-
ing with LM. Concerning issues vital to the 
topic of the study, an attempt was made to 
maintain the original form of the responses. 
Both companies belong to international 
enterprises and are located in Poland.



Forum Scientiae Oeconomia • Volume 6 (2018) • No. 374

The first issue analysed concerned the 
scope and the organisational (structural) 
location of innovation activities. At com-
pany A, we can distinguish product inno-
vations (implemented by the Engineering 
department - E), process innovations (En-
gineering department, Process Optimisa-
tion department - PO, Continuous Improve-
ment department - CI) and organisational 
innovations (CI, PO departments). The 
Engineering department operates beyond 
the plant’s structures. It is a technology 
centre covering the entire corporation. The 
Process Optimisation department and the 
Continuous Improvement department re-
port to the plant’s director. At company B, 
innovations are considered in two groups 
(categories). Small innovations that can be 
implemented quickly and at limited cost 
belong to the scope of responsibility of the 
CI department (Continuous Improvement). 
These are minor improvements in the or-
ganisation of production and work respec-
tively. Innovations with a broader range of 
changes, particularly requiring funding of 
more than EUR 1000, are implemented by 
the BD (Business Development) depart-
ment and the engineering department 
subordinate to it. The CI department deals 
with registration and testing efficiency and 
financial results of the reported improve-
ments, and conducts training in LM as well. 
The CI department conforms to the inter-
nal structure of the factory, and its role is 
focused mainly on the analytical and ad-
visory functions. The BD department that 
conforms to the European company struc-
tures focuses on implementing investment 
projects (new lines, new products, chang-
es in the specification of products and 
packaging). This department has more 
decision-making possibilities.

Another question concerned the general 
scope of minor improvements (“kaizens”) 
reported by employees via the system of 
employee suggestions and innovations 

with a larger range of changes and requir-
ing larger financing. In company A, kaizens 
do not “interfere” with the product and 
mainly concern the organisation of work, 
process, flow (internal logistics), OHS, and 
ergonomics. Rarely, amongst bottom-up 
initiatives, can one find process innova-
tions aimed at checking whether the proc-
ess takes place safely without affecting 
product quality. In turn, innovations with 
a larger scope of changes concern new 
products, processes and modern ma-
chines. In company B, the entire agenda of 
the plant’s operation (including streamlin-
ing activities) is based on five key issues: 
safety, quality, costs, delivery, and mo-
tivation. The ideas for streamlining must 
fit within these frameworks. Innovation is 
considered to be a project for improving 
the results of actions in the above catego-
ries, requiring an investment of more than 
EUR 1000.

A question was also asked about wheth-
er, within the suggestion system, some 
reported solutions are qualified as innova-
tions in terms of a broader scope of chang-
es and what happens to them. At company 
A, such situations are rather non-existent. 
On the contrary, at company B, they do 
occur and are implemented according to 
procedure – if they require funding of more 
than EUR 1000, they are transferred from 
the CI department to the Business Devel-
opment department.

Another issue concerned the main areas 
of cooperation between the units listed 
above which are involved in innovative 
processes. In company A, the Process 
Optimisation department and the Continu-
ous Improvement department carry out 
joint kaizen and SMED workshops. At the 
same time, joint problem-solving through 
PDCA and Shinin projects is conducted 
by the CI, quality and PO departments. In 
50% of cases, the PO department does 
not consult on its projects (innovations) 
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with the CI department. In the other 50% of 
cases, it conducts such a consultation (it 
depends on the technologist); then the CI 
manager is invited to meetings concerning 
innovation intentions. Otherwise, he learns 
about them ex-post. On the other hand, at 
company B, at the investment planning 
stage, practically the entire responsibility 
falls upon the Business Development de-
partment. Upon the project passing to the 
operating level, both departments (BD and 
CI) commence cooperation on a greater 
scale. This is legitimised by certain frame-
works specified in the company’s policy. 
At the implementation stage, practically 
the entire supervision over the current op-
eration of a particular project is handled by 
the CI department.

The study also attempted to identify 
whether conflicts (antagonisms) arise be-
tween the units involved, and what they are 
related to. Such issues were observed in 
both companies. In company A, the bound-
aries between “interests” of units dealing 
with innovations are noticeable. The objec-
tive of the Process Optimisation depart-
ment is to create a production process that 
would ensure the least amount of deficien-
cies (focus on quality); the criterion of price 
is also significant (it needs to be cheap). 
Attention is paid mostly to technological 
and technical issues (budget for machines). 
Topics related to human resources, space 
occupied, inventory, process management, 
and ergonomics are overlooked – they are 
the responsibility of production managers 
and the Continuous Improvement depart-
ment. This results in the cheap starting-up 
of production and, conversely, expensive 
maintenance. Since there is no process 
orientation in the innovation process, eve-
ryone is accountable for his/her own work. 
Therefore, at the design phase (PO depart-
ment), primary emphasis is placed on the 
implementation of the budget for the pur-
chase of machines and equipment, and 

at the production phase (CI department) 
on OEE ratios, headcount costs, and the 
costs of deficiencies. Conflicts exist also 
in company B and arise fairly regularly. In 
particular, they concern the last phase of 
project implementation; they arise when 
determining who should handle the given 
issue/topic – the Development department 
which implemented the project, or the CI 
department (e.g. ordering spare parts).

Another interesting issue in the study 
was the determination of whether CI man-
agers affect employees with regard to 

“stimulating” them to be innovative and cre-
ative (submit improvements). At company 
A, such a possibility occurs mainly during 
training, workshops and audits, and less 
frequently during “casual” conversations 
at the production line. At company B, the 
CI manager also has little direct impact on 
the employee, since he/she is not this em-
ployee’s direct superior. The only oppor-
tunity is to set out goals for the employee 
(team) when it comes to the number of re-
ported improvements. Awards for reported 
improvements are allocated indirectly via 
points (collected points can be exchanged 
for an in-kind prize), or by managerial 
awards for the implementation of good 
ideas.

Another question concerned how the CI 
manager affects line managers with regard 
to the implementation and development of 
rationalising activities in the field he man-
ages. At company A, this is done through 
weekly meetings with managers concern-
ing a review of ideas and indicators regard-
ing continuous improvement and the use 
of Lean tools. Another method is to ask for 
the intervention of the plant’s director, or 
spur the ambition of managers (in order 
that they would then influence their subor-
dinates). At company B, each line manager 
has quantitative goals determined for his 
team by the CI manager regarding im-
provements to reporting. To support those 
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actions, a training plan is created and im-
plemented on an annual basis, allowing for 
the delivery of appropriate knowledge of 
kaizen to the team.

Another issue examined was the role of 
line managers in shaping the environment 
for innovation and creativity. At company 
A, this depends on the priorities of top 
management, the particular person, the 
management method, the process stabil-
ity, and the team. Managers make many 
improvements without documenting them 
(showing them off). In general, it is the task 
of direct superiors (leaders) to stimulate 
creativity and gather ideas. They should 
encourage employees to submit ideas and 
directly engage in continuous improve-
ment, but the successful completion of 
the production plan often takes priority. At 
company B, managers assume various 
attitudes (highly rational, in the opinion of 
the respondent). If the manager sees the 
need to develop in this respect, he is usu-
ally motivated and involved in the activity. 
He gladly supports the team, organises 
training sessions, provides time for team 
meetings, and organises funding. On the 
other hand, if such actions are feigned 
(e.g. goals imposed by the corporation), 
they are strongly resisted. Some activi-
ties may even be torpedoed by managers. 
Line managers are to be the leaders of this 
activity regarding training and supplying 
necessary knowledge, and ideas are sup-
posed to come from the operations level. 

A question was also asked on how the 
organisational culture supports and limits 
innovation and creativity. Company A has 
no clearly articulated values and stand-
ards which help to foster innovation and 
creativity. The attitudes and actions are 
different, depending on people and rela-
tionships. The plant has numerous older 
employees who have already experienced 
multiple changes within this company, are 
poorly involved in general, and do not see 

many personal benefits of this type of ac-
tivity. Key elements of the culture of com-
pany B are commitment to achieving out-
standing results, acting to inspire others 
with one’s attitude, and striving to improve. 
The company works under an integrated 
management system, so it has all the tools 
necessary to build a culture of continuous 
improvement. People who are involved in 
this activity are preferred for promotion. 
Quantitative and qualitative monitoring is 
conducted on a rolling basis with regard to 
reported improvements, design problems 
solved, and so on. On the basis of the in-
formation gathered, conclusions are drawn 
and remedial actions are taken.

The question of whether the mission 
and the strategy of the company refer to 
the category of creativity and innovation at 
company B received affirmative answers. 
At company A, there are clearly defined 
financial criteria in this respect (projects 
for a given year should yield an appro-
priate return at the level of several million 
PLN/year). They are described in terms of 
Hoshin Kanrii, and progress is monitored 
every month.

The next issue examined concerned the 
motivating tools used for stimulating in-
novation and creativity. At company A, the 
main motivating factor for employees is the 
financial incentive – a specific amount paid 
for three ideas. In the opinion of employees, 
it is a weak incentive. For extraordinary 
achievements, the managing director can 
award special prizes, i.e., an appreciation 
bonus or an award at the end of the year 
for technologists (larger amounts for proc-
ess innovation). Motivational programs at 
company B involve collecting points for 
ideas (exchanged for in-kind prizes), or 
cash prizes for kaizen of the month, quar-
ter, and year. Activity concerning improve-
ments is also given priority when it comes 
to promotions.
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The question of whether training is con-
ducted for the development of innovation 
and creativity was also asked - and if so, 
what form it takes. Company A offers lit-
tle to no such training. Training plans are 
determined each time by mid-level and top 
management. At company B, basic induc-
tion training is conducted by the CI depart-
ment, and covers all employees. More spe-
cialised courses (5Why, Problem Solving, 
SMED, A3, …) are also offered and con-
ducted relatively regularly. Extended train-
ing, e.g. the organisation of workshops, is 
offered for a narrower group of people as 
indicated by the line leader.

Another issue examined was the appli-
cation of specialist management tools and 
organisational solutions which “stimulate” 
innovation and creativity. At company A, 
these included an employee suggestion 
system, shop floor management, kaizen 
workshops, and Shinin projects. Likewise, 
at company B they covered an employee 
suggestion system, shop floor manage-
ment, A3 reports, and kaizen workshops.

The study also tried to examine the is-
sue of the scope and the method of con-
necting (harmonising) innovative activi-
ties with a broader scope (top-down) with 
activities with a smaller range (bottom-up 
improvements). In company A, many ideas 
originate from the bottom, including those 
concerning a broader range of changes. 
However, the problem is that operators are 
not always able to articulate problems and 
suggestions for changes. It is thus essen-
tial to have a communication system be-
tween the operator and the leader, as well 
as the leader and the top manager. The 
use of shop floor management also allows 
for direct meetings and conversations with 
management (including the top levels of 
management) – the employees are then 
more willing to be open. It is also important 
to include operators in solving problems: 
e.g. through problem solving workshops. 

The collected ideas (suggestions) are 
transferred higher up and, during global 
meetings, under individual functions or lev-
els of management, possible development 
and implementation are discussed. Unfor-
tunately, this requires a significant amount 
of time, and requires multilevel approval. 
At company B, a respondent expressed 
the view that such activities should be 
coordinated by one entity within the struc-
ture, e.g. the CI Manager. Currently, each 
department (CI and DB) “pulls for itself  
a bit”, which results in the fact that some 
activities are not performed smoothly or 
are even abandoned due to the lack of co-
ordination and cooperation.

The study also searched for an answer 
to the question of the circumstances under 
which innovations can be more, and less, 
creative respectively. The respondent from 
company A stated that innovations are 
more creative when the employee is given 

“free rein”, does not feel constrained by the 
organisation (the management), and, at 
the same time, is motivated and listened to 
by the management. They are less creative 
when innovation tasks are imposed (e.g. 
an imposed quantity of ideas submitted 

– a monthly goal). Similarly, at company B, 
it was observed that if innovations concern 
the actual needs of the line/area, then they 
are more creative. If they concern goals 
imposed (or these objectives were not ac-
cordingly communicated to the team), they 
are less creative.

The study also identified difficulties re-
lated to shaping creativity. According to 
the opinion of company A, the organisa-
tional culture is an important element that 
weakens or reinforces creativity. Employ-
ees very often believe that improvement 
is not their responsibility, which in their 
opinion rests with the management per-
sonnel. Another important element is the 
system for rewarding creativity. Employees 
usually expect cash prizes commensurate 
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to the proposed savings. Creativity is also 
affected by delegating and the scope of re-
sponsibility. Firmly embedded standards 
also support creativity. Most employees 
belong to the so-called “older” group of 
personnel (more than 20 years of job sen-
iority), and it is hard to stimulate creativity 
in this group. Employees have previous 
bad experiences with activities of this type 
(e.g. managers did not read submissions 
concerning improvements). This has now 
changed for the better with the establish-
ment of a special commission to examine 
suggestions for improvement, composed 
of engineering, OHS, maintenance, and CI 
managers. Company B mentioned the fol-
lowing difficulties related to shaping crea-
tivity: the labour market (high turnover), 
weak organisational structures (long wait-
ing time for implementation of tasks), lack 
of funds, and poor knowledge.

The final issue examined was the ques-
tion of when (and with which characteristics) 
Lean Management fosters innovation and 
creativity, and when it does not. Company 
A indicated that favourable circumstances 
could arise from conducting workshops 
(in interdisciplinary teams) to solve various 
problems, and a well-functioning system of 
suggestions where the opinion of each em-
ployee is taken into consideration. On the 
other hand, the fact that it is based on lim-
iting standards and hampering operations 
as well as turning away from improvements 
was deemed to be an adverse feature of 
the concept. Another problematic issue is 
a situation in which standards themselves 
become the most important thing in the 
organisation. This applies particularly to 
corporations, which have “their own” pro-
duction system and “demand” observance 
of standards, even if they do not add value. 
It is also a trap to blindly implement tools 
and methods by “copying and pasting” 
the tools and methods of other organisa-
tions. Company B indicated the following 

circumstances which encourage creativity: 
the empowerment of managers and line 
employees, as well as greater autonomy 
when making decisions at lower levels of 
the organisation. When it comes to adverse 
factors, the organisation of activities plays 
a critical role. Even in the case of a high-
quality organisational culture within the 
company, individual units or departments 
function differently in this respect. Without 
supervision and carrying out control activi-
ties at the global level, the system will not 
function correctly. Additionally, the compa-
ny indicated the superficial character of ac-
tions resulting from corporate requirements 
or the need to fulfil audit requirements as a 
key barrier to progress in this field.

Conclusions
This paper’s attempt to undertake an ini-

tial identification of the conditions of inno-
vation and creativity processes in compa-
nies and their mutual coordination, with a 
particular focus on the conditions pertain-
ing to the management system and the LM 
concept, confirmed the significant interest 
in this field among researchers both in Po-
land and abroad. Many studies and publi-
cations devoted to the examination of the 
phenomena of innovation and/or creativity 
(separately or jointly) and the conditions 
thereof provide fairly rich, albeit dispersed, 
knowledge in this field. Literature sources 
also allow for the expression of the view 
that the coexistence of innovation and cre-
ativity is fostered by the Lean environment, 
although it is not free of constraints in this 
respect. The survey-based source study 
(case study) devoted to this problem, which 
we conducted in two companies with for-
eign capital operating in Poland and expe-
rienced in the use of the Lean Management 
concept, led to the following conclusions: 

–	 both companies examined feature 
organisational separation of innova-
tive projects with both a smaller and a 



On the co-existence of innovation and creativity... 79

larger range of changes (and costs);
–	 this results in conflicts related to the 

lack of synchronisation of goals and 
the lack of responsibility for specific 
actions ("everyone pulls for them-
selves");

–	 the organisational separation of ac-
tivities results in the lack of liquidity of 
innovation activities (long, multistage 
process) or their abandonment due 
to the lack of coordination and coop-
eration;

–	 at both companies, the task of line 
managers is to shape the environ-
ment for innovation and creativity. In 
practice, one limitation is the pres-
sure to implement the plan, as well as 
the top-down imposition of innovative 
projects;

–	 in the opinion of the respondents, fi-
nancial incentives are an important 
motivating factor for creative innova-
tion activities. However, at one of the 
companies, this is inadequate for the 
solutions proposed;

–	 both companies use specialised 
(Lean) management tools and organi-
sational solutions which stimulate in-
novation and creativity, i.e., shop floor 
management, an employee sugges-
tion system, kaizen workshops, and 
A3 reports;

–	 according to the respondents, inno-
vations are more creative when the 
employee is given "free rein" and is 
listened to by managers, as well as 
when innovations concern the actual 
needs of the production area/line;

–	 obstacles to shaping creativity in-
clude poor financial motivation, lack 
of creative freedom, strongly embed-
ded standards, as well as bad experi-
ences of employees (A), high rotation, 
long waiting time for the implementa-
tion of tasks, lack of funds, and poor 
levels of knowledge (B);

–	 LM elements which foster innovation 
and creativity include workshops 
in interdisciplinary teams (problem-
solving), a well-functioning system of 
suggestions, and the validation of line 
managers and employees (greater 
decision-making autonomy),

–	 on the other hand, adverse LM ele-
ments include standards which limit 
and hamper activities (turning the 
prevailing way of thinking away from 
improvements), assigning priority to 
standards, lack of central coordina-
tion of activities, the superficial char-
acter of activities arising from corpo-
rate requirements or the need to fulfil 
audit requirements.

In conclusion, awareness of the needs, 
conditions and mutual relationships of the 
examined phenomena and processes (in-
novation, creativity) on the part of manag-
ers of enterprises is relatively high, and 
does not differ substantially from theoreti-
cal patterns. The practical functioning of 
the companies examined, which are “ad-
vanced” with regard to the application of 
LM, contains certain elements of solutions 
which intentionally support innovation and 
creativity. However, we cannot speak of 
the existence of systems for such support, 
let alone their efficient functioning. In the 
cases examined, the need for coopera-
tion and integration activities in the area of 
innovation and creativity was recognised, 
but some difficulties in establishing and 
sustaining it were clearly visible at the 
same time. Hence, we suggest greater at-
tention paid to ensuring better cooperation 
and coordination of activities in both areas 
(innovation and creativity).
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