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Abstract: Innovation management helps businesses in creating processes that facilitate the transition from mind to market and from ideas to cash. This new type of management does not replace the traditional departments and processes a company uses when creating new products, services or business strategies. It represents just a tool in better carrying out these activities. In a new business environment in which there is lower growth and higher risk, where newly competitive countries start performing on world level, where the Internet has become one of the main ways businesses make money, and where consolidated channels make the rules of the game, the only key for success is innovation. “Innovate or die!” Companies that do not innovate cannot adapt to the realities of this new business age and therefore are doomed to extinction. For an organization to innovate, it has to be or to become a learning organization. Developing a reliable operating system for innovation is the cornerstone of business sustainability. 
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“The way you will thrive in this environment is by innovating - innovating in technologies, innovating in strategies, innovating in business models.” (IBM CEO 
Samuel J. Palmisano)
1. INTRODUCTOIN
Innovation management dates back in the 1890s once with Edison’s innovation factory. Innovation was then converted into a process practised by a team of inventors working together. Innovation management helps businesses in creating processes that facilitate the transition from mind to market and from ideas to cash. This new type of management does not replace the traditional departments and processes a company uses when creating new products, services or business strategies. It represents just a tool in better carrying out these activities and it comprises the following steps or phases: idea generation, concept development, feasibility studies, product development, market testing and launch. (http://www.ipmall.info/hosted_resources/al-ali/IM_title_page.htm)
2. THE NEW BUSINESS ENVIRONMENT

In a new business environment in which there is lower growth and higher risk, where newly competitive countries start performing on world level, where the Internet has become one of the main ways businesses make money, and where consolidated channels make the rules of the game, the only key for success is innovation. Shortly, “Innovate or die!” Companies that do not innovate cannot adapt to the realities of this new business age and therefore are doomed to extinction.
Innovation, however, does not refer to the creation of new and innovative products exclusively. The concept encompasses a broader range of actions, such as building new business processes and models, creating new markets for new needs and new customers, innovating technologies and strategies etc. Innovation has to be found in every single business operation, starting from the culture and going on to daily activities. 

Jeffrey Baumgartner distinguishes between framework innovation and detail innovation (Baumgartner, 2007). Paul Sloane terms them radical innovation (called disruptive innovation by Clayton Christensen) (Christensen, 1997) and incremental innovation – when companies make things better (improvements to current products, methods, processes, services, partnerships) (Sloane, 2007). The former usually refers to disruptive innovation, which means that an already existing process will sometimes be replaced. Such innovations refer to totally new products, like the World Wide Web with its huge impact on people’s lives. The latter refers to innovations performed within a framework such as incremental innovation, about which Isaac Getz and Alan G. Robinson believe they are the real engine of business success. Detail innovation is the most common type of innovation and it is essential for sustainable business models. Framework innovation that is not doubled by detail innovation is not likely to succeed. Innovation at structure level is not worth operating without innovation at detail level because sustainable competitive advantage will not be created. 
Nevertheless, some authors do not agree to this classification of innovation. Instead, innovation is seen as a continuous process of facing a series of problems that never end. One such author is Howard Smith who believes that the disruptive innovation is a myth and an oxymoron (Smith, 2005). The top of the world’s most innovative companies stands as the best proof for innovation diversity. (The World’s Most Innovative Companies, Business Week, April 24th, 2006 at http://www.businessweek.com/magazine/content/06_17/b3981401.htm). 

A prior concern of Boston Consulting Group and Business Week, this hierarchy shows that the two most innovative companies are the same in Asia, Europe and North America: Apple and Google. Apple stands behind with extremely well-designed products that create and build new markets from existing technologies or platforms; the ability to create demand by understanding customers’ needs and anticipating new ones; the timely reintroduction of new products and their effective marketing and the pro-innovation and risk lover culture. Similarly, Google comes up with innovative and useful technologies, tools and services; brand leverage for new business areas; its specificities and the change of the way people use information.
Boston Consulting Group and Business Week survey also reveals that beyond all these rankings the most difficult obstacle to surpass refers to slow development times in a business environment dominated by fast-changing consumer demands, global outsourcing and open source software where – despite the large amounts invested in innovation – high returns are not certain. Also, the lack of coordination proved to be the second barrier to innovation together with the way of linking rewards to innovation. The stake for these top companies is to achieve sustained innovation that bestows business sustainability and long term competitive advantage. 
However, there are highly innovative companies that perform badly and there are companies that perform well without being innovative. The innovation management issue is twofold as it may sometimes lead to unexpected results. Isaac Getz and Alan G. Robinson show that companies that generate innovation themselves may not be better off in the end (Getz and Robinson, 2003). Their work clearly exemplifies that home-run innovations and continuous efforts to carry them may sometimes turn out to be mistakes and thus produce losses for the companies unless there are appropriate customer focused processes, basic continuous improvement and employees’ spontaneous ideas management in the first place. Briefly, the authors agree that the only sustainable competitive advantage comes from out-innovating the competition (Peters, 1997).
Out-innovating competition means that the company can have more alternatives than just carrying home-run innovations. Investing in research and development is not only aimed at generating innovations, but also at learning from the competitors and other extra industry knowledge sources (Cohen and Levinthal, 1989). These are also viable ways of improving the company’s performance sometimes without generating radical or framework innovations.
On the contrary, there are authors who consider that competitive advantage can be achieved only by having command of technologies in order to timely develop new products. Accordingly, it is the task of research and development management to create and improve technological potentials and an organizational framework will be considered in order to render the research and development management efficient (Reger and von Wichert-Nick, 1997). Nonetheless, a learning organization for research and development management will encompass both the organizational structure as well as its culture.
3. INNOVATION AND LEARNING

For an organization to innovate, it has to be or to become a learning organization. According to Peter Senge, “Organization-wide learning involves change in culture and change in the most basic managerial practices, not just within a company, but within a whole system of management. … I guarantee that when you start to create a learning environment, people will not feel as though they are in control.” (Senge at 
http://textus.diplomacy.edu/portals/isl/Default.asp?FilterTopic=/44693/44879)
A learning organization is an organization that facilitates the learning of all its members and continuously transforms itself (self-development and action learning). In the new knowledge economy, developing a reliable operating system for innovation is the cornerstone of business sustainability and learning is a key competency for survival. To this purpose, concerns about information systems for knowledge management, knowledge management or learning systems departments led by their Chief Knowledge Officer have started to arise in many companies. Despite the fact that there are voices saying that innovation and creativity and knowledge management are disparate, they fit within this context. Min Basadur and Garry A. Gelade focus on the role of knowledge management in the innovation process (Basadur and Gelade, 2003). They distinguish between the apprehension and the utilization of knowledge and treat them as a single framework that allows the organization to: 

( detect errors and implement changes to restore or improve routines;
( be aware of unexpected events and crises and turn them into opportunities for innovation;
( anticipate and seek out new information and emerging opportunities to develop new products, services and routines.
In Jeffrey Baumgartner’s and Paul Sloane’s view, the first aspect would refer to incremental innovation (detail) innovation, while the second and the third would account for the radical (framework) innovation. However, the first action is not enough for a company to develop; it is only meant to improve and to maintain certain routines. Success cannot be based on past or already existing products. Just like predictions on future sales based on past data may sometimes fail, the same happens with companies who predict the future based on the past and wanting to maintain the status-quo and only refine the existing products or services. The market is likely to behave unexpectedly and sometimes this change is very fast. Thus, meeting demand in due time is extremely important, especially under these circumstances when opportunities are chased by any other company acting on the same or different market and looking for them. 
Innovation and learning go hand in hand in creating the premises for an organization to survive, develop and succeed. Jack Welch, ex-CEO of General Electic, once said that “an organisation’s ability to learn, and to translate that learning into action rapidly, is the ultimate competitive business advantage” (Smith, 2005). According to John Seely Brown and Paul Duguid, working, learning and innovating are inextricably linked. While work is seen as conservative and resistant to change, learning is viewed as distinct from working and problematic in the face of change; innovation, on the other hand, is considered to be disruptive but necessary imposition of change on the other two. This relation can be tested on companies that support competence building through learning by doing and interacting, which notably tend to speed up product or service innovation (Nielsen and Lundvall, 2003).
Establishing relations between innovation, learning and innovation management is extremely useful for empirical studies, but a measurement of the process may prove extremely valuable both for theoretical and practical approaches. In their study “Innovation Management Measurement: A Review”, R. Adams, J. Bessant and R. Phelps start from the assumption that the innovation management comprises seven categories:
1) inputs management (creativity and human resources, resource availability, idea generation, technology acquisition, networking) ( 
people, physical and fiancial resources, tools; 
2) knowledge management (resource provision, understand relevant technological developments and competitor strategies) ( idea generation, knowledge repository, information flows;
3) innovation strategy (New Product Development strategy, strategy and leadership, innovation strategy, strategic management) ( strategic orientation, strategic leadership;
4) organizational culture and structure (organizational culture, leadership, culture and climate, structural and cultural context of the organization) ( culture, structure;

5) portfolio management (NPD process, systems and tools, planning and selection, portfolio management) ( risk/return balance, optimization tool use;

6) project management (communication and collaboration, project management, development) ( project efficiency, tools, communications, collaboration;

7) commercialization (structure and performance, commercialization) ( market research, market testing, marketing and sales (Adams, Bessant and al., 2006). 
Based on several empirically observed factors that are significant in the innovation process and on illustrative measures to map innovation management, the authors provide a framework for managers to evaluate their own innovation activity, describe the extent to which a company is innovative and offers recommendations for improvement (Adams, Bessant and al., 2006). Thus, practitioners will be able to conduct an evaluation of their own innovation management activity, identify gaps, weaknesses or deficiencies, and also improvement potential. Also, this framework is meant to detect areas where innovation is only nominally adopted in their processes and identify areas where attention and resources might be focused.

Shortly, the sustainable competitive advantage of a business largely depends on the interconnection between innovation, innovation management and organizational learning, especially in a globalizing business environment where innovation decides what companies should be successful and what companies should lose. In order to grasp the real impact of innovation management in the new business age, one can make the distinction between detail and framework innovation, but conceptually innovation should be always considered continuous, a never-ending sequence of problems to be solved (Smith, 2005).
3. CONCLUSION

Innovation management proves to be twofold because issues like customer focused processes, basic continuous improvement and employees’ spontaneous ideas management may prove to be more valuable for the general performance of the company than home-run innovation processes. Moreover, innovation should not be only nominal but it should be practised and it should cover both the organizational structure and culture. Learning practices should be deeply engrained in the company practices because knowledge represents a critical element in gaining sustainable competitive advantage by dint of innovation. Eventually, measuring innovation management is one way companies can realize where they stand and what they have to do in this respect; this is the reason why there have been so many attempts of creating metrics for innovation management. 
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